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Michael J. Lilly 
Attorney at Law 

4800 SW Griffith Drive, Suite 325 

Beaverton, OR 97005 

Telephone: 503-746-5977 

Facsimile: 503-746-5970 

Email: mikelilly@michaeljIilly.com 

Metro Council: 
Tom Hughes, President 
Shirley Craddick, District 1 
Carlotta Collette, District 2 
Carl Hosticka, District 3 
KaLh.ryn Harrington, District 4 
Rex Burkholder, District 5 
Barbara Roberts, District 6 
c/o Metro 
600 NE Grand Ave. 
Portland, OR 97232 

By Hand Delivery 

August 11, 2011 

Re: Columbia River Crossing LUFO 

Dear President Hughes and Councilors: 

Introduction 

If you elect to approve the LUFO requested by TriMet in this proceeding it 
will be Metro's last opportunity for a substantive review of the CRC project. In 
the past, and as recently as your decision on the locally preferred alternative 
resolution, you have been assured that you would have the opportunity to "see 
this again." This is your last opportunity to review and exert any control over 
this project on behalf of the public. 

TriMet's application for a Land Use Final Order seeks Metro's approval 
of a bridge that is outside Metro's authority to grant under HB 3478 Chapter 12 
of Oregon Laws 1996 (The 1996 Statute) 

1. a. The project proposed by the applicant is outside the Metro Urban 
Growth Boundary, which places it outside the area within which a 
project can be approved using a LUFO based on the 1996 Statute. 
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A map from the l'v1etro Data Resource Center (2n1e34) showing the Metro 
Boundary, and the Urban Growth Boundary is attached as exhibit A. In the area 
of the proposed bridge, the Metro Boundary extends to the state line in the 
middle of the river, but the Urban Growth Boundary extends only to the 
shoreline of Hayden Island. 

The 1996 Statute does not give Metro jurisdiction to approve a Land Use 
Final Order (LUFO) for an Interstate Highway bridge, nor any other project 
extending outside of the Metro Urban Growth Boundary. Section 1(18) of 1996 
Statute defines "Project" to mean: lithe portion of the South North MAX Light 
Rail Project within the Portland metropolitan area urban growth boundary, 
including * * *" (emphasis added). 

Section 1(19) defines "Project extension" the same manner, as: "the 
portion of the South North MAX Light Rail Project within the Portland 
metropolitan area urban growth boundary * * *" (emphasis added). 

The "Project" is t.herefore limited to areas "within the Portland 
metropolitan area urban growth boundary"-not Metro's general jurisdiction 
boundarv

J f but the UGB boundarv. Because this jurisdictional limitation on the 
j , 

LUFO process is statutory, neither LCDC nor Metro has authority to extend the 
"Project" into the middle of the river. Under Section 4, of the 1996 Statute, 
LCDC's authority to establish criteria to be used by Metro is limited to "the 
project and project extension." Under Section 6, of the 1996 Statute, Metro's 
l' . '" d r. 1 ,,,. 1" • l' . t d'" " ... 1- . t autllOnty to Issue a 'Ian use tlnar oraer IS lIKeWIse Iml e LO LIle proJec or 

project extension" which, again, are both limited to areas within the Metro UGB. 

Nothing in the language of the 1996 Statute implies that the Council's 
authority to amend the Locally Preferred Alternative Report changes the 
statutory limitation requiring the Project to be within the UGB. If the Council 
makes such an inference the Council would be disregarding an express limitation 
of the Statute, and would be making an interpretation that is contrary to the 
general rules of statutory interpretation. 

The text and context of the 1996 Statute is the first place LUBA or the 
Supreme Court will look to determine what was intended by fhe legislature. 

ORS 174.010 states: 

"In the construction of a statute, the office of the judge is simply to 
ascertain and declare what is, in terms or in substance, contained 
therein, not to insert what has been omitted, or to omit what has 
been inserted; and where there are several provisions or particulars 
such construction is, if possible, to be adopted as will give effect to 
all." (emphasis added) 

Interpretation of a statute is a question of law. The interpretive rules are set forth 
in Portland General Elee. Co. v. Bureau of Labor anti Industrips, 317 Or 606, 859 
P2d 1143 (1993) (as modified by statute and State v. Gaines, 46 Or 160, 164-171, 
206 P3d 1042 (2009)). Local government officials should follow the same 
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interpretive steps that a court would take, but ultimately it is the responsibility of 
LUBA and the courts to resolve ambiguities in statutes. If the Court cannot 
resolve the ambiguity after reviewing text, context, and legislative history or 
extrinsic evidence offered by the parties, the Court resorts to maxims of general 
construction, including statutory and common law rules for interpretation. 

The problem with TriMet's proposal in this case is that there is no 
ambiguity to resolve. The statute does not grant supersiting authority to Metro 
for a bridge that extends outside of the Metro Urban Growth Boundary, and no 
interpretive exercise or past approvals can change that. An approval of a Land 
Use Final Order for an Interstate Highway Bridge extending outside of the Metro 
UGB is not within the jurisdiction of Metro to issue. 

Even if the Statute were not clear on tI~is limitation, th,efe are other 
indications of the legislature's intent LCDC recognized the UCB boundary 
limitation in its order establishing the LUFO decision criteria. In Section 10 of the 
LUFO criteria order, the LCDC directs Metro to consider a light rail route for the 
norLl,.ern portion of t..ne South-North Project. 

10. Consider a light rail route connecting Portlandfs central city 
with the City of Milwaukie's downtown via inner southeast 
Portland neighborhoods and, in the City of Milwaukie, the 
McLoughlin Boulevard corridor, and further connecting the 
central city with norLh and inner northeast Portland 
neighborhoods via the Interstate 5 /Interstate Avenue corridor." 

This directive includes connecting the central city with "north and inner 
northeast Portland neighborhoods." There is no mention of using the LUFO 
procedure for approval of an interstate bridge or other connection to Vancouver, 
Washington. 

Furthermore there is nothing in the legislative history indicating that the 
LUFO procedure for the South-North Project would ever extend to Vancouver, 
involve a river crossing, or extend outside the UCB. We have examined that 
history and found no support for th.e idea that the legislature thought it was 
authorizing the use of the LUFO process for anything like the CRe. Instead the 
legislative history supports the idea that the LUFO process is confined to projects 
inside the UGB see exhibit B for a summary of relevant parts of the legislative 
history. 

1. b. The 1996 Statute was written to provide a special approval 
mechanism for approval of light rail projects, not a new Interstate 
Bridge for cars and trucks. 

The 1996 Statute establishes a special LUFO procedure. The special 
procedure allows expedited review, limits the issues that Metro can consider, 
and limits citizen input; but Ll,.e 1996 Statute consistently refers to land use 
approvals needed for the South-North Light Rail line. Any fair reading of the 
1996 Statute establishes that light rail is the focus of the 1996 Statute, and the 
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highway improvements referred to in the Statute are only improvements related 
to the light rail. The phrase Ilhighway improvements" is always used in a 
context in which it is subsidiary to the light rail project. For example: 

Section 1 (18) IIIProject' means the portion of the South North MAX 
Light Rail Project within the Portland metropolitan area urban 
growth boundary! including each segment thereof as set forth in the 
Phase I South North Corridor Project Locally Preferred Alternative 
Report as may be amended from time to time or as may be modified 
in a Final Statement or the Full Funding Grant Agreement. The 
project includes the light rail route, stations, lots and maintenance 
facilities, and any highway improvements to be included in the project." 
[emphasis added] 

and 
Section 1 (12) IIIHighway improvements' means the highway 
improvements, if any, to be included in the project or project 
extension. The highway improvements shall be selected from among 
the highway improvements, if any, described in a Draft Statement 
or Final Statement for the Droiect or Droiect extension. 1I 

.1 J .1 J 

[emphasis added] 

The definitions are somewhat circular but the Council should not attempt to 
make t..hem meaningless by suggesting that all highway improvements, no 
matter how remote, can be treated as part of the South North Light Rail Project. 

Staff would apparently suggest that any highway improvement can be 
included in a LUFO, no matter how unrelated to the South-North Light Rail Line. 
That interpretation simply flies in the face of the statutory language quoted 
above and is inconsistent the legislative findings in Section 2 of the 1996 Statute, 
The legislative findings state that the purpose of the statute is to allow the state 
to take maximum advantage of federal funding for light rail. 

(1) liThe Legislative Assembly finds that a failure to obtain maximum 
federal funding for the South North MAX Light Rail Project in the 
upcoming federal transportation authorization act will seriously impair 
the viability of the transportation system planned for the Portland 
metropolitan area ... The Legislative Assembly further finds that to 
maximize the state's and metropolitan area's ability to obtain the 
highest available level of federal funding for the South North MAX 
Light Rail Project and to assure the timely and cost-effective 
construction of the project; it is necessary: (a) To establish the 
process to be used in making decisions in a land use final order 
on the light rail route, light rail stations, light rail park-and-ride lots, 
light rail maintenance facilities and any highway improvements to 
be included in the South North MAX Light Rail Project, including 
their locatiorls .. ~" 
and 
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(4) "The Legislative Assembly deems the procedures and requirements 
provided for in sections 1 to 13 of this Act, under the unique 
circumstances of the South North MAX Light Rail Project, to be 
equivalent in spirit and substance to the land use procedures that 
otherwise would be applicable." 

The supporting documents for the LCDC's LUFO approval criteria also 
indicate that the LCDC believed the LUFO procedure was intended for light rail 
but not a major highway project to build an interstate bridge. The LCDC staff 
listed the local ordinances that it considered when it wrote the LUFO criteria. It 
is a 62 page list. See exhibit C. The list contains all of the relevant 
comprehensive plan criteria integrating them into the LUFO criteria. 
Conspicuously absent from the list are comprehensive plan criteria such as those 
relating to Interurban and Regional Traffic Movement (ODOT Policy 2C), Freight 
Movement (ODOT Policy 3A, Metro Objective 19; Portland Transportation Policy 
6.21, Objective B), Maintenance of Highway Systems (Portland Economic 
Development Policy 5.4, Objective B); cost control and financial stability in the 
construction of major improvements (ODOT Policy IH, PoHcy 4B, and Policy 
4C). Local plan criteria on these issues existed (see exhibit D) but these criteria 
were not included in LCDC's list of plan provisions that LCDC considered 
relevant. Surely the plan criteria listed in exhibit D would have been considered 
by LCDC if it thought that the LUFO criteria would be used to approve an 
interstate highway bridge. 

1. c. The LUFO procedure from the 1996 Statute cannot be used to 
approve an interstate bridge for cars and trucks because the LUFO was 
designed for a special urgent circumstance in a specific situation. 

The 1996 Statute was passed in a special session of the legislature to allow 
a rapid approval of the South-North Light Rail project so the State could take 
advantage of a special funding opportunity from the federal government The 
Governor called the special session wiLl,. a proclamation of that need" ... the light 
rail project will leverage hundreds of millions in federal transportation dollars, 
freeing resources for use in other needed projects throughout the state." And "I 
am calling this special session so the legislative assembly may act on funding the 
South North Light Rail Project." Copy of proclamation included as exhibit E. 

itself: 
The governor's findings in t."l-1e proclamation are echoed in Ll,.e 1996 Statute 

liThe Legislative Assembly finds that a failure to obtain maximum 
federal funding for the South North MAX Light Rail Project in the 
upcoming federal transportation authorization act will seriously 
impair the viability of the transportation system planned for the 
Portland metropolitan area, the ability of the area to implement a 
significant portion of its air quality and energy efficiency strategies 
and the ability of affected local governments to implement significant 
parts of their comprehensive plans. The Legislative Assembly further 
finds that to maximize the state's and metropolitan area's ability to 
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obtain the highest available level of federal funding for the South North 
MAX Light Rail Project and to assure the timely and cost-effective 
construction of the project, it is necessary: 
(a) To establish the process to be used in making decisions in a land 
use final order on the light rail route, light rail stations, light rail park
and-ride lots, light rail maintenance facilities and any highway 
improvements to be included in the South North MAX Light Rail 
Project, including their locations; 
(b) To expedite the process for appellate review of a land use final order; 
and 
(c) To establish an exclusive process for appellate review." 

The 1996 Statute was passed 15 years ago. The anticipated federal funding that 
provided the justification for a special legislative session and a special 
accelerated process no longer exists. The justification for using the accelerated 
process no longer exists. The justification for restricting the issues to be 
considered by Metro no longer exists. The justification for limiting public input 
no longer exists. This special LUFO procedure for light rail cannot be resurrected 
15 years later to approve a highway and bridge for cars and trucks. 

I.d. The LUFO criteria order purportedly issued by LCDC IS of 
doubtful validity. 

Section 5(6) of the 1996 Statute required LCDC to "... adopt an order 
estabiishing the criteria within 14 days ... 1f following its hearing. LCDC voted 
immediately after the hearing on May 30, 1996, but a written order adopting the 
criteria was not prepared and signed until February 27, 1998. See exhibit F. 
Furthermore LCDC has no record of having sent the notices of the order required 
by Section 5(7) (a) and (b). See exhibit G. The order itself was not even in 
LCDC's files. Apparently it was found at ODOT. So far as we have been able to 
determine, the state archives contain no record of either the order or any notices 
of the order. 

2. TriMet's application should be returned to TriMet with instructions 
requiring compliance with Criterion 3 of the LCDC criteria for the LUFO 
approval 

2. a. Tril\1et's application and the proposed findings fail to adequately 
identify the economic, social and transportation impacts that will result 
from TriMet's proposed plan. Unfortunately and unintentionally 
TriMet's application for a Land Use Final Order presents the Metro 
Council with a plan that is in effect a "no build" option. 

Criterion 3 for the Metro South-North Light Rail Project, states that the 
Metro Council must "Identify adverse economic, social and traffic impacts on 
affected residential, commercial and industrial neighborhoods and mixed use 
centers." 
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If Oregon and Washington fail to improve the transportation system 
crossing the Columbia River, that failure will have major negative economic, 
social and transportation impacts on the affected residential, commercial, and 
industrial neighborhoods around the 1-5 Crossing and the across the entire 
region. These negative consequences of a failure to build are documented in the 
existing record. They are also partially documented in the Federal Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement. But the economic, social and transportation 
impacts that will result from this failed plan are not fully identified in your draft 
findings nor are mitigation measures identified in your draft findings. 

The bridge and transit line as planned by TriMet will not be built because 
the project's financing plans are inadequate. The inability of the CRC to pay for 
the project improvements as planned is well documented in our reports from 
Joseph Cortright (submitted separately); a report from the Oregon State 
Treasurer to Governor Kitzhaber and from the reports of two independent 
economists reporting to the Oregon State Treasurer, all submitted herewith as 
exhibits H, I and J. And as Representative Defazio recently stated to the 
Associated Press, "I would say that there is a very, very, very, very grim prospect 
for transportation investment ... " See exhibit K. 

2. b. TriMet's recently announced vague intentions to phase or sequence 
the work project inv~lidates all prior identification of the economic, 
social and traffic impacts and their mitigation. 

TriMet and CRC have recently responded to criticism of its financial plan 
by asserting that it ""ould sequence or phase the work in order to match tl-te work 
schedule vvith available funds. The Governor's office has issued simiiar 
statements. Phasing has long been a recommendation of independent 
consultants who have examined the project, see for example the recommendation 
of the Governor's Independent Review Panel. But inherent in any phasing or 
sequencing scheme is the intent to reschedule construction so t1:lat it is delayed 
until funding becomes available. This creates the virtual certainty that 
construction of the project will take much longer than the 4 years assumed in the 
staff's proposed finding of fact. The project could face indefinite delays. Federal 
grants and loans typically require that any phasing be scheduled so that each 
ohase has indeoendent utility even if other phases are never built. Nothing in 
the current pIa;" explains ho{v such phasing~ might occur. Any phasing will lead 
to partially constructed portions of the project having reduced utility and much 
higher than projected temporary economic, social, and traffic impacts. The 
impacts could continue for many years. For the purposes of this Council's 
review, the point is that the economic, social and traffic impacts of such extended 
delays have not been identified as required by Section 3 of the LUFO criteria, nor 
have the possible mitigation measures for the effects of those extended delays 
been identified. In fact at this point it would be impossible to identify the 
economic, social and traffic impact of schedule delays from phasing because no 
phasing plan has been proposed. 

3. The 1996 Statute shoulCl be interpreted in a manner that is consistent with 
due process. 
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As I point out in detail in my July 21, 2011 letter to Richard Benner, the 
Metro Council should observe certain requirements of the Due Process clause of 
the u.s. Constitution. Among those requirements is the right to rebut evidence 
and the requirement that the Metro Council make a decision based on substantial 
evidence in the record. The latter requirement is also implied by Section 6 of the 
1996 Statute since a LUFO decision may be appealed on the ground that there is 
no substantial evidence in the record to support a finding. 

I would also like to point out that a right to rebut evidence necessarily 
requires that the public be informed of the arguments and facts which have been 
communicated to the councilors both on the record and off. Accordingly I am 
requesting that the Councilors disclose ex parte contacts that they have received 
in the matter and that the disclosure provide enough information about the 
substance of the ex parte contact to allow Lt.1e public to present evidence and 
argument to rebut any assertions made to the Councilors on an ex parte basis. 

Conclusion 

This application should be returned to TriMet. Metro does not have the 
jurisdiction to grant the LUFO requested. The evidence and findings fail to 
identify critical negative economic, social, and traffic impacts that will result 
from the CRC's impractical and unspecified financing plans. The evidence and 
findings also fail to identify the mitigation possible for the economic, social, and 
traffic impacts that will result from CRC's impractical and unspecified financing 
plans. 

Enclosure 
cc: Richard Benner, Attorney for Metro 

Tamara Lesh, Attorney for Tri1vlet 

Michael J. Lilly 

Mark Greenfield, Columbia River Crossing Project 
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List of exhibits for M. Lilly Letter to Metro, TriMet LUFO process 

TITLE --
Map: Metro Jurisdictional Boundary Ma2s {32 
Summary of Legislative History for HB 3478 
Plan Provisions Considered For 1996 LUFO Criteria 
Plan Provisions Not Considered 

Governor Kitzhaber Proclamation 
LCDC Order No. 01-08 

E-mail from DLCD staff dated 8/9/11 re notice of order 
Columbia River Crossing-Financial Plan Review prepared by the 
Debt Management Division of the Oregon State Treasury, July 20. 
2011 
Columbia River Crossing-Desktop Review of Traffic and Toll 
Revenue Forecasts Final Report: C&M Associates, June 2011 
Columbia River Crossing-Review of Traffic & Revenue Reports a 
Related Material Summary Report 7/4/11 
Seattle Post-Intelligencer Article, quoting Oregon Rep. Peter 
DeFazio 

-- --- .. __ ...... _---------- ... -- --

., 

" I 
Filename 

Attachment B 809l1.doc 

-" 

Attachment-Goals and P 
considered by LCDC.do 

)licies not 
: 

Order No LCDC-Ol-98 C 
North Light Rail in Portl 
Re2:ion.odf 
Re-Further 2ubhc record 
OST Review of Columb 
Finance Plan.pdf 

--
riteria re South-
nd Metro 

request. doc 
l River Crossing 

C&M Associates CRC RI ~eport to Treasurer 
July 20l1.pdf 

nd I Bain _ CRC _Report_July tpdf 

,.pdf Seattle PI-DeFazio quote 

-

Ex. # 
A 
B 
C 
D 

E 
F 

G 
H 

I 

J 

K 

....... L ... 
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EXHIBITB 

The following conversation occurred during the July 28, 1995 meeting of the 
Senate Committee on Rural and Urban Transportation. On Tape 4B at 165, the 
members began discussing the need to clarify a reference to the urban growth 
boundary in the project funding sections of the bill that would later become 
HB 3480. The committee clarified the provision so that it read "the Portland 
metro urban growth boundary." However, before the revision carried, Dave 
Barenberg of the Oregon League of Cities asked if the UGB clarification would 
apply to "the entire act." 

Cotugno replied yes, elaborating: "The land use decision-making is all within 
tlle urban growttt,. boundary. The light rail system that would be operating 
under the compact is entirely within tlle urban growt.h boundary." 

The second sentence refers to what would become HB 3479, and the first refers 
to HB 3478. This suggests that legislators understood "project" in the 
..::I~fl·ru·h~~~ n~~hon ~{: U"R '1A'7Q ~o ~n~l .. ..::1~ 1~~..::1 use ..::I,.,~~~~~~~ "nti.".,.,l" TAT~~hi'~ ~he 
uc: .1 LlV.llL) LJ'CLLl. L VJ.. .L.LLI J"'Z/ U L .1 LL.U..lUC .lQ..llU UCL.lcnv.l to c: .1.. Col. J VV.l U .ll L.l 

UGB since the language adopted at this meeting appears in the law now at 
issue. See, HB 3478 § 1(18). 

:t\1oreover, t.lUs understanding is further evidenced in the background section 
of the HB 3478 staff measure summary, dated Feb. 2,1996. It reads, liThe 
proposed project is entirely within the existing urban growth boundary." 
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COMPREHENSIVE PLAN POLICIES APPLICABLE 
TO SELECTION OF CRITERIA FOR 

THE SOUTH-NORTH MAX LIGHT RAIL PROJECT 

1. PLANNlNG.COOBDINATION: 

A Portland: 

I. Metropolitan Coordination Goal I : The Comprehensive Plan shall be 
coordinated with Federal and State law and support regional goals, 
objectives and plans adopted by the' Columbia Region Association of 
Governments and its successor, the Metropoiitan .S·ervice District, to 
promote a regional pl!i'i.rung framework . 

. 2. Metropolitan Coordination Policy 1.4 - Intergovernmental Coordination: 
Insure continuous participation in intergovernmental affairs with public 
agencies to coordinate metropolitan planrjng and project. development and 
maximize the efficient use of public. funds. 

3. . Metropolitan Coordination Policy 1.5 - Future Metro Planning Efforts. 
Establish an update and review process that opens Portland's 
Comprehensive Pilm for amendments that cor!Sider compliance with goals, 
objectives &.l,d pl&.liS adopted by Metro subsequent to acknowledgment of 
the Comprehensive Plan. 

4. Transportation Policy 6.1 - Intergovernmental Coordination. Coordinate 
long range transportation planning activities by participating with 
METRO in managing funds and resources. Coordinate transportation 
facilities and improvements with development activities, both public and 
private, arid with regional transportation and laild use plans in order to 
achieve maximum benefit with the limited available funds. 

5. Transportation Policy 6.25- Access Management. The City will work 
with ODOT on a case .. by-cas~ basis as they develop access management 

. agreements for State highways within the City. 

6. .EnvironmentPolicy 8.14 .. Natural Resources: Conserve significant 
. natural and scenic resource sites and values through a combination of 
programs which involve intergovernmental coordination. Balance the . 
conservation of significant natural resources with the need for other urban 
uses and activities through evaluation of economic, social, environmental, 
and energy consequences of such actions. 
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a. B. Intergovernmental Coordination: Notify and coordinate programs 
with affected local, State, and Federal regulatory agencies of development 
proposals within natural resource areas. 

B. Milwaukie: 

1. Economic Base and Industrial/Commercial Land Use Element, Objective 
#3 - Coordination. To continue to participate in economic developx:nent 
and employment programs and develop a working partne~ship, with the 
'privat~ sector and various agencies to meet the economic development· 
needs of Milwaukie. 

2. Transportation Element, Objective 0, Policy 1. The City will work with 
Metre, TrieMet and Clacka.'1l1S County in locating existing and new transit 
routes and facilities within the City. The use of minor arterials and 
collectors for iocal transit service is encouraged. 

3. Transportation Element, Objective 9, Policy 3. Developmc:=nt review shall 
be coordinated with the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT), 
Tri-Met, METRO, and Clackamas County . 

. C. Gladstone: 

1. Plan Evaluation and Update Goal 2. To ensure the opportunity' for citizen 
and agency invoivement in the. pianning process. 

D. Oregon City: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Citizen Involvement Goal: Provide an active and systematic proce~s for 
citizen and public agency involvement in the land-use decision-making for 
Oregon City. 

Citizen Involvement Policy S. Coordinate the multi .. year comprehensive 
planning effort with appropriate Federal, State, regional and County 
agencies. 

, 

Growth and Urbanization Policy 3. Promote cooperation 'between the 
City. County and· regional agencies to ensure that urban development is 
coordinated with public facilities and services within the Urban Growth 

. Boundary. 

E. Multnomah County: 

1. Policy 4: Intergovernmental Coordination: It is the County's policy to 
participate in intergovernmental coordination efforts with Federal, State 
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and local governments and with special service districts. 

In addition,· it is the County's policy to support: 

a. accountability and responsiveness to regional and County-wide needs, 
and 

b. the delivery of services necessary .County-wide and in the areas outside 
the urban growth boundary, and 

c, joint development projects with the private sector which target public 
investments (fiscal or regulatory) to the support of County-wide benefit 
and·which fuifill pertinent community plans. 

F. Clackamas Cou..qty: 

1. General Transportation Goal 2: Ensure continued coordination of County 
transportation programs including the development of projects and 
allocation of money for transportation, through coordination and 
participation with appropriate agencies, jurisdictions and public groups. 

2. Transit Policy 11.0. Work with Federal, State and regional agencies to 
implement light rail transit (LRT) line in the 1-205 , the downtown 
Portland to Milwaukie, and the Milwaukie to Clackamas Town Center 
corridors.' 

·3. City, Special District and Agency Coordination Goall: Pro"ide a 
coordinated approach to problems which transcend local government and 
special purpose district boundaries or responsibilities. 

G. Metro: 

a. Policy 1.0: . Participate in interagency coordination efforts witli Federal, 
State, special purpose districts and cities. The County win maintain an 
updated list of Federal. State and regional agencies, ·cities !..lld special 
distriCts and will invite their participation in plan revisions, ordinance 
adoptions, and land use actions which affect their jurisdiction or policies. 

1. RTP Transit System Designation Policy. The delineation of the transit 
system must be coordinated between Metro, Tn-Met and the local 
jurisdictions. 

2. RTP Transitway ~plementation Policy~ Transitways have been identified 
as the iong range method to provide regional trunk route service in the 
radial travel corridors (Figure 4-5). Local jurisdictions are required to 
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identify these ~ignments in their comprehensive plans for future 
consideration. 

3. RTP Consistency Principle. All projects in PFPs must be consistent with 
the RTP and those modernization improvements directly affecting the 
regional system as defined in Chapter 4 must be included in the R TP. 

H. ODOT: 

1. 

? -. 

OTP Policy 4M - PrivatelPublic Partnership. It is the policy of the State 
of Oregon to involve the private sector to the fullest practical extent in the 
planning and implementation of the Oregon Transportation Plan. 

OTP 'Pnli"".:iN - Public· 'P!.Irhl'ift!.ltinn it ill th", nnli,.y of' th~ ~tAt~ nf' .. "' .... vJ ..-,., - ..... ....... ~ • .t' .... '" • ............... Y"""·'" ......... -------

Oregon to develop programs that ensure the opportunity for citizens, 
businesses, iocalgovemments and State agencies to be involved in all 
phases of transportation planni..'i processes. 
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II. CITIZEN INVOL VEMENI: 

A Portland: 

1. Citizen Involvement Goal 9: Improve the method for citizen involvement 
in the on-going land use decision=making process and provide 
opportunities for citizen participation in the implementation, review and 
amendment of the adopted Comprehensive Plan. 

2. Citizen IIlvolvement Policy 9.1. Citizen Involvement Coordination. 
Encourage citizen involvement in land use planning projects by actively 
coordinating the planning process with. relevant community organizations, 
through the reasonabie availability of pianning reports to Cit'f residents 
and businesses, and notice of official public hearings to neighborhood 
associations, business groups. affected ~dividua1s and the general public. 

3. Citizen Involvement Policy 9.4. Intergovernmental Cooperation. Promote 
citizen involvement in land use decisions ipjtiated by other governmental 
agencies. 

B. Milwaukie: 

i, Citizen Involvement Goal. To encourage and provide opportunities for 
citizens to participate in all phases of the planning process, to keep 
citizens informed and to open lines of communication for the sharing of 
questions, problems and suggestions regarding the Comprehensive Plan 
and land use regulations. 

2. Citizen IIlvolvement Element, Objective #2 - Broad Public Participation. 
To encourage broadly based public participation involving a cross section 
of citizens from a variety of geographic and interest areas, solicited 
through a.'l.open, well-publicized process. 

3. Citizen IIlvolvement Element, Objective #3 - Communication. Promote 
infonned public pa..'1icipation in planning decisions by providing readily 
available publications and printed materials regarding current issues and 
proposed policie$ and providing for two-way communication between 
policy-m&:kers and citizens . 

. C. Gladstone: 

1. Facilities and Services Policy 14c. Solicit the involvement of citizen and 
interest groups in making major decisions. 
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2. Plan Evaluation and Update Goal 2. To ensure the opportunity for citizen 
and agency involvement in the planning process. 

D. Oregon City: 

E. 

I. Citizen Involvement Goal: Provide an active and systematic process for 
citizen and public.agency involvement in the land-use decision-making for 
Oregon City. . 

2. . Citizen Involvement Policy 4. Encourage citizen participation in all 
functions of government and land-use planning. 

Ml1ltnAm!llh Cnun",. .. ......... " ••• ..,..: - .... J .. 

1. Policy 3: Citizen Involvement. The County's policy is to maintain a 
• Co • • • 1 d .. . . 1 conurdttee lor cItIZen inVOlvement an an ongOIng citIZen !nVO vement 

program that is appropriate to the scale of the ongoing planning effort, and 
that offers opportunities for citizens .to be involved in all phases of the 
land planning process, and it will provide opportunities for citizen 

. involvement in regional, State and Federal programs and the. 
administrative decision-making process. 

F. Clackamas County: 

1. Citizen Involvement Goal No.3. Provide an opportunity for every 
interested citizen to participate in the formative stages and throughout the 
planning process. 

G. Metro: 

H. ODOT: 
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m. TRANSPQRTATION: 

A Portland: 

1. Economic Developme~t Policy 5.4. Transportation System. Promote a 
multi-modal regional transportation system that encourages economic 
development. . 

a. Objective A. Support regional transportation improvements to 
facilitate efficient movement of goods and services in and out of Portland's 
major industrial and commercial areas. 

b. Objective C. Work closely with public agencies, such as Tri-Met, and 
the private sector to deliver an efficient and effective transportation 
system and network. Improve transit connections between residential 
communities and work sites. 

2. Transportation Goal 6: Provide for and protect the public's interest and 
investment in the public right-of-way and transportation system by 
encouraging the development of a balanced, affordable and efficient 
transportation system consistent with the Arterial Streets Classifications 
and Policies. 

3. Transportation Policy 6.2. Regional and City Travel Patterns. Inter
regional traffic should use the Regional Transit and Trafficway system. 
Major City Traffic Streets, District Collectors, and Neighborhood 
Collectors should not be designed or managed to serve as alternative 
routes for regional trips. 

4. Transportation Policy 6.7. Transit First. Develop transit as the preferred 
fonn of person trips to and from downtown and· all regional activity 
centers,L4l proposed in the Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives 
(RUGGO). Transit shall not be viewed simply as a method of reducing 
peak-hour, work-trip congestion on the automobil~ network, but shall 
serve all t.rip types. Reduce trarl$it travel times on the regional system, 
and in the Central City area, to levels approaching automobile travel 
times. 

5. . Transportation Policy 6.S. Regional Rail Corridors. Assign priority to the 
funding and development of the regional mass transit system to reduce 
both the need for new regional traffic facilities and reliance on the 
automobile. Decisions on light rail transitway alignments and their 
connections to other regional facilities win be based on individual corridor 
studies. Regional Transitway designations in the Northern and Southern 
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Corridors represent alternative alignments for future light rail transitways. 
Funding for light rail transit corridors should be based upon the population 
being served, the opportunities for redevelopment, and the traffic 
congestion problems in the corridors. 

6. Transportation Policy 6.11. Pedestrian Network. Plan and provide for a 
pedestrian network in order to increase the modal share of pedestrian 
travel to 10 percent over the next 20 years. 

7. Transportation Policy 6.12. Bicycle Network. Plan and provide for a 
bicycle network in order to increase the modal share ofbicyc1e travel to 
10 percent over the next 20 years. . 

8. Transportation Policy 6.19.- Multi-Modal. Coordinate the planning, 
development, and intercorutection of all modes of passenger 
transportation. 

9. Albina Community Plan, Policy II, Objective 9. Support early 
development of a light rail line serving inner North and Northeast 
Portland. Ensure that light rail transit and supporting bus service provides 
access for local residents as well as regional service thi-ough the district. 

10. Piedmont Neighborhood Plart., Policy 4, Objective 6. Support the 
. development of a northern light rail cOu~dor that will serve Pied~ont 
residents and businesses. 

11. Kenton Neighborhood Plan. Policy 5, Objective 1. Participate in the 
development of a light rail transit line that will serve the neighborhoods 
and commercial areas of North and Northeast Portland. 

12. Kenton Neighborhood Plan, Policy 5, Objective 2. Establish a secure, safe 
environment on public transit and ensure that service is convenient for 
Kenton residents. 

13. Arbor Lodge Neighborhood }llan, Policy 3, Objective 1. Reduce the use 
of private automobile and one person trips throughout the neighborhood. 

14. Arbor Lo~ge Neighborhood Plan, Policy 3, Objective 2. Continue to 
. maintain and improve the network of streets, sidewalks and alleys 
throughout the neighborhood. 

15. Boise Neighborhood Plan, Policy VI, Objective 4. Participate in the 
selection of a future north-south route for light rail through Northeast 
Portland. 
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16. Eliot Neighborhood Plan, Policy C - Community Services and Institutions, 
Objective J. Advocate for the northern light rail transit corridor to be 
located on Flint Avenue with· a stop near the intersection of Flint Avenue 
and Russell Street. 

17. Eliot Neighborhood Plan, Policy 4. Objective a. Upgrade public transit 
service through development of a new north corridor light rail transit line 
that conn~s Eliot to jobs, schools; shopping and entertainment located 
throughout the region. 

18. Humboldt Neighborhood Plan, Policy 6, Objective 1. Maintain 
accessibility from the Humboldt Neighborhood to 1-5 freeway. 

19. Humboldt Policy 6, Objective S. Maintain a high level of transit service 
in the Humboldt Neighborhood. 

" 20. Brooklyn Neighborhood Plan, Policy 7 A: .Transportation System for 
COuJlIlurairl Livability, Encourage a transportation system that is energy
efficient, safe, and pedestrian-and bicycle-friendly while it minimizes 
traffic impacts on the residential neighborhood and on business 
operations. " 

22. Brooklyn Policy 1 A, Objective 7 A.4. Support an eastside light rail line, 
with a station easily accessible from Brooklyn, which does not harm 
neighborhood quality of life, a."1d does not further restrict Brooklyn's 
access to the Willamette River. 

23. University District Plan, Policy 16C. Create light rail transit (LRT) access 
to the District from throughout the· region and the Downtown, recognizing 
the District as ,one of the region's most significant destinations. 

24. River District Policy 171. Incorporate strategic public investments in 
infrastructure that will stimulate private sector redevelopment. The River 
District needs increased transit services, improved' streets, and open space. 

25·. Central City Plan, Policy 4: Improve the Central City's accessibility to the 
rest of the region "and its ability to accommodate growth, by extending the 
light rail system and by maintaining and improving other forms of transit 
and the street and highway system, while preserving and enhancing the 
City's livability. 

26. Central City Policy 4A Develop the Central City as the region's 
transportation hub through construction of a regional light rail· transit 
system. 
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27. Central City Policy 4B. Work with Tri-met and other metropolitan area 
jurisdictions to locate and obtain funding to complete the regional light 
rail ~ransit system. 

28. Central City Policy 4L: Establish an LRT station and transit center within 
the University District. Provide for convenient transfers between LRT, 
bus and Central City Streetcar systems. 

29. Central City Policy 21D- North Macadam. Improve road access and 
transit service within the district. 

B. Milwaukie: 

L Economic Base and Industrial/Commercial Land Use Element, Objective 
#12, Policy 7. In its planning for downtown, the City will establish 
location(s) for major public transit stations or interchange facilities. The 

-City will continue to work closely with Metro and Tri .. Met in planning for 
transit improvements. 

2. Economic Base and IndustriaVCommercial Land Use Element, Objective 
#13, Policy 6. The City will encourage ODOT to provide a long term 
solution to McLoughlin Blvd. problems in Milwaukie. This could include 
the reiocation of McLoughli'l Blvd. to the east~ resulting in a better 
integration of the downtown area with proposed riverfront improvements. 

3. _ Transportation Element, Transportation Goal: To provide and encourage 
a safe, convenient and economic transportation system by providing easy -
access within. the City and to the major transportation networks connecting 
with the City. In order to lessen the dependency of Milwaukie residents 
on the automobile as the prime means of travel, the improvement,. further 
development and utilization of alternative travel modes is stressed. -

4. Transportation Element, Objective #2, Policy 2. The City will continue to 
participate in the regionalloint Policy Advisory Committee on 
Transportation (JP ACT) to identify solutions to the congestion problems 
along the Mcloughlin Boulevard corridor. 

5. Transportation Element, Objective #3 - Roadway Construction & 
Improvements. To improve the access, circulation and safety of 
roadways. 

6. Transportation Element, Objective 3, Policy 3. For the short term, 
encourage the State to improve McLoughlin Boulevard through the 
riverfront area from Hwy. 224 to River Road South, providing amenities 
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7. 

8. 

Q ,. 

10. 

Ii. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

such as street trees, landscaped medians, landscaped right-of-way edges, 
turn bays rather than continuous left-tum lanes, provision for bus turnouts 
and pedestrian and transit supportive features. 

Transportation Element, Objective #5 - Regional Transit Opportunities. 
To encoUrage the improvement of transit service for trips through the 
Milwaukie area and trips leaving the area. 

Transportation Element, Objective #5, Policy 1. The City will continue to 
. participate in the' JP ACT Program to identify solutions to the congestion 
problems in the Mcloughlin Corridor. 

Transportation Element, Objective #5, Policy 2. The City will 
aggressively promote the McLou~'ilin corridor as a high priority area for 
transit development, specifically light rail. 

Transportation Element, Objective #5, Policy 3. The City will actively 
encourage and participate with Clackamas County, Multnomah County, 
Portland, Gladstone, Oregon City, and groups representing unincorporated 
areas along the McLoughlin Corridor in an effort to demonstrate to Metro, 
Tri-Met and the Oregon Department of Transportatlon that major transit 
improvements should be seriously considered as a high priority. 

Transportation Element. Objective #5, Poiicy 4. The City will incorporate 
within its downtown improvements plan and Greenway Design master 
Plan consideration of transit-related facilities. 

Transportation Ele~ent. Objective #5, Policy 8. The City will strongly 
encourage the financing and development of the McLoughlin Light Rail 
Line, as identified in the 1984 Milwaukie Corridor Regional LRT System 
Plan. The exact alignment for the cprridor and the auxiliary facilities 
(park & ride lots, transfer center, etc.)·wil1 be selected after an EIS is 
conducted. A generai alignment is shown on 'Map 8 e Tra.'lsportation Plan. 

Transportation Element, Objective 6, Pol~cy 3. WIlen roadway 
improvements are planned for arterials and collectors suitable for transit 
routes, the provi~ion of transit facilities such as bus turnouts, shelters, park 
and ride facilities, etc., will be considered. . 

Transportation Element, Objective 6, Policy 4.· Through policies 
contained in the Public Facilities and Services Element, pedestrian 
facilities linking n~ighborhood areas to transit facilities and corridors will 
be provided and have high priority. 
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15. Transportation Element, Objective 6, Policy 6. As industrial development 
occurs in the area between Railroad Avenue and the Milwaukie 
Expressway, the City will work to ensure that transit opportunities are 
provided to employees in the industrial area. . 

16. Transportation Element, Objective 6, Policy 7. The City will continue to 
support Tri-Met and Clackamas County efforts to improve facilities and 
provide programs to assist the transportation disadvantaged. 

C. Gladstone: 

1. Tr&.n$portation Goal: To promote a safe. efficient and convenient multi8 
.... "'dal t .......... "'rtati·on .. u ......... that ........ I. .... :"es m ...... • ...... Sl·t .... ,I .... • .... et UIU .... I"'i'UI I "'l"'~"'IU .. """i'''G'''"" .. ~'" ~'Gll GlIU G "'U'" 

circulation pattern designed to serve people first. 

2. Transportation Policy 1 .. Promote decreased reliance on the private 
automobile. , 

3. Transportation Policy 2. Provide pedestrian/bicycle ways linlcingpubIic 
, and semi-public facilities, commercial areas and regional bikeways to 

encourage and facilitate the use of human-powered modes of travel. 

4. Transportation Policy 3. Encourage and facilitate high-density residential 
developments within waiking distance (Y.. to Yz miie radius) from 
commercial districts in order to support future plans for rapid bus a..ndlor 
light rail transit. . 

D. Oregon City: 

1. Commerce and Industry Policy 1. As funds and opportunities become 
available, tr~sportation access to industrial and commercial areas shall be 
improved to facilitate flow' of goods and increase potential customers. 
Particular attention will focus on relieving congestion. on McLoughlin 
Boulevard (Highway 99E) and Cascade Highway/Molalla Avenue 
(Highway 213) .. , 

2. Commerce and Industry Policy 2. Use ormass transit will be encouraged 
between residential employment areas through coordination with Tri-Met 
and local employers. . 

3. Transportation Goal: Improve the systems for movement of people and 
products in accordance with land use planning, energy conservation, 
neighborhood groups and appropriate public and private agencies. 
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4. Transportation Policy 11. Local public transportation services and transit 
routes that connect Oregon City to the proposed transit improvements on 
the McLoughlin Boulevard corridor will be encouraged by the City. 

S. Transportation Policy 17. Tri-Metwill be encouraged to create a multi
modal transportation sYstem which will encourage systems other than 
automobiles usage. 

6. Transportation Policy 18. Tri-Met will be encouraged to relate mass 
transit to: high and low density development, needs of low-income and 
limited mobility persons, and to utilize existing rights-of-way wherever 
possible. . 

7. . Transportation Policy 19. The City Will maintain a commitment to a. 
metropolitan-wide public transportation system. 

8. Transportation Policy 20. The City will cooperate with Tri-Met to 
improve and' expand the public transportation system for Oregon Gity. 

9. Transportatio.n Policy 23. Light rail public transit should be encouraged 
and a transit station near the Oregon City Shopping Center developed 
when funds are available. 

E. Multnomah County: 

1. Foiiey 33a: Transportation System. The County's policy is to implement 
a balanced, safe and efficient transportation system. ' In evaluating parts of 
the system, the'Countywill support proposals which: 

a. Implement the comprehensive plan; 

O. Best achieve the objectives of the specific project; 

c. Protect or enhance water and air quality.and re~uce noise levels; 

d. Protect social values and the quality of neighborhoods and 
communities; 

. . e. Support economic grow1h; 

f Provide a safe, functional and convenient system; and 

g. Provide optimum efficiency and effectiveness of investment. 
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h. Update and refine the bicycle corridor concept plan. 

The County will also consider: 

i. Equality of access to urban opportunities; 

j. The degree of mobility available to all people in terms ofaltemative 
types of transportation; 

k. Energy conservation and efficiency; 

1. System flexibility; 

m. Pedestrian crossing and safety; and 

n. The need for landscaping and other design techr.iques necessary for 
visual enhancement. 

2. Policy 35. The County's policy is to support a safe, efficient and 
convenient public transportation system by: 

C. Ma..JcLng Lmprovements to public transportation corridors which 
enhance rider convenience, comfort, access and reduced travel time, and 

E. Supporting implementation of the 1-205 Transitway. 

G. Designating regional transit trunk routes, transit centers and park and 
ride lots as required by the regional transportation plan of the Portland 
metropolitan area as shown OR the regional transit trunk route map. 

F. Clackamas County: 

1. Transportation Goal 1: Provide a safe, efficient transportation system 
which encompasses several means of trave~ is envi,onmentally sensitive, 
conserves rs..aturaI resources. protects and· strengthens neighborhoods. 
serves the entire popUlation, and enhances the economy of Clackamas 
County, while helping attain other goals in this plan. 

2. . Roadway Policy 16.0. Plan and control access onto roads within the 
County,. for both new and existing uses, and coordinate with the Oregon 
Department of Transportation for access control on State highways. 

3. Roadway Policy 22.0. The County will coordinate with ODOT in 
implementing ODOT's Highway Improvement Program. 
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4. Transit Policy 1.0. Preserve all existing rights-of-way, including the 
Po~and Traction right-of-way, which have transit potential. 

S. Transit Policy 6.0. Emphasize transit improvements that best meet the 
needs of the County, including more east-west connections and service 
between the County's industrial and commercial areas and medium to high 
density neighborhood areas. 

6.. Transit·Policy 11.0. Work with Federal, State and regional agencies to 
implement light rail transit (LRT) line in the I-20S ,the downtown 
.Portiand to Milwaukie, and the Milwaukje to Clackamas Town Center 
corridors. 

7. Transit Policy 12.0. Provide light rail access to the Oregon City and 
Tualatin areas to relieve traffic congestion, provide for transportation 
alternatives to the automobile, and to promote the economy of the Oregon 
City and Tualatin areas al1d the County. 

G .. Metro: 

1. RTP, Goall Objective 2. To provide a public transit system which 
maintains accessibility to jobs for the transportation-disadvantaged. 

2. RTP, Goal i Objective 3. To maintain accessibility to shopping 
opportunities for residents of the region. 

3. RTP, Highway Objective 1. To maintain a system of principal routes for 
long distance, high speed, stateWide travel. 

4. RTP, Highway Objective 2, To maintain a reasonable level of speed on 
the regional freeway and arterial routes during the peak hours. 

S. RTP, Highway Objective 3. To maintain a reasonable level of speed on 
the regional freeway and arterial toutes during the off=peak periods. 

6. RTP, Transit Service Objective 1. To provide transit service throughout 
the urbanized portions of the metropolit~ area. 

7. RTP, Transit Service Objective 2. To provide a quality of transit service 
that is a reasonable alternative to other modes of travel. 
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H. ODOT: 

1. OTP Policy IA - Balance. It is the policy of the State of Oregon to 
provide a balanced transportation system. A balanced transportation 
system is one that prpvides transportation options at appropriate minimum 
service standards, reduces reliance on the single occupant automobile 
where other modes or choices can be made available, particularly in urban 
areas, and takes advantage of the inherent efficiencies of each mode. 

2. OTPPplicy IB - Efficiency. It is the policy of the State of Oregon to 
assure provision of an efficient transportation system: 

3. OTP Policy Ie - Accessibility. It is the policy of the State of Oregon to 
promote a transportation system that is reliable and accessible to all 
potential users, including the transportation disadvantaged, measured by 
availability of modal choices, ease of use, relative cost, prmdmity to 
service and frequency of service. ' 

4. OTP Policy 28 - Urban Accessibility. It is the policy of the State of 
Oregon to define minimum levels of service and assure balanced, 
multi-modal accessibility to existing and new development within urban 
areas to achieve the State goal of compact, highly livable urban areas. 
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IV. PUBLIC FACILITIES AND SERVICES: 

A. Portland: 

1. Public Rights-of-Way Policy 11.9. Transit Corridors. high priority will 
be given to improvements which promote more effective p~blic 
transportation for those streets functioning as transit corridors. 

2. Public Rights-of-Way Policy 11.10. Street Improvements. All 
improvements to public rights-of-way will be consistent with the rights
of-way classifications in the Arterial Streets Classifications Policy. 

3. Public Rig...'lts-of~Way Policy 11.12. Transit Improvements. Where 
feasible,. construct transit streets so that transit vehicle movement is not 
impaired or made unsafe by street width, turraing radii or other physical 
constraints. 

B. Milwaukie: 

1. Transportation, Public Facilities and Energy Conservation Goal. To plan, 
. develop and maintain a timely, orderly and efficient arrangement of public 

facilities and services to serve urban development. 

C. Gladstone: 

1. Facilities and Services Goal: To provide and maintain needed facilities 
and services in a timely, orderly and efficient manner to serve urban 
development in the Gladstone area. 

D. Oregon City: 

1. Communities Facilities Policy 4. The City of Oregon City will encourage 
the planning and management efforts of the following agencies that 
provide additional public facilities and. services: 

a. o. Transit services 

E. Multnomah County: 

·1. Policy 31: Community Facilities and Uses. The County's policy is to: 

a. Support the siting and development of a full range of community 
facilities and services by supporting the location and scaling of 
community facilities and uses meeting the needs of the community and 
reinforcing community identity. 
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b. Encourage community facilities siting and expansion at locations 
reinforcing orderly and timely development and efficient provision of all 
public services and facilities .. 

2. Policy 380: Facilities: Police Protection. The proposal can receive 
adequate local·police protection in accordance with the standards of the 
jurisdiction providing police protection .. 

F. Clackamas County: 

G. Metro: Not aDDUcable . . . 
H. ODOT; Not applicable. 
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V. TRAfFIC DESIQN AND CIRCULATIQN: 

A. Portland: 

1. Transportation Element, North District Policy 3. Cross-town Transit. 
Encourage improved transit service to link North portland (cross-town) to 
areas other than the downtown. Improve connections to the Lloyd 
Center/QCC transit center and surrounding industrial areas. 

2', Transportation Element, North District Policy S. Transitway Impacts. 
Future plans for the design and deveiopment of a tnmsitvvay along 
Interstate and Denver shall take into consideration the neighborhoods' 
desire that auto trips not be diverted to nearby Neighborhood Collectors or 
Local Service Streets. 

3. Transportation Element, Northeast District PolicyS. North Corridor Light 
Rail. Two alignments for a future Ught rail line (N. Interstate Avenue and 
N. FlintlRussell), .are shown on the NE Transit Streets Map between the 
Steel Bridge and the Fremont BridgelI-S interchange. The FlintlRussell 
alignment is the preferred alternative because it offers fewer conflicts with 
auto traffic and more development potential. 

4. Transportation Element, Southeast District Policy 2. McLoughlin 
Boulevard. McLoughlin Boulevard should serve as the major north/south 
route for regional traffic, while maintaining its operational characteristics 
as a Major City Traffic Street between Powell and Reedway. 
Improvements should address pedestrian and bicycle access along and 
across McLoughlin Boulevard. 

B. Milwaukie: 

1.' Transportation Element, Objective 5, Policy 6. Improved east-west transit 
service is encouraged connecting the timed transfet: and future regional 
transit facilities in downtown to the Clackamas Town Center. 

2. Transportation Element, Objective 5, Policy 1. In the short term, the 
timed transfer facility on Main Street will be maintained and improved to 

. provide an attractive, safe, convenient location for transit users. F orthe 
long term, the City will evaluate alternative locations as redevelopment 
occurs within the downtown area. 

C. Gladstone: 
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1. Transportation Goal: To promote a safe, efficient and convenient multi
modal transportation system that emphasizes mass transit and a street 
circulation pattern designed to serve people first. 

2. Transpoitation Element, Policy 1 d. Assign staff to study the location and 
design of mass transit stations to encourage walking, bicycling, 
automobile drop-off, and to discourage automobile usage. 

D. Oregon City: 

E. . Multnomah County: 

1. Policy 34. The County's policy is to develop a safe and efficient trafficway 
system using the existing road network, and by: 

b. Improving streets to the standards established by the classification 
system, where necessary, and/or appropriate to identified transportation 
problems; 

c. Placing priority on maintaining the existing trafficways; 

d. Making improvements to the existing system which maximize its 
capacity rather than constructing new facilities; 

e. Providing safe road crossings for pedestrians; 

f. Limiting the nUlllber of and consolidating ingress and egress points on 
arterials and major collectors to improve traffic flow; and 

h. Iinplementing the street standards chapter 11.60 and Ordinance 162, 
including adherence to access cont~ol and intersection design guideline 
criteria, and estabiishing a procedure for aiiowing variances from that 
ordinance. 

F. Clackamas County: 

1. Transit Policy 8.0. Require pedestrian and transit-supportive features and 
amenities through review process of developments and approval of 

. subdivisions within one=quarter mile of transit centers or transit stops on 
trunk routes~ Such amenities may include pedestrianlbikeway facilities, 
street trees, outdoor lighting and seating, landscaping, shelters, kiosks, 
strict standards for signs and visually aesthetic shapes, textures and colors. 
parlcing should be at the rear or sides of bUildings. Buildings measuring 
more than 100 feet along the side facing the major pedestrian/transit 
access should have more than one pedestrian entrance. 
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2. Transit Policy IS.0. Criteria for Designating Transit Centers 

a. 15.1 Transit centers are locations where (a) transit-supportive land 
uses, medium to high density, frequent transit service and pedestrian 
access are emphasized in such a way that transit and land-uses are 
mutually supportive, or (b) transit transfers or transfers to transit from 
other modes of travel are emphasized, including major park and ride lots, 
timed transfers and collection points for trips into the metropolitan area. 

b. 15.2 Transit centers should be located on high volume transit routes, 
preferably on trunk routes and at the intersection of routes. 

C. 15.3 Transit centers shouid be located where existing or pianned land 
uses inciude concentrations of high density residential, commercial or 
labor intensive employment \vitbin one-quarter mile of transit, or where a 
high level of opportunity for transfers exists, including transfer from other 
modes of travel. 

3. Transit Policy 16.0. Designate transit trunk routes and transit centers as 
shown on Map V-So Other transit centers may be designated as indicated 
in Policy '14. 

O. Metro: 

a. 16.1 The designation of some transit centers as "primarily park and 
ride" does' not preclude the placement of other park and ride locations. 

b. 16.2 Trunk routes will be implemented through time in coordination 
with financing and implementation of necessary roadway improvements 
and in cooperation with Tn-Met. Priority for implementation will be 
given to McL~ughlin Boulevard, 82nd DrivelI-20S, Railroad 
AvenueIHarmony Road and Kruse Way/Country Club Road. 

1. RTP Goal No.3: To provide adequate Mobility with Minimal 
Environmental Impact and Energy Consumption. 

H. ODOT: 

1. OTP Policy 1 G - Safety. It is the policy of the State of Oregon to improve 
continually the safety of all facets of statewide transportation for system 
users including operators, pass~ngers, pedestrians, recipients of goods and 
services, and property owners. 
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2. OTP Policy 2D - Facilities for Pedestrians and Bicyclists. It is the policy 
of the State of Oregon to promote safe; comfortable travel for pedestrians 
and bicyclists along travel corridors and within existing communities and 
new' developments. 
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VI. NEIGHDORHQQDS: 

A Portland: 

. i. Urban Development Policy 2.24. Central City Plan. Encourage continued 
investment within Portland's Central City while enhancing its 
attractiveness for work, recreation and living. Through the 
implementation of the Central City Plan, coordinate development, provide 
aid and protection to Portland's citizens, and enhance the Central City's 
special natural, cultural and aesthetic features. . . 

. 2. UrbaiiDevelopment Policy 2.2S. AJbina Community Plan. Promote the 
economic vitality, historic character and livabilit'j ofiMer north and inner 
northeast Portland by including the Albina Community Plan as a part of 
this Comprehensive Plan. 

3. Goal 3. Neighborhoods: Preserve and reinforce the stabili~y and diversity 
of the City's neighborhoods w}1jle·a11owing for increased density in order 
to attract and retain long-term residents and businesses and insure the 

. Cit)"s residential quality and economic vitality. 

4. Urban Design Policy i2.6. Preserve Neighborhoods. Preserve and 
support the qualities of individual neighborhoods that help to make them . 
attractive places. Encourage neighborhoods to express. their design values 
in neighborhood and community planning projects. Seek ways to respect 
and strengthen neighborhood values in new development projects that 
implement this Comprehensive Plan. 

S. Hosford-Abernethy Neighborhood Action Plan, Policy 3 Transportation. 
Encourage safe and efficient use of the transportation network which 
minimizes negative traffic impact on neighborhood livability and business 
operations. 

6. Hosford-Abernethy Objective 3.3. Discourage commuter and truck traffic 
in the residen~ially zoned areas. . 

1. Hosford-Abernethy Objective 3.10. Discourage on-street parking by 
commuters who work downtown. 

8. Arbor Lodge Neighborhood Plan, Policy 1-Commercial Development, 
Objective 4. Improve the appearance ofN Lombard Street and N 
Interstate Avenue, while allowing fQr expansion opportunities of existing 
businesses. 
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9. 

10. 

11 
& &. 

12. 

Eliot Neighborhood Plan, Policy 3-Housing, Objective k .. Incorporate 
pedestrian amenities and attractions which reinforce the character of 
Eliot's residential areas in the design of new commercial and industrial 
development located along the borders of the Eliot Neighborhood. include 
landscaping, special sidewalk and crossing treatments, open spaces, public 
art, street trees, fountains, underground utilities, benches,kiosks, 
ornamental lighting standards at key locations and other street amenities. 

Brooklyn Neighborhood Plan, Policy 4-Housing: Preserve, protect, and 
improve existing housing stock while providing the opportunity for new 
housing for people of all ages and income levels. 

Brooklyn Policy 7 A, Objective 7 A.I. Disc-Outage commuter and truck 
traffic on residential streets. . 

Brooklyn Policy 7 A, Objective 7 A. 2. Discourage on-street parking by 
COII'. .. rnuters who work downtown. 

B. Milwaukie: 

1. Residential Land Use and Housing Goal: To provide for the maintenance 
of existing housing. the rehabilitation of older housing and the 
deveiopment of sound. adequate new housing· to meet the housing needs 
of local residents and the·iarger metropolitan housing market, while 
preserving and enhancing local neighborhood quality and identity. 

2. Neighborhood Goal: To preserve and reinforce the stability and diversity 
of the City's neighborhoods in order to attract and retain long-term 
residents and ensure the City's residential quality and livability. 

3. . Neighborhood Element, Objective #1 - Neighborhood Character. To 
maintain the residential character of designated neighborhood areas. 

4. Neighborhood Element; Objective #2 - NeighborhQod Needs. To meet the 
needs of neighborhood areas for public facilities and s~rvices. 

C. Gladstone: 

1. Housing Goal: To meet the housing needs ofall segments of the 
population through optimum utilization of housing resources for the 
construction, rehabilitation and maintenance of a diversity of housing 
types at appropriate locations, price ranges and rent levels, while 
preserving and enhancing the integrity and identity of existing residential 
neighborhoods: 
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2. Housing Policy 4. Promote the upgrading and preservation of existing 
housing units and neighborhoods, with special emphasis on historically 
significant homes. 

D. Oregon City: 

1. Historic Preservation Policy 4. Create Historic Conservation Districts to 
preserve neighborhoods with significant examples of historical 
architecture in residential and business structures; . 

E. Multnomah County: 

1. Policy 2: Off-Site Effects. The County's policy is to apply conditions to 
its approval of land use actions where it is necessary to protect the public 
from the potentially deleterious eff~cts of the proposed use. 

2. Policy ·18: Community Identity. The County's policy is to create, 
•• 1. • 'd . h .mamtam or erluance cQmmumty 1 entity _ y: 

a. Identifying and reinforcing community boundaries; 

b. Identifying significant natural features and r.equiring these to be 
preserved; 

c. Requiring identified sigt-Jficant natural features be preserved as· part of 
the development process. 

F. Clackamas County: 

1. Transit Policy 7.0. Protect neighborhoods, recreation areas and 
pedestrian/bikeways from transportation related environmental 
degradation. 

O. Metro: 

1. RTP, Goal 3, Objective S. To remove through traffic from neighborhood 
streets which results from congestion ort adjacent facilities. 

H. ODOT: 

1. OTP Policy 2H - Aesthetic Values. It is the policy of the State of Oregon 
to protect and enhance the aesthetic value of transportation corridors in 
order to support economic development and preserve quality of life. 
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VIT. URBAN DESIGN: 

A. Portland: 

1. 

2. 

.. ". 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

Urban Development Policy 2.10. Downtown Portland. Reinforce the 
downtown's position as the principal commercial, service, cultural and 
high density housing center in the City and the region. Maintain the 
downtown as the City's principal retail center through implementation of 
the Downtown Plan. . 

TT-ban n_._I--men40 p_l: .... ., 11 f"'----Cl·"'1 ("'............. E ........ "~ .l. ... rol'" 
VI u~v~'ul"u U uU"'II.. . ,",unu"". ... "''''£1',"10:,. "'t" .... v ..... .. 

of major established commercial centers which are well served by transit. 

Urban Development Policy 2.12. Transit Conidors. Provide a lTJATuie of 
activities along major transit routes to augment travel optio.ns. Encourage 
development of commercial. uses and medium density apartments, and 
allow labor-intensive industrial activities which are compatible with the 
surrounding area. Encourage increased residential density. when in 
compliance with the Comprehensive Plan Map, near transit routes 
especially where vacant land affords an opportunity for infill 
development. 

Urban Design Goal 12: Enhance Portland as a livable City, attractive in 
its setting and dynamic in its urban character by preserving its history and 
building a substantial legacy of quality private developments and public 
improvements for future generations. 

Urban Design Policy 12.1. Portland's Character. Enhance and extend 
Portland's attractive identity. Build on design elements, features and 
themes identified with the City. Recognize and extend the use of City 
themes that establish a basis of a shared identity reinforcing the 
individual's sense of participation in a larger comm,!nity. 

Hosford-Abernethy Policy 2-Housing: Protect and improve existing 
housing while providing the opportutUty of new housing for people of all 
ages and income levels. 

Central City Plan, Policy 12-Urban Design: Enhance the Central City as a 
livable, walkable area which focuses on the river and captures the glitter 
. and excitement of city living. 
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B. Milwaukie: 

1. Transportation Element, Objective 5, Policy S. Through its Land Use 
Chapter policies, the City will encourage the provision of housing suitable 
for the elderly and moderate income families to be located in close 
proximity to regional transit facilities. The concentration of employment 
opportunities is also encouraged . 

. ·2.. Transportation Element, Objective 6, Policy S. Through its Land Use 
Chapter policies, the City will concentrate employment opportunities and 
commercial facilities for ease of acces~ to transit corridors. 

3. Transportation Eiement, Objective 9, Policy S. The City 'will consider 
adopting Tri-Met's model standards and regulations (Planning and Design 
for Transit, March 1993), which are intended to affect the types and 
densities ofland use adequate to support transit service and transit
oriented development. 

C. Gladstone: 

1. Housing Policy 2. Promote the development of high density housing 
around commercial andlor industrial centers served by mass transit 
transfer stations. 

2. Energy Policy 1. Encourage centralized shopping and service facilities for 
one-stop. multi-purpose trips near mass transit. 

D. . Oregon City: 

1. 

2. 

Historic Preservation Policy 3. Encourage compatible architectural design 
of new structures in local historic districts, and the central downtown area. 

Transportation Polic-y 18: Tn-Met will be encouraged to relate mass 
transit to high and low density development· needs. of low-income and 
limited mobility persons, to utilize existing rights-of-way wherever 
possible. . 

E. Multnomah County: 

1. Policy 19: Community Design. The County's policy is to maintain a 
community design process which: 

. a. Evaluates and locates development proposals in terms of scale and 
related community impacts with the overall purpose being a 
complementary land use pattern. . 
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b. Evaluates individual public and private developments from a functional 
design perspective, considering such factors as privacy, noise, lights, 
signing, access, circubi.tion, parking, provisions for the handicapped and 
crime prevention techniques. 

c. Maintains a design review process as an administrative procedure with 
an appeal process, and· based on published criteria and guidelines. 
Criteria and guidelines shall be developed specifically for commercial, 
industrjal and residential developments. 

d. Establishes criteria and standards for pre-existing uses, commensurate 
with the scale of the new deveiopment propose~. 

e. Evaluates individual public and private development according to 
design guideiines in the applicable adopted community pian. 

2._ Policy 36: Tra..1'lsportation System Development Requirements. The 
County's policy is to increase the efficiency and aesthetic quality of the 
trafficways and public transportation by requiring: 

a. The dedication of additional right-of-way appropriate to the functional 
classification ofthe street given in Policy 34 and Chapter 1 !.~O, 

b. The number of ingress and egress points be consolidated through joint 
use agreements, 

c. Vehicuiar and truck off-street parking and loading areas, 

d. Off-street bus loading areas and shelters for riders, 

e. Street trees to be planted, 

f. A pedestrian circulation system as given in the sidewalk provisions, 
chapter 11.60, . 

g. Implementation of the bicycle corridor capital improvements program, 

h .. Bicycle parking facilities at bicycle and public transportation sections 
in new commercial, industrial and· business developments, and 

i. New streets improved to County standards in unincorporated County 
may be designated· public access roads and maintained by the County until 
annexed into a City, as stated in Ordinance 313. 
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F. Clackamas County: 

1. Transit Policy 8.0. Require pedestrian and transit-supportive features and 
amenities through review process of developments and approval of 
subdivisions within one-quarter mile of transit centers or transit stops on 
trunk routes.. Such amenities may include pedestrianlbikeway facilities. 
street trees, outdoor lighting and seating, landscaping, shelters, kiosks, . 
strict standards for signs, and visually aesthetic shapes, textures and 
colors. Parking should be at the rear or sides of buildings. Buildings 
measuring more than 100 feet along the side facing the major 
pedestrian/transit access should have more than one pedes~rian entrance. 

2. Economics Policy lA Develop and impiement strategies to revitalize 
andlor maintain established commercial areas considering such things as 
parking needs, pedestrian/auto conflicts, traffic circulation, historic 
character, compatibility of activities, potential for new development, 
compatibilitY of new development, transit service, pedestrian and bike 
access, and merchant participation. . 

3. . Urbanization Policy 3;0. Land use planning for urban areas shall integrate 
all applicable policies found throughout the Plan including the following: 

a. Locate. land uses of higher density or intensity to increase the 
effectiveness of transportation and other public facilities investments. 

b. Encourage infilling ofImmediate Urban Areas with a minimum of 
disruption of existing neighborhoods (see infi11 policies in the Housing 
Chapter). 

c. Enhance energy conservation and transportation system efficiency by 
locating opportunities for housing near work and shopping areas. 

d. Integrate developments combining retailing, office, and medium and 
high density housing at places with frequent transit. service and pedestrian 
facilities. . 

G. Metro: . 

1. . RTP Land Use Policy. Employment, commercial and residential densities 
should ~e maximized around planned transit stations and regional transit 
trunk route stops compatible with other local objectives. 
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H. ODOT:· 

1. OTP Policy 2B, Action 2B.3. Promote the design and development· of 
infrastructure and land use patterns which encourage alternatives to the 
single occupant ~utomobile. 
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VIII. ENERGY: 

A. Portland: 

1. Energy Eiement, Policy 7.6. Energy Efficient Transportation. The City 
shall provide opportunities for non-auto transportation including 
alternative vehicles, buses, light rail, bikeways, and walkways. 

B. Milwaukie: 

1, Energy Conservation Element, Obj~ctive #2 - Transportation System. To 
encour~ge an energy efficient tiansportation system. 

2.. Energy Conservation Element, Objective #2, Policy 1. Through policies 
contained in the Transportation Element, the City will encourage the 
following: . 

a. improvements to improve the e1:liciency of major }1jghways and 
arterials, 

b. improvements to the regional and local public transit system including 
passenger waiting facilities to encourage transit usage for appropriate 
trips, 

c. improvements to the pedestrian and bicycle system linking 
neighborhood. and community facilities, and improvi;tS access to transit 
coJ;ridors. 

C. Gladstone: 

1. Energy Element, Transportation Policy 2. Adopt the following 
. transportation policies for the purpose of conservin-i energy: 

a. Provide park and ride lots within the Gladstone .~ea; 

b. Support car and van pooling programs; 

c. Improve pedestrian and bicycle facilities; 
, 

d. Improve traffic flow on arterials and· collectors; and 

e. Promote the use of mass transit. 

Page 31 - PLAN POLICIES APPLICABLE TO SELECTION OF CRITERIA 



588



589

D. Oregon City: 

1. Energy Conservation Policy 2. Design transportation systems to conserve 
energy by considering: 

. a. the location of transit. services 

b. the construction materials for new streets 

c. the location of commercial uses. 

E. Multnomah County: 

i. Policy 22: Energy Conservation. The County!s policy is to promote the 
conservation of energy and to use energy resources in a more efficient 
manner. In addition, it is the policy ofMultnomah County to reduce 
dependency on non-renewabie energy resources and to support. greater . 
utilization of renewable energy resources. The County shall require a 
fi..'lding prior to the approval of legislative or quasi-judicial action that the 
following factors·have been considered: 

a. The development of energy-efficient land uses and practices; 

b. Increased density and intensity of development in urban areas, 
especially in proximity to transit corridors and employment, commercial 
and recreational centers; 

c. An energy-efficient transportation system linked with increased mass 
transit, pedestrian and bicycle facilities .. 

F. Clackamas County: 

1. Energy Sources and Conservation Policy 3.0. Encourage energy-efficient 
land use and circulation patterns. 

... Energy Sour~~~ ", ... -' Co""ervatl'on Po'i-- ...... Develop an aVe-all ~. J ___ .ces ..... 0."" . _ .ley .l . .l . . . _ .f. . 

circulation system for the County which promotes transportation 
alternatives (transit, carpooling, bicycling, and foot travel) and improves 
traffic flow on major arterials (synchronized signals, vacating nonessential 

. cross streets, access controls). 

O. Metro: 

1. Goal 3 Objective 2. To minimize, as much as practical, the region's 
transportation-related· energy consumption through improved auto 
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H. ODOT: 

efficiencies and increased use of transit, carpools, vanpools, bicycles ~d 
walking. 
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IX. AIR OUALITY: 

A.. Portland: 

1. Transportation Policy 6.18. Clean Air and Energy Efficiency. Encourage . 
the use of all modes of travel that contribute to' clean air and energy 
efficiency. 

2. Enviro~ent Goal 8: Maintain and improve the quality of Portland's air, 
water and land resources and protect neighborhoods and business centers 

. from detrimental noise pollution. 

3. Environment Policy 8.1. Interagency Cooperation - Air Quality. 
Continue to cooperate with public agencies concerned with the 
improvement of airquaiity. and implement State and regional plans and 
programs to attain overall State and Federal air quality standards. 
Cooperate and work with Metro and the State Department of 
Environmental Quality in efforts to reach attainment of Federal ambient 
air quality standards for ozone by 1981 and carbon monoxide by 1982. 

4. Environment Policy 8.4. Ride Sharing. Promote use of ride shaling·and 
public transit throughout the metropolitan area. 

B. Milwaukie: 

1. Air. Water and Land Resources Quality Goal: To meet Federal and State 
air, noise and water quality standards. 

2. Air, Water and Land Resources Quality Element, Objective #1 - ~egional 
Air QUality. To assist Federal and State environmental regulation 
agencies in their efforts to maintain and improve the quality of the air 

. resources of'the State and City. 

3. Air, Water a..~d Land Resources Quality Element, Objective #1. Policy 1. . 
Milwaukie will continue to support and participate in the preparation and 
implementation of Regional Non-Attainment and Air Quality Maintenance 
Plans through Metro and DEQ. 

4. Air, Water and Land Resources Quality Element, Objective #1, PolicY 2. 
Milwaukie will continue to support and participate in regional public 
transportation planning efforts aimed at controlling air pollution in 
downtown Portland and throughout the region. 
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s. Air, Water and Land Resources Quality Element, Objective #2 - Local Air 
Quality. To control air quality problems through local land use and 

. transportation planning. 

6. Air, Wa~er and Land Resources Quality Element, Objective #2, Policy 2. 
Milwaukie win encourage the reduction of vehicle emissions by 
improving local flow and seeking ways to increase transit ridership. 

C. Gladstone: 

1. Air, Water and Land Resource Quality Goal: To help mai(ltain and 
improve the quality of air, water 8.\1d land resources of the region in order 
to enhance the quality-of Hie, health and economic welfare in this region. 

2. Air Element, Objective 1. To help meet and maintain air quality standards 
in accordance with the National Clear Air Act and applicable State DEQ 
regulations. 

3. Air Element, Objective 2. To help minimize the amount of air pollution 
- from motor vehicle exhaust through appropriate land use and 

transportation patterns. 

4. Air Element, Policy 2. Encourage use of mas! transit and other low
pollution transportation modes. 

S. Air Element, Policy 4. Support and participate in efforts to control air 
pollution in the metropolitan area. 

D. Oregon City: 

1. Natural Resources Policy 1. Coordinate local activities with regional, 
State and Federal agencies in controlling water and air pollution. 

2. All development within the City of Oregon City s~ comply with 
applicable State and Federal air, water, solid waste, hazardous waste and 
noise environmental rules, regulations and standards. Development 
ordinance regulations shall be consistent with Federal and State 
environm~ntal regulations. 

E. Multnomah County: 

1. Policy 13: Air, Water and Noise Quality. It is Multnomah County's 
policy to: 
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a.' Cooperate with private citizens, businesses, utilities and public 
agencies to maintain and improve the quality of air and water, and to 
reduce noise pollution in Multnomah Co~ty. 

b. Support and participate in the implementation of State and regional 
plans and programs to reduce pollution levels. 

c. Maintain healthful air quality levels in the regional airshed; to maintain 
healthful ground and surface water resources; and to prevent or reduce 
excessive sound levels while balancing social and economic needs in 
Multnomah County . 

. F. Ciackamas County: 

1. Noise and Air Quality Policy 4.0. Consider the potential air quality 
impacts of proposed major residentiai, commercial, industrial and public 
facility uses prior to any approval. 

G. Metro: 

1. RTP, Goal 3 Objective 3. To maintain the region's air quality. 

H. ODOT: 
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x. NOISE; 

A Portland: 

1. Environment Policy 8.20. Noise Abatement Strategies. Reduce and 
prevent excessive noise levels from one use which may impact another use 
through oil-going noise monitoring and enforcement procedures. 

B. Milwaukie: 

L Air, Water and Land Resources Quality Goal: To meet Federal and State 
air, noise and water quality standards. 

2. Air, Water and Land Resources Quality Element, Objective #3 e Noise. 
To assist Federal and State environmental regulatory agencies in their 
efforts to ensure that noise levels generated within the City will be 
compatible with adjacent land uses, 

3. Air, Water and Land Resources Quality Element, Objective #3, Policy 4. 
Developments which would result in substantial noise generation will 
incorporate landscaping and other noise mitigation techniques to reduce 
noise ~pacts to levels compatible with the surrounding land uses. 

4. Ait* Water and Land Resources Quality Element, Objective #3, Poiicy 5. 
The.City will work with ODOr to implement traffic management 

. measures designed to improve traffic flow on the MUwaukie Expressway. 
Mcloughlin Boulevard and major arterials. In considering alternative 

. management measures, excessive stopping and starting (which create 
considerable noise) are to be minimized. 

c. Gladstone: 

1. Noise Element, Objective 1. To minimize adverse effects of noise 
pollution in the area. 

2. Noise Element, Objective 2. To identify, meet and maintain sound level 
standards in order to ensure that sound levels within the City are not 
excessive and do not adversely impact adjacent land uses. 

3. Noise Element, Policy 1. Require noise control features within noise 
impact areas. 

a. Continue to periodically monitor probable noise-impact areas. 

Page 37 - PLAN POLICIES APPLICABLE TO SELECTION OF CRITERIA 



600



601

b. Encourage appropriate tree and shrub plantings along major roadways .. 

D. Oregon City: 

1. All d~velopment within the City of Oregon City shall comply with 
applicable State· and Federal air, water, solid waste, hazardous waste and 
noise environmental rules, regulations and standards. Development 
ordinance regulations shall be consistent with Federal and State 
environmental regulations. 

E. . Multnomah County: 

1. Policy 13: Air, Water and Noise QUality. It is Multnomah County's 
policy to: 

a. Cooperate with private citizens, businesses, utilities and public 
agencies to maintain and improve the quality of air and water,.and to 
reduce noise pollution in Multnomah County. 

b. Support and participate in the implementation of State and regional 
plans and programs to reduce pollution levels. 

C. Maintain healthful air quality levels in the regional airshed; to maintain 
healthful ground and surface water reSOllfces; and to prevent or reduce 
excessive sound levels while balancing socia! and economic needs in 
Multnomah County. 

d. Discourage the developmen~ of noise-sensitive uses in areas of high 
noise impact. 

Furthermore, it is the County's policy to require, prior to approval of a legislative 
or quasi-judicial action, a statement from the appropriate agency that all standards . 
can be met with respect to air quality, water quality, and n~ise levels. If the 
proposal is a noise sensitive use and is located in a noise impacted area, or if the 
proposed use is a noise generator, the following shall be incorporated into the site 
plan: 

. a. Building placement on the site in an area having minim.a! noise level 
disruptions; 

b. Landscaping or other techniques to·lessen noise generation to levels 
compatible with surrounding land uses; 
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c. Insulation or other construction techniques to lower interior noise 
levels in noise-impacted areas. 

F. Clackamas County: 

1. Noise and Air Quality Policy 1.0. Cooperate with public agencies and the 
private sector to reduce noise. 

2. Noise and Air Quality Policy 2.0 Implement a procedure to minimize the 
impact -of external noise on sensitive land uses. 

G. Metro: 

!. 2.! Require. through the review process, buffering of noise sensitive 
areas or uses where appropriate. For example, adjacent to a.rteriais, 
expressways, freeways or heavily used raillines,.landscapedoberms or 
other solid barriers may be required. Encourage setbacks andlor noise 
insulation in structures. 

b. 2.2 Noise !l1itigation plans, subject to County approval. shall be 
required of significant new noise generating land uses adjacent to or 
impacting established noise sensitive properties. 

c. 2.3 Construction or reconstruction ofhighovolume arterials, 
expressways, or freeways in or near residential areas may require sOll.'ld 
buffers as part of the road project. 

H. ODOT: 
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XI. ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT: 

A. Portland: 

1.· Economic Development Poli~ 5.4. Transportation System. Promote a 
multi-modal regional transportation system that encourages economic 
development. .. 

a. Objective A Support regional transportation improvements to 
facilitate efficient movement ofgo9ds and services in and out of Portland's 
major industrial and commercial areas. Ensure access to the Port of 
Portla.f1d's marine and air tenninals and related distribution facilities. 

b. Objective C. Work closely with public agencies, such as Tri-Met, and 
the private sector to deliver an efficient and effective transportation 
system and network. Improve transit connections between residential 
communities and work sites. . 

B. Milwaukie: 

1. Land Use Economic Base and Industrial/Commercial Land Use Element, 
Objective #1. Policy 8. The City will lobby strongly for roadway and 
other improvements outside of the City that bear heavily on the . 
community's industrial complex, such as efforts to reduce congestion on 
McLougl-Jin Boulevard and Hwy. 224, improvement ofpubHc transit 
service, improved access for the Johnson Creek Industrial Area to 1-205 
and improved connections between Milwaukie and downtown Portland. 

c. Gladstone: 

D. Oregon City: 

1. Commerce and Industries Policy 1. As·funds and opportunities become 
available, transportation access to industrial and co.mmercial areas shall be 
improved to facilitate flow of goods and increase potential customers. 
Particular attention will focus on relieving congestion on McLoughlin 
Boulevard (Highway 99E) and Cascade HighwaylMolalla Avenue 
(Highway 213). 

2. Commerce and Industries Policy 2. Use of mass transit will be 
encouraged between residential and employment areas through 
coordination with Tri-Met and local employers. 
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E. Multnomah County: 

1. Economic Development Polic}' 5(F)(2): Economic Development. The 
County's Policy is to support economic development investments and land 
use actions which will assure the timely and efficient provision of public 
services 'and facilities by public agencies in a coordinated manner. 

F. Clackamas County: 

1. Economics Policy 2.6. Encourage Tri-Met to proVide better transit 
service. Specifically, improve service to commercial centers, small city 
downtowns, and the Clackamas industrial area. 

G. Metro: 

1. RTP Principal 1. Encourage and facilitate the economic growth of the 
Portland region. . 

H. ODOT: 

1. OTPGoal3: Economic Development. To promote the expansion and 
diversity of Oregon's economy through the efficient and effective 

. movement of goods, services and passengers in a safe, energy efficient 
'and environmentally sound marUiei. 
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XII. NATURAL HAZARDS: 

A Portland: 

1. Environment Policy 8.13. Natural Hazards. Control the density of 
development in areas of natural hazards consistent with the provisions of 
the City's Building Code, Chapter 10, the Floodplain Ordinance and the 
Subdivision Ordinance. 

B. Milwaukie: 

1. Natural Hazards Goal: To prohibit development that would be subject to 
damage or ioss of me from occurring in known areas of natural disasters 
and hazards without appropriate safeguards. 

2. Natural Hazards Element, Objective #1 - Floodplain. To manage 
identified 100 year floodplains in order to protect their natural function as 
waterways, and to protect the lives and property of those individuals and 
concerns currentiy iocated within and along the flood piain boundary. 

3. . Natural Hazards Element, Objective #2 - Seismic Conditions. Regulate 
the.structural integrity of all developments within the City consistent with 
the provisions of the Uniform Building Code. Earthquake Regulations. 

4. Natural Hazards Element, Objective #3 - Weak Foundation Sails. To 
ensure that adequate measures are undertaken to mitigate the structural 
limitations of soils. 

5. Natural Hazards Element, Objective #3, Policy 1. When developments are 
proposed for areas identified as having a severe construction rating, a 
special report; (completed by a qualified soils engineer or engineering 
geologist). must accompany the application indicating proposed building 

. techrliques to ulitigate soil limitations. EXiiinples of appropriate urltigative 
techniques include: 

a. Excavating and backfilling where appropriate 

b. Special footing and foundation designs 

c. Special construction techniques such as pilings, etc. 

C. Gladstone: 

1. Natural Disasters and Hazards Goal: To protect life and property from 
natural disasters and hazards such as floods, landslides, weak foundation 
soils and earthquakes. . 
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2. Natural Hazard Areas Element, Objective: To minimize loss of life or 
property in areas of known natural hazards. 

3. Natural Hazard Areas Element, Policy 2. Manage development and 
redevelopment in areas subject to flooding. 

a. Encourage the maintenance of natural vegetation within the flood 
plain areas. 

D. Oregon City: 

i. Natural R:esources Policy 10. Avoid developments in known areas of 
natural disasters and hmuds without appropriate safeguards. 

2. Naturai Resources Policy 11. Require special. development standards for 
construction of buildings and roadways in areas evidencing weak . 
foundation soils, in order to eliminate future damagc::s. 

3. Natural Resources Policy 12. Requite maintenance of existing 
vegetation or re-vegetation for excavation and road slopes, for those 
areas designated as landslide-prone or having moderate to severe erosion 
potential. 

. E~ Multnomah County: 

1. Policy 14: Developmental Limitations. The COJ,Ulty's policy is to direct 
deveiopment and land form alterations away from areas with 
development limitations except upon a showing that design and 
construction techniques can mitigate any public harm or associated 
public cost, and mitigate any adverse effects to surrounding persons or 
properties. Development limitation areas are those which have any of 
the following characteristics: 

a. Slopes exceeding 20%; 

b. Severe soil erosion potential; 

. c. Land wit;m the 100 year flood plain; 

d. A high seasonal water table within 0-24 inches of the surface for 
three or more weeks of the year; 

e. A fragipan less than 30 inches from the surface; 
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f. Land subjeCt to slumping, earth slides or movement. 

F. Clackamas County: 

1. Natural Hazards Policy 2.0. Prevent development (structures, roads, 
cuts and· fills) of landslide areas (active landslides, slumps and planar 
slides as defined and mapped by the Oregon Department of Geology 
and Mineral Industries, DOGAMI) to avoid substantial threats to life 
and property except as modified by 2.1. Vegetative cover shall be . 
maintained for stability purposes and diversion of stormwater into these 
areas shall be prohibited. 

2. Natural H~'7~rds Policy 2.1. Allow mitigation of identified landslide 
hazards based on established and proven engineering techniques, and 
related directly to an approved specific plan wldch avoids adverse 
impacts (see Land Use Chapter). Developers should be made aware of 
liability in such cases for protection of private and public properties 
from damage of any kind. . 

3. Natural Hazards Policy 3.0. Apply appropriate safeguards to 
development on organic/compressible soils, high shrink-swell soils and 
wet soils with high water table (as defined in DOGAMI Bulletin No. 
~9) to minimize threats to life, private and public structures/facilities. 

4. Open Space and Floodplains Policy 6.0. Prohibit development of areas 
designated Major Hazard Open Space except as proyided in Policy 2.1 
of the Natural Resources and Energy chapter; Natural Hazards Section, 
and Policy S.3b of the Land Use chapter, residential section. . 

G. Metro: 

H. ODOT: 

" 
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xm. NATURAL RESOURCES; 

A Portland: 

1. Urban Development Policy 2.6. Open Space. Provide opportunities for 
recreation and visual reliefby preserving Portland's parks, golf courses, 
trails, parkways and cemeteries. 

2. Urban Development Policy 2.7. Willamette River Greenway Plan. 
Implement the Willamette River Greenway Plan which preserves a strong 
working river while promoting recreation, commercial and residential 
waterfront development along the Willamette south of the Broadway 
Bridge. . 

3. Environment Policy 8.11. Special Areas. D. Johnson Creek Basin. 
Protect and preserve the scenic, recreation, fisheri, wildlife, flood control, 
water quality, and other natural resource values of the Johnson Creek 
basin through application of environmental overlay zones and 
implementation of the Johnson Creek Basin Protection Plan. 

4. Environment Policy 8.11 H. Willamette River Greenway. Protect and 
preserve the natural and economic qualities of lands along the. Willamette 
River through implementation of the City's Willamette River Greenway 
Plan. 

S. Environment Policy 8.14. Natural Resources. Conserve significant 
natural and scenic resource sites and values through a combination of 
programs which involve zoning and other land use controls, purchase, 
preservation, intergovernmental coordination, conservation, and 
mitigation. Balance the conservation of significant natural resources with 
the need for other urban uses and activities through evaluation of 
economic, social, environmental arid energy consequences of such actions. 

a. Objective C. Impact Avoidance. Where practical, avoid adverse 
impacts to significant natural and scenic resources .. 

b. Objective D. Mitigation. Where adverse impacts cannot be practicably 
avoided, require mitigation or other means of preservation of important 
natural resource values. The following order oflocational and resource 
preference applies to mitigation: 

(1) On the site of the resource subject to impact, with the same 
kind of resource; 
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(2) Off-site, with the same kind of resource; 

(3) On-site, with a different kind of resource; 

(4) Off';site, with a different kind of resource .. 

c. Objective E. Soil Erosi~n Control. Protect natural resources where 
appropriate from sediment and other forms of pollution through the use of 
vegeta~ion, erosion control measures during construction, settling ponds, 
and other structural and non-structural means. 

6. Envi.ro!l.l!!ent Policy 8.1 S. WetlandslRiparia.n/W ater Bodies Protection. 
Conserve significant wetiands, riparian areas, and water bodies which 
have significant functions and values related to flood piotectioi~SepiAilent 
and erosion control, water quality, groundwater recharge and discharge, 
education, vegetation, and fish and wildlife habitat. Regulate 
. development within significant water bodies, riparian areas, and wetlands 
to retain their important functions and values. 

a. ObjectiveA WetlandlWater Body Buffer. Conserve significant 
riparim, wetland. and water body natural resources through the 

. designation and protection oftra.'lsition areas between.the resource and 
other urban development and activities. Restrict non-water dependent or 
non-water related development within the riparian area. - , , 

7, Environment Policy 8.16. Uplands Protection •. Conserve significant 
upland areas and values related to wildlife, aesthetics and visual 
appearance, views and sites, slope protection, and groundwater recharge. 
Encourage increased vegetation, additional wildlife habitat areas, and 
expansion·and enhancement of undeveloped spaces in a manner beneficial 
to the CitY and compatible with. the character of surrounding urban 
development. 

" 

. a. Objective A WetlandlWater Body Buffer. ProVide protection to 
significant wetland and water body natural resources through designation 
of significant upland areas as a buffer between the resource and other 
urban development and activities. ' 

b. Objective C. Wildlife Corridors. Conserve and enhance drainageways 
and linear parkways which have value as wildlife corridors connecting 
parks, open spaces, and other large wildlife habitat areas, and to increase 
the varietY and quantitY of desirable wildlife throughout urban areas. 
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8. Environment Policy 8.17. Wildlife. Conserve significant areas and 
encourage the creation of new areas which increase the variety and 
quantity of fish and wildlife throughout the urban area in a manner 
compatible with other urban development and activities. 

a. Objective A Natural Resource Areas. Regulate activities in natural 
resource areas which are deemed to be detrimental to the provision of 
food, water, and cover for fish and wildlife. 

b. Objective B. City-wide. Encourage the creation or enhancement of 
fish and wildlife habitat throughout the City. . 

c. Objective C. City Parks. Protect existing habitat and, where 
appropriate, incorporate new fish and wildlife habitat elements into park 
plans and landscaping. 

9. Environment Policy 8.22. Aggregate Resources. Protect ~ggregate 
resources sites for current and future use, where there are no major 
conflicts with urban needs, or these conflicts may be resolved . 

.10. Parks and Recreation Goal IlF: Maximize the quality, safety and 
usability of parklands and facilities through the efficient m~ifltena..flce and 
operation of park improvements, preservation of parks and open space, 
and equitable allocation of active and passive recreation opportunities for 
the citizens of Portland. . 

11. Brooklyn Neighborhood Pl!!'l-, Policy 6A Gathering Places: Parks,. 
Recreation, and Waterfront Activities. Develop new and maintain existing 
parks, recreational facilities, and public open spaces in order to improve 
the livability of the neighborhood. 

B. Milwaukie: 

1. Open Spaces, Scenic Areas and Natural Resources.Goal: To conserve 
open space and protect and enhance natural and sceniq resources L'1 order 
to create an aesthetically pleasing urban environment, while preserving 
and enhaDcing significant natural resources. 

2. Open Spaces, Scenic Areas and Natural Resources Element, Objective #1 
- Open Space. To protect the open space resources of Milwaukie to 
improve the quality of the environment. 

3. Open Spaces, Scenic Areas and Natural Resources Element, Objective #2 
- Natural Resource Areas. To preserve and maintain important natural 
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habitats and vegetation by protecting and enhancing major drainageways, 
springs, existing wetlands, riparian areas and water bodies, and significant 
tree and vegetative cover, while retaining their functions and values 
related to flood protection, sediment and erosion contro~ groundwater 
discharge and recharge, aesthetics, education, recreation, vegetation, and 
wildlife habitat. Regulate development within designated water bodies, 
riparian areas, wetlands, uplands, and drainage areas. 

4. Open Spaces, Scenic Areas and ~atural Resources Element, Objective #2, 
Policy 1. Protect designated natural resource areas and their associated· 
values through preservation, intergovernmental coordination, 
conservation, mitigation, and acquisition of resources. 

a. Notify and coordinate review of development proposals and plans 
witl'ti'l natural resource areas with affected State, local, and federal 
regulatory agencies. 

b. Develop a review process for development in natural areas, which 
requires mitigation or other means of preservation. of natural resource 
values. 

5. Open Spaces, Scenic Areas and Natural Resources Element, Objective #2, 
Policy 2. Provide protection to important wetland and water body areas 
through designation.ofripa.ria..'l area buffers between natural resources and 
other urban development activities. Restrict non-water dependent 
development within the riparian buffer area. 

6. Open Spaces, Scenic Areas and Natural Resources Element, Objective #2, 
Policy 3. Maintain a..'ld improve water quality of wetlands and water 
bodies through regulating the placement and design of stormwater 
drainage facilities. 

7. Open Spaces, Scenic Areas and Natural Resources Element, Objective #2, 
Policy 4. Protect existing upland areas and values related to wildlife 
habitat, groundwater recharge, and erosion controI.. 

a. Encourage the development of open spaces and· increased vegetation 
for wildlife habitats. 

b. Protect steep slopes from erosion through the use of vegetation. 

c. Provide protection between the resource and other urban development. 

8. Open Spaces, Scenic Areas and Natural Resources Element, Objective #2, 
Policy 5. The City will continue to work with Metro and other 
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jurisdictions to establish and implement drainage plans and policies for 
Iohnson Creek, designated by Metro as an area of Significant 
Environmental Concern. 

9. Open Spaces, Scenic Areas and Natural Resources Element, Objective #2, 
Policy 6. Provide greater protection and more stringent development 
review to those sites deemed most valuable to the community. 

10. Open Spaces, Scenic Areas and Natural Resources Element, Objective #2, 
Policy 7. Provide protection to inventoried natural resource sites currently 
outside the City limits as these sites. are annexed. 

11. OpenSpace~ Scenic Areas and Natural Resources Eiement, Objective #3 
- Scenic Areas. Significant scenic and view sites will be preserved for the 
enjoyment of present and future City residents as well as for visitors to the 
City. 

i2. Open Spaces, Scenic Areas and Natural Resources Element, Objective #3, 
Policy 2. The City will work with the Oregon State Department of 
Transportation to ensure that future improvements to McLoughlin 
Boulevard do not obstruct the visual relationship between downtown and 
the riverfront area and encourage that the large trees north of downtown 
be retained where possible. 

13. Land Use Recreational Needs Goal: to provide for the recreational needs 
of present and future City residents by maximizing tJ;le use of existing 
public facilities, encouraging the development of private recreational 
facilities, and preserving the opportunity for future public recreational use 

. of vacant private lands. 

C. Gladstone: 

1. Natural Resource, Open Spaces, Historic and Scenic Areas Goal: To 
preserve and enhance the natural beauty of the City.'s waterways, open 
space &.I,d other natural resources, bQth scenic and historic, so they may 
become a more dominant feature of the area's character and setting and to 
be enjoyed by a larger number of the area's residents both now and in the 
future. 

2. Fish and Wildlife Element, Objective: To protect, preserve and enhance 
the community's wildlife habitat and refuges. 

3. Fish and Wildlife Element, Policy 1. Maintain and improve existing 
fisheries. 
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4. Fish and Wildlife Element, Policy 2. Maintain and manage streamside 
vegetation and groundcover to promote wildlife habitats, to stabilize banks 
and to allow for the natural filtering action of soils. 

S. Open Space Element, Objective'1. To provide an open 'space system 
designed in response to the needs and capabilities of the area. 

6. Open Space Element, Objective 2. To promote the conservation of 
significant stands of trees and other natural vegetation. 

7. Open Space Eiement, Objective 3. To preserve and improve sigr.ificallt 
scenic views l.'1d settings, historic and archaeological landmarks and sites. 

D. Oregon. City: 

1. Natural Resource Goal: Preserve and manage our scarce natural resources 
while building a iiveabie urban environment. 

2. Natural Resource Policy 7. Discourage activities that may have a 
detrimental effect on fish and wildlife. 

3. Water Resources Policy 2. The City shall establish a mechanism for 
review of all development which may occur on or adjacent to a Water 
Resource Impact area. 

4. Water Resources Policy 3. Tne City shall encourage the open space use ()f 
water resources and land use compatible with water resources 
preservation. 

5. Water Resources Policy 4. The City shall establish development review 
procedures which will preser/e the nat'Jral11..lnction of water resource 
areas and protect them from deterioration by: 

a. Incorporation of the natural water resource featUre in site design; 

b. Prevent clearing of natural vegetation in the water resource impact 
areas; 

c. ~reserve the natural retention storage capacity of the land; and 

d; Prevent discharge of water pollutants into the ground. 
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6. Parks and Recreation Goal. Maintain and enhance the existing park and 
recreation system while planning for future expansion to meet residential 
gro\Yth. 

E. Multnomah County: 

l. Policy 16: Natural Resources. The County's policy is to protect natural 
resources, conserve open space, and to protect scenic and historic areas 
and sites. These resources are addressed within sub-policies 16-A through 
16-L .. 

2. Policy i6-A: Open Space. It isthe County's policy to conserve open 
space resources Llld protect open spaces from incompatibie and conflicting 
land uses. 

3. Policy 16-B: Mineral and Aggregate Resources. It is the County's policy 
to protect Llld ensure appropriate use of mineral and aggregate resources 
......... .I'" nflib ..f':" ••• or tne \,.;ounty, lUlu 1liliii.illiZe co ct etween SUu.&ce numng acoVItles 

and surrounding land uses. 

a. Policy 16-B (L) The County shall require increased setbacks, 
insulation, screening. or similar measures as conditions of approval for 
any new conflicting use within an impact area surrounding an aggregate or 
mineral resource site when such measures are necessary to resolve 
conflicts identified in a site specific Goal S analysis. 

4. Policy 16-D: Fish and Wildlife Habitat. It is the County's policy to 
protect significant fish and wildlife habitat,. and to specifically limit 
conflicting uses within natural ecosystems within the rural portions of the 
County and sepsitive big game winter habitat areas. 

S. Policy 16-E: Natural Areas. It is the County's policy to protect natural 
areas from incompatible development and to specifically limit those uses 
which would irreparably damage the natural area v~ues of the site. 

6. Policy 16-F: Scenic Views and Sites. It is the County's policy to conserve 
scenic resources and protect such areas from incompatible and conflicting 
land uses. 

1. Policy 16-G: Water Resources and Wetlands. It is the County's policy to 
protect and, where appropriate, designate as areas of significant 
environmental concern, those water areas, streams, wetlands, watersheds 
an4 groundwater resources having speCial public value in terms of the 
following: 
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a. Economic value; 

b. Recreation value; 

c. Educational researdh value (ecologically and scientifically significant 
lands); 

d. Public safety, (municipal water supply watersheds, water quality, flood 
water storage areas,. vegetation necessary to stabilize river banks and 
slopes); 

e. Natural area value, (areas valued for their fragile character as habitats 
for plant, arJmal or aquatic life, or havi.ng endangered plant or animal 
species). 

F. Clackamas County: 

1. Water Resources Poiicy 1.0. Maintain rivers and streams in their natural 
state to the maximum practicable extent through sound water and land 
management practices. Consideration shall be given to natural, scenic, 
historic, economic, cultural, and recreational qualities of the rivers and 
adjacent lands. 

2. Water Resources Policy 3.0. Require preservation ofa buffer or filter 
strip of natural vegetation along all river and stream banks (exciuding 
intennittent streams), the depth of which will be dependent on the 
proposed use or development, width of river or stream, steepness of 
terrain, type of soil, existing vegetation, and other contributing factors, but 
will not exceed 150 feet. 

3. Water Resources Policy 6.0. Allow diversion or impoundment of stream 
courses if adverse impacts to fisheries, wildlife, water quality,or flow are 
reasonably mitigated commensurate with the proposed use and intensity 
while meeting all State and Federal agency standat.;ls. 

4. Water Resources Policy 17.0. Prevent disturbance of natural wetlands 
(marshes, swamps, bogs) associated with river and stream corridors or 
otherwise identified as Open Space on the Urban Land Use Map. 
Adjacent development shall not substantially alter normal levels or rates 
of runoff into and from wetlands. Site analysis and review procedures 
specified in the Open Space and Floodplains section of the Land Use 
chapter shall apply. (See Wildlife Habitats and Distinctive Resource 
Areas of this chapter). 
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5. Open Space Goal 1 : Protect the open space resources of Clackamas 
County. 

6. Open Space Policy 5.0. Prepare, in a timely manner, a site analysis for 
any development in the northwest urban area affecting land designated as 
Open Space. In addition, the County may prepare an analysis for 
development in an area of high visual sensitivity for any development 
having significant ~pact upon the County. 

7. Open Space Policy 5.1. The County's analysis will supplement the 
applicant's environmental assessment and include the following: . 

G. Metro: 

a. An evaluation of the proposed development's impact on the reievant 
natural systems or features of the open space network. 

b. Identification of applicable provisions or criteria of this Plan. 

c. Alternatives to the proposal which might better achieve the optimum 
siting or design layout and protect the siteis open space values. 

d. An evaluation of the potential for public acquisition or dedication as 
part of the urban park or trail system. 

1.' RTP. Goal'3 Objective 1. To ensure consideratioJl of applicable 
environmental impact analyses and practicable mitigation measures in the 
RTP decision~making process. 

H. ODOT: 

1. OTP Poiicy iD - Enviromnental Responsibility. It is the policy of the 
State of Oregon to provide a transportation system that is environmentally 
responSible and encourages conservation of natural: resources. 
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XIV. WATER QUALITY AND DRAINAGE: 

A Portland: 

1. Environment GoalS: Maintain and improve the quality of Portland's air, 
water and land resources and protect neighborhoods and business centers 
from detrimental noise pollution. 

2.· Environment Policy 8.S. Interagency Cooperation - Water Quality. 
Continue cooperation with Federal, State and regional agencies involved 
with the management and quality of Portland's water resources. 

3. Environment Policy 8.10. Drainageways. Reguiate deveiopment within 
identified drainageways for the following multiple objectives. 

a. Objective A. Stormwater runoff. Conserve and enhance drainageways 
. for the purpose of containing and regulating stormwater runoff. 

b. ObjectiveB. Water Quality and Quantity. Protect, enhance, and 
. extend vegetation along drainageways to maintain and improve the quality 

and quantity of water. 

c. Objective C. Wildlife. Conserve and enhance the use of drainageways 
where appropriate as wildlife conidors which allow the passage of 
wildlife bet;ween natural areas and throughout the City, as well as 
providing wildlife habitat characteristics including food, water, cover, 
breeding,nesting, resting, or wintering areas. 

4. Environment Policy 8.1S. Wetlands! RiparianlWater Bodies Protection. 
Conserve significant wetlands, riparian areas, and water bodies which 
have significant functions and values related to flood protection, sediment 
and erosion control, water quality, groundwater recharge and discharge, 
education, vegetation, and fish and wildlife habitat. Regulate 
development within significantwatet bodies, riparian areas, and wetlands. 
to retain their i'tlporta!lt functions and values. 

a. Objective B. Water Quality. Maintain and improve the water quality 
of significant wetlands and water bodies through design of stormwater 
drainage facilities. 

b. Objective C. Stormwater and Flood Control. Conserve stormwater 
conveyance and flood control fun~ons and values of significant riparian 
areas within identified floodplains, water bodies, and wetlands. 
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S. Environment Policy 8.16. Uplands Protection. 

. a. Objective B. Slope Protection and Drainage. Protect slopes from 
erosion and landslides through the retention and use of vegetation, 
building code regulatiQns, erosion control measures during construction, 
and other means. 

6. Public Facilities Policy 11.27. Impervious Surfaces. Where necessary, . 
limit the increase of Portland's impervious surfaces without unduly 
limiting development in accordance with the Comprehensive Plan. 

7. Public Facilities Policy 11.31. Quality. Maintain the quaiity of the water 
suppiy at its current leveL which exceeds all State and Federal water 
quality standar~s and satisfies the needs of both domestic and industrial 
consumers. 

B. Milwaukie: 

1. Open Spaces, Scenic Areas and Natural Resources Element, Objective #2 
- Natural Resource Areas. To preserve and maintain important natural 
habitats and vegetation by protecting and enhancing major drainageways, 
springs, existing wetlands, riparian areas and water bodies, and significant 
tree and vegetative cover, while retaining their fbnctions and values 
related to flood protection, sediment and erosion control, groundwater 
discharge and recharge, aesthetics, education, recreation, vegetation, and 
wildlife habitat. Regulate development within designated water bodies, 
riparian areas, wetlands, uplands, and drainage areas. 

2. Open Spaces, Scenic Areas and Natural Resources Element, Objective #2, 
Policy 2. Provide protection to important wetland and water body areas 
through designation of riparian area buffers between natural resources and 
other urban development activities. Restrict non-water dependent 
development within the riparian buffer area. 

3. Open Spaces, Scenic Areas and Natural Resources'Element, Objective #2, 
Policy 3. Maintain and improve water quality of wetlands and water 
bodies through regulating the placement and design of stormwater 
drainage facilities. 

4. Air, Water arid Land Resources Quality Goal: To meet Federal and State 
air, noise and water quality standards. 

S. Air, Water and Land Resources Quality Element, Objective #4 - Water 
. Quality. To assist Federal and State environmental regulation agencies in 
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their efforts to maintain and improve the quality of the. water resources of 
the State and City. 

6. Public Facilities and Services Element, Objective #6, Policy 3. New 
development will be designed to limit stonn drainage runoff outside 
project boundaries, or will provide a storm drainage and collection system 
within the project. 

7. Public Facilities and Services Element, Objective #6, Policy 4. The CitY. 
will cooperate with other affected agencies in exploring regional solutions· 
to the storm drainage problem. 

8. 'Public Facilities and Services Element~ Objective #6, Policy S. The City 
will restrict development within drainageways to prevent erosion, regulate 
stormwater runoa: protect water quality, L"ld protect .and en.'lance the use 
of drainageways as \\11dlife corridors. 

C. Gladstone: 

1. Air, Water and Land Resource. Quality Goal: To help maintain and 
improve the quality of air, water and land resources of the region in order 
to enhance the quality of Hfe, health and economic welfare in this region. 

2. Water Element, Objective: To participate in maintaining an adequate 
level of water quality and quantity to ensure its continued use for 
recreation, domestic water supply and'aquatic habitat. 

3. Water Element, Po,icy 3. Stormwater flows within and to natural drainage 
courses shall not be. altered to exceed natural flows. 

4: Water Element, Policy 4. Maintain, when possible, major vegetation 
along streams and drainage ways for a minimum distance of 10 feet from 
the mean low water line in those areas having siopes of i 0% or iess; ad4 
one foot per one additional percent of slope or less for slopes exceeding 
10% (selective cutting, trimming and thinning will be allowed as . 
necessary for access to the waterway). 

S. Water Element, Policy S. Stream courses shall not be significantly altered. 

6. . Water Element, Policy 6. Help maintain identified major wetlands to 
protect groundwater levels. 

7. Water Element, Policy 7. Develop storm water run.offplan and continue to 
require separation of sto~ and sanitary sewer systems in new 
developments. 
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D. Oregon City: 

1. Natural Resources Policy 1. Coordinate iocal activities with regional, 
State and Federal agencies in controlling water and air pollution. 

2. Natural Resources Policy 9. PreserVe the environmental quality of major 
water resources by requiring site plan review, andlor other appropriate 
procedures on new developments. 

3. All development within the City of Oregon City shall comply with 
applicable State and Federal air, water, solid waste, hazardous waste a..nd 
noise enviror.mental rules, regulations and standards. Development 
ordirumceregulations shall be consistent with Federal and State 
environmental regulations. 

4. Water Resources Poiicy 4. The City shall establish development review 
procedures which will preserve the natural function of water resource 
areas and protect them from deterioration by: 

a. Incorporation of the natural water resource feature in site design; 

b. Preven~ clearing of natural vegetation in the water resource impact 
areas; 

c. Preserve the natural retention storage capacity of the land; and 

d. Prevent discharge of water pollutants into the ground. 

E. Multnomah County: 

1. Policy 13: Air, Water and Noise Quality. It is M~ltnomah County's 
policy to: 

a. Cooperate with private citizens, businesses, utilities and public 
agencies to maintain and improve the quality of air and water, and to 

. reduce noise pollution in Multnomah County. 

b. Support and participate in the implementation of State and regional 
plans and programs to reduce pollution levels. 

c. Maintain healthful air quality levels m the regional airshed; to maintain 
healthful ground and surface water resources; and to prevent or reduce 
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excessive sound levels while balancing social and economic needs in 
Multnomah County. 

2. Polity 37: Utilities. The County's policy is to require a finding prior to 
approval of a legislative or quasi-judicial action that: 

a. There is adequate capacity in the storm water system to handle the run
oft; or 

b. Th~ water run-off can be handled on the site or adequate provisions can 
be made; and 

C. The run-offfromthe site will not adversely affect the water quality in 
adjacent streams, ponds, lakes or alter the drainage on adjoining lands. 

F. Clackamas County: 

1. Water Resources POlicy 2.0. Apply erosion and sediment reduction 
practices in.all river basins to assist in maintaining water qUality. Existing 
riparian vegetation along streams and river banks should be retained to 
provide fisheries and wildlife habitat, minimize erosion and scouring, 
retard water velocities, and suppress water temperatures. 

2. Public Facilities Policy 17.0. Requite submission of storm drainage and 
erosion control plans prior to approval of ail significant new development. 
The contents of such plans shall include at least thefollowing: 

a. 17.1. The methods to be used to .minimize the. amount of runoff created 
from the development both during and· after construction. 

h. 17.2 An analysis of source controls as an alternative method to control. 
stormwater runoff, i.e., detention and storage tech!ljques. 

c. 17.3 Statement of consistency with County stormwater improvement 
standards and plans. . 

3. Public Facilities Policy IS.0. Require that urban stormwater runoffbe 
minimized by nonstructural controls, where feasible, to maintain the 
quality and quantity of runoff in natural·drainageways. These areas may 
be calculated as part of the required open space (see Land Use). 

4. Public Facilities Policy 19.0. Require runoff from impervious surfaces to 
be collected and, where feasible, transported to natural drainageway 
capable of accepting the discharge. 
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S. PUblic Facilities Policy 20.0. Require control measures to minimize 
er-osion and sedimentation during construction. The method of retention 
and control shall be approved by the County. 

6. Public F~cilities Policy 21.0. Stabilize drainageways as necessary below 
drainage and culvert discharge points for a distance sufficient to minimize 
erosion created by the discharge. 

7. Public Facilities Policy 22.0. Determine the responsibility for installation 
of storm drainage systems prior to fu1al approval of all new developments. 

G. Metro: 

H. ODOT: 
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XIV. HISTORIC PRESERVATION: 

A. Portland: 

1. Neighborhoods Policy 3.4. Historic Preservation. Preserve and retain 
historic structures and areas throughout the City. 

2. Urban Design Policy 12.3. Historic Preservation. Enhance the City's 
identity through the protection of Portland's significant historic resources~ 
Preserve and reuse historic artifacts as part of Portland's fabric. 
Encourage development to sensitively incorporate preservation of historic 
structures and artifacts. 

3. Albina CommurJty Plan, Policy IX, B-Urban Design, Objective 8. Protect 
and enhance Albina's historic and cultural characteristics and encourage 
compatible, quality development. 

4. Hosford~Abemethy Neighborhood Action Plan, Policy 4-Livability, 
Identity and Public Safety, Objective 4.10 Encourage identification, 
preservation, restoration and rehabilitation of historic buildings, 

. structures, sites, and areas which give the neighborhood its special sense 
of identity. 

S. ft...rbor Lo~ge Neighborhood Plan. Policy I-Historic Preservation, 
Objective 1. Designate and protect buildings and areas in the 
neighborhood that are historicaiiy and architecturally significant. 

6. Arbor Lodge Policy 1. Objective 3. Preserve historic features such as 
horse rings, stamping and street names found on sidewalks and in other 
places throughout the neighborhood. 

7. Boise Neighborhood Plan, Policy IV: Enhance the historic character and 
distinctive physical features of the Boise Neighborhood. . 

8. Central City Plan, Policy IIA. Protect historically·.significant sites and 
architecturally important structures. 

9. Central City Policy lIB. Preserve the visual quality of historic districts 
by protecting historic structures and maintaining street furniture and other 
features which are in keeping with the historic character. 

·B. Milwaukie: , 

1. Historic Resources Goal: Preserve and protect significant historical and 
cultural sites, structures, or objects of the City .. 
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2. Historic Resources Element, Objective #1, Policy 3. Require City review 
of plans for any alteration or demolition to a protected resource. 

3. Historic Resources El~ment, Objective #1, Policy 5. As archaeologic 
resources are identified, inventory methods and protection measures shall 
be established. . . 

C. Gladstone: 

1, Open Spaces, Historic and Scenic ~eas Goal: To preserve and enhance 
the natural beauty of the Cirjs water Nays, open space al1d other natura! 
resoUrces, both scenic and historic, so they may become a more dominant 
feature of the area's character and setting and to be enjoyed by a larger 
number of the area's residents both now and in the future. 

2. Open Space, Scenic and Historic Areas Element, Objective 3. To preserve 
and improve significant scenic "iews and settings, ~Jstoric and 
archaeological landmarks and sites . 

. 3. Open Space, Scenic and Historic Areas Element,Policy 7. Require the 
preservation of significant scenic views and settings, historic landmarks 
and archaeological sites which meet established criteria or have been 
designated by a Federal or State agency. 

D. Oregon City: 

1. Historic Preservation Goal. Encourage the preservation and rehabilitation· 
. of homes and other buildings of historical and architectural significance in 
Oregon City. 

2. Historic Preservation Policy 1. Identify I..nd inventory hjstoric properties 
and districts in Oregon City to determine which are suitable for 
preservation and restoration. 

J. . Historic p'reservation PolicY 2. Assist in the preservation of significant 
landmarks with architectural, historic or aesthetic value, which also serve 
to orient and direct people. 

E. Multnomah County: 

1. Policy 16-1: Historic Resources. It is the County's policy to recognize 
significant historic resources, and·to apply appropriate historic 
preservation measures to all designated historic sites. 
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2. Policy 16-J: Cultural Areas. It is the County's policy to protect cultural 
areas and archeological resources, and to prevent conflicting uses from 
disrupting the scientific value of known sites. 

F.· Clackamas County: 

1. . Historic Landmarks, Districts and Transportation Corridors Goal: 
. Preserve the historical, archaeological, and cultural resources of the 

County. 

2. Historic Landmarks, Districts and· Transportation Corridors Policy 6.0. 
Develop policies and programs to protect historic resources and rr'JniIr.ize 
the conflicts. . 

G. ~1etro: 

R ODOT: 
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LIST OF GOALS AND POLICIES 
NOT CONSIDERED BY LCDC 

IN ESTABLISHING THE CRITERIA FOR A LUFO 
FOR THE SOUTH NORTH LIGHT RAIL PROJECT 

Metro 

I. Metro Plan Provisions Relevant to CRC but not Cited in LUFO Criteria Selection but in 
Effect in 1996: 

Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives, Objective 19: A regional transportation system 
shall be developed which: (i) Reduces reliance on a single mode of transportation through development 
of a balanced and cost-effective transportation system which employs highways, transit, bicycle and 
pedestrian improvements, and system and demand management; (ii) Recognizes and protects freight 
movement within and through the region and the road, rail, air, waterway and pipeline faciiities needed 
to facilitate its movement; (iii) Provides adequate levels of mobility consistent with local 
comprehensive plans and state and regional policies and plans; .. , (vi) Recognizes financial constraints 
and provides public investment fS11irl~l1ce for acpieving the desired urban form. 

Regional Framework Plan, Transportation Policy 2.5.2: Emphasize the maintenance, preservation 
and effective use of transportation infrastructure in the selection of RTP projects and programs. 

Regional Framework Plan, Transportation Policy 2.11.4: Focused on motor vehicle travel, the 
system is multi-modal, with street design criteria intended to limit the impact of motor vehicles on 
bicyclists, pedestrians, public transportation and pedestrian and transit-oriented districts. 

Regional Framework Plan, Transportation Policy 2.28: Establish acceptable motor vehicle level of 
service thresholds that balance the regional accessibility and mobility policies with the region's growth 
management objectives. 

Urban Growth Management Functional Plan, Policy 6.2, Objective A(I): ... Cities and counties 
shall amend their comprehensive plans and implementing ordinances, if necessary, to require 
consideration of the following freeway design elements when proceeding with improvements to the 
right-of-way on regional routes designated on the regional street design map: (a) pigh vepicle speeds, (b) 
improved pedestrian crossings on overpasses, ( c) parallel facilities for bicycles, (d) motor vehicle lane 
widths that accommodate freight movement and high-speed travel. 

Urban Growth Management Functional Plan, Policy 6.4(B) outlines a motor vehicle congestion 
analysis. 

EXHIBITD 
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ODOT 

I. Relevant Provisions in the Prior (1992) Oregon Transportation Plan 

Policy IE - Connectivity among Places: It is the policy of the State of Oregon to identify and 
develop a statewide transportation system of corridors and facilities that ensures appropriate access to 
all areas of the state, nation and the world. 

Policy IH - Financial Stability: It is the policy of the State of Oregon to ensure a transportation 
system with financial stability. Funding programs should not bias transportation decision-making. 

Policy 2C - Reiationship of Interurban and Urban Mobiiity: It s the policy of the State of Oregon 
to provide interurban mobility through and near urban areas in a manTler which minimizes adverse 
effects on land use and urban travel patterns. 

Policy 3B - Linkages to Markets: It is the policy of the State of Oregon to assure effective 
transportation linkages for goods and passengers to attract a larger share of international and interstate 
trade to the state. 

Policy 3A - Balanced and Efficient Freight System: It is be [ sic] the policy of the State of Oregon 
to promote a balanced freight transportation system which takes advantage of the inherent efficiencies 
of each mode. 

Poiicy 4B - Efficient and Effective Improvements: It is the policy of the State of Oregon to develop 
and maintain a transportation finance structure that promotes funding by the state and local 
governments of the most appropriate improvements in a given situation and promotes the most 
efficient and effective operation of the Oregon transportation system. 

Policy 4C - Cost and Benefit Relationships: It is the policy of the State of Oregon to modernize and 
extend the user pays concept to reflect the full costs and benefits of uses of the transportation system 
and to reinforce the relationship between the user fees and uses of the related revenues. 

Policy 4G - Management Practices: It is the policy of the State of Oregon to manage effectively 
existing transportation infrastructure before adding new facilities. 

Strategy 1.3.1: Use a regional planning approach and inter-regional coordination to address problems 
that extend across urban growth boundaries. 

Policy 2.1- Capacity and Operational Efficiency: It is the policy of the State of Oregon to manage 
the transportation system to improve its capacity and operational efficiency for the long-term benefit 
of people and goods movement. 
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Portland 

I. Portland Comprehensive Plan as of May 1996 

Neighborhoods Policy 3.8 - Albina Community Plan Neighborhoods: Include as part of the 
Comprehensive Plan neighborhood plans developed as part of the Albina Community Plan. 
Neighborhood plans developed as part of the Albina Community Plan are those for Arbor Lodge, 
Boise, Concordia, Eliot, Humboldt, Irvington, Kenton, King, Piedmont, Sabin and Woodlawn. 

Note: See Section II for relevant provisions in those plans. 

Economic Development Policy 5.4, Objective B: Support the maintenance and efficient use of the 
transportation infrastructure for national alld international distribution of goods and services. 

Economic Development Policy 5.10, Objective C: Protect and enhance the scenic and environmental 
qualities of Marine Drive, the area's sloughs, areas providing significant wildlife habitat, and 
archaeological resources. Adopt a Columbia South Shore Cultural Resources Protection Plan by Aprill, 
1995. Objective F: Protect the transportation capacity of the area's highways and roads through both 
review of individual projects and identification and construction of new facilities which increase the 
system's capacity. 

[Goal 6 was considered, but included only in part. Emphasis added to part not included] 
Goal 6 - Transportation: Provide for and protect the public's interest and investment in the public 
right-of-way and transportation system by encouraging the development of a balanced, affordabie and 
efficient trfu'1sportation system consistent "',lith the juterial Streets Classifications and Policies by ... 
minimizing the impact of inter-regional and longer distance intra-regional trips on city neighborhoods, 
commercial areas, and the city street system by maximizing the use of regional trafficways and 
transitways for such trips. 

Transportation Policy 6.3 - No New Regional Trafficways: The regional trafficway system within 
the City of Portland is complete. Any future increases in regional traffic should be accommodated by 
improvements to existing trafficways and not by building new corridors for circumferential freeways 
within the city. 

Transportation Policy 6.21, Objective B: Preserve the public and private investment in the freight 
network. [Added by Ordinance No. 170136, May 1996] 

Transportation Policy 6.24 -l\·1arket-Based Congestion Management: Advocate a regional, 
market-based system to price or charge for an auto trip during the peak hours. The pricing strategies 
should be set based on the environmental and social costs of single occupant commuters. 

Note: This provision is probably irrelevant, but it could apply to setting crossing tolls. 

Plan Review and Administration Policy 10.14 - Columbia River: Develop a plan for Portland's 
frontage along the Columbia River to protect, conserve, maintain, and enhance the scenic, natural, 

List of Goals and Policies Not Considered by LCDC for LUFO Page 3 of 4 



656



657

historical, economic, and recreational qualities of Portland's Columbia River banle 

Public Facilities Policy 11.7 - Capital Improvement Program: The capital improvement program 
will be the annual planning process for major improvements to existing public facilities and the 
construction of new facilities. Planning will be in accordance with the framework provided by the 
Public Facilities System Plan [and the Transportation System Plan]. 

Note: Amended by Ordinance No. 170136, May 1996, to add language contained in brackets. 
The Transportation System Plan did not yet exist in 1996. In its most recent revision (2006), 
the TSP mentions neither the CRC Project nor the Interstate Bridge. 

Urban Design Policy 12.1, Objective H: Preserve and enhance existing public viewpoints, scenic sites 
and scenic corridors. As new development occurs, take advantage of opportunities to create new views 
of Portland's rivers, bridges, the surrounding mountains and hills, and the Central City skyline. 

ll. Relevant Neighborhood Plan Provisions: 

Note: Mentions of the South-North Light Rail Project appear in almost every neighborhood plan in the 
Albina community - most are referenced in the LCDC's documents supporting the LUFO criteria. By 
comparison, only the Hayden Island Plan (see section IV) refers to the CRC Project directly. 

Albina Community Plan, Transportation Objective 5: Reduce the enviroILrnental impacts of the I-5 
freeway_ [Adopted Jan. 1993] 

Bridgeton Neighborhood Plan, Transportation Objective 4: Support the irnprovement and 
continued use of Marine Drive as a scenic, recreational route and neighborhood collector. Encourage 
truck traffic to use other routes in the system. [Adopted Nov. 1997] 

Humboldt Neighborhood Plan, Transportation Objective 6: Maintain accessibility from the 
Humboldt Neighborhood to the I-5 freeway. [Adopted July 1993] 

Piedmont Neighborhood Pian, Transportation Objective 3: Buffer the Piedmont Neighborhood 
from noise and other off-site impacts of the I-5 freeway. [Adopted Oct. 1993] 
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http://www.leg.state.or.us/95ss/pubs/specproc.txt 

From the Office of the Governor 
State of Oregon 

Proclamation Calling Special Session 

For 20 years, the Portland metropolitan area has been a national model 
for pursuing a balanced, sensible, and workable transportation system. 
Metropolitan voters, local governments, and the State of Oregon have 
consistently chosen to invest in a transportation system which avoids 
the congestion, dirty air, and sprawl which plague other urban centers. 
NOw, completion of the tri-county metropolitan light rail system is 
necessary to cope with growth while preserving livability and economic 
vitality throughout Oregon. 

AS an integral component of Oregon's statewide transportation system, 
the light rail project will leverage hundreds of millions in federal 
transportation dollars, freeing resources for use in other needed 
projects throughout the state. The Oregon Legislature has an 
opportunity to continue the sensible course it has historically chosen 
with regard to innovative transportation by committing future lottery 
funds to construction of the South/North light rail project. I am 
calling this special session so the Legislative Assembly may act on 
funding the South/North light rail project. 

THEREFORE, I, John Kitzhaber, Governor of Oregon, find an extraordinary 
occasion exists and I do by this proclamation, pursuant to section 12, 
Article V, Oregon Constitution, call the 68th Legislative Assembly of 
the State of Oregon to convene in special session on July 28, 1995, at 
10:00 a.m. The Constitution does not empower me to limit the time of 
the special session or specify matters which may considered, but it is 
my earnest hope that the members of the Assembly may act most 
expeditiously in enacting the legislation referenced above, addressing 
no other subjects. 

John Kitzhaber, Governor 
State of Oregon 

http://www.leg.state.or.us/95ss/pubs/s ... 

EXHIBITE 

6/13/11 11:01 AM 
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DEPT OF . 
>JUL 15 2011 

BEFORE THE 
LAND CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION 

OF TIlE STATE 0' OllEGON 
.~ 

LAND CONSERVATION 
AND DEVELOPMENT 

IN THE MAlTER OF CRITERIA ) 
EXPEDmNG CERTAIN ])ECISIONS } 
REGARDING SOUTH-NORTH LIGHT ) 

ORDER NO. LCDC-61-98 

RAIL IN THE PORTLAND METRO } 
REGION ) 

'J.l.rls matter C2iM befwe the Land Conservation and Development Commission ( tbf:: 
" Co~..mi9Sioo.) on May 30, 1996, a$ a Request for Adoption py,msuant to House Bi1l3478 (Or. 

Laws 1996, Chapter 12), with specific regard to Section 4 of that Act. The Commission having 
fully COIlSidered the South North Light Ran criteria • timely comments and mpo.tts ofihe 
Department of Land Conservation and Development (the Department)t and haVing prOvided for 
objections a1'.dexeeptions of interested partie~ now enters its: 

FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

1.. The 68th Legislative Assembly. 1996 Special Session adopted House Bill 3478, :relatina 
....-... to iiting of the Soutb .. North Light R2i.1 Lin~ in the Portl2nd Motto region. Tho Bill was signed 

into law by Governor John Kitzhaber OD March 4. 1996. 

2 Sootioo 4 oHm 3478 directS the COmmission ro establish' criteria expediting decisions 
remaining for a SoUth-North MAX Light Rail Project to be located in the cities of Portland. 
MilWaukie, Gladstone and Oregon City and MUltnomahand Clackamas counti~. ~ing 
issues are the ligbi rail route., statioos, park~and=rlde lots aDd m.ai:nteJlance fiwilities and highway 
improvements for the South-North. MAX Light Rail PrQiect, iMluding fheir locations, 

.. 
3. . . Said c;riteria are tc be ~table' for use by the Metro Council in .making .south-North liJht 
nUlmd bighway inlProvement land use ru;cisiOnB that are in spirit and substance eqnivahmt to 
the lamI.ils"a procedures t".at otherwise would be appJioable. 

'. ;. . 
4. Metro p~d and subtmttedpropoSed criteria to the Commission on·behalf of itself, the 
affected local govemmentS. Trl-Met and the Oregon Dep8rtn1eut ofT.mospo.rb1tion (OD01) by . 
letter dated M$'eh 5, 1996 and signed by representatives of Metro, the looal gQVemme.nt$~ Tn:' 
Met and ODOT. . " . 

.. : . 
5. The CommissiOn director reviewed the proposed criteria and prepared a report 1D the 
Commission dated May 9, 1996, which explained according to the statute ~w the criteria. reflect 
statewide land use goals end appllCllble adMnwledged local comprehensive plan policies. 
Criteria recommended by the director to the Commission were the same as proposed by Metro. 

. . . . . \ 

EXHIBITF 

~OO.2 
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Contained in the director's report is a. ·jnarrative in support of the sou1h-north criteria", an exhibit 
titled "Brief Statement BxplaimnS How Criteria Reasonably Re£l.ec~ Relevant Statewide Land 
Usc Planning Goals and ~ Local Government Comprehensive Plan Policies" and an 
outliAe of "local plan policies applicable to selection of c.riterla" .. 

6. LCDC conducted a public hearing on May 30, 1996 on the reeommendetl criteria ~ 
hearing no opposition and finding the SUppOrting documentation cited above adequate evidence, 
adopted the criteria. Rationale presented for each criterion in the directors report together with 
re1ev$1t attachments, which are incorpoxated by reference in t.ms Order, addresses how tile 
criteria reasonably xeflect applicable Commission statewide land use planning goals and roles 
and 1ocal. plan policies. 

DATED TInS .TIDAY OF FEBRU.AK'Y' 1998 

FOR THE COMMISSION: 

~ 
Riohard P. Benner. Director 
DepanxnentofLand 

Conservation and.pevclopmem 

NOTE~ You. are entitled to judicial review of tbis order. Judicial review may be obtained by 
filing a petition for review within 60 days from the service ofthls final m:der. Judicial review is 
pursuant to the provisions ofORS 183.482 and 197.650 

EY.hibits: Exhibit A: House Bill 3478 (Or. Laws 1996. Chapter 12) 
Exhibit B: Metro Letter and Proposed Criteria 
Exhibit C: DirectotS Report dated May 9, 1996 

s;\pd:ll.'\1mz\wpd.ocs\sono.wpd 

141 003 
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May 9, 1996 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

Land Conservation and Development Commission 

Richard P. Benner, Director tl1-
Agenda Item 1.0, May 30, 1996, LCDC Meeting 

Proposed Criteria for Metro South-North Light Rail Project 

·RECOMMENDED ACTION 

The department recommends that the commission: 

1.· Adopt the proposed criteria and supporting documentation; and 

-...-.--

Vregor· 
I.) E P:\ R I \ I E \ r ~ , : 

LA~D 

DEVEI..OP.\IF.\T 

2. Authorize the commission chair or his designee to sign an order which establishe$ the 
criteria and provides a brief statement explaining how the criteria. reasonably reflect those 
statewide land use pl!izuung goals 8..lld local plan policies relevant to Metro's decisions . 

. OVERVIEW 

House Bil13478, signed into law by Governor Kitzhaber on March 6, 1996, directs the ~and 
Conservation and Development Commission (LCDC) to establish criteria that will be used by 
Metro to make decisions for the South-North Project. The LCDC's statutory charge is to issue &.1' 

order establishing the criteria and a brief statement explaining how the criteria reflect statewide 
land use goals and acknowledged local comprehensive plan policies relevant to Metrols Ught rail 
and assoqiated highway decisions. 

The purpose ofBR 3478 is to authorize a more expedited land use review proc~ss than would. 
ordinarily be possible under existing regulations. The legislation expedites the review process in 
three ways. First, it authorizes the Metro Council to make the land use decisions for all of the ", 
affected jurisdictions (cities of Portland, :t-.1ilwaukie, Gladstone a.'1d Oregon City and the counties 
ofMultnomah and Clackamas). Absent this provision, the six affected jurisdictions would be 
required to ·make separate land use decisions for the project based on their respective • 
comprehensive plans. In addition to being lengthy, a series of separate review processes could 
subject the project to multiple appeals. With Metro making a single decision for the region, only 
one land use action will be subject to appeal. I.·hll ,\. ".· .. :·.1".·' 

l;,I\t)'J-,t!" 

Second, the legislation expedites the appellate review process. Both an appeal of the criteria 
adopted by LCDC and an appeal of Metro IS findings and decisions based on the criteria are 
subject to accelerated appeal procedures as outlined in the act. 

11:-" (\\ut"t ~tl'l t f ',j 
...... :h..':n. ~ \1\ \.---' . ';,.< 

• ';1'~1 ~- '."t,";" 
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Third. the legislation limits the basis of jud;cial review for 'both the criteria established by LCDC 
and the decisions made by Metro. 

;. I r 

The Commission adopted land use criteria for Westside Light Rail Transit in 1991 pursuant to SB 
573. These South-North criteria are substantially similar to the Westside criteria. Changes appear 
where the 1995 South-North legislation differs from the 19911egislation, where local plans 
required a change, and where geographic features such as the Willamette River varied between 
the Westside and south-north areas. 

PURPOSE OF LCDC CRITERIA 

Under the legislation Metro's decision-making authority is limited to those aspects oftbe siting 
decision which have not yet been made. For example, Metro'S Regional TrlQ-portation Plan and 
the acknowledged comprehensive plans of the affected counties and cities already address the 
need for light raii and give some direction regardL'1g the route for light rail. Statewide land use 
goals and local plan policies also conceptually support the project on the grounds that it will 
provide for a balanced, energy efficient transportation system that will contribute to improved air 
quality in the region. 

The land usa decisions remaining to be resolved ooncern the following: 

• The light rail route; 
• The light rail stations and park.and-ride lots; 
e Vehicle maintenance facilities; 
• The highway improvements to be included in the project. 

The legislation requires LCDC to adopt criteria that will be used by the Metro Council to make' 
decisions on the portions of the project described above. The criteria represent a synthesis of the 
statewide land use goals and acknpwledged local comprehensive plan policies that are relevant to 
making those decisions. 

,-
When reviewing the proposed criteria, it is important to note that the criteria relate only to the 
first tiedn what can be described as a two-tiered local land use decision-making process. The first . 
tier consists of the Metro Council adopting a preferred alternative for the SoutblNorth project 
based on findings in support of the criteria. At this stage, Metro will be required to identify 
adverse impacts associated with the project and to identifY ways in which such impacts might be 
mitigated. 

The second tier consists oflocalland use review processes (e.g., design review, conditional use 
review) required by affected local jurisdictions. Local review will occur after a preferred 
alternative has been selected by Metro. -

' .......... --"-_ .. -. -.--- -....... " "-_ .. 
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Under provisions of the legislation, the project cannot be denied at the local review stage. 
However, reasonable conditions ofapproval necessary to mitigate adverse impacts may be 
imposed. A primary advantage of this approach is that local jurisdictions maintain discretion over 
numerous final design details of the project. The process also allows the public to participate in 
the public review process used to detennine what types or-mitigation measures should be applied. 

The National Environmental Policy' Act (NEPA) process is referenced in the criteria because the 
federal NEP A process requires identification of adverse impacts and approval of a mitigation plan 
as part of the Final Envirorunental Impact Statement for projects receiving federal funds .. 

CRITERIA DEVELOPMENT 

In early September 1995 Metro staff began working with plaruJng and transportation staff from 
affected local jurisdictions to identify comprehensive plan goals and policies relevant to the 
SouthINorth Project. That effort is documented in ilComprehensive Plan Policies Applicable to 
Selection of Criteria for the South-North MAX Light Rail Project" (hereafter referred to as 
Comprehensive Plan Polices). 

The affected jurisdictions are in agreement that the document identifies all·comprehensive/plan 
goals and policies relevant to Metro's decision. 

Using the Comprehensive Plan Policies and the statewide planning goals, Metro developed 10 
criteria. Metro developed its proposed criteria after consulting with the affected jurisdictions, the 
Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) staff and the Depart.ment of Justice, 
and after providing opportunity for other interested persons to present testimony. 

PROPOSED CRITERIA 

DLCDstaif is recommending the same criteria· as those proposed by Metro. The criteria shown 
below reflect the intent of.statewide goals and local comprehensive plan policies. 

1. Coordinate with and provide an opportunity for Clackamas and Multnomah .... 
counties, the cities of Gladstone, Milwaukie. Oregon City and Portland, the TriCounty 
Metropolitan Transportation District of Oregon, and the Oregon Department of 
Transportation, to submit testimony on the light rail route, light rail stations. park.. ' 
and-ride lots-and vehicle maintenance facilities, and the highway improvements, including 
their locatioDs. . 

Rationale: Criteria 1 and 2 (stated below) are procedural rather than substantive. They direct 
the way in which the project hearing should be conducted. HB 3478 specifically requires the 
Metro Council to consider testimony provided by Tri-Met, Oregon Department of Transportation, 
and affected jurisdictions. 

'h··~···H.·· _ • h'_"~' '~~"'_'" .w ___ •••• __ •. _ ••• __ •••••.••.••• ___ ._ ••••.• _ 
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Statewide Goal 2, Land Use Planning. calls for city, county, state, federal agency and special 
district plans and actions related to land use to be consistent. To demonstrate compliance with this 
goal, government entities and special districts throughout ihe state are required to develop and 
implement planning coordination agreements. 

AB indicated in the Comprehensive Plan Policies, the local comprehensive plan policies also 
promote intergovernmental coordination and cooperation. 

Criterion 1 directs the Metro Council to coordinate with the affected agencies and jurisdictions 
and to provide an opportunity for those entities to' subuut testiL-nony on the project facilities. The 
criterion, however. lirrIits consideration of testLrnony to those aspects of the project identified in 
HB 3478. 

2. . Hold a hearing to provide an opportunity for the pubiic to submit testimony on the 
light rail route, light rail stations, park-and .. ride lots and vehicle maintenance facilities, and 
the highway iwprovements, including their locations. 

Rationale: As stated above, Criterio.n 2 is a procedural. criterion which directs the Metro 
Council to facilitate citizen involvement by providing a public hearing on the project. Similar to 
Criterion I, it limits consideration oftestLrnony to aspects of the project defined by HB 3~78. 

Citizen involvement in the land use decision-making process is one of the hallmarks ofOregon,'s 
land use program. Statewide Goal!, Citizen Involvement. and related citizen involvement policies 
contained in the local comprehensive plans promote opportunities for pubiic participation.. The 
purpose of Criterion 2 is to ensure that the public has an adequate opportunity to present written 
andlor oral testimony in a public forum. 

3. Identify advene economic, social and traffie impacts on affected residential, 
commercial and industrial neighborhoods and mixed use centeno Identify measures to 
reduce those impacts which could be imposed as conditions of approval during the NEPA 
process or, if-reasonable and necessary, by affected local governments du",g the local 
permitting process. -. 

A. Provide for a tight rail route and light rail stations, park·and-ride lots and 
vehicle maintenance facilities, including their locations, balancing (1) the need for· light raii·' 
proximity and service to present or planned residential, employment and recreational areas 
that are capable of enhancing transit ridership; (2) the likely contribution oflight raU 
proximity and service to the development of a efficient and compact urban form; and (3) 
the need to protect affected neighborhoods from the identified advene' impacts. 

B. Provide for associated highway improvements, including their locations, 
balancing (1) the need to improve the highway system with (1) the need t'O protect affected 
neighborhoods from the identified adverse impacts • 

••••• -.~ _. - ••••• - - ...... - ................. ¥ •••• _ ••• " •••• 
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Rationale: Statewide Goal 12 and Rule, Transportation, encourages a safe, convenient and 
economic transportation system. In designing and constructing transportation improvement, the 
Goal 12 Transportation Planning Rule (TPR) (OAR 660-12-035(3)(c» calls for environmental, 
energy, land use, economic, and energy consequences. The TPR at 660-12-030(3)(b) and (4) also 
requires consideration of measures to reduce reliance on the automobile ,and increase the modal 
share of non-automobile trips. In addition, the Metro Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) 
encourages adequate levels of mobility with minimum envirorunental and energy consumptions 
impacts .. 

Local comprehensive plan' policies are supportive of transit and traffic improvements which 
promote an efficient, balanced, urban transportation system while minimizing adverse social, 
economic. and environmental impacts. In other words, the state and local plan pOlicies recognize 
that transportation needs must be balanced with other urban needs and concerns. 

Criterion 3 reflects the balancing concept articulated in Goal 12, the RIP, and related local 
comprehensive plan policies. It requires Metro to identify adverse economic and social impacts on 
affected neighborhoods and to balance those impacts with transportation needs. In addition, , 
Metro must consider ways to mitigate adverse impacts through project design. 

Criterion 3 also reflects provisions in the TPR, R.TP 8.I"1d local plar.s encouraging Il",ixed use 
centers and higher density development near light rail lines. It provides for Metro to consider the 
likely contribution of light rail proximity and service to the development of an efficient and 
compact urban fonn as part of its balancing process. 

The criterion clearly outlines a two-tiered decision-making process. At the Metro decision-making 
level, an alignment will be chosen, stations, park-:and-ride lot and vehicle maintenance facility 
locations will be selected, and the highway improvements will be defined. Sections A and B of 
Criterion 3 require Metro to consider adverse impacts on affected neighborhoods when making 
these decisions. Specific me.asure designed to mitigate adverse impacts on aff~cted neighborhoods 
will be imposed through the NEP A process or by affected local governments during the 
permitting process . 

.... 

4. Identify adverse noise impacts and identify ·measures to reduce noise impacts ~hich 
could be imposed as conditions of approval during the NEPA process or, if reasonable and 
necessary, by affected local governments during the permitting process. 

Rationale: Statewide Goal 6, Air. Water. and Land Resources Ouality. calls for maintaining and 
improving the quality of the state's air, water and land resources. Noise is identified as a 
component of this goal. 
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Applicable local comprehensive plan policies encourage consideration of noise impacts when 
planning and constructing development and transportation projects. Furthermore, they call for 
measures to minimize excessive noise that adversely affects adjacent land uses. 

Under Criterion 4, and consistent with Goal 6, Metro is required to .identify adverse noise impacts 
associated with the project. HB 3478 authorizes the Metro Council only to decide the project 
facilities. Decisions on appropriate mitigation techniques will occur at later stages of the planning 
and pennitting processes. Consistent with applicable local plan policies, Criterion 4 oifers 
assistance in those processes through identification of impacts 'and potential mitigation measures. 

5. Identify affected landslide areas, areas of'severe erosion potential, a.reas subject to . 
, earthquake damage and lands within the lOO-year floodplain., Demonstrate that adve~e 
impacts to penons or property can be reduced or mitigated through design or construction 
techniques which would he imposed during the NEPA process or, jf reasonable and 
necessary t by local governments during the permitting proC2SS. 

Rationale; Statewide Goal 7, Areas Subject to Natural Disasters'and Hazard,. and reiated iocal 
comprehensive plan policies were established to protect the public from natural disasters and 
hazards. The local plan policies require jurisdictions to identify sensitive geologic areas, steep 
slopes, floodplains, groundwater sources, erosion and deposition, earthquake·sensitive are!!St and 
weak foundation soils, among others. All of the affected jurisdictions have some type of ' 
mechanism either to iimit development or to control the design of development on lands subject to 
natural disasters and hazards. 

In accordance with state and local policies. Criterion 5 requires Metro to identifY adverse impacts 
to sensitive lands. Measures designed to mitigate for such natural occurrences may be i$posed . 
through the NEP A or local land use review processes. 

6. Identify adverse impacts on significant fish and wildlife, scenic and open space, 
riparian, wetland and park and recreational areas, including the Willamette River 
Greenway, that are protected .in !!clc-Bowledge~ local comprehensive plans. Where advene 
impacts cannot practicably. be avoided, encourage the conservation of natural resource.!. by 
demonstrating that there are measures to reduce or mitigate impacts which could be 
imposed as conditions of approval daring the NEPA process or, if reasonable and 
necessary, by local governments during the permitting process. 

Rationale: Statewide Goal 5, Open Spacys. Scenic .and Historic Are3s and Natural ResQurces. 
calls for conserving open spaces and protecting natural and scenic resources. The local 
comprehensive plans contain like policies for these resources. Both the state and local policies 
recognize that such resources should not be preserved at all costs. Local plans are required to 
balance the need to preserve significant natural resources with the need to accommodate growth 
and development within the urban growth boundary. In determining the relative value of urban 
and natural uses, Goal 5 and several of the related local comprehensive plan policies require that 

.... - • _ ••••• -.... - ~ --'" • - ••• _ ••••• _ - _ ••• 0 ••••• 
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an economic, social, environmental, and energy (ESEE) analysis be co'nducted. As a result of that 
analysis, local jurisdictions have the authority to impose land development controls andlor 
mitigation measures. ' 

Criterion 6 requires Metro to identify impacts associated with the project that are adverse to Goal 
5 resources that are protected in ar':.nowledged comprehensive plans. Where practical, the 
criterion requires Metro, avoid uses adversely affecting natural or scenic resources. If'avoidance 
is impractical mitigation measures may be imposed through the NEPA and local land use review' 
processes. Metro is required to identify the types of mitigation measures which could be imposed. 

Statewide Goal 15, Willamette River Greenway. calls for protecting, conserving. enhancing arid . 
maintaining the qualities oflands along the Willamette River Greenway while allowing certain 
development to occur. The City of Portland IS comprehensive plan contains a similar policy. 
Because the light rail alignment will cross the Greenway somewhere in the City ofPortiand, 
Criterion 6 includes a specific reference to the Greenway. 

7. Identify adverse impacts associated with stormwater runoff. Demonstrate that there 
are measures to provide adequate stormwater drainage retention or removal and protec~ 
water quality which couleJ be imposed as conditions of approval during the NEPA process 
or, if reasonable and necessary, by local governments ,during the permitting process. 

Rationale; Statewide Goal 6, Air. Water and Land Resources Ouality. calls for ITiamtairJng and 
improving water quality. Similarly, applicable plan policies recognize the need to protect water . 
quality, and identify and mitigate for such impacts as stonnwater runoff resulting from increases in 
impervious surfa.ces. R.unoffbecomes an issue in regard to highway widening, light rail stations, 
park-and-ride lots and maintenance facilities. 

Criterion 7 requires Metro to identify where the project is expected to increase stonnwater runoff 
and to demonstrate that mitigation measures or natural systems are adequate to handle the runoff. 
Specific mitigation measures will be imposed during the NEPA or local land use reviews. 

8. Identify advene impact on significant historic and cultural resources protected in 
acknowledged comprehensive plans. Where advene impact cannot practicably be avoided, 
identify local, state or federal review processes that are available to address and to reduce 
advene impacts to the affected resources. 

Ratignl\le: In addition to protecting natural and scenic resources, Statewide Goal 5 provides for 
protection of significant historic and cultural resources. Local plans also protect these resources. 

Generally. the protection of historic and cultural resources is carned out through ordinances 
which are applied to development at the permitting stage. At that time, the local government may 
impose appropriate conditions on the development to minimize adverse impacts or to fully protect 
the resource, Alternatively, the local government may allow for the alteration, removal or 
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demolition of the resource in accordance with standards and procedures set out in their local 
ordinances. Also, the fe,deral NEP A process requires very careful consideration of impacts on 
historic and cultural resources. 

Criterion 8 reasonably reflects Goal 5 and the relevant local plan policies and implementing 
measures. Metro is required to identify adverse impacts on significant historic and cultural 
resources protected in acknowledged plans. Such impacts are to be avoided to the extent 
practicable. and to identify the local, state and federal procedures available to addr.ess and reduce 
adverse impacts on these resources when avoidance is not practicable. 

9. Consider a light rail route, connecting the aackamas Town Center area with the 
City of Milwaukie's downtown. Consider an extension'oHhe light rail route,connecting the 
City of Oregon City and the City of Gladstone with the City of Milwaukie via the Interstate 
20~ corridor andlor the McLoughlin Bouievard corridor. 

Rationale: Criteria 9 and 10 (below) concern Metro's decision only for the location of the light, 
rail route. While these criteria may help implement Statewide Goals 6,9, 12 and 13 by improving 
air quality, reinforcing and encouraging economic development, reducing reliance on the 
automobile, and meeting regional energy conservation objectives, they are intended more, 
particularly to respond to specific policies in applicable plans. Criterion 9 concerns the southern 
portion.ofth.e project, Le., that portion located in Clackamas County and the cities of Milwaukie, 
Oregon City and Gladstone. 

Criterion 9 is consistent with and reflects Clackamas County pian policies (Transit Policy 11.0), 
Milwaukie Transportation Plan Map 8, Milwaukie Transportation Element, Objective No: S, 
Policies 2. 7 and 8, and Oregon City Transportation Policy 23. 

10. Consider a light rail route connecting Portland's central city with the City of 
Milwaukie's downtown via inner southeast Portland neighborhoods and, in the City of 
Milwaukie, the McLoughlin Boulevard corridor, and further connecting the central city 
with north and inner northeast Portla~d neighborhoods via the Interst~te 511nterstate 
Avenue corridor. 

Rationale; Like Criterion 9, Criterion 10 responds to local policies addressiDg where.the light 
rail route should be located. Criterion 10 considers the northern portion of the project and is 
responsive to policies in Portland's and Milwaukie'S plans. Specifically, Milwaukie Transportation 
Element, Objective #5, Policy 2, promotes a light rail route along the McLoughlin Boulevard 
corridor. This route is also shown on Milwaukie's Transportation Plan Map 8 . 

" ••• - •.• _ •••••• -0' __ " ••• __ _ ........ - ...... , ... " .. _ .. _ ........ _ ....•. __ .... . 
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For Portland, numerous neighborhood plans pro:note light rail transit in or near their 
neighborhoods. Specifically: 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

• 

Albina Community Plan, Policy II, Objective 9 
Piedmont Neighborhood Plan, Policy 4, Objective 6 
Kenton Neighborhood Plan, Policy S, Objective 1 
Boise Neighborhood Plan, Policy VI, Objective 4 
Eliot Neighborhood Plan, Policy C 
Bro,oldyn Neighborhood Plan, Policy 7 A 
UrJversity District Fla.'!, Policy 16C 

• 
Central City Plan, Policy 4A ,,' , 
Transportation Element, North District Policies 3 and 5; Northeast District Policy 8 and 
Southeast Policy 2. 

C~terion 10 reasonably reflects these plan policies. 

CONCLUSION: 

The affected cities and counties, Oregon Department of Transportation, Tri~Met and Metro have' 
undergone considerable effort to identify the comprehensive and functional plan policies that are 
relevant to Metro's decision on the South-North Light Rail project facilities, including their . 
locations, and to draft criteria that reasonably reflect those policies and the statewide pla.nning 
goals. The result is a set ofcritezi.on that fuliills the legislative directive to LCDC set out in HB 
3478. The purpose of this legislation can be reasonably and expeditiously achieved by application 
of these criteria. 

Furthermore, the proposed criteria are wTitten to avoid vague language t..hat can be subject to 
different interpretations. And they are wriuen to assist local governments during the pennitting 
process. 

~. 

AITACHMENTS: 
• 
• 
• 
• 

• 

Transmittal Letter 
Letter of Support from Local Governments 
Proposed South-North Land Use Criteria 
Narrative in Support of the South-North Criteria Proposed by Metro, the Cities of 
Gladstone, Milwaukie, Oregon City and Portland, Clackamas and Multnomah Counties, 
Tri-Met and ODOT 
Comprehensive Plan Policies Applicable to Selection of Criteria for the South-North 
MAX Light Rail Project 

S:\NSLRP.WPS 
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Subject: RE: Further Public records request 
Date: Tuesday, August 9, 2011 11:04 AM 
From: Tuttle, Casaria R. <casaria.r.tuttle@state.or.us> 
To: 'Tom Holmes' <tomholmes@michaeljlilly.com> 
Conversation: Further Public records request 

Mr. Holmes, staff have not been able to locate this notice at this time. 

From: Tom Holmes [mailto:tomholmes@michaeljlilly.com] 
Sent: Friday, August OS, 2011 11:49 AM 
To: Tuttle, Casaria R. 
Subject: Re: Further Public records request 

Any update on the Notice? I haven't heard anything further on that. 

Tom Holmes, Paralegal 
Office of Michael J. Lilly 
4800 SW Griffith Drive, Suite 325 
Beaverton, OR 97005 

MAIN NO: 503-746-5977 FAX: 503-746-5970 
tomholmes@michaeljlilly.com 

From: "Tuttle, Casaria R." <casaria.r.tuttle@state.or.us> 
Date: Tue, 26 Jul 2011 13:07:41 -0700 
To: 'Tom Holmes' <tomholmes@michaeljlilly.com> 
Conversation: Further Public records request 
Subject: RE: Further Public records request 

Mr. Holmes, here is one of the documents you requested. Staff are working on the 
notice portion of your request. 

-----Original Message-----
From: Torn Holmes [mailto:tomholmes@michaeljlilly.com] 
<mailto:tomholmes@michaeljlilly.com%5d> 
Sent: Tuesday, July 26, 2011 9:54 AM 
To: Tuttle, Casaria R. 
Subject: Re: Further Public records request 

Have you received a copy of the LCDC Order yet? I was expecting it to come 
last week. 

Tom Holmes, Paralegal 

EXHIBITG 
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Office of Michael J. Lilly 
4800 SW Griffith Drive, Suite 325 
Beaverton, OR 97005 

MAIN NO: 503-746-5977 FAX: 503-746-5970 
tomholmes@michaeljlilly.com 

> From: "Tuttle, Casaria R." <casaria.r.tuttle@state.or.us> 
> Date: Thu, 14 Jul 2011 16:17:13 -0700 
> To: "casaria.r.tuttle@state.or.us" <casaria.r.tuttle@state.or.us>, 'Tom 
> Holmes' <tomholmes@michaeljlilly.com> 
> Cc: "heather.awlasewicz@state.or.us" <heather.awlasewicz@state.or.us> 
> Conversation: Further Public records request 
> Subject: RE: Further Public records request 
> 
> Mr. Holmes, 
> DLCD expects to have a copy of the order at the Salem office within the next 
> week. At that time a scanned copy will be emailed to you at 
> tomholmes@michaeljlilly.com. If you would like this copy sent to a different 
> email address please let me know. 
> 
> Thank you for your continued patience. 
> 
> Cas aria 
> 
> -----Original Message-----
> From: Tom Holmes [mailto:tomholmes@michaeljlilly.com] 
<mailto:tomholmes@michaeljlilly.com%5d> 
> Sent: Thursday, July 14, 2011 3:10 PM 
> To: casaria.r.tuttle@state.or.us 
> Cc: heather.awlasewicz@state.or.us 
> Subject: Further Public records request 
> 
> Here is another public records request related to the meeting of LCDC on May 
> 30, 1996. I had previously asked for a copy of the order that came from 
> that meeting for Agenda Item No. 1 "Public Hearing and Adoption of proposed 
> Criteria for South/North Light Rail." 
> 
> I heard today that someone has found a copy of the actual LCDC order, but I 
> haven't seen it yet. 
> Thanks for your help and patience with these requests. 
> 
> 
> Tom Holmes, Paralegal 
> Office of Michael J. Lilly 
> 4800 SW Griffith Drive, Suite 325 
> Beaverton, OR 97005 
> 

> MAIN NO: 503-746-5977 FAX: 503-746-5970 
> tomholmes@michaeljlilly.com 
> 
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I • 5 's inanci,al Ian eVlew 

Update of Construction Cost Estimates 

Evaluation of eRe's Traffic cJnd ToU Revenue 

Forecast 

Refinernent of CR:C's :2008 F'lan of Finance 

Exploration of legal Issues regar(~ing Governance 

and Ownership Framework 

7/20/2011 
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Cost Estimation Validation 

Process (CEVP) is an estimatinlg 

technique employed by the CRe 

that uses a probabilistic 

approach to n~:lrrow the rangE~ of 

costs as key project milestones 

are met 

Assuming phased construction 

(does not include improvements 

to SR-500 or the Port of Portl,and 

flyover ramp), overall eRC: 
project costs are now estimated 

to be betv{een $2.63 1'0 $3:.4~9 

billion, with a 60% probability 

that costs will be $3.13 billion or 

less 

41) 

I s 
41) 

stirn t 
• 
Ie) 

CEVP Results for Phase 1 FEIS: 
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Total Project Cost (VOE $ million) 

Uncertainty in OVlerall Project Cost for Baseline Funding, Phase 1 FElS. Includes 
previous costs of $120.35 million 

7/20/2011 
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Under the full build scenario, 

which does indude improvements 

to SR-500 and the Port of 

Portland iflyovE~r ramp, overall 

eRe project costs a re estimated 

to be between $2.82 to $3.75 

billion, with a 60% probability 

that costs will be $3.37 billion or 

less 

Fino I decision CJ bout size and 

scope of project will be 

determined upon further 

refinement of overall proje'ct 

costs and the future availability 

of va rio us fed~~ra I and state 

funds 

" I s't Esti 

CEVP Results for Full Build FEIS: 
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2008 t~dopted Draft mental Irrlpact Statement (DEIS) 
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General Obliigation (G.O.) bonds vs. stand-~alone toll n;!venue bonds 

Repayment of either type of bond comes from 'tolls paid by 1-5 bridge users 

State-backed G.(). bonds can be sold at higher credit ratings and therefore, 
significantly lower interest costs, than stand-alone toll reVenlJE~ bonds 

Each DOT (c:md ultimately, eoch stote's Generol FlUnd) are obligated to cover toll 
revenue shortfalls over the life of these G.O. bonds 

An "investme'nt gn::tde" traffic and toll revenue forecast prior to the initial 
sa Ie of toll bonds is essentia I 

Bonds must be structured and sized prudently so that neither states' long-term credit 
ratings are impacted by the eRe project 

Establishing a strong coverage requirement can lolso he~lp mitigate potential 
toll revenue shortfalls by providing a substantial rev~;nue cushion 

eRe financing model assumes 1 .25 debt service coverage Ilevel for State-backed G.O. 
toll bonds 

The initial eRe finolnce plan phased toll bonds towards the latter parts of the 
construction project in order to minimize the use of capitcllized interest 
(borrowing for interest payments on the bonds until the imposition of tolls on 
bridge users) 

7/20/2011 
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A 4-step traffic and toll revenue forecast was deve~loped in 2005 by 
Stantec using the Portland Metro traffic model 

I I 

• Model modified upward using "VIS SliM" micro-simulation to adjust traffic flows by 6% 
based upon ph:lnned improvements to the 1-5 corridor upon project completion 

• 2008 DEIS conservatively used Stantec's baseline forecc:1st without this predicted 
improvement in traffic flows to calculate projected toll reyenues 

Some economists are neverthelE~ss critical of the cLlrnent 4-step traffic 
forecast model's ability to accurately predict traffic growth and toll revenue 
over time 

• By its very nature, this typ1e of model assumes a steady growth rate in annual 
population, employment, traffic, and GDP 

• Cumulative impacts of relative~y small differences in assumptions about traffic growth 
can have a significant impact on forecast reVEmues over tlhe 30-year forecast horizon 

• Changes in land use and employment patterns as well als periodic changes in economic 
conditions can Ihave a profound impact on driving patterns and thus, toll revenue 
generation 

• Many toll roads around the world Ihave not met their fore'clOst revenues due to these 
unanticipated conditions 

7/20/2011 
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OST hired tvvo respected independent consulting firms to conduct desktop 

reviews of the CRC forecasts from both the credit (Jnalysis and traffic 

engineering perspectivels 

Robert Sain, RB Consult Ltd (form1er S&P ratings analyst who has published 

widely on problems with the traffic and toll forecasting process) 

Herb Vargas and Carlos Contreras, C&M AssocilQtes, Inc. (traffic engineering 

firm with international experiencE~ in investment grcJde studies) 

Each firm independently reviE~wed CRC's trafHc mCldeling approach as 
well as key socioeconomic and land use factors which drive the forecast of 
long-term tn~nds in traffic growth in the ColumbIa River corridor 

While both firms agreed that CRe's modelling thus for has been adequate 

for EIS purposes, they also noted that a far more robust modeling 

approach (i.e., the investment gnade traffic and toll revenue study) will be 

required pric)r to the initial toll bond financing planned for FY 2015 

7/20/2011 
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Portland Metro's 2002 long-term employment 
projections, which were relied upon for the 
2008 DEIS, are very outdated 

Traffic counts on the 1-5 and 1··205 bridges 
have not grown at the rates predicted in the 
2008 DEIS 

Both firms recommend that the eRC lower its 
baseline traffic and toll revenue forecasts in 
recognition of the unanticipat.~d depth of the 
recent recession and the resulting impact on 
Portland Metro's long-term employment and 
traffic growth trends 

For planning purposes, it was sug~~ested that 
the CRe assume that projected annual gross 
toll revenues will be! somewhere between 
15% to 25 % lower than the baseline forecast 
assumed at the time the 2008 DE IS was 
adopted 

I 

I-

s; , • In • 
I 

Househollds 

2005 767,000 805,000 
2030 1,134,100 1,240,000 

Growth 48% 54% 

Population 

2005 1,906,600 2,074,400 
2030 2,853,900 3,142,700 ----

Growth 50% 51% 

Employment 

2005 1,032,200 987,200 
2030 1,691,900 1,262,100 ------,--

Growth 64% 28% 

Actual VS, Projected 1-5 Bridge Traffic 
Average Annual Daily Trips 
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The key difference between OST's two 

consultants was their assumption regarding 

the likely shift in traffic to the 1-205 bridge 

upon tolling of the new 1··5 bridge 

The originol Stantec forecast assumed the 

new 1-5 bridge would still "capture" 45% -
47% of traffic in the overall corridor 

For each 1 % reduction in the 1-5 bridge 

"capture" rate, our consultants' estimate that 

gross toll revenues drop by approximately 

20/0 

An investment grade study that 

incorporates the latest forecast of long

term employment trends and examines 1·he 

impact of tolling on bridge users of 

different income le!vels will allow the eRe 
to narrow and refine projected 1-5 1'011 

revenues prior to the initial sale of bonds 

in FY 2015 

• affic I 

Revised Oorridolr (1-:5 + 1-205) Traffic Forecast 
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nee Plan 

All else being equal, a 15~1Q re,duction in gross toll reyenues reduces the 

amount of proceeds that can be generated for the project through sale of 

state-backed G.O. toll bonds by 1 8.5%, or approxilmately $240 million 
compared to the eRe's original finance plcln 

The percentage differential between the rE~duction in revenues ys. project 

proceeds is due to certain annual and peri10dic fixe~d costs associated with 

operation and maintenance of the 1-5 toll bridge that' will need to be 

funded regardless of overelll traffic ~evels 

At a 250/0 toll revenue reduction, estimated project proceeds are reduced 

by 31 010 or approximately $407 Imillion 

7/20/2011 
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The original eRC finance plan envisioned that State-backed GO bonds would 
be "back-loaded" (i.e. struc:turE~d with ascending cinnucli debt service linked to 
ascending toll revenues over time),with the follo'wing assumptions: 

1-5 bridge traffic would grow ~annually by 1 .30/0 

Toll rates would increase annu(:1l1y by 2.5% 

Based on Washin~~ton's experience with toll revenue shortfalls on the Tacoma 
Narrows project, \Nashington State TreasurE~r Mcintire! is now requiring WDOT 
to use more conservative revenue growth assumptions on a II new state bond 
tolling projects 

Eliminating the toll escalation assumption from the CRe financing model reduces 
the risk of toll revenue shortfalls, but also reducE~s thle ()mount of toll bond 
proceeds thclt can be generated by approximately .$.318 million 

When combined ,¥ith the impacts of the afolrementioned 15% - 25% potential 
reduction in proje1cted toll revenues, eRe toll bond proceeds are estimated to 
be $468 to $598 million lower than predicted in the' 2008 DEIS 

7/20/2011 
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Pre-Completion Tolling 

CRC has estimated that pne-completion tolling of the 1-5 bridge could generate up to 

$200 million in additional revenue for the project 

TIFIA Loan 

p 

The Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act (TIFIA) established a Federal 

program that provides direct loans to surface transportation projects of national and 

regional significance 

TIFIA loans provide competitive interest rates and flexible repayment terms (no interest 

payments are required during construction, up 35 years for re'payment upon project 

completion, and debt service coverage of 1.1 x revenues on a subordinate basis to the 

states' G.O. bonds) 

A TIFIA loan of $704 to $833 million,r repaid from 1-5 toll revenues, would substantially 

reduce the need for state-backed G.O. bonds and limit the exposure of each state's 

General Fund to the project, while restoring project funding by $194 to $238 million 

Given the increasingly competitive nOlture of the TIFIA loan approval process, the CRC 

team - if it opts to pursue this option -- should initiate efforts to secure US DOT and 

Congressionc:l1 approval for this loan at the same time it seeks other Federal funding 
. f h . 7/20/2011 commitments or t e prolect 
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Securing Federal transit funding is now on the critical path 

$850M in New Starts grant is key tC) rnoving ahead with 
the overc]1I proiect as currently conceived 

Vote on tax to generate $3M in annu(JI transit operating 
funds by Clark Count)' residents is critical to getting the 
New Starts money 

Failure to win Federal funding for the transit portion of the 
proiect may require rethinking of the overall proiect scope, 
timeline and financing plan 

Assuming the CRC is successful in securing a commitment of all 
anticipate,d Federal funding, the t'wo statE~s will nevertheless 
need to provide inte~rim financing to pay significant portions 
of the CRC:'s c:onstruction costs pric)r to rece~iving $1 .. 25 billion 
of transit and discretionary highway rnoney 

7/20/2011 
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nell Issues (continued) 

The current CRC plan envisions equity contributions of $450 million by each state 

in FY 201 3 to fund initial phases of design and construction 

ODOT's preferned option appears to be issuing state··backed G.O. bonds to 

cover its equity contribution 
Under the Oregon Constiitutionl ODOT is allowed to issue G.O. bonds to fund 

"permanent rOlods" within the stotle 

Both the G.O. bond sale and source of debt repayment will require legislative 

approvad 

A 1.5 cent per gallon dedicated increase in state ~~as tox (or equivalent weight-mile 

fees) generates $40.6 million per year and is estimated to support up to $522 million 
in self-supporting 25-year G.C). bonds at a 1.1 Ox COVer(l~~e level 

Alternatively, ODOT could issue 1 2-year "GARVEE" Bonds which are a type of 

grant antidipation note thClt gets repaid from future federal discretionary 

highway revenues 
GARVEEs are frequently issued by states and local governments for large 

transportation projects and will likely be the sourCE~ of interim funding used for other 

Federally-funded aspects of the project 

Each $10 million in annua~ Federol Funds ple~dged would generate roughly $94 - 99 

million in equity towards the project 7/20/2011 
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ODOT /\A/DOT continue to meet to deyelop the IGA for governance and 
ownership of the project 

Oregon's Department of Justice and ODOT's bond counsel, Orrick, Herrington 
and Sutcliffe, are now includE~d in the CRe governance planning process 

eRe's current plan envisions that toll collection, bridge ownership and 
on-goingl maintenance will bE~ done by the State of Washington but that 
Oregon will share in a 50/50 split of all C:RC project costs, including 
cost overruns land revenue shortfa lis 

Oregon Constitution prohibits use of state gas tax for projects outside state 
borders 

Preliminary cost allocation bE~tween project elements suggests this will not be 
a prob~em 

Regardless of whether the eRe project is funded in part through state
bClcked G.O. toll bonds or a Federal TIIFIA loan, the eRe's governance 
plan must include a robust toll-setting mechanism to assure that all toll
related debt service is paiid iin full each year thrc)ugh toll revenues 

7/20/2011 
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CRC's construction cost estimating plrocess ,appears solid, with contingency 

plans being developed for project phasin~~ depending upon the finalized 

estimc)te of project costs cJnd the availability of vClrious state and federal 

funds 

Key assumptions in the traffic and toll reVE~nUE~ fonec:ast used in the 2008 
DEIS <:Ire now outdatedl , givE~n the unanticipat1ed depth of the recent 

recession 

Completion of cm investment grade study over the next two years will allow the 

CRe to refine its estimclte of anticip10ted 1-5 bridge toll revenues over time, 

which in turn will allow lJS to refine the amount of tolll bond proceeds that can be 

generated for the project 

The combined impact of WClshington StatE~ TreasurE~r Mcintire's requirement 

that C:RC adopt CI more conservative toll bond debt structure and the 

potential tolll reve~nue rE~duction of 15% - 25<1'0 is a $468 to $598 million 

reduction in projected C:RC funding resources 
7/20/2011 
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Pre-completion tolling of the! 1-5 bridge and the shHt from state-backed GO 

toll bonds to a primarily TIFIA loan fundin~~ approach may be able to 

restore between $394 ira $,438 million in (:RC funding, while greatly 

reducing the financial risk to both states' C;ene!ral Funds and credit ratings 

Securing Federal fundin~~ for the project n~maiins on the critical path, with 

an important vote on taxes to fund annual transit c:>perating costs coming up 

this fall in Clark County 

Both state-generated and federal transportation funds can be leveraged to 

provide Oregon's $450 million equity contribution to the CRC project 

The CRC's governance plan must iinclude a robust todl-setting mechanism to 

assure that elll toill-related debt service is paid in full each year through toll 

revenues 

7/20/2011 
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600 NE Grand Ave. I 503-797-1700 tel 
Portland, OR 97232 503-797-1930 fax 

~Metro 
No. ____ _ 

Aug. 11, 2011 

Columbia River Crossing Land Use Final Order Public Hearing 

(Please print) 

Name (required) 

Affiliation (if any) 

Address (required) 

E-mail (optional) 

?-~}7 }J t r q fh Av(t - j fo ('~ +/a.V1] ( ()y( 1121<-
ROVi I]. €) PO{l4. VOl" ca.~R), ~(j M 

~end me written notification of adoption of the LUFO (requires valid mailing address). 

Testimony (use back or attach additional sheets if necessary) 

Attach a copy of your testimony and any supporting material to this form. Make sure 
your name is on all material. [[you choose not to testify orallYJ you may testify in writing 
by leaving this [ormJ along with any prepared materialsJ with staff or by depositing it in 
the comment box. Only oral testimony at the hearing and written testimony received 
prior to the close of the hearing will be included in the record. 
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My name is Ronald A. Buel 
My address is 2817 NE 19th Avenue, Portland; OR, 97212 
Please notify me at that address if and when any LUFO is adopted. 

Please accept the following testimony into the hearing record regarding the Land Use Final 
Order for the Columbia River Crossing Project, for the hearing to be held August 11, 2011 at 
2:00pm. 

Metro must reject this LUFO application, because it is based on erroneous claims. 

ERROR ONE: HB 3478 of 1996 applies only to the South North light rail project. Although 
TriMet's lUFO Application purports to be for that project, it is not. 

Abraham Lincoln is supposed to have asked: "How many legs does a sheep have if you call a tail 
a leg?" and to have answered his own question "Four, because caUing a tail a leg doesn't make 
it one." We have that exact situation here. 

Consider that the Oregon legislature passed the first lUFO law as Senate Bill 573 of 1991, and 
the first lUFO was adopted in April 1991 for the "Westside Corridor Project/' in order to 
expedite that particular project. 

In "Setov. Tri-County Metro. Transportation Dist.", 311 Or. 456,814 P.2d 1060 (1991), the 
Oregon Supreme Court describes the general purposes of Senate Bill 573: 

liThe Act establishes an alternative to the usual land use siting and judicial review process, 
which is governed by ORS chapter 197. SB 573; ss 1; 3. The extensive legislative preamble to the 
operative provisions of the Act states; among other things: The Project; at a total estimated 
cost of nearly $1 bmion, is the largest public works project in Oregon's history. Various regional 
and state governmental bodies have identified the Project as the region's and the state's 
highest transportation priority and a high air-quaHty priOrity. The Project is important to help 
implement significant parts of the comprehensive plans of Multnomah and Washington 
counties, as well as those of the cities of Portland, Hillsboro, and Beaverton. A full funding 
agreement with the federal Urban Mass Transportation Administration (UMTA) must be signed 
by September 30, 1991, in order to assure that the federal government supplies 75 percent of 
the funding, rather than 50 percent or less, a difference of about $227 million. The usual 
process for local land use decisions and for administrative and judicial review would extend well 
heyond September 30, 1991. Final resolution of the land use issues must be accomplished by 

. July 31, 1991, if the agreement with UMTA is to be signed by September 3D, 1991." 

The enactment itself succinctly recapitulates those points and adds a fegislative finding that a 
faHure to obtain maximum federal funding would 'seriously impair the viability' of the Project, 
with the attendant adverse consequences. SB 573, s 1(1}. The law further provides that '[t]he 
legis~ative Assembly deems the procedures and requirements provided for in this Act; under 
the unique circumstances of the Westside Corridor Project, to be equivalent in spirit and 
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substance to the land use procedures that otherwise would be applicable.' SB 5731 s 1(3)." 

Similarly, HB 3478 of 1996 refers to a specific project, as follows: 

"SECTION 1. (is} 'Project' means the portion of the South North MAX Ught Rail Project within 
the PorUand metropolitan area urban growth boundary ... " 

USECTfON 2. {1} The legisfative Assembly finds that a failure to obtain maximum federal funding 
for the South North MAX tight Rail Project in the upcoming federal transportation authorization 
act wiUseri.ousty impair the viabHtty of the transportation system planned for the Portland 
metropoHtan arear the ability of the area to implement a significant portion of its air quality and 
energy efficiency strategies and the abiHty of affected local governments to implement 
stgntficant parts of their comprehensive plans. The legislative Assembly further finds that to 
maximize the statels and metropolitan area's ability to obtain the highest available level of 
federat funding for the South North MAX Ught Rail Project and to assure the timely and cost
effective construction of the project, it is necessary: (a) To establish the process to be used in 
making decisions in a fand use final order on the light rail route, light rail stations, light rail park
and-ride tots, fight rait maintenance faciHties and any highway improvements to be included in 
the: South North MAX Ught Rail Project, including their locations; (b) To expedite the process for 
appettate review of a land use finaf order; and (t) To establish an exclUSive process for appellate 
review." 

Metro and TriMet would have us believe that HB 3478 outlines a multi-year vision of light rail 
expansion, one that may be amended and expanded by them at any time, with no time limit. 
They beHeve that a future extension to Oregon City would still be covered by HB 3478 (the so
called lIextension" mentioned in that law). 

The courts have ruled that the first lUFO law was not a long-term vision, but a process for 
expediting a single project in the short term. One woutd presume that the second lUFO law, in 
the absence of language to the contrary, was afso intended for short term expediting. 

TriMet opened the Airport Ught Rail project (Red line} in 2001 without a lUFO, because there 
was no fun Funding Grant Agreement. The revival of the lUFO process in 2004 implies that 
TriMet and Metro believe that any project within Multnomah or Clackamas Counties that 
fnctudes tfght rait" and is partially funded by a federal "Fun funding Grant Agreement" may 
utilize the 1996 taw, whether or not major components of the project were part of the South 
North project in 1996. There would appear to be no limit in time or space to the applicability of 
this law, under their interpretation. 

However, the interpretation of LUfO legislation by the courts is that each project requires a 
new law. 

The Oregon tegistature created each LUFO law to expedite a specific project, responding to the 
"unique circumstanceS» of each project. tt is not possible for HB 3478 to apply to a project in 
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2011 and fater, because this Jaw has expired. The word "expedite" could not possibly refer to a 
15 year or longer process, purportedly extending a project that was voted down by the 
electorate in two separate elections. 

tn November 1996, voters state\Jvide (measure 32) rejected the state funding plan that was part 
of the same package of fegtstation passed by the 1996 special session that included HB 3478. In 
November 1998, Portland area voters rejected Tri-Met measure 26-74 to pay for a shrunken 
version of SoUth North fight rail project. 

One mrght reasonably conclude that HB 3478 expired with those electoral defeats. 

Subsequent to the electoral defeats, the project was actuatly constructed (the now-operating 
"Yettow1 or "tnterstate" MAX tine) without the use of additional tax monies, opening in May of 
2004. Certainly the law expired then. 

It is not necessary to define the exact moment when HE 3478 expired. The first lUFO adopted 
under HB 3478 on July 23, 1998, and amended October 28, 1999 for Interstate MAX, may weft 
have been valid. 

The subsequent 2004 amendments for the "Green linen are highly questionable, but went 
unchatlenged. For example, consider lCDC Criterion 9: 

"Consider a light rail route connecting the Clackamas Town Center area with the City of 
Milwaukie's Downtown. Consider an extension ofthe light rail route connecting the City 
of Oregon City and the City of Gtadstone with the Oty of Milwaukie via the Interstate 
205 corridor and/or the Mcloughlin Boulevard corridor." 

According to the 2004 lUFO Amendment "Findings of Fact and Conclusions of law" 
regarding aHgnment: "The Metro Council finds that given the extensive consideration of LRT 
service to Clackamas Regionat Center and Milwaukie, this criterion has been met." 

The "Findings" ignore the fact that the "Green line" does not travel on any of the routes fisted 
in Criterion 9. 

So~ by 2004, TriMet and Metro are just talking through their hats, hoping no one wilt chattenge 
therr absurd claims. 

fn 200S, Metro passed resolution 08-3960B, approving the "Iocafly preferred alternative" for 
the CR~ Buried within this resolution is a claim that the CRe bridge is part of the South North 
project. But, of course, calling it part of the South North project doesn't make it so, nor does it 
revive HB 3478. 

Now~ in 2011~ the charade needs to come to a hatt. like the infamous "Norwegian B~ue" parrot 
of Monty Python fame, HB 3478 is dead, and simply nailed to its perch. 
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The truth is reveafed in the published notice for this hearing, which describes 1/ Adoption of a 
land Use Finaf Order For the Cofumbia River Crossing Project" not the "South North" project to 
which HB 3478 applies. 

There is no legat authority for the LUFO amendment. The Metro Council should write a letter to 
TriMetl' ODOT, and the purported "lUFO Steering Committee" members, informing them that 
unless and un tit the Oregon legfsfature passes a lUFD law specific to the eRe, Oregon's normal 
fand use taws witt continue to apptyto at! subsequent phases ofthe eRe project. 

ERROR TWO: Even if the courts determine that HB 3478 of 1996 has not expired with regard to 
the fight raH components of this application, the eRC Highway projects are not eligible for 
incfusion in a LUFO for the South North project defined by that law." 

The CRe Draft EfS makes no claims that the eRC is an update of the South North project, or that 
the freeway components of the eRC project were or are a part of the South North project. 
There are essentiafty two areas of the DEtS that reference the South North project: The 
"Executive Summary" on page 5-3, which is the most complete, and Chapter 1, on page 1-2, 
which is a subset of the same information. 

The "Executive Summary" information states (page S-3}: 

"High-capacity transit in the 1-5 corridor through north Portland and 
Vancouver has been studied periodicaftyfor over a decade. In 1993, the 
FTA, in cooperation with Metro, began studying high-capacity transit in 
the "South/North Corridor" ~ which stretches from dackamas and 
Mitwaukie, Oregon to Vancouver, Washington. FTA and Metro 
pubtished the South/North Corridor Project Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement in 1998. This identified a variety of alignments and length 
options for a fight rail corridor connecting Milwaukie, downtown 
Portland, North Portland, and downtown Vancouver. Subsequent funding 
chaflenges didn't aflow construction of the entire corridor assessed in the 
South/North project, but did atlow construction of the MAX YeHow line. 
The Yeffow fine was buift in 2004 through North Portland, a section of 
the South/North corridor. The new fight rail line currently being 
constructed along the north-south axis of downtown Portland can 
accommodate a future extension to Milwaukie; an envkonmental impact 
study is currentfy evafuating this extension. The transit component of the 
eRe project is now assessing the extension of high-capacity transit 
through Vancouver. These projects are part of the vision outlined in the 
originaf planning studies of the 19905.J1 

Note that the DEIS makes no daim that the highway components are part ofthe South North 
project. 
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Chapter 2 of the DEtS, section 2.5.1, (page 2-47) provides the history of the eRe project. It is 
dear from this history that the eRe is a NEW PROJECT. It evaluated a variety of transit 
alternatives that were never a part of the South North project. tt is dear from section 2.5.4 
starting on page 2:-50 of the DEfS that tight rait was merely one possible option among many 
that were being considered by the eRe proiect. Farfrom being a modification ofthe South 
North project, the eRe had a separate genesis, separate development, and only in the final 
stages was a transit component sefected that could reasonably be considered to have been a 
part of the South North project at the time HB 3478 was passed in 1996. 

Consider the definition of JHighway improvements' in HB3478 Section 1(12) 

fffHighway improvements' means the highway improvements, jf 
any. to be induded in the project or project extension. The 
highway improvements shaft be selected from among the highway 
improvements, if any, described in a Draft Statement or Final 
Statement for the project or project extension. 

ff(9} 'Draft Statement' means the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement for the project or project extension prepared pursuant 
to regutations implementing the National Environmentat Policy Act 
of 1969. 

"lO} 'Finaf Statement' means the final Environmental Impact 
Statement for the project or project extension, as may be amended 
from time to time, or any supplementary assessments or 
statements, prepared pursuant to regulations implementing the 
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969." 

Now consider the definition of 'Project' in HB3478 Section 1(18) 

"'Project' means the portion of the South North MAX Light 
Rail Project within the Portland metropolitan area urban growth 
boundary, induding each segment thereof as set forth in the 
Phase f South North Corridor Project LocaUy Preferred 
Afternative Report as may be amended from time to bme or as may 
be modified in a Finat Statement or the FuH Funding Grant 
Agreement. The project includes the fight rail route, stations, 
tots and maintenance facifities, and any highway improvements to 
be rncfuded in the project." 

HB3478 describes onfy a single 'Draft Statement' which is obviousfy the original Draft EIS for the 
South North project. There is no 'Final Statement' yet approved forthe eRe. Even if the eRe 
Draft EfS were to be considered, the freeway components of the eRe are in no way described as 
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part of the South North project. 

HB3478 is dear that not just any highway project can he considered part of the project. They 
must be described in an appropriate Federal [IS document or document amendment. There is 
no such document that purports to be a suppfement or an amendment to the South North 
Project FEIS. 

If Metro adopts a LUFO for the CRC; it must not include the freeway components. 

ERROR THREE: The LCDC Criteria have expired. tf the courts determine that the CRC freeway 
components can be added to the South North project at this tate date, this can only be done if 
the lCDC criterra are updated to reffect this unanticipated re-definition of the project defined 
by HB 3478. 

SECTrON 4 of HB 3478 gives authority to the lCDC to establish criteria for making a decision 
regarding a LUFO. 

"The Land Conservation and Development 
Commission shalf establish criteria to be used by the council in 
making decisions in a land use final order on the light rait 
route, stations, lots and maintenance facilities, and the highway 
improvements for the project and project extension, induding 
their locations. 

"(5) The commission shaff close the hearing and adopt an order 
establishing the criteria within 14 days following commencement 
of the hearing. fn estabfishing the criteria, the commission 
shalt consider those statewide planning goals and those plan 
poficies that are relevant to decisions regarding the light rail 
route, stations, lots and maintenance facilities, and the highway 
improvements, and their locations. The commission's order shaH 
inctude a brief statement expfainrng how the criteria established 
reasonabfy reflect those statewide land use planning goals and 
those pfan policies that are relevant to decisions regarding the 
light raH route, stations, fots and maintenance facilities, and 
the highway improvements, and their locations. 

ff(8) The commission shaff adopt the order described in 
subsection (6) of this section within 90 days foHowing the 
effective date of this Act." 

Although the initiaf criteria were required to be adopted within 90 days of the effectiv-e date of 
the act, the Commfssion has continuing authority under HB 3478 to adopt criteria for a lUFO 
amendment for the South North Project. There is no language in HB 3478 that terminates 
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lCDC's authority to establish criteria. 

The stated intent ofthe law is that the tCDC criteria " ... considerthose statewide planning goals 
and those plan po tides that are relevant to decisions regarding ... highway improvements, and 
their focations." With the purported addition of the freeway expansion to the South North 
project, this can only be accompfished by a new tCDC hearingto establish updated criteria. 

When conditions change, including new screntific understandings regarding the contribution of 
transportation syst.ems to gtobat climate change, that have a direct bearing on "plan policies 
that are retevantto dedsions regarding the ... highway improvements" then it is incumbent on 
LCDC, and impticit in the taw, that the LUFO criteria be updated. In the present circumstances, 
the Metro CouncH needs to continue this hearing to a later date, and petition lCDC to revise 
their criteria to meet current conditions. 

ERROR FOUR: The definition of Associated Highway Improvements in the proposed lUFO is 
inconsistent with the definition contained in HB 3478. The proposed tUFO states: . 

rrtFfighway improvements" include new roads, road extensions or road widenings 
outside existing rights-of-ways that have independent utifity in themselves and are not 
needed to mitigate adverse traffic impacts associated with the light rail route, stations, 
lots or maintenance facilities.' 

However, HB 3478 SECTION 2 (3) states: 

Ifft is the intent of the Legislative Assembly that residents 
of neighborhoods within the Tri-County Metropolitan 
Transportation District of Oregon affected by land use decisions, 
limited land use decisions or land divisions resulting from the 
siting, construction or operation of any MAX light Rail tine, 
either as individuals or through their neighborhood associations, 
shaH have the opportunity to participate in such decisions and 
divisions." 

Note that this provision does not mention highway improvements. It is unreasonable to 
con dude that the Legislature wished to exdude residents from any opportunity to participate 
in decisions regarding "highways with independent utility". The reasonable conclusion is that 
the Legislature intended that the only highway improvements to be covered by this lUFO law 
are those that are the direct and necessary result of the "siting, construction, and operation" of 
the South North Ught Rail line. 

r hereby ask the Metro Council to reject or modify the proposed LUFO in response to the errors 
identified above. 

r further request Metro to indude, in the record for this decision, the foHowing items: 
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Each and every Final EtS for the South North Project. Each and every Full Funding Grant 
Agreement for the South North Project. The DE/S for the South North project, and any 
supplements. The "Phase t South North Corridor Project Locally Preferred Alternative Report" 
and any amendments to it, or modifications to it as found in a Final Statement or a Full Funding 
Grant Agreement for the South North Project, as referenced by HB 3478. Each LUFO and lUFO 
amendment previousfy approved by Metro for the South North Project. Any other South North 
Corridor Project documents that define the project according to the definition contained within 
HB 3478. The public notke for this hearing. 

Sign,;;:;) ed 11 / 17 " fA? (7 
I~ {! c (ff)v0Lr 

Ronald A. Buel 
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600 NE Grand Ave. I 503-797-1700 tel 
Portland, OR 97232 503-797-1930 fax 

Metro 
{o No. ____ _ 

Aug. 11, 2011 

Columbia River Crossing Land Use Final Order Public Hearing 

(Please print) 

Name (required) 

Affiliation (if any) 

Address (required) 

#/fV,t? e7V Is ~ tJ MIf7v'MFlft:::ru1U!:O ~e 
22.1--0/ N. 6ttft<tjAhl ~r, l~PiJ,X 7721.J (CM7mt-tN'7 

E-mail (optional) /j)/l-t11!cr1K£-.t-1/) <Ix e.. eLl f/V[, {O~ 
lie I o Send me written noti ation of adoption of the LUFO (requires valid mailing address). 

Testimony (use back or attach additional sheets if necessary) 

!) ~f2-T 

Attach a copy of your testimony and any supporting material to this form. Make sure 
your name is on all material. If you choose not to testify orally, you may testify in writing 
by leaving this form, along with any prepared materials, with staff or by depositing it in 
the comment box. Only oral testimony at the hearing and written testimony received 
prior to the close of the hearing will be included in the record. 
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600 NE Grand Ave. I 503-797-1700 tel 
Portland, OR 97232 503-797-1930 fax 

Metro 
No. ----'..(....!.-I _ 

Aug. 11, 2011 

Columbia River Crossing Land Use Final Order Public Hearing 

(Please print) 

Name (required) t --Jb ytv' fY) Q H L 15 
Affiliation (if any) <5 (L~-C;--t);J ~ v, l L-D LV &- I(L.A-..oSS ~ '-ANL--j L-

Address (required) .3~3:C ~ t g 611 t4-V€ < po rc--rLANo Cf7'Lf.:, ~ 

E-mail (optional) j 'D£""V1.-- if t> I, Ii) e c.z"y\ ce-,sf-; n-e..r 

~end me written notification of adoption of the LUFO (requires valid mailing address). 

Testimony (use back or attach additional sheets if necessary) 

C-o~c IL .-- z 0 'l) Ou 
- I 

I 
C ~ :::rc C--"{ ~ i...,u y. 

o( 

Attach a copy of your testimony and any supporting material to this form. Make sure 
your name is on all material. If you choose not to testify orally, you may testify in writing 
by leaving this form, along with any prepared materials, with staff or by depositing it in 
the comment box. Only oral testimony at the hearing and written testimony received 
prior to the close of the hearing will be included in the record. 



748



749

600 NE Grand Ave. I 503-797-1700 tel 
Portland, OR 97232 503-797-1930 fax 

No. I L 

Aug. 11, 2011 

Columbia River Crossing Land Use Final Order Public Hearing 

(Please print) 

Name (required) 

Affiliation (if any) 

Address (required) 

E-mail (optional) 

o Send me written notification of adoption of the LUFO (requires valid mailing address). 

Testimony (use back or ttach additional sheets if necessary) 

PDO 

Attach a copy of your testimony and any supporting material to this form. Make sure 
your name is on all material. If you choose not to testify orally, you may testify in writing 
by leaving this form, along with any prepared materials, with staff or by depositing it in 
the comment box. Only oral testimony at the hearing and written testimony received 
prior to the close of the hearing will be included in the record. 
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'" 

~
I iver crossing plan 

. Even the Partland City Council has 
taken a stand. saying ii will only SU»

I' port 811 option that Includes a new 
llght-rllil line to V!llloouver. 

Rex Burkholder. a Metro C.()unc/I 
member serving on the gg·membcr 
Cofumbia River Crossing Task Force 
that developed the five OPtlons, isn'l 
surpriSed people didu't wait for tile 
release of the I:luc1y before milking up 
tbeinninds. 

See llRl1lG£ I Pa1!Il ~ 
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It's '" ""ry Ukely tuft- ALlI'l()U fmnl ':' illU box 
traffic v..,ntrlbu. ,.:) to the add' JongestlQf\ 
during the '1f .nbound cor Jte. Shoppers 
are, after r .... t, ""'("6likef\ be,traveling to 
stores irs the anI;.. '1(" Jld evening. 

Torbulence om autos er7 .anng 
exiting y.,. creewllY can .use a riPJ..'~ 
effect,. .lwiog traffic f mUes 
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.. "impler Fix: 

v FiX the existing 1 .. 5 bfi~ge. 
Even though It'S notas bad off asother'brtdges ....:::,. 
In tfteregion, the 1 .. 5 bf Idge does need repaIr. It 
catrbe sc.ismically,upgradcdfor a fraction of the 
cost oFthe niegabndge 

f BUild a local bndg e 
to Hayden· Island!, 
GIVe island r~de.r;lt5 
dependable.w~'fto get 
Qn andoffthe:istal'\d 
~ - t"., ~ .. _ 

,arw time oNIi~da) 

If 

....... $ .... "'l' i 
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Save the,Safeway 
A, recent megabndge rede 
would 
r' 

local stores II 

--
I lose the Ha.yden Islandinterohange. 

Make l:..s a straight,shotacross Hayden. 
ElimInate turbulence, and.ln the process 
eliminate much ottl)e congestion that is 
the primary rca.~on " a $4.QOO,UIJ tl 

bndge is' even hNn, : I 

thIs is not as p . 

and has been proposed hr:.ff'lrp· 
-l.,fl.;.fil1.JI.;.I'" \.if ill", ;-,vjvI.;.l vj)v,I,;;/Uj .... 

Council. a key commfltee on tile p~ 
agreed April 23 to re.-examifte: the 
Hayden IslandlfJterohange~ whtr.l 
islanders 
NP_<;;p;p(1 

- . .J --- _.jl_ .L lJ_l~_ 

The Oregonian, May 01,2011 
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600 NE Grand Ave. I 503-797-1700 tel 
Portland, OR 97232 503-797-1930 fax 

No. _-L-=:.( 3_ 
Aug. 11, 2011 

Columbia River Crossing land Use ~inal Order Public Hearing 

(Please print) 

Name (required) 

Affiliation (if any) 

Address (required) 

Testimony (use back or attach additional sheets if necessary) 

Attach a copy of your testimony and any supporting material to this form. Make sure 
your name is on all material. If you choose not to testify orally, you may testify in writing 
by leaving this form, along with any prepared materials, with staff or by depositing it in 
the comment box. Only oral testimony at the hearing and written testimony received 
prior to the close of the hearing will be included in the record. 
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My name is Donna Murphy, Co-Chair of Hayden Island Livability 
Project (IDLP). I represent 1300 residents of the Hayden Island 
Manufactured Home Community. Over half of us are seniors 
living on fIXed low incomes. We are of diverse backgrounds and 
are people living with mobility issues and disabilities. We ask that 
you listen with an open mind and heart. 

We are not opposed to the CRe project and LRT and our intention 
is to show that the project does not reflect the serious impacts 
facing our community. By signing off on this LUFO and the FEIS 
you are not acknowledging our environmental justice community. 

The LUFO does not: 
- recognize that our community will be impacted 
- contains no description of the impacts 
- has no mention of specific mitigation 

These three points are a glaring omission in the document and of 
paramount importance to my community. 

On page 42 the analysis for the displacement of Safeway is very 
speculative and egregiously false. The LRT mitigates the 
displacement of Safeway 

Here is an example of the impact this will have on our community. 
Instead of driving her car to Safeway to do her weekly shopping, 
92-year old, Mila Kemintz can simply walk a 'l2 mile to MAX and 
ride to one of Portland's busiest intersections at Lombard and 
Interstate to shop at Fred Meyer's. She will have to juggle 3 full 
bags of groceries, racing the green arrow while praying for a safe 
crossing. She'll then ride the MAX where it takes her a 'l2 mile 
from her home. Fiercely independent, Mila, is not the only one, 
some of us are 75 and 80 years old and we walk to the bank, Target 
and Safeway and we catch busses to our appointments. Some of us 
are people living with disabilities who have to drive our motorized 
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wheel chairs alongside cars on busy streets. It's interesting that 
there is no safe way to get to Safeway. 

Have you ever heard of the TriMet Lift Service? The eRe project 
states that they will work with TriMet to maintain paratransit 
service for qualifying, mobility impaired island residents. It's not 
easy to qualify for this TriMet service, just ask 80 year old, Irene 
Johannsen. She was walking to the bank a block or so from her 
house, tripped and fell because of the uneven pavement. She 
chipped her eye socket and was badly scraped and bruised on her 
face and hands. It took its toll on her and she now uses a walker to 
steady herself, but after only a year of trying, she fmally qualified 
for the TriMet Lift to get her to church on Sunday. 

On page 58. The data for the current LUFO is not current at all. 
The 1998 LUFO data on demographic analysis of low income . 
residents on Hayden Island has not been updated. Because the 
eRe hasn't updated the demographics, you haven't analyzed the 
impacts to our community, and haven't developed specific 
mitigation plans for these impacts. Yet the eRe project is still 
referencing from that old data because they are lazy and don't 
think it matters. 

On page 59: The project makes a blanket statement that it will 
protect our community, but doesn't say HOW it will protect us. 

Page 92, there are statements about the impacts of noise, vibration, 
fumes, dust, etc. being short-term. We are the fence-line and 
ground zero COlhmunity, construction staging area, and will be 
facing 10+ years of adverse impacts. This is not short-term, this is 
life for many of our residents. 

And lastly, on page 93, it states that mitigation plans will be 
developed 'down the road', sounds leisurely doesn't it? We need 
mitigation plans now. 
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There isn't another vote down the road to pass this off to, there isn't 
another group of officials to pass responsibility off to. We support 
the concept of some type of bridge projeCt, but we need a project 
that works and one that protects our quality of life as much as 
possible. If the Metro Council gives this project a green light 
today, without having these questions answered, the only thing left 
to protect our community is a lawsuit. 

Thank you for your time and we hope that you have listened with 
an open mind and heart. 

1. Establish demographics of the community, say that not all 
Hayden Island residents are the same, and that HIMHC is an 
environmental justice community 
2. LUFO (p.S8) refers to the original 1998 LUFO, which is based 
on 1990 Census data. That's 20 year old data. Where is the updated 
demographic analysis? 
3. Because you haven't updated the demographics, you haven't 
analyzed the impacts to our community, and haven't developed 
specific mitigation plans for these impacts. 
4. The LUFO acknowledges that there will be an adverse impact 
due to the displacement of the Safeway, our only grocery and 
pharmacy, yet that this loss will somehow be mitigated by the light 
rail. Again, you don't understand who lives in our community -
many elderly folks with limited mobility who cannot take light rail 
to North Portland to shop and carry groceries home. 
5. The LUFO continues to refer to these impacts as "temporary" or 
"short-term" - we are the fenceline community for the construction 
staging area, and will be facing 10+ years of adverse impacts. This 
is not short-term, this is life for many of our residents. 
6. The LUFO acknowledges that emergency vehicles access will 
be impeded. This is life or death for our residents. Where is the 
mitigation plan for this? The local bridge must be built as phase 
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600 NE Grand Ave. I 503-797-1700 tel 
Portland, OR 972.32 503-797-1930 fax 

Metro 
IL( No. __ '----' __ 

Aug. 11,2011 

Columbia River Crossing land Use Final Order Public Hearing 

(Please print) 

Name (required) Dfh () y- c-.h L-.. He c Ic~u s:.~ 
~iliation (~any) _i~~'~.~t~~~~.P ____________________ ~ 
Address (required) I 2.Sig 0 to .-rvt/lt\..~ (0 f'Lo-<::- A ~ /26 r4--! qt'lA 0 K. 9 +2-/ t 
E-mail (optional) 

o Send me written notification of adoption of the LUFO (requires valid mailing address). 

Testimony (use back or attach additional sheets if necessary) 

! 

Attach a copy of your testimony and any supporting material to this form. Make sure 
your name is on all material. If you choose not to testify orally, you may testify in writing 
by leaving this form, along with any prepared materials, with staff or by depositing it in 
the comment box. Only oral testimony at the hearing and written testimony received 
prior to the close of the hearing will be included in the record. 
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600 NE Grand Ave. I 503-797-1700 tel 
Portland, OR 97232 503-797-1930 fax 

Metro 
J) No. ____ _ 

Aug. 11, 2011 

Columbia River Crossing Land Use Final Order Public Hearing 

(Please print) 

Name (required) 

Affiliation (if any) 

Address (required) 

E-mail (optional) 

m Send me written notification of adoption of the LUFO (requires valid moiling address). j\ 

Testimony (use back or attach additional sheets if necessary) 

Attach a copy of your testimony and any supporting material to this form. Make sure 
your name is on all material. If you choose not to testify orally, you may testify in writing 
by leaving this form, along with any prepared materials, with staff or by depositing it in 
the comment box. Only oral testimony at the hearing and written testimony received 
prior to the close of the hearing will be included in the record. 
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8/11/2011 

Metro Vote on LUFO 

Thank you for the opportunity to give testimony. 

I am Herman Kachold co-chair of the Hayden Island Livability Project. I have lived on 

Hayden Island Manufactured Home Community with my wife Carroll for 4 years and love it. 

We are concemed that the CRC will not follow the Hayden Island Plan. The plan was 

development over more that 3 years. The input from many individuals and groups were 

used to produce a document that was passed by the City Council. We will keep a close 

eye on the CRC and Metro as the project continues and how it works with the H.I.P. vision 

for the future of the island. 

Another concern is that the CRC does not seem to realize the we in the Hayden Island 

Manufactured Home Community are a Environmental Justice Community. We have a mix 

of low income, limited mobility, health issues and minority population that will need help to 

deal with the upheaval from the CRC project. 

We are looking forward to the local access bridge with extension of the MAX line to the 

island. This part of the CRC project should be completed in the First Stage to help ease 

our access to and from the island during the completion of the project. 

Thank you. 

Herman Kachold and Carroll Kachold 

1501 N. Hayden Island Drive, Unit42b 

Portland, OR 97217 

503-286-1150 

Residents of Hayden Island 

Herman is Co-Chair of the Hayden Island Livability Project 

Herman and Carroll are members of HINooN and HIMHC-HOA 
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600 NE Grand Ave. I 503-797-1700 tel 
Portland, OR 97232 503-797-1530 fax 

Metro 
110 No. _-'--___ _ 

Aug. 11, 2011 

Columbia River Crossing Land Use Final Order Public. Hearing 
./'-, I 

(Please print) ( ; I 

Name (required) ~ =~~I'v'\ 
Affiliation (if any) 

Address(~qu~e~ ~r~f~{ ~~~~~~~)~~~~,~~. ~~~R~(~g~~i~1~~~~~~~~ 
E-mail(OPtlOnal)c~=~!~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~'~~_~~ __ =/~~~i~~~~~ ~ 
D Send me written notification of adoption of the lUFO (requires valid mailing address). 

Testimony (use back or attach additional sheets if necessary) 

Attach a copy of your testimony and any supporting material to this form. Make sure 
your name is on all material. If you choose not to testify orally, you may testify in writing 
by leaving this form, along with any prepared materials, with staff or by depositing it in 
the comment box. Only oral testimony at the hearing and written testimony received 
prior to the close of the hearing will be included in the record. 
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600 NE Grand Ave. I 503-797-1700 tel 
Portland, OR 97232 503-797-1930 fax 

Metro 
No. ____ _ 

Aug. 11, 2011 

Columbia River Crossing Land Use Final Order Public Hearing 

(Please print) . C:=-7JJ ~ L. 
Name (reqUired) --c:::--=-«M~ ~u 
Affiliation (if any) 

Address (required) 

E-mail (optional) 

o Send me written notification of adoption of the LUFO (requires valid mailing address). 

Testimony (use back or attach additional sheets if necessary) 
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sf7MV1' s;JJ ~ ~ 
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Jf --- . . '. ",' cJt ;l,'; J L.A.M..J 
. Attach a copy of your testimony and any supporting material to t is form. ak€ sure 

your name is on all material. If you choose not to testify orally, you may testify in writing 
by leaving this form, along with any prepared materials, with staff or by depositing it in 
the comment box. Only oral testimony at the hearing and written testimony received 
prior to the close of the hearing will be included in the record. 
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SouthINorth Project Land Use Final Order Criteria 

On May 30, 1996, pursuant to Section 4 of House Bill 3478, LCDC established the criteria to be 
used by the Metro Council in making land use decisions establishing or amending the light rail 
route, stations, lots and maintenance facilities, and the highway improvements for the 
SouthlNorth Project, including their locations. The approved criteria include two procedural, six 
substantive, and two alignment-specific standards, set out below. Compliance with these criteria 
must be demonstrated. 

Procedural Criteria 

1. Coordinate with and provide an opportunity for Clackamas and Multnomah counties, the 
cities of Gladstone, Milwaukie, Oregon City and Portland, the Tri-County Metropolitan 
Transportation District of Oregon and the Oregon Department of Transportation to 
submit testimony on the light rail route, light rail stations, park-and-ride lots and vehicle 
maintenance facilities, and the highway improvements, including their locations. 

2. Hold a public hearing to provide an opportunity for the public to submit testimony on the 
light rail route, light rail stations, park-and-ride lots, vehicle maintenance facilities and -r-= _ the highway improvements, including their locations. 

-0 O~.ZJu ntive Criteria 

~.< Iden~ify ad:ers conomic social and traffic impacts on affected residential, commercial 
""'" .. _.Mcl mdustnal ;)~t-;,tr.~orhoods and mixed use centers. Identify measures to reduce those 

impacts which could be imposed as conditions of approval during the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEP A) process, or, if reasonable and necessary, by affected 
local governments during the local permitting process. 

,.x:,~">/~:."'l Provide for a light rail mute and light rail stations, park:and-ride lots and vehicle 
'(t'~\r /,." mamtenance faCIlitIes, mcludmg therr locatIons, balancmg (1) the need for lIght 
'\ 1\.) \ L.,.:-- 'rail proximity and service to present or planned. residential, emploYI!!ent and 
~ - \! recreational areas that are capable of enhancing tr'imsit ridership;(2)the likely 
I~' . l contribution of light rail proximity and service to the development of an efficient 

/ and.com~act urban fo:m; and (3) the need to protect affected neighborhoods from 
? J the IdentIfied adverse Impacts. 

B. Provide for associated highway improvements, including their locations, 
balancing (1) the need to improve the highway system with (2) the need to protect 
affected neighborhoods from the identified adverse impacts. 

~. -~ 

4. Identify adverse noise impacts and identify measures to reduce noise impacts which 
could be imposed as conditions of approval during the NEP A process or, if reasonable 
and necessary, by affected local governments during the permitting process. 

?r~~~ W~~tuV-~ 
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5. Identify affeCted landslide areas, areas of severe erosion potential, areas subject to 

1
0... earthquake damage and lands within the 100-year flood12lain. Demonstrate that adverse 

. _ IJd . impacts to persons or property can sereduced or mitigated through design or 
\, l construction techniques which could be imposed during the NEP A process or, if *1)0\ reasonable and necessary, by local governments during the permitting process. 

~ ~lf~~ . 
~ if.6.VO:v Identify adverse impacts on significant fish and wildlife, scenic and open space, riparian, 
\.P ./. ~ :r wetland and park and recreational areas, including the Willamette River Greenway, that' 
• .-11 \J~ are protected in acknowledged local compreh,ensive plans. Where adverse impacts cannot 

1, U v practicably be avoided, encourage the conservation of natural resources by demonstrating 
that there are measures to reduce or mitigate impacts which could be imposed as 
conditions of approval during the NEPA process or, if reasonable and necessary, by local 
governments during the permitting process. 

7. Identify adverse impacts associated with stormwater runoff. Demonstrate that there are 
measures to provide adequate stormwater drainage retention or removal and protect water 
quality which could be imposed as conditions of approval during the NEP A process or, if 
reasonable and necessary, by local governments during the permitting process. 

Identify adverse impacts on significant historic and cultural resources protected in 
acknowledged comprehensive pians~ere'adverse impacts cannot practicably be 
avoided, identify local, state or federal review processes that are available to address and 

toe9adv~~ect~s. f~.:zF ~ 
Alignment-Specific Criteria 

, ).1 ,.v~~ Consider a light rail route connecting the Clackamas Town Center area with the City of 
\" ~~v . .b- Q: .~ Milwaukie's Downtown. Consider an extension of the light rail route connecting the City 

0· ~ v of Oregon City and the City of Gladstone with the City of Milwaukie via the Interstate 
~ll~. ~if205 corridor and/or the McLoughlin Boulevard corridor. 

~r .. \fbO\ . 
~. ~u. 10. Consider a light rail route connecting Portland's Central City with the City of Milwaukie's 
f1J.} Downtowr: via inner southe~t portl. and neighborho~ and, in the Ci~ of ~ilwaukie, the 
v f:J McLoughllll Boulevard comdor, and further connecting the Central CIty WIth north and 

inner northeast Portland neighborhoods via the Interstate 5/Interstate Avenue corridor .. 

1 



779

Third Bridge Now.com Fundraiser and Information Sharing 
August 18. 5:30 - 8PM Presentation at 6:30pm 
Location: Lorenzo's Coffee and Wine House 
Address: 3100 Columbia St Vancouver. W A 98660 

New Third Bridge 
The new Third Bridge at the 

railroad crossing is away from neighborhoods: 

FAR less impact 

:,"Pi~~'ij€~~~~t~~:~d ..•. 
"Primary Area of Potential 

Impact" for Columbia River 
Crossing proposed project. 

A FINAL DECISION HAS NOT BEEN MADE, CONCERNING 
THE COLUMBIA RIVER CROSSING PROJECT "CRe" 

Third Bridge is focused on the economy, safety, and the environment 

Third Bridge Now is here to let people lrnow about a plan to give us a Third Bridge 
between Vancouver and Portland, now rather than demolish the historic Columbia River 
Crossing (1-5) Bridge. The goal is to add to Washington and Oregon's road systems now 
rather than take away. 

Jobs Now!! Jobs in the Future!! A Third Route less Congestion 

Third Bridge .gives us Compare.Ac.t,NOW CRC,Does Nol 

• It creates a new freeway on mostly, bare, vacant, and publicly owned land 
• Connects freeways to Ports in Vancouver and Portland to keep and attract 
business 
.Relieves 1-5 traffic and removes spillover traffic from neighborhoods 

• Removes spillover traffic and Designated Freight & Hazardous Material 
routes out of several neighborhoods in Oregon & Washington. 

• Keeps Historic and residential properties 

NO 
NO 

NO 
NO 

NO 
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Make Yourself Heard Often 
Send a Letter & Call! 

Tell Them Why We Need Third Bridge Now! 

US RepPeter DeFazio, 
2134 Rayburn Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515 
P: 202.225.6416 Free:800.944.9603 
Eugene: 405 East 8th Ave. #2030 
Eugene, OR 97401 
P: 541.465.6732 IF: 541.465.6458 

US Rep. Jaime Herrera Beutler 
O.O~ Howard House (Officers' Row) 
750 Anderson Street, Suite B 
Vancouver, WA 98661 
P: (360) 695-6292 IF: (360) 695-6197 

US Rep. Rick Larsen 
U.S. House of Representatives 
108 Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515 
P: (202) 225-2605 IF: (202) 225-4420 
119 North Commercial Street, Suite 1350 
Bellingham, WA 98225 
P: (360) 733-4500 / F: (360) 733-5144 

Senator Murray, Patty 
173 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20510 
(202) 224-2621 

Senator Cantwell, Maria 
511 Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20510 
(202) 224-3441 

Senator Wyden, Ron 
223 Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Washington, D.C.'20510 
(202) 224-5244 

Senator Merkley 
107 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, D.C., 20510 
P: (202) 224-3753 IF: (202) 228-3997 

Transportation Secretary Ray LaHood 
Federal Highway Administration 
1200 New Jersey Ave SE, 
Washington, D.C. 20590 
P: 202-366-4000 

A Range of alternative thoroughly studied is 
required and has NOT taken place 

Thirdbridgenow.com I Thirdbridgenow@aol.com 
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600 NE Grand Ave. I 503-797-1700 tel 
Portland, OR 97232 503-797-1930 fax 

Metro 
\7 No. ____ _ 

Aug. 11, 2011 

Columbia River Crossing Land Use Final Order Public Hearing 

(Please print) 

Name (required) 

Affiliation (if any) 

Address(~qu~ed) ~~~/~·~/~{~~~~~~~~~~~5~:~~~6~J~~~· ~~~~~~~~ 
E-mail (optional) 

}2l(send me written notification of adoption o.f the L~~O (requiresralid mailing address). 
ClZ +t~ aen je 

Testimony (use back or attach additional sheets if necessary) 

Attach a copy of your testimony and any supporting material to this form. Make sure 
your name is on all material. If you choose not to testify orally, you may testify in writing 
by leaving this form, along with any prepared materials, with staff or by depositing it in 
the comment box. Only oral testimony at the hearing and written testimony received 
prior to the close of the hearing will be included in the record. 
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600 NE Grand Ave. I 503-797-1700 tel 
Portland, OR 97232 503-797-1930 fax 

C)Metro 
j8' No._........-'-__ _ 

Aug. 11, 2011 

Columbia River Crossing Land Use Final Order Public Hearing 

(Please print) 

Name (required) 

Testimony (use back or attach additional sheets if necessary) 

Attach a copy of your testimony and any supporting material to this form. Make sure 
your name is on all material. If you choose not to testify orally, you may testify in writing 
by leaving this form, along with any prepared materials, with staff or by depositing it in 
the comment box. Only oral testimony at the hearing and written testimony received 
prior to the close of the hearing will be included in the record. 
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Steven L. Pfeiffer 

PHONE (503) 727-2261 

FAX (503) 346-2261 

EMAIL: SPfeiffer@perkinscoie.com 

August 11,2011 

VIA EMAIL AND HAND DELIVERY 

Metro Council 
c/o Laura Dawson Bodner 
600 NE Grand Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 97232 

Perl<ins 
Coie 

1120 N.W. Couch Street, Tenth Floor 

Portland, OR 97209-4128 

PHONE: 503.727.2000 

FAX: 503.727.2222 

www.perkinscoie.com 

Re: Metro Council Resolution No. 11-4280 (Land Use Final Order for Columbia River 
Crossing Project); Written Comments by Jantzen/Angel LLC 

Dear Ms. Dawson Bodner: 

This office represents J antzen/ Angel LLC ("Owner"), the fee owner of real property located at 
12225 North Jantzen Drive in the City of Portland ("Property"). Owner will be adversely 
affected by approval and construction of the Columbia River Crossing project and related local 
street improvements (together, "Project"). The purpose of this letter is to identify and explain the 
legal and policy deficiencies ofthe proposed Land Use Final Order ("LUFO") for the Project and 
to request that the Metro Council not adopt the LUFO and instead continue the public hearing 
and refer the matter back to Tri-Met for further review. 

Please place a copy of this letter in the official record for this matter and consider it prior to 
taking action in this matter. Further, in the event Metro adopts the LUFO, please provide Owner 
with written notice of same in care of the undersigned at the address set forth in the letterhead to 
this letter. 

1. Description of the Property. 

The Property is approximately 0.63 acres in size and is located in a corridor of auto-oriented 
commercial uses on Hayden Island between North Jantzen Drive on the east and the Hayden 
Island/Interstate 5 interchange on the west. The Property's zoning designation is Neighborhood 
Commercial 2. Due to the Property's high visibility and accessibility and commercial zoning, the 
Property was developed with a Burger King restaurant and drive-through ("Restaurant") and 
related parking and landscaping in 1986. A third party has operated the Restaurant on the 
Property since 1986. Currently, the Property enjoys a full access driveway connecting to North 
Jantzen Drive. An aerial photo/map of the Property is attached for reference as Exhibit A. 

ANCHORAGE· BE'JING . BELLEVUE· BOISE· CHICAGO· DALLAS· DENVER· LOS ANGELES· MADISON· MENLO PARK 

PHOENIX· PORTLAND· SAN DIEGO· SAN FRANCISCO· SEATTLE· SHANGHAI· WASHINGTON, D.C. 

63559-0002/LEGAL215200 16.1 Perkins Coie LLP 
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Metro Council 
August 11,2011 
Page 2 

2. Issues. 

A. The Metro Council lacks jurisdiction to consider the CRC under HB 3478 
because it is located outside of the Metro Portland Urban Growth Boundary. 

Section 6(1) of HB 3478 authorizes the Metro Council to adopt a LUFO for "the light rail route, 
stations, lots and maintenance facilities, and the highway improvements for the project or project 
extension. " (emphasis added). In turn, Section 1 (18) of HB 3478 defines "project" to include 
"the portion of the South North MAX Light Rail Project within the Portland metropolitan area 
urban growth boundary." Section 1(19) ofHB 3478 defines "project extension" to refer to Phase 
II of the project but again applies only "within the Portland metropolitan area urban growth 
boundary." Thus, HB 3478 grants broad super-siting authority to the Metro Council but only 
within the confines ofthe Portland metropolitan area urban growth boundary ("UGB"). 

The Resolution exceeds this scope of authority. In Section 1 of the Resolution, the Metro 
Council purports to apply the LUFO up to the Oregon/Washington state line as follows: 

"[h]ereby amends the 1998 Land Use Final Order (LUFO) for the SouthINorth 
Light Rail Project, and adopts the LUFO for the Columbia River Crossing Light 
Rail Project, Expo Center/Hayden Island Segment of the SouthINorth Light Rail 
Project, attached and incorporated into this resolution as Exhibit A, including the 
locations of the light rail route, station and highway improvements extending 
from the Expo Center to the Oregon-Washington line, and as shown in Exhibit A 
to be identical to the TriMet LUFO application." 

As depicted in Metro's official UGB map in Exhibit B, the northernmost boundary ofthe UGB 
appears to be the top of the riverbank on the north side of Hayden Island. This map also clearly 
shows that the Oregon/Washington state line is clearly north of the northernmost UGB boundary 
in the middle of the Columbia River. In short, a portion of the Project clearly falls outside the 
UGB. As such, the Resolution exceeds the scope ofHB 3478, and the Metro Council lacks the 
authority to approve the LUFO as drafted. 

Instead, the portion of the Project located between the northern boundary of the UGB and the 
Oregon/Washington state line must be subjected to a separate land use application and review 
process conducted by either the City of Portland ("City") or Multnomah County ("County"). At 
a minimum, this separate process must address how the Project is consistent with Statewide 
Planning Goals 2 and 14 (or any required exceptions thereto) as well as the provisions of the 
acknowledged comprehensive plans of the City and/or County. 

The Metro Council must amend the terms of the LUFO to eliminate that portion of the Project 
located outside of the UGB, and TriMet must make application for the required permits and 
approvals necessary to site the Project outside of the UGB. 

63559-0002/LEGAL2!520016.! 
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Metro Council 
August 11,2011 
Page 3 

B. The Metro Council lacks jurisdiction to approve the Project under HB 3478 
because the Project is primarily a highway project with associated light rail 
transit improvements, not a light rail project with associated "highway 
improvements. " 

The Metro Council lacks jurisdiction to consider the Project under HB 3478 for a second reason: 
The State Legislature adopted this law to permit expedited super-siting of light-rail projects and 
their associated improvements. It was never intended to apply to the Project, which is primarily 
a highway project, with only related light-rail improvements. The Metro Council's interpretation 
to the contrary is inconsistent with legislative intent and therefore exceeds the scope of the 
statute. 

The process for determining legislative intent proceeds through three steps. PGE v. Bureau of 
Labor and Industries, 317 Or 606, 859 P2d 1143 (1993). First, there must be an examination of 
the text and context of the law in question, including any related sections. Id. The second step 
of statutory interpretation involves review of any proffered legislative history. PGE, 317 Or at 
611-12. It is no longer necessary that there be ambiguity in the first step of analysis before 
reaching the second step. State v. Gaines, 346 Or 160, 171-72, 206 P3d 1042 (2009). Finally, if 
there is ambiguity after the first two steps, the third step involves resorting to general maxims of 
statutory construction. PGE, 317 Or at 612. 

In the instant case, the legislative intent that HB 3478 is limited to the specific instance of light 
rail projects is clear in two ways. First, the plain language of HB 3478 supports this conclusion. 
Although HB 3478 contemplates that "highway improvements" may be approved as part of a 
LUFO, they are limited to "highway improvements for the project." HB 3478, Section l(13)(c). 
The "project" is defined as the "South North MAX Light Rail Project." HB 3478, Section 1(18). 
Thus, construing these provisions together, the highway improvements that may be approved 
under HB 3478 must be a subcomponent of the light rail project. There is no language that 
authorizes including an interstate bridge or widening of Interstate 5 that does not directly 
support, provide access to, or mitigate impacts of the light rail project. 

Second, LCDC signaled its interpretation that HB 3478 was so limited when it adopted the 
approval criteria for the Metro Council to apply to applications submitted under HB 3478. 
Criterion 3 notes that the Project must analyze impacts for "a light rail route" and secondarily, for 
"associated highway improvements." Thus, it is clear that the light rail component of the Project 
must be the primary aspect of the Project, and highway improvements are ancillary thereto. 

Finally, it should be noted that to date, the State of Washington, City of Vancouver, and Clark 
County have not formally approved the extension of light rail across the state line. As such, and 
in light of the limited funding opportunities for the Project, it is entirely hypothetical whether the' 
Bridge will even include a rail component at all. Under these circumstances, it is particularly 
egregious for the Metro Council to act under the authority of HB 3478 to approve the Project. 

For these reasons, the Metro Council should not approve the LUFO. 

63559-0002/LEGAL215200 16.1 
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Metro Council 
August 11,2011 
Page 4 

C. The Project will have adverse economic impacts on the Property and the 
Restaurant due to the installation ofloss of a full access driveway, and the 
Metro Council has failed to consider these Property-specific adverse impacts. 

Pursuant to LCDC Order No. LCDC-O 1-98, the Metro Council must consider and apply 
Criterion 3, which reads as follows: 

"3. Identify adverse economic, social and traffic impacts on affected 
residential, commercial and industrial neighborhoods and mixed use centers. 
Identify measures to reduce those impacts which could be imposed as 
conditions of approval during the NEP A process or, if reasonable and 
necessary, by affected local governments during the local permitting process. 

"A. Provide for a light rail route and light rail stations, park-and-
ride lots and vehicle maintenance facilities, including their locations, 
balancing: (1) the need for light rail proximity and service to present or 
planned residential, employment and recreational areas that are capable of 
enhancing transit ridership: (2) the likely contribution of light rail proximity 
and service to the development of a efficient and compact urban form; and 
(3) the need to protect affected neighborhoods from the identified adverse 
impacts. 

"B. Provide for associated highway improvements, including their 
locations, balancing (1) the need to improve the highway system with (2) the 
need to protect affected neighborhoods from the identified adverse impacts." 

This criterion is designed to ensure that the Metro Council considers the full economic impacts 
of all aspects of the Project on affected properties. The Metro Council has not conducted this 
review as to the Property. 

As proposed, the Project will install a concrete median in the middle of North Jantzen Drive, 
which will restrict the existing full access to and from the Property to an access that permits 
right-inlright-out movements only. The draft findings for the Resolution note the following on 
page 31: 

"[ C]hange of access can have adverse economic impacts on businesses. If the 
project must remove an existing access, and if that access cannot be safely and 
adequately relocated or reconfigured, then the entire business is assumed to be 
displaced. Even if alternative access is available, it may not be as convenient as 
the existing access and could result in some loss of business." 

In the case of the Restaurant, the "loss of business" will be significant and adverse. As explained 
in the letter from Owner set forth in Exhibit C, installing the Median will so severely restrict 
access, it will discourage customers from patronizing the Restaurant. As a result, Owner 

63559-0002/LEGAL215200 16.1 
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Metro Council 
August 11,2011 
Page 5 

estimates that installation of the Median will permanently reduce revenue associated with the 
Restaurant by 50-60% as compared to revenue in the absence of such access restrictions. Owner 
further testified that even prior to the installation of the Median, construction of the Bridge and 
related improvements to Interstate 5 would have similar adverse impacts on sales at the 
Restaurant because the ongoing, long-term construction activities would cause through traffic on 
Interstate 5 to find alternate routes, which will reduce pass-by traffic at the Restaurant. 

The LUFO does not identify or propose mitigation for these adverse economic impacts to the 
Property. Therefore, the Metro Council's conclusion that the application satisfied Criterion 3 is 
not supported by substantial evidence. 

3. Conclusion. 

For the foregoing reasons, the LUFO is defective for both legal and policy reasons. These are 
not matters that can be remedied at the public hearing in this matter. Rather, they require further 
analysis, review, and revisions to the LUFO and its related findings of fact. Therefore, the Metro 
Council should not adopt the LUFO but instead should continue the public hearing and refer the 
matter back to Tri-Met for further review. 

~----- ------------
Steven L. Pfeiffer 

Enclosures 
cc: Council President Tom Hughes 

Councilor Shirley Craddick 
Councilor Carlotta Collette 
Councilor Carl Hosticka 
Councilor Kathryn Harrington 
Councilor Rex Burkholder 
Councilor Barbara Roberts 
Richard Benner 
Tamara Lesh 
Client 
Seth King 

63559-0002/LEGAL215200 16.1 
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Source: Portlandmaps.com 

EXHIBIT B 
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Jantzen! Angel LLC 
1001 S.E. WATER AVENUE, SUITE 450. PORTLAND, OREGON 972t4-2132 

(503) 525-9100 • FAX (503} 345-9745 

August II, 2011 

VIA EMAIL AND HAND DELIVERY 
Metro Council 
clo Laura Dawson Bodner 
600 NE Grand Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 97232 

Re: Metro Council Resolution No. 11-4280 (Land Use Final Order for Columbia River 
Crossing Project); Written Comments by Jantzen/Angel LLC 

Dear Ms. Dawson Bodner: 

My name is Joseph W. Angel II. r am the owner of Jantzen/Angel LLC, which OVvns the 
real property located at 12225 North Jantzen Drive in Portland ("Property"), where a Burger 
King restaurant with drive-through facilities ("Restaurant") is currently located. V.'hile this 
particular restaurant is operated by the third party lessee, I have owned, managed, andlor 
operated more than 40 Burger King restaurants and their related properties in the metropolitan 
Portland area over the last 30 years. During that time, J have gained first-hand knowledge of the 
quick service restaurant (nQSR") business and the factors that positively or negatively affect 
sales at a QSR. 

i 

The purpose of this tetter is to convey my analysis of the likely negative economic implications 
to the operation and profitability of the Restaurant and the Property ifthe local street 
modifications associated with the Columbia River Crossing are implemented. Based upon my 
experience and in my professional j udgment, installing a concrete median ("Median") in the 
middle of North Jantzen Drive and restricting access to the Property to right-inlright-out only, as 
currently proposed by the CRC, will permanently reduce revenue associated with the Restaurant 
by 50-60% as compared to revenue in the absence of such access restrictions. As a result, 
installation of the Median will make it no longer economically feasible to operate the Restaurant, 
which will, in turn, significantly reduce the fair market value of the Property. 

Simply stated, the QRS business is a high volume/low-margin business that is dependent upon 
generating high volumes of customers. The more difficult it is for customers to access a site, the 
less likely they will actually visit the restaurant. Instead, customers will follow the path of least 
resistance and travel to a more readily accessible QSR. As a result, restricted or confusing 
access arrangements of the type proposed by Tri-Met in conjunction with the CRe Project will 
reduce sales volume and, therefore, profit margins at the QSR which, in this particular instance, I 
believe will exceed 50% of current revenue. 

I will add that even prior to installation of the Median, construction of the Columbia River 
Crossing bridge and related improvements to Interstate 5 will have similar adverse impacts on 

EXHIBIT C 
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sales at the Restaurant because the ongoing, long-term construction activities will cause through 
traffic on Interstate 5 to find alternate routes, such as by-passing the area altogether on Interstate 
205. In fact, project signage will likely encourage drivers to take this alternate route in order to 
avoid constmction-related congestion and delays. As a result, the Restaurant wiII lose significant 
pass-by traffic, which will adversely affect sales and profits. 

In sum, the local street modifications associated with the eRe, which preserve the Property and 
the Restaurant, will nevertheless adversely affect their viability. If such adverse economic 
consequences to this Restaurant and the Property are to be minimized or avoided, the existing 
full movement access to North Jantzen, together with existing on-site parking and the drivethrough 
facility, must be maintained. 

Please consider this letter in conjunction with the Jetter submitted by my attorneys, Perkins Coie 
LLP. Thank you for your consideration of this testimony. 

__ --=-m ___ J.,..t...r..-. ___ -'~""_~--_, Jantzen! Angel LLC 
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600 NE Grand Ave. I 503-797-1700 tel 
Portland, OR 97232 503-797-1930 fax 

No.~(1 __ 

Aug. 11, 2011 

Columbia River Crossing Land Use Final Order Public Hearing 

(Please print) 

Name (required) 

Affiliation (if any) 

Address (required) 

E-mail (optional) 

!$;I Send me written notification of adoption of the LUFO (requi e valid mailing address). 

Testimony (use back or attach additional sheets ifnecessary) 

Attach a copy of your testimony and any supporting material to this form. Make sure 
your name is on all material. If you choose not to testify orally, you may testify in writing 
by leaving this form, along with any prepared materials, with staff or by depositing it in 
the comment box. Only oral testimony at the hearing and written testimony received 
prior to the close of the hearing will be included in the record. 
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August 11, 2011 

LUFO Comments 

COALlTION FOR A LIVABLE FUTURE 

107 SE W"'''H",,,,,,,,S1P.,,,,, SU"l' 239. Po;r.v.J'". OR 97214 

Pi-fOfiE: 503..294.2889". FA";\ 50-3.345.0973 • wm'1".~:.FJrvR£.~ 

Sent via email to trans@oregonmetro.gov 

Dear Council President Hughes and Metro Council: 

I write today on behalf of the Coalition for a Livable Future (CLF), a partnership of over 
100 diverse organizations and thousands of individuals promoting healthy and sustainable 
communities. For over 16 years CLF has worked to protect, restore and maintain healthy, 
equitable and sustainable communities, both human and natural, for the benefit of present 
and future residents of the greater Portland-Vancouver metro area. 

CLF submitted written comments to Metro Councilors on August 4 on the many 
problems with the Columbia River Crossing. These comments are attached. CLF would 
like to make the following additional points regarding the Land Use Final Order: 

1. The Columbia River Crossing is primarily a highway project, not a light rail 
project. It is inappropriate to use the LUFO law to approve the land use for the highway 
and interchanges, which make up three quarters of the project cost. The project has been 
consistently couched in terms of the bridge which is targeted at increasing the lanes of 
traffic for automobiles and trucks (e.g. the Draft FEIS is for the Columbia River Crossing 
not for the SouthINorth Rail Project). If this were a light rail project the bridge 
requirements would be much more modest. The changes to the highway interchanges 
would also not be required if this were a light rail project rather than a highway project. 

2. The LUFO law (1996 Oregon Laws, Chapter 12) was narrowly tailored for a 
particular project during a certain funding cycle and should not apply to the CRC. The 
1996 law that authorized LUFOs was written to prevent "a failure to obtain maximum 
federal funding for the South North MAX Light Rail Project in the upcoming federal 
transportation authorization act. ... " It was for that particular funding cycle. Temporary 
laws are generally not codified in the statute books while permanent laws are. If it had 
been intended to be a general authorization for future uses it would have been codified in 
the statute books. It was not. 

3. The CRC is outside the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) and thus cannot be 
approved as part of a LUFO. "Project, "project extension" and "highway improvements" 
are all defined terms under the LUFO statute. The "highway improvements" that can be 
approved through the LUFO process must be included in the "project" or the "project 
extension." The "project" and the "project extension" must be within the UGB. So the 
LUFO can only cover "highway improvements" within the UGB. METRO has included 
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COALITION FOR A LIVABLE FUTURE 

107 SE W"";lN~I()N $1",,", Svrrt 239 • POR1WO, OR 97214 
P"'Oh.'E: 503.294~2889~. r.A'); 503.345.0973 .. WW\"\C-L~TVRE..CRG 

the new CRC bridges themselves in the LUFO and the bridges are clearly outside of the 
UGB. See attached map. 

4. Metro cannot accurately evaluate the impacts to make accurate findings of fact in 
Exhibit B of Metro Council Resolution No. 11-4280. First, the Oregon Department of 
Transportation has acknowledged the likelihood of phasing the project and Governor 
Kitzhaber has requested a sequencing plan. The impacts of phasing the project are 
unknown. Second, the traffic forecasts have been shown to be inaccurate. Metro's 
proposed findings about the environmental, social, and economic impacts of the project, 
including statements about traffic levels, neighborhood impacts, emissions and other 
factors, ultimately rest on the accuracy of traffic projections prepared as part ofCRC 
planning. Yet, as reported by the Oregonian, the Oregon Department of Transportation 
has been relying on models that cannot predict the impacts of tolling on traffic volumes 
(see 
http://www.oregonlive.com/environmentiindex.ssf/2011107/traffic estimates on columb 
ia.htmll referencing these documents.) In addition, analysis by Impresa ConSUlting has 
found that the traffic projections are inaccurate 
http://www.impresaconsulting.cominode/67 . 

5. The LUFO relies on documents that are not publicly available. As a result, it is 
impossible for the public to properly participate in the public process. The draft Findings 
of Fact and Conclusions of Law, incorporated into Metro Council Resolution No. 11-
4280 as Exhibit B, states that "Metro Council believes, adopts and incorporates by 
reference" a number of documents that have not been released to the public and are not 
on the Columbia River Crossing website. These documents include the 27 Preliminary 
Columbia River Crossing Technical Reports listed on pages 19-20 of the draft Findings 
of Fact and Conclusions of Law. 

Thank you for work you do for the community and for considering these comments. 

Sincerely, 

VVVl~ 
Mara Gross 
Policy Director 
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107 SE WASHINGTON S11'.fET, Sun"f 239 • PORTlAND, OR 97214 
P'rfOI,'!:: 503.2942889 • fAX: 503.225.0333 • WVIW.CLFUTURE.ORG 

August 4,2011 

RE: CRC lUFO vote on August 11th - Metro's "Final Sign-Off on the CRC" 

Dear President Hughes and Metro Councilors: 

I'm writing today representing the Coalition for a Livable Future (ClF) which is a partnership of over 
100 diverse organizations and thousands of individuals promoting healthy and sustainable 
communities. For over 16 years ClF has worked to protect, restore and maintain healthy, equitable 
and sustainable communities, both human and natural, for the benefit of present and future residents 
of the greater Portland-Vancouver metro area. 

As Metro considers adoption of the land Use Final Order (lUFO), we wanted to make sure you had 
an opportunity to review the recent news about the project. 

We are particularly eager to ensure your decision is made with full information as Metro's in-house 
news reporter called the lUFO decision "Metro's final sign-off on the CRC." 

Recent News: Justifications for the Project are Disproved 

To sum up what newspapers have recently uncovered and reported: 

• The project won't solve the traffic problem 
• The project will be a huge financial risk because 1-5 traffic levels have flattened 
• There are a host of higher safety priorities 
• We have no clear plan to pay for the project 
• CRC backers have repeatedly overstated job creation, by a factor of ten 
• The project has not been regularly tracking its spending to know whether it is on schedule or 

on budget 
• The project's traffic models aren't equipped to model the effects of tolling 
• The project presumes 400,000 more jobs in the region by 2030 than do independent sources 

The Willamette Week concluded: ''The major reasons backers cite for building the CRC are disproved 
by the project's own documents." 

Shifting Project Plans and Scope 

As you are aware, Treasurer Wheeler recently found a huge financial hole in the project, leading to a 
$468 to $598 million dollar shortfall. 

In response to Treasurer Wheeler's report, Governor Kitzhaber has asked the project to create new 
plans that involve sequencing, or postponing parts of the project. 

1 



808

The Independent Review Panel had already found the project was of questionable worth without 
spending an additional billion dollars to the south: "Questions about the reasonableness of investment 
in the CRC bridge because unresolved issues remain to the south [near 1-405 and the Rose Quarter] 
threaten the viability of the project." 

It now appears the state will postpone several parts of the project. The Governor's request for 
sequencing is a call to figure out how we can spend billions of scarce transportation dollars for an 
incomplete, non-functioning design, while expecting decades of future transportation monies to be 
spent completing what we can't afford to build today. 

The region is already projecting ·significant shortfalls of available transportation resources for our 
future demands, including our ongoing needs in maintenance. For example, the City of Portland is 
projecting a $6 billion shortfall in its transportation needs through 2030. Andy Cotugno recently told 
JPACT the federal transportation funding outlook is "grim." And the national report Repair Priorities 
called deferred road repair "a financial time bomb" and found Oregon has been spending far less than 
most states on repair and maintenance. 

We are skeptical the region will find an additional half-billion dollars to build out the CRC - or an 
additional billion dollars to make it more functional by redesigning the southern end - without having 
major impacts on other regional priorities. 

It is hard to understand how the project will remain consistent with June's Metro Resolution 11-4264, 
which included the requirement the CRC not impact funding for any other regional priorities: "The 
funding contribution from each state is intended as a state contribution ... and is not intended to be the 
region's share of a broader state funding package." 

Signing Off on the Project is Premature 

Given the ongoing major shifts and revelations about project design, financing, and expected costs, 
benefits, and impacts, it seems at best premature, and at worst reckless, to sign off on the LUFO on 
August 11th. 

We urge you to vote against the LUFO, at least until the scope, design, impacts and cost of the most 
expensive project in the region's history are better known. The project has yet to respond to the 
Governor's request for a sequencing plan. 

Before giving the most expensive public works project in the region's history its final sign-off, Metro 
should wait until it can adequately and independently review whatever new plan the CRC project staff 
bring forward. 

Thank you for your consideration and your service to the region. 

Respectfully, 

Executive Director 
Coalition for a Livable Future 

2 
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Key Excerpts from News Stories in June and July 

It has been a busy summer for news about the Columbia River Crossing. 

As Metro considers adoption of the Land Use Final Order (LUFO) for the area on August 11, we 
wanted to make sure you had an opportunity to review the recent news about the project. 

What follows is the list of news about the project from June and July. 

Project Relies on Faulty Assumptions and Claims, and Won't Fix the Traffic Problem 

On June 1 st, the Wilfametfe Week reported the project won't solve congestion, it will be a huge 
financial risk because 1-5 traffic levels have flat-lined, there are scads of higher safety priorities, and 
we have no clear plan to pay for it. 

"The state's own records show [the mega-project] relies on faulty assumptions and won't fix 
the traffic problem ... 

'The agency's data show there are more than two dozen 1-5 bridges in Oregon in worse shape 
than the Interstate Bridge, including the Marquam Bridge ... 

"Another claim CRC backers like to make is the number of crashes on either side of the 
Interstate Bridge. They often exaggerate here as well." 

Full article: http://www.wweek.com/portland/article-17566-a_bridge_too_false.html 

Project Overstates Job Creation by a Factor of Ten 

On June 15th, the Willamette Week reported project backers have been overstating the number of 
jobs the project would create by more than a factor of ten. Instead of 20,000 jobs, the project is 
projected to create 1907, or about one job for every $2 million spent. 

"Kitzhaber is exaggerating by 1 0 times the number of jobs potentially created by the project, 
known as the CRC. That's according to the project's own reports, as well as the state's 
methods for tallying jobs ... 

"It's not the first time that leaders from Oregon and Washington have made shaky claims to 
justify the project. The major reasons backers cite for building the CRC are disproved by the 
project's own documents." 

Full article: http://www.wweek.com/portland/article-17621-not_true_times_ten.html 

Project's Financial Oversight is Questionable 

On July 18, The Columbian reported the project has not been regularly tracking its spending to know 
whether it is on schedule or on budget, and there are concerns as to whether it is meeting public 
records requests in a timely manner. 

3 
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"One problem: The CRC doesn't track all of its spending under one roof. The Washington and 
Oregon departments of transportation, the two lead agencies that distribute money to the 
project, k.eep separate financial accounts ... 

"We will start to develop a regular, reliable source of reporting that helps answer those sorts of 
questions: Are we managing our scope, schedule and budget?" [Project Director Nancy] Boyd 
said .... 

"[Auditor Tiffany] Couch said that four requests made by her and Madore between March 4 
and July 5 have yet to be answered. In a few other cases, she only got partial responses. 
"They are completely ignoring us," she said." 

Full article: 
http://www.columbian.com/news/20 11 /ju 1/18/new-crossing-ch ief-orders-internal-auditl 

The Oregonian also covered questionable financial management in a July 9th article: 

"It must have been irksome for the CRC to pay for a critique that at times was scathing and 
only added to the air of disarray that had enveloped the project. But pay it did, handsomely. 
[German consultant] Hopf and two co-workers got nearly $83,000 for the equivalent of eight 
weeks of work ... 

"The CRC also covers parking for the approximately 70 employees: $42,000 a year for 53 
monthly passes. It also reimburses street parking for other workers." 

Full article: 
http://www.oregonlive.com/environmentlindex.ssf/2011/07/columbia_river_crossing_has_sp.ht 
ml 

And The Columbian noted the project includes $158 to $176 million for three parking garages, which 
doesn't include the cost of property acquisition (June 21st). At around $60,000 per space, these 
garages are far beyond industry standard cost. 

Project's Traffic Models Not Equipped for Tolling - And Overproject by 400,000 Jobs 

On July 19th, The Oregonian reported the project has been relying on models that cannot predict the 
impacts of tolling on traffic volumes, and therefore the expected revenue from tolls. 

"ODOT documents have surfaced in which three of CRC's largest contractors question traffic 
forecast models used by the project. Their findings are unambiguous: The introduction of tolled 
roads and bridges adds a wrinkle that Oregon travel forecasting models aren't equipped to 
deal with .... The CRC has not taken steps to perform new traffic modeling." 

Full article: 
http://www.oregonlive.com/environmentiindex.ssf/2011/07/traffic_estimates_on_columbia.html 

Here's what project consultants David Evans, Stantec, and Parsons Brinkerhoff said: 

4 
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"Oregon models have not been specifically designed to evaluate toll projects, so planners are 
not able to confidently forecast travel patterns for projects that are considering tolling/pricing. 
EXisting models are not able to determine how travelers would change their mode, route, 
travel time, or destination in response to tolling/pricing." 

Contrast with what staff told you at last month's hearing (Appendix to Resolution 11-4264): 

"Analysis conducted for the CRC project using the regional traffic forecasting model to assess 
the impact of various tolls on total traffic and diversion to 1-205. TheTolling Study Report had 
three principal conclusions about diversion: For most of the 1-5 only toll scenarios, the majority 
of diverse would not change their travel patterns ... " 

The Columbian reported on more basic problems with the traffic projections on July 20th: 

"Robert Bi:lin of London-based RB Consult LTD, a former Standard & Poor's ratings analyst 
who has published widely on problems with the traffic and toll forecasting process, said traffic 
volumes have been flattening off over the past 15 to 20 years, before the recession. 

"Bain said that Metro failed to look at historical trends and instead ran with 
ever-increasing job and traffic increases, leaving key questions unanswered." 

Full article: 
http://www.columbian.com/news/20 11 /ju 1/20/oregon-treasu rer -q uestions-crc-traffic-tolls-gover/ 

From The Oregonian July 20th: 

"CRC opponents have often accused the project of using bogus traffic numbers. Until now, the 
CRC has stood by its projections." 

Project Plan Has a $468 million to $598 Million Dollar Financial Hole 

Because of the inflated traffic projections and the need to restructure the project's proposed toll 
financing plan, which the Washington State Treasurer equated to "a toxic mortgage," Oregon 
Treasurer T'ed Wheeler released a report on July 20th finding the project has a $468 million to $598 
million dollar financial hole. 

The Willamette Week covered the issue (July 20th): 

'The takeaway from two consultants Wheeler hired to review the CRC's projections-the cost 
assumptions seem reasonable but traffic and toll revenue projections are wildly optimistic ... 

"First... CRC traffic projections ... are simply wrong ... 

"A second major finding came from the consulting firm C & M Associates ... Metro's population 
and employment growth projections, which are also underlying the tolling revenue projections, 
are vastly more optimistic than two independent estimates. 

5 
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"The differences in employment-which drives traffic-are huge. Metro projects that the 
number of jobs in the region will increase from 1,032,200 in 2005 to 1,691,900 in 2030, a 
growth of 64 percent. 

"Both Moody's and Global Insight say the growth will be less than half that amount-a 
difference of 400,000 jobs." 

Full article: 
http://www.wweek.com/portland/blog-27 408-
breaking_treasurers_report_blows_major_hole_in_crc_finance_plan.html 

From The Oregonian (July 20th): 

"The CRC is using outdated, inflated traffic projections and a tolling plan that incorporated an 
unacceptably risky debt service structure, according to the Oregon Treasury analysis. Insert 
more realistic toll revenue numbers and a more conservative bond repayment schedule, the 
analysis concludes, and the CRC's anticipated pot of $3 billion-plus shrinks by between $468 
million and $598 million." 

Full article: 
http://www.oregonlive.com/environmentlindex.ssf/2011/07/columbia_river_crossing_financ.htm 
I 

Outlook for Transportation Funding "Grim" 

From The Portland Business Journal (July 14th): 

"A Metro director told area transportation officials Thursday that the outlook for federal roads 
and transit funding is 'grim.' Andy Cotugno, Metro's planning director, made the remarks in a 
presentation on the Federal Transportation Funding and Authorization bill. The proposal, 
presented by Florida Republican Rep. John Mica, calls for a 34 percent spending cut, from 
$51.5 billion during fiscal year 2011 to $34.2 billion. Oregon's share is expected to fall from 
$479 million to $316 million." 

6 
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600 NE Grand Ave. I 503-797-1700 tel 
Portland, OR 97232 503-797-1930 fax 

'2-0 No. _____ _ 

Aug. 11, 2011 

Columbia River Crossing Land Use Final Order Public Hearing 

(Please print) 

Name (required) 

Affiliation (if any) 

Address (required) 

E-mail (optio.nal) 

o Send me written notification of adoption of the LUFO (requires valid mailing address). 

Testimony (use back or attach additional sheets if necessary) 

Attach a copy of your testimony and any supporting material to this form. Make sure 
your name is on all material. If you choose not to testify orally, you may testify in writing 
by leaving this form, along with any prepared materials, with staff or by depositing it in 
the comment box. Only oral testimony at the hearing and written testimony received 
prior to the close of the hearing will be included in the record. 
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600 NE Grand Ave. I 503-797-1700 tel 
Portland, OR 97232 503-797-1930 fax 

~Metro 
2r No. _____ _ 

Aug. 11, 2011 

Columbia River Crossing Land Use Final Order Public Hearing 

(Please print) 

Name (required) 

Testimony (use back or attach additional sheets if necessary) 

Attach a copy of your testimony and any supporting material to this form. Make sure 
your name is on all material. If you choose not to testify orally, you may testify in writing 
by leaving this form, along with any prepared materials, with staff or by depositing it in 
the comment box. Only oral testimony at the hearing and written testimony received 
prior to the close of the hearing will be included in the record. 
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SOUTHINORTH LIGHT RAIL PROJECT 
Columbia River Crossing Segment 

Opening Remarks 
Metro Council LUFO Hearing 

August 11, 2011 
Resolution No. 11-4280 

Updated 12 pm 8111111 

1. Opening Statement - Council President Tom Hughes 

This agenda item involves an application by TriMet for Council 

adoption of a 2011 "SouthINorth Land Use Final Order Amendment", 

modifying the original SouthlNorth Land Use Final Order that the 

Council adopted in 1998 by Resolution No. 98-2673. 

The amendments before us today involve the following: 

1. Modifying portions of the Expo Center and Hayden Island 

segments of the SouthINorth project from approximately the Expo 

Center and Victory Bouleyard to the Oregon/Washington state line, 

including realignment of the light rail route, relocation of the Hayden 

Island light rail station, and highway improvements including new I-5 
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Columbia River bridges, modified 1-5 interchanges and local access and 

circulation improvements. 

2. Expanding and improving the Ruby Junction Maintenance 

Facility in Gresham within previously established boundaries to 

accommodate new light rail vehicles associated with the Columbia River 

Crossing Project. 

A Land Use Final Order, or "LUFO", is an order adopted in 

accordance with Oregon land use and transportation law established in 

Oregon Laws 1996, Chapter 12, better known as House Bill 3478. It 

differs from the Locally Preferred Alternative, or "LPA", which is 

adopted to meet requirements of federal environmental law. The LPA 

for this Project was approved back in 2008. 

House Bill 3478, which became law in 1996, requires the Metro 

Council to decide the light rail route. the light rail stations, the park-and

ride lots, the maintenance facilities, and the highway improvements for 

the SouthlNorth project, including the "boundaries" within which these 

facilities and improvements may be located. The Council decides these 
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project elements through the adoption of "Land Use Final Orders." 

House Bill 3478 also requires that the Council adopt supporting findings 

of fact demonstrating that the selected light rail route, stations, park-and-

ride lots, maintenance facilities and highway improvements comply with 

10 land use criteria that the Land Conservation and Development 

Commission adopted specifically for this Project in 1996. 

Please note that this is a land use decision. It is about ,what to [ Formatted: Font: Italic 

build. It is not a decision on .how to build the project. That decision is r Formatted: Font: Italic 

not Metro's decision. The decision how to finance the project will be 

I made by other bodies charged to make that decision. 

House Bill 3478 allows the Metro Council to take official notice at 

this hearing of certain matters, including the laws of the United States 

and the State of Oregon, and ordinances, comprehensive plans or 

enactments of any county or incorporated city in the State of Oregon. 

Accordingly, the Metro Council hereby takes official notice of the 

statutes, ordinances, plans and adopted resolutions on the list Metro 

Councilors will find at their places and members of the public will find 

on the table at the back. 
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Unlike the Metro Council's typical land use decisions, Land Use 

Final Order decisions are governed by different, and special, procedures 

contained in House Bill 3478. Under that law I must begin this hearing 

by announcing a number of these procedures. 

First, in this proceeding, the Council will decide the light rail route, 

stations, maintenance facilities and highway improvements for the 

Columbia River Crossing Project. Under HB 3478, the Council may 

decide these light rail and highway improvements only within its 

boundary, so its decision will not extend into Washington State. In a few 

moments, staff will identifY for you generally the proposed route, 

station, maintenance facility and highway improvements that comprise 

the application. You also can find this infonnation attached as Exhibit A 

to this proposed Resolution No 11-4280 and on maps posted on boards 

and easels in this room. These documents are available for public review 

during this public hearing. 

There are a number of procedural requirements set out in House 

Bill 3478 that affect this hearing. At this point, I'd like to ask Metro 

Council Attorney Alison Kean Campbell to identifY those requirements. 
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2. House Bill 3478 Procedural Requirements - Metro Attorney 

Alison Kean Campbell 

Because the procedures applicable to this proceeding differ in 

some important respects from the typical procedures applicable to land 

use hearings before the Metro Council, I would ask that you and 

everyone in the audience listen carefully so that you fully understand the 

process and public participation rights under House Bill 3478. 

As the President indicated, Metro's Land Use Final Order decisions 

must comply with the 10 land use criteria established by LCDC 

specifically for this Project. Copies of those criteria are available in the 

back of the room. The criteria also are included in the LUFO which is 

Exhibit A to proposed Resolution No. 11-4280, and in the proposed 

findings. All public testimony needs to be directed towards the 

application of these LCDC criteria to the proposed light rail and 

highway improvements included in the proposed 2011 SouthlNorth 

LUFO amendment. 

Following the public hearing, the Council may adopt the 2011 

SouthINorth Land Use Final Order Amendment, modifying the light rail 
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route, stations, maintenance facilities and highway improvements, 

including their locations, as applied for by TriMet. Alternatively, it may 

choose to continue the public hearing and refer the matter back to 

TriMet for further review and submittal of a new application. 

Should the Council adopt the 2011 Land Use Final Order 

Amendment, any appeal from the Council's decision must be filed with 

the Land Use Board of Appeals, the State Court Administrator and 

Metro within 14 days following the date that the 2011 SouthINorth Land 

Use Final Order amendment has been completed and the Metro 

Resolution No. 11-4280 bears the necessary signatures. 

Failure by a person to raise an issue at this hearing, either in person 

or in writing, or failure to provide sufficient specificity to afford the 

Council an opportunity to respond to the issues raised, shall preclude 

appeal by that person to the Land Use Board of Appeals based on that 

issue. 

Written notice of the Council's adoption of the 2011 Land Use 

Final Order amendment will be provided only to persons who have 

provided oral or written testimony at this public hearing, and, who also 
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have provided, in writing, a request for written notice and a mailing 

address to which notice should be sent. 

Those wishing to testify today, or to sign up to receive written 

notice of the Council's decision on the 2011 Land Use Final Order 

Amendment, must do so at the sign-up table in the back of the room. 

Persons whose names appear only on petitions submitted at the hearing 

and who do not themselves provide oral or written testimony will not be 

considered to have provided oral or written testimony at this hearing. 

Mr. President. 
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3. Overview of Hearing - Con neil President Tom Hughes 

Thank you, Ms. Campbell. 

I would like to explain the order in which we will proceed with the 

hearing. First, we will hear from Councilor Rex Burkholder, who will 

move the resolution. Councilor Burkholder will then introduce the staff, 

who will identify the proposed Project and give the staff report. 

Following the staff report and any questions the Council may have 

of Metro staff, TriMet and the Oregon Department of Transportation, 

assisted by the staff of the Columbia River Crossing Project, will present 

the application. Then we will open the hearing to the general public. 

When you speak, please remember to state your full name and address 

for the record. 

We will take a short break after the completion of public 

testimony, then hear a response to the public testimony from TriMet and 

ODOT and their representatives and any additional comments from 

staff. If TriMet or ODOT presents new factual information, we will 

permit rebuttal by members of the public limited to the new information. 
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In addition to oral testimony, we will accept written testimony up 

to the close of that portion of the hearing where we accept testimony 

from the general pUblic. Once public testimony is completed, we will 

accept no further written testimony unless the Council reopens the 

hearing for that purpose. 

At the end of the hearing, following the applicant's response, the 

Council will either close the public hearing and consider approval of the 

application as proposed, or it may continue the hearing to a date certain. 

Should the Council continue the hearing, it may establish a schedule for 

further testimony, and it may limit the issues for which additional 

testimony will be taken. Should the Council close the hearing and 

determine a need to change or supplement the proposed findings, it may 

continue the matter to a time certain on today's agenda, or to a date 

certain, as it deems necessary to allow adequate time for the necessary 

changes to the findings to be prepared. 

At this point, I would like to ask Councilor Burkholder to make 

opening comments on the proposed resolution. Councilor Burkholder. 
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4. Introduction to Resolution -- Councilor Burkholder 

Thank you President Hughes. 

I would like to move adoption of Resolution No. 11-4280. This 

Resolution provides for the adoption of the LUFO amendment and the 

adoption of land use findings of fact in support of the LUFO 

amendment. 

[At this point, Councilor Burkholder may recognize 

any aspects of the Project or participants in the 

Project that he wishes to acknowledge} 

I would like now to introduce Andy Cotugno to present the staff 

report. 

5. Staff Report: Andy Cotugno 

[Provide Staff Report. Give context and relationship 

to past Metro actions.} 
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6. Council Questions for Staff -President Hughes 

Are there any questions of staff from the Council? 

[Allow for questioning of staff} 

7. Opening of Public Hearing - President Hughes 

At this time, we will open the public hearing. 1 would like to ask 

the applicant, TriMet, or its representatives to come forward and present 

the application. 

1 should point out that. under HB 3478, TriMet is directed to file 

the application, but the application can include highway improvements 

recommended by ODOT and by affected local governments that are part 

of the Project. As this application includes a number of highway 

improvements associated with Interstate 5, including new 1-5 Columbia 

River bridges, I would like to invite ODOT to testifY as part of the 

applicant's presentation. 
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8. Applicant's Statement - TriMet, ODOT, CRC staff 

[TriMetIODOTI CRC staffpreser:t TriMet's application} 

1. Opening Comments by TriMet Representative (Dan Blocker) 

2. Opening Comments by ODOT Representative (Matt Garrett) 

3. Summmy of Project Elements - Steve Witter 

4. LCDC Criteria, Consistency with Criteria - Mark Greenfield 

9. Questions of the Applicant -President Hughes 

Does the Council have questions for TriMet or ODOT? 

[Take questions from the Council.} 
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10. Testimony from the General Public -- President Hughes 

At this time we will open up the hearing to testimony from the 

general public. Please be sure to state your name and address for the 

record. We ask that you direct your testimony to the applicable LCDC 

criteria. [OPTION: Given the large number of people who have signed 

up to testify, I will limit testimony to 3 minutes each.] 

[Call names; allow for questions from Council members; time limits can 

be placed on each person's public testimony] 

11. Close Hearing to Written Testimony - President Hughes 

With the completion of testimony from proponents and opponents 

of this application, we will now close the hearing to written testimony. 

As of now, no further written testimony will be accepted unless the 

Council reopens the hearing for that purpose. 

I would like to call for a short break. 

[During this break, CRC staff and Metro staff will decide 

whether to continue forward with the applicant's response this evening, 

or to postpone it to a date certain, based on 
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the quantity and nature of the submitted opponent testimony] 

OPTION 1: CONTINUE FORWARD 

12(A) - Continue forward with TriMet's Response - President 

Hughes 

We will now resume the public hearing. TriMet or ODOT, would 

you or your representatives like to present response to public testimony? 

[TriMetIODOTICRC staff make their response] 

Are there any questions of the applicant? 

13A - Final Staff Comments - President Hughes 

At this time, I am going to ask staff if they have any additional 

comments they would like to make in response to the testimony. 

[Hear fi'om StqffJ 

Thank you, Mr. Cotugno. I now ask Metro Council Attorney Alison 

Kean Campbell ifthe applicant has introduced any new factual evidence 

that entitles participants to rebut that evidence. 

Thank you, Ms. Campbell. 

[JfNEW H1DENCE, go to 13B, "RebuttaU 
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[If no new evidence, skip to 14A, "Close Public Hearing "] 

13B - Rebuttal of New Evidence from Applicant 

Given that the applicant has submitted new factual evidence, I will invite 
persons who submitted testimony to come forward to rebut the new 
evidence. I ask you to direct your testimony to the new evidence that 
Ms. Campbell described. 

That concludes rebuttal testimony. 

14A. - Close Public Hearing - Council President Hugbes 

I would like to thank all of you who testified this evening for your 

participation. I am now going to close the public hearing and open the 

floor for discussion among Council members. Before us is proposed 

Resolution No. 11-4280, adopting a Land Use Final Order amendment 

for the SouthlNorth Project. Under House Bill 3478, we can either 

approve the Land Use Final Order amendment as submitted by TriMet, 

or we can continue the public hearing and refer the proposed facilities 

and locations back to TriMet with directions on amendments we would 

like to see. 

[Hear Council Discussion] 
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I5A - Council Motion and Vote - Council President Hughes 

[Entertain aMotion] 

It has been moved and seconded [to approve Resolution No. 11-

4280] [to refer this matter back to TriMet] [select one]. Is there any 

further discussion? 

[If the motion is to Approve Reso No. 11-4280 rather than to send 
back to Tri-Met: J 

I5B (optional) - Motion to strike authorization to sign FEIS-

Councilor Roberts: President Hughes, Point of Order: before we 
proceed .any further, I would like to ask our attorney for the proper 
procedunilmotion to separate the decisions before us as to whether to 
adopt the Land Use FinalOrderfortheColumbiaRiverCrossing bridge 
and associated highway improvements from the authorization of the 
Council Presidenttosign the Final EnvironmentaIlmpact Statement for 
~~~ . ... - .. 

In addition,I would like. advice on the proper motion to table Or 
delaytheFEISauthorization question to a future Council meeting, asI 
would lik~ to have more time forqUf staff to examinetheFEIS. [AKC 
COMMENT: Councilor Roberts does not have to ask this question 
unless she would like me to explain publicly; she can simply move to 
amend the pending motion.] 

Alison Kean Campbell: [Alison recommends amending the current 
motion to strike out the third item in the "Be It Resolved" section. If 
that amendment passes, the FEIS authorization would no longer be 
pending at this time. After that vote, the Council can either move a 
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separate resolution now to authorize signing the FEIS, or direct staff to 
return with a separate resolution at a later date.] 

Councilor Roberts: .. . Thankyouf'ofthatopinion. presidenfHughes, 
based on that .legal advice, I move to amend the pending motion to 
approve resolution number 11-4280 to strike out the third "Be it 
Resolved" regarding authorization to sign the FEIS. 

President Hughes: That motion is in order. Is there a second? 

[Carl seconds the motion] 

President Hughes: Thank you, Councilor Hosticka. Councilor Roberts 
to the motion. 

Councilor Roberts: Thank you, President Hughes. I make this motion 
today because I am committed to making this project the best it can 
possibly be. All of the Metro Councilors take our responsibility very 
seriously with regard to the checkpoints on this project where Metro is 
consulted and this Council must vote to advance the project to the next 
stage of development. Because r am relatively new to the Council, I am 
especially aware of this role. Metro has worked closely with our 
jurisdictional partners and the CRC staff to continually improve the 
project, making sure it serves the people of the Metro region in as safe, 
cost-effective, and inclusive a manner as possible. Toward that end, I 
believe there are some important advantages to separating the Council's 
ability to vote on adopting the Land Use Final Order today but delay our 
vote on authorizing the Council President to sign the Final EIS when it is 
ready. Some additional time will afford us the opportunity to further 
scrutinize the draft Final EIS and address some of the shortfalls in the 
document, most notably the absence of a community enhancement fund. 
In the few, short weeks between now and September 8th

, we can 
continue to have more in-depth discussions with our partners and the 
CRC staff, and make progress toward some additional improvements. 
The people of the Metro region deserve a world class bridge project and 
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a few additional weeks after all the years that have gone into the 
planning of this project will not cause any significant delay. I encourage 
my colleagues to support this motion so that the Final EIS, when it is 
presented to President Hughes for his signature, will be as closely in line 
with this Council's priorities as possible. 

President Hughes: Thank you, Councilor Roberts. Are there questions 
or discussion? 

[Councilors ask questions, discuss the motion] 

President Hughes: If there is nothing further, Councilor Roberts to 
close. 

Councilor Roberts: Thank you, President Hughes. [Barbara responds 
to any discussion/suggestions/issues that have arisen during the 
discussion.] , 
Again, I encourage my colleagues to support this motion which will 
afford us and Metro staff the time to ensure that the Final EIS addresses 
as many of our priorities as possible. Thank you. 

President Hughes: Will the clerk please call the roll for a vote on the 
Motion to Amend? 

[vote on Motion to Amend} 

President Hughes: The Motion to Amend the motion to pass Reso No. 
11-4280 by striking the Third "Be it Resolved" to strike out the 
authorization to sign the FElS is [approved] [denied]. 

If Approved: 

President Hughes: We will now move on to the main motion to adopt 
Reso No. 11-4280 in its amended form, that is, without the third section 
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in the "be it resolved" regarding authorization of the FEIS signing. Is 
there any discussion on the motion? 

[Allow discussion, if any] 

President Hughes: Will the clerk please call the roll for a vote on the 
Motion to Approve Resolution No. 11-4280, as amended: 

[vote on Motion] 

President Hughes: The Motion to Approve Resolution No., 11-4280, 
as amended, is [ approved] [denied]. I direct staff to bring a draft 
resolution for September 8 hearing on the authority to sign the Final EIS. 

I would like to thank everyone here for your participation in this hearing. 
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OPTION 2: CONTINUANCE OF HEARING OPTION 

12(B) - TriMet Request for Continuance - President Hughes 

We will now resume the public hearing. TriMet or ODOT, would 

you or your representatives like to present response to public testimony? 

13(B) -- TriMet Request for Continuance - Kris Stricker?? 

Mr. Council President and Metro Councilors, we have received 

some important new evidence today and we would like some additional 

time to consider it carefully and respond to it. Consequently, we would 

like to request that our rebuttal testimony be continued to the Metro 

Council meeting scheduled for August 18, 2011. 

Because this matter is time sensitive, we would suggest to you the 

following approach, which we believe avoids delays and keeps the 

decision-making process on track while allowing all parties reasonable 

opportunity to address and rebut new evidence. We propose the 

following schedule: 

First, we ask that TriMet be given until 8:30 AM on to 

submit additional written evidence. 
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[Second, we ask that you provide any interested party wishing to 

rebut new evidence from TriMet until 8:30AM on to submit ---

rebuttal evidence. We also ask that you limit the rebuttal evidence to the 

specific issues addressed in our rebuttal testimony, and that you not 

accept testimony or evidence addressing other issues. 

These proposed timelines provide interested parties with three full 

days to prepare their testimony. 

14B -- Council Discussion/Concurrence of Continuance -- President 

Hughes 

Are there any questions of TriMet? If not, TriMet has requested a 

continuation of this hearing to _____ " 2011: 

Are there any objections to TriMet's proposal? Hearing none, this 

hearing is continued to _-'-__ -', 2011. The hearing will begin at 

__ -'- PM [setthe time] here in the Metro Council Chambers on the 

3rd floor of Metro's offices at 600 NE Grand Avenue in Portland. At 

that time, TriMet will be provided opportunity to offer its rebuttal 

testimony and make its final arguments. 
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We will follow the following schedule for new testimony: 

TriMet will have until 8:30 AM on 

submit additional rebuttal evidence and testimony as it deems necessary. 

Any interested party then will have until 8:30 AM on --'----__ -----'-_ 

2011 to submit rebuttal evidence and testimony. Rebuttal evidence and 

testimony will be limited only to the specific issues addressed in 

TriMet's new testimony. Testimony or evidence addressing other issues 

will not be accepted into the record. 

All new evidence and testimony should be delivered to the Office 

of the Metro Attorney here at the Metro Regional Center. Anyone 

submitting new evidence or testimony should submit at least five (5) 

complete copies of that evidence or testimony to facilitate copying and 

distribution. 

I would ask Metro staff to make extra copies of TriMet's testimony 

available to interested persons for inspection immediately following its 

receipt on __ -'--__ 

I would like to thank everyone here for your participation in to this 

hearing. 
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Laura Dawson-Bodner 

From: 
Sent: 

Herman Kachold [hkachold@msn.com] 
Thursday, August 11, 2011 6: 17 AM 

To: 
Subject: 

Trans System Accounts; Pamela Ferguson; Jonathan Oster; Tom Dana; Donna Murphy 
LUFO Comments 

8/11/2011 

Metro Vote on LUFO 

Thank you for the opportunity to give testimony. 

I am Herman Kachold co-chair of the Hayden Island Livability Project. I have lived on Hayden Island 
Manufactured Home Community with my wife Carroll for 4 years and love it. 

We are concerned that the CRC will not follow the Hayden Island Plan. The plan was development 
over more that 3 years. The input from many individuals and groups were used to produce a 

document that was passed by the City Council. We will keep a close eye on the CRC and Metro as 
the project continues and how it works with the H.I.P. vision for the future of the island. 

Another concern is that the CRC does not seem to realize the we in the Hayden Island Manufactured 
Home Community are a Environmental Justice Community. We have a mix of low income, limited 
mobility, health issues and minority population that will need help to 
deal with the upheaval from the CRC project. 

We are looking forward to the local access bridge with extension of the MAX line to the island. This 
part of the CRC project should be completed in the First Stage to help ease our access to and from 
the island during the completion of the project. 

Thank you. 
Herman Kachold and Carroll Kachold 
1501 N. Hayden Island Drive, Unit 42b 
Portland, OR 97217 
503-286-1150 
Residents of Hayden Island 
Herman is Co-Chair of the Hayden Island Livability Project 
Herman and Carroll are members of HINooN and HIMHC-HOA 

1 
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NORTHEAST COALI'l'lON 
OF NEIGRRORHOODS 

August 11 th, 2011 

RE: Columbia River Crossing Land Use Final Order vote on August 11th 

Dear President Hughes and Metro Councilors: 

I am writing to you on behalf of the Northeast Coalition of Neighborhoods, a coalition of 
twelve inner North and Northeast neighborhoods in the City of Portland. Our 
neighborhoods are heavily impacted by Interstate 5 and would be further impacted by 
the proposed Columbia River Crossing project. 

Our concerns with the proposed project are many. We are concerned that this project 
will not solve, but rather exacerbate congestion problems on 1-5 as well as in our 
neighborhoods. In addition to traffic congestion, negative health and environmental 
impacts have not been adequately considered. This project will increase air pollution 
levels in North Portland neighborhoods, communities that already experience 
unacceptably high levels of asthma. We also question the financial effect of the CRC 
project, and the impact it will have on other infrastructure and traffic safety 
improvements that are sorely needed in our neighborhoods and across our region and 
state. 

We were dismayed at the recent June 2011 Metro vote indicating that all outstanding 
issues surrounding the Locally Preferred Alternative had been addressed. We do not 
think this is the case at all. We are again dismayed that Metro is planning to use a Land 
Use Final Order as a "Final sign-off on the CRC." Specifically, we believe this Land Use 
Final Order is not appropriate for the following reasons: 

1. This is a highway project, not a light rail project. It has been consistently couched 
in terms of the bridge which is targeted at increasing the lanes of traffic for 
automobiles and trucks (e.g. the Draft FEIS is for the Columbia River Crossing 
not for the South/North Rail Project). If this were a light rail project the bridge 
requirements would be much more modest. The changes to the highway 
interchanges would also not be required if this were a light rail project rather than 
a highway project. 

2. The LUFO law (1996 Oregon Laws, Chapter 12) was narrowly tailored for a 
particular project during a certain funding cycle and should not apply to the CRC. 
The 1996 law that authorized LUFOs was written to prevent "a failure to obtain 
maximum federal funding for the South North MAX Light Rail Project in the 
upcoming federal transportation authorization act. .. " It was for that particular 
funding cycle. Temporary laws are generally not codified in the statute books 

www.necoalition.org 
Alameda I Boise I Concordia I Eliot I Grant Park I Humboldt I Irvington I King I Sabin I Sullivan's Gulch I Vernon I Woodlawn 

At King Neighborhood Facility. 4815 NE 7'" Avenue, Portland, OR 97211. 503-823·4575 main, 503·823·3150 fax. info@necoalition.org 
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while permanent laws are. If it had been intended to be a general authorization 
for future uses it would have been codified in the statute books, but it was not. 

3. The Columbia River Crossing is located outside the Urban Growth Boundary and 
thus cannot be approved as part of a LUFO. "Project," "project extension," and 
"highway improvements" are all defined terms under the LUFO statute. "Highway 
improvements" that can be approved through the LUFO process must be 
included in the "project" or the "project extension." The "project" and the "project 
extension" must be within the UGB. So the LUFO can only cover "highway 
improvements" within the UGB. Metro has included the new Columbia River 
Crossing bridges themselves in the LUFO and these bridges are clearly outside 
the UGB. Please see the attached map, showing the Urban Growth Boundary 
ending at the river, not the state line. 

Given the ongoing shifts in the project design and the magnitude of this project, we urge 
you not to sign-off at this point. Please wait to thoroughly vet all issues and move 
forward when there is a plan that will truly benefit our North/Northeast communities, as 
well as the region as a whole. 

We appreciate your consideration and thank you for the work you do for our 
communities. 

Chris Lopez, President 
Northeast Coalition of Neighborhoods 

NORTHEAST COALITION OF NEIGHBORHOODS 
4815 NE 7'" Ave., Portland, OR 97211 I 503.823.4575 I info@necoalition.org 

www.necoalition.org 
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Mark D. Whitlow 

PI lONE: (503) 727-2073 

FAX (503) 346-2073 

EMA IL· MWhitlow@perkinscoie.com 

August 11,2011 

VIA HAND DELIVERY 

METRO Council 
Attention: Laura Dawson Bodnar 
600 NE Grand Avenue 
Portland, OR 97232 

Re: Proposed Columbia River Crossing LUFO 

Dear President Hughes and Councilors: 

Perkins I 
Coie 

1120 N.W. Couch Street, Tenth Floor 

Portland, OR 97209-4128 

PHONE: 503.727.2000 

FAX: 503.727.2222 

www.perkinscoie.com 

This letter is written on behalf of Safeway Inc. regarding the above_ Please make this letter part 
of Metro's record of proceedings regarding the proposed Land Use Final Order (LUFO). 

Safeway has operated its grocery supermarket on Hayden Island continuously since 1958. 
Safeway is very much an established part of the Hayden Island community and is saddened to 
see that Safeway's store will be displaced by the CRC Project, as recited in the proposed 
findings. 

Safeway has a strong commitment to the communities in which it operates. However, as also 
reported in the findings, it would be difficult for Safeway to relocate to another site on Hayden 
Isl9.nd. 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the proposed LUFO. 

Very truly yours, 

£d~ 
Mark D. Whitlow 

cc: Safeway Inc. 

ANCHORAGE· BE IJ IN G · BELLEVUE· BOISE· CH I CAGO· DALLAS· DENVER· LOS ANGELE S ' MADISON · M E N LO PA R K 

PHOENIX· PORTLAND· SAN DIEGO· SAN FRANCISCO· S EAT TL E· SHANGHA I · WASHINGTON, D.C. 

33225-0094fLEGAL2l5l9879.l 
Perkins Coie LLP 



852



853

Laura Dawson-Bodner 

From: 
Sent: 

jon.ostar@gmail.com on behalf of Jonathan Ostar Oon@opalpdx.org] 
Thursday, August 11, 2011 8:34 AM 

To: Trans System Accounts 
Subject: LUFO Comments 

Dear Metro Council, 

On behalf of OPAL Environmental Justice Oregon and the Hayden Island Livability Project, please accept the 
following comments on the LUFO for your consideration and review in advance oftoday's public hearing and 
vote. 

The current LUFO fails to identify, analyze and address a significant environmental justice community that is 
right in the pathway of the bridge project. The Hayden Island Manufactured Horne Community is comprised of 
over 1,300 residents - the largest such community in the state - mostly seniors, people with limited mobility or 
disabilities, and virtually all low-income families on fixed incomes. This is an environmental justice 
community. 

As such, Metro has a duty to study the demographics and assess the degree to which this community will be 
adversely impacted by the project. The current LUFO still refers to the original 1998 LUFO based on 1990 
demographic data. Metro cannot continue to rely on twenty-year old data. Updating the demographics would 
reveal the significant potential for disparate impacts as a result ofthis project. 

Once those disparate impacts are identified, Metro has a duty to seek to avoid those impacts where possible, and 
develop specific mitigation plans where it is unavoidable. Metro has not done this, instead choosing to rely on 
good-faith assumptions that mitigation will occur down the road. This abdication of environmental justice is 
irresponsible. 

The loss of the Safeway, the island's only source of fresh food and prescription medication, represents such a 
significant impact for the Manufactured Horne Community that a mitigation plan must be in place in advance of 
any approval. The addition of the light-rail will not mitigate this impact for the majority of community 
residents, nor will providing special TriMet shuttle buses. The noise, air toxics and dust caused by the 
construction may be "temporary" under a literal reading ofthe word, but in now way will they be "short-term". 
A specific mitigation plan must be in place before approving this project to address these serious impacts to be 
borne by the Manufactured Horne Community, who are on the fenceline of the construction staging area. And 
you have a legal and moral duty to ensure that there is no disruption of access for medical services or 
emergency vehicles. This project could literally mean life or death for many community residents should 
emergency vehicles be impeded or delayed. Commit to building the local bridge first so that there will be no 
possibility of a disruption. 

Before you approve this LUFO, environmental justice dictates that you answer the following question: How 
will this project protect the Manufactured Horne Community from serious disparate adverse impacts? Until 
there is a plan to address these issues, you cannot move this project forward. 

Sincerely, 

Jonathan Ostar, Co-Director 
OPAL Environmental Justice Oregon 

1 
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2407 SE 49th Avenue, Portland, OR 97206 
(W) 503-928-4354; (C) 503-407-9145 
TriMet Bus # 4, 14, 71 (off Division) 
www.opalpdx.org 

2 
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Subject: FW: LUFO Comments -- Columbia River Crossing 
Date: Thursday, August 11, 2011 12: 10 PM 
From: Michael Lilly <mikelilly@michaeljlilly.com> 
To: <trans@oregonmetro.gov> 
Category: Untitled 

Thu, Aug 11, 2011 12:10 PM 

Please send me notice of the decision. Please send it to the address below. My comments were sent in an earlier email. 

1'1 rAe. ,,1n:,'I"Mf,IIe Z dO
'''- w,-rIt 6,,,1 ~1 ~ 

f4."t>pr rAe c.oM.-e.tn Df /'11\ Pfe.1 ff e"'. 
******************************~ . 
Michael J. Lilly 
Attorney at Law 
4800 SW Griffith Drive, Suite 325 
Beaverton, OR 97005 
Ph: 503-746-5977 
Fax: 503-746-5970 
cell: 503-752-2515 
Skype: MichaelLillyBeaverton 
e-mail: mikelilly@michaeljlilly.com 

------ Forwarded Message 
From: Michael Lilly <mikelilly@michaeljlilly.com> 
Date: Thu, 11 Aug 2011 11 :31 :46 -0700 
To: <trans@oregonmetro.gov>, <metrocouncil@oregonmetro.gov> 
Subject: LUFO Comments -- Columbia River Crossing 

The attached letter and other attached documents are submitted for the record in this matter. 

******************************* 
Michael J. Lilly 
Attorney at Law 
4800 SW Griffith Drive, Suite 325 
Beaverton, OR 97005 
Ph: 503-746-5977 
Fax: 503-746-5970 
cell: 503-752-2515 
Skype: MichaelLillyBeaverton 
e-mail: mikelilly@michaeljlilly.com 

------ End of Forwarded Message 

Page 1 of 1 



856



857

Laura Dawson-Bodner 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Nick Sauvie [nick@ROSECDC.org] 
Thursday, August 11, 2011 3:49 PM 
Trans System Accounts 
Columbia River Crossing 

Last month I went to a wonderful presentation by Ian Lockwood, who was hosted by Metro. Mr. Lockwood 
spoke about how cities around the country have revitalized by ripping out urban freeways to create vibrant 
mixed-use neighborhoods with balanced transportation networks. Many of these cities were inspired by 
Portland, which removed the Harbor Drive freeway for Waterfront Park and built light rail instead ofthe Mt. 
Hood Freeway. 

Unbelievably, the region is considering spending $4 billion on the Columbia River Crossing, a massive new 
freeway project. I urge Metro to oppose the CRC, which will waste 25% of the entire region's capital 
infrastructure budget for the next 20 years. For all of this expense, the CRC provides no real benefits. In fact, it 
makes all of the priorities that Metro lays out in its "Regional Investment Strategy" worse. Please kill the CRC. 

Nick Sauvie 

Executive Director 

503-788-8052 x 16 

5215 SE Duke Street 

P01i1and, OR 97206 
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Laura Dawson-Bodner 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Evan Manvel [evanmanvel@gmaiLcom] 
Thursday, August 11, 2011 3: 13 PM 
Trans System Accounts 
Additional LUFO comments 
Screen Shot 2011-08-11 at 3.06.55 PM.png 

Please accept the attached into the record re: the LUFO on the CRC, resolution 11-4280. 

The attached demonstrates the false statement in the staff report that "traffic analysis shows that congestion 
does not worsen [the 1-405] bottleneck." 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Evan Manvel 
4047 NE 14th Ave 
Portland, OR 97212 
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Laura Dawson-Bodner 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Metro Council 
Thursday, August 11, 2011 7:43 PM 
Laura Dawson-Bodner 
FW: Please vote NO on Resolution 11-4280 adopting the LUFO for the CRC 
2_traffic_and_project_area.jpg 

From: Spencer Boomhower [mailto:sboomhower@gmail.com] 
Sent: Thursday, August 11, 2011 2: 14 PM 
To: Metro Council 
Subject: Please vote NO on Resolution 11-4280 adopting the LUFO for the CRC 

(To the person receiving this email and submitting this testimony to the record: I ask that, because this email 
contains links, you please forward it to the Council. And this email contains an attached image as well, which 
might work bestas a printout. Thanks!) 

Hello, 

For the record, my name is Spencer Boomhower, and I live at 1324 SE 52nd Ave Portland OR 97215. 

I'd like to ask the council to vote NO on resolution 11-4280, which would adopt a Land Use Final Order 
(LUFO) for the apparent purpose of streamlining the construction of the CRC. 

While I recognize the value of the LUFO as a means of streamlininglight rail, I think in this case the nearly two 
billion dollors of freeway expansion it would enable just isn't worth it. 

The CRC goes against much of what I value about the Portland region. Part of what makes Portland a great 
place has to do with land use policies like the Urban Growth Boundary; the urban freeway aspect of the CRC 
seems likely to undermine the integrity ofthe UGB. 

You can see how the existing freeways over the river have already allowed sprawl to spread in this map from 
the Sightline Institute: 

http://www.sightline.org/maps/maps/Sprawl-ClarkCo-CS07m 

Looking at this map, I can't help but imagine the UGB as a punctured balloon, with the sprawl squirting out to 
the north, where land use laws seem less stringent. The CRC seems bound to turn the 1-5 puncture into a gaping 
hole. 

I'm also concerned about the impact the CRC will have on the south side of the river. This is a link to Google 
Maps showing typical traffic patterns during the morning rush hour: 

http://maps.google.coml?1l=45.598906.-
122.641411&spn=0.098848,0.288391&t=k&z=13&layer=t&tptime=374400 

It's interesting to play with the day and time slider to the left, and see ·how the patterns change. I can't help but 
notice how much of the very slow moving traffic (in red) falls outside ofthe CRC project area. 

1 
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I have to wonder how adding a massive amount of freeway capacity to the north of the red slowdown areas that 
tend to cluster in North Portland will do anything but make that slowdown worse, to the great detriment to that 
neighborhood, and Portland as a whole (see enclosed image). 

It seems likely that the CRC will, in expanding freeway capacity within its project area, only lead to more 
congestion in adjacent parts ofthe network. That will only serve to fuel more demand for more freeway 
capacity, all throughout the city. 

That hardly seems in keeping with Oregon's tradition of smart transportation development. (I have to wonder: 
what would Tom McCall have thought of the CRC?) 

Metro should oppose the CRC - and not adopt the LUFO you're voting on today - even if something as valuable 
as a light rail line to the north can come about because of it. The damage this massive expansion of urban 
freeway will do to this region just isn't worth it. 

Thank you very much for your time! 

Sincerely, 

Spencer Boomhower 
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Laura Dawson-Bodner 

From: Richard Benner 
Sent: 
To: 

Monday, August 15, 2011 3:47 PM 
Laura Dawson-Bodner 

Subject: FW: CRC Letter to Metro Council President Tom Hughes 
Attachments: Metro TH 08-09-11.pdf; Response to Metro Res 11-4264 Att B 060911.pdf 

Is this what you need? 

From: Alison Kean.Campbell 
Sent: Wednesday, August 10, 2011 9:36 AM 
To: Richard Benner 
Subject: FW: CRC Letter to Metro Council President Tom Hughes 

FYI 

Alison Kean Campbell 
Acting Metro Attorney 
Metro 
600 NE Grand Ave. i Portland. Oregon 97232-2736 
Direct: 503-797-1511 I Fax: 503-797-1792 
Alison.Kean. Campbellra!oregonmetro. gOY 

Metro 
Making a Great Place I www.oregonmetro.gov 

Confidentiality Notice: This e-mail message may contain confidential or privileged information. If you have received this message by mistake, please do not review, 
disclose, copy, or distribute the e-mail. Instead, please notify us immediately by replying to this message or telephoning us at 503-797-1511, and destroy the original 
message. Thank you. 

From: Andy Shaw 
Sent: Wednesday, August 10, 2011 9:24 AM 
To: All Council-COO 
Subject: FW: CRC Letter to Metro Council President Tom Hughes 

Councilors, 

In June, President Hughes sent a letter to the CRC project expressing the Council's concerns about specific elements of 
the project. Attached is a letter and point-by-point responses from the CRC Project staff regarding these concerns. If 
you have any questions or would like more detail, please follow up with Andy Cotugno or with me. 

Andy 

Andy Shaw 
Chief of Staff 
Office of Council President Tom Hughes 

Metro 
600 NE Grand Ave 
Portland, OR 97232-2736 
503-797-1746 (office) 
503-929-6070 (cell) 

1 
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www.oregonmetro.gov 

Metro I Making a great place 

From: Webb, Marilyn [mailto:webbm@columbiarivercrossing.com] On Behalf Of Boyd, Nancy 
Sent: Tuesday, August 09, 2011 4:30 PM 
To: Tom Hughes 
Cc: Andy Shaw; Andy Cotugno 
Subject: CRC Letter to Metro Council President Tom Hughes 

Please note the attached copies will be sent via USPS. 

:Mari{yn 1(, We66 
~cutive Support 
Co[um6ia CJ?jver Crossing Project 
(360) 816-4039 
(503)256-2726 

2 



871

August 9, 2011 

Mr. Tom Hughes 
Metro Council President 
600 NE Grand Avenue 
Portland, OR 97232 

Dear President Hughes: 

The Columbia River Crossing (CRe) appreciates the hard work and leadership provided by you 
and the Metro Council as the region advances the Columbia River Crossing project. The Council 
has been a valuable partner ill the project and your agency's insights and cooperation throughout 
have helped develop and improve a project that will provide significant economic contributions 
and improve the livability of the entire region. 

Based on Metro's actions in June and recent support from our local partl1ers, the CRC is on 
schedule to publish the Final Environmental Impact Statement by the end of September. This is 
an impOltant and timely next step toward the federal Record of Decision and the next phase of 
tbe'jJroject. We appreciate the Council's commitment to maintaining the schedule and moving 
the project forward. 

As you noted in your letter of June 16, 2011, adopijon of Metro Resolution No. 11-4264 is an 
acknowledgement of a significant amount of hard work over the last three years to address more 
than 100 issues identified as a pre-requisite to moving forw·ard. We have received the same 
acknowledgement and support from·our other regional partners - the City of Vancouver, RTC, 
and C-Tran. 

Not surplisingly, as we resolve issues and move the project abead, new issues and challenges 
surface. In your June letter you identified Metro's next set of issues that wi11require prompt and 
careful attention: phasing, governance and a com,'TIlmityenhancement fund. I want to assure you 
that each of these issues have already had significant attention by the CRC and will have mucb 
more. As you know, the timeline for resolution of each issue is different and involves a 
multitude of decisions and decision-makers. To date, depending on the issue, we have engaged 
Metro staff, Metro Councilors, project partners, local legislators, state departments of justice and 
both state treasurers and governors offices. We look forward to continuing our work with you on 
these important topics. Let me summarize the work to date and the immediate next steps: 

Project phasing and sequencing: The CRC has always anticipated that construction of the entire 
project would require several years and would be phased to provide efficient implementation 
while minimizing impacts on the community and corddor users. Project engineers began months 
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ago reviewing engineering realities associated with keeping the facility open for users and 
bringing key elements such as light rail transit on lille as expeditiously as possible. 

While the engineering work on phasing was in progress, the project team also began an update of 
the tinancial analysis for the PElS. That work dovetailed with the governor's request to the state 
treasurer to undertake an independent review of the CRe's "financial options, an assessment of 
strengths and weaknesses, as well as project phasing schedules with contingency plans if some of 
the funding does not materialize." 

The state treasurer's review provides more clarity as well as updated information on the finances 
available for project implementation and the flow of those resources. In addition to the 
treasurer's work, the govemorwent fmther and signaled that he expects the CRC to start 
planning for a project that "adapts to available resources and fits into today's economic reality." 

Capturing the work of the state treasurer and recognizing the changing economic realities, the 
CRC has begun an intensive work plan overlaying the engineering phasing with anticipated cash 
flow and funding realities. We have been asked to have dl1S work ready for review and 
discussion by the interim legislative conmlittees in both states. We anticipate thal this work will 
have a full and complete public review and discussion. 

The project is also incorporating the treasurer's recommendations to reduce financial risk and 
provide a more conservative finance plan. This more conservative approach will help inform the 
CRC's sequencing plans. The updated financial chapter in the FElS will include a recalibrated 
tolling financial projection to reflect the stalled economic growth and a level debt service. In 
addition, fmthcr financial scrutiny and certainty wil] result from future investment grade analysis 
that wjJl occur prior to the initial sale of bonds. 

Governance: In 2010, the Project Sponsors Council began discussing a set of complicated policy 
issues dealing with the management of this multi-modal facility. To facilitate a more in-depth 
review of some of these "governance" issues, a 14-member work group was formed and chaired 
by Henry Hewitt and Steve Horenstein. The work group agenda includes developing options to 
implement a structure for on-going governance and project management in the periods before, 
during and after wnstruction. 

To help inform these discussions, WSDOT, ODOT, state DOl's, and the CRC are currently 
identifying key legal issues between the states and developing corresponding terms and 
conditions that will ultimately form the imergovemmentalagreemems. This scope of work 
includes: ~ 

• Reviewing existing bi-state agreements, decision matrix, and supporting documents; 

.. Reviewing state authority for Oregon and Washington; 

• Deve]oping proposals and options for governing structure for toll setting and administration, 
including how it would work with the Oregon an.d Washington Transportation Commissions; 

• Developing proposals for debt allocations, including identification of needed legislation; and 

• Identifying issues that may need resolution through new state or federal1egislation. 

Page 2 
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The Oregon Treasurer's July 20,201 L report confmns the CRC focus with a finding that the 
CRe's governance plan must include a robust toll setting mechanism to assure that all to11-
related debt service is paid in full each year through toll revenues. 

The legal review and findings currently undenvay will serve as foundation for the govemance 
work group as it develops options on possible govemance models. At the same time, all of this 
\vork must result inagovemance model that will build confidence with the bond markets. 

The probability that state legislation will be required in Washington and Oregon requires 
substantial progress on key govemance issues in the next year. The CRC is working on a 
timeline and work plan for identifying and resolving the legal, policy and political issues on 
management of the facility. The specific schedule for work will be developed in response to the 
timelines associated with legislative action and bonding. 

Community enhancement/lind: In the last three years the CRC project team, the Project 
Sponsors Council, and CRC advisory groups have focused on incorporating a wide range of 

. community enhancements into the project The project has looked for ways to leverage the 
highway and transit investments into additional improvements for project neighbors and local 
communities. These improvements are beyond the benefits identified as the project's purpose 
and need. These tangible improvements include: improved local street connections in downtown 
Vancouver; new local roads and improved local flow and connections for Hayden Island 
residents; better bike and pedestrian access to the improved facilities; new bike and pedestrian 
trails; and a separate bridge for local auto access from North Portland to Hayden Island. 

We YJ10W there is more to be done. The CRC remains committed to aggressively maximizing and 
leveraging resources to bring additional benel1ts and improvements to our community. Two 
options have been identified for further exploration, both include a financial set aside of a 
specific amount dedicated toa specific purpose. One approach is a project-specific community 
enhancement fund. There is some history with such an approach - the Delta Park 1-5 widening 
project (2006) and Metro's solid waste progran1 (1991) are two examples. The other approach is 
a new concept, a regional fund established by the state to benefit the neighborhoods and 
communities in close proximity to 1-5 and the CRC project. 

We need to be clear about both of these approaches - neither will be easy. Both approaches have 
limitations and legal. restrictions associated with anticipated funding sources. Both will require 
legislative support. Both will likely need enabHng legislation and both will require funding. To 
be successful will require a clear purpose with obvious benefits and very broad support. 

We appreciate the attention and focus that the Metro Council has maintained on this issue. The 
CRC is committed to working with Metro and project partners to: develop a clear need or 
problem statement~ review and advance a program concept(s) that addresses the needs statement 
with funding sources or opportunities identified; and, submit the program concept(s) to the 
Oregon legislature in 2012 or 2013. 

In addition to the three issues specifically identified in your June letter, you also provided a 
summary of various other issues with further questions. We have attached our response to those 
questions. 

Page 3 
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Thank you again for your participation and support on this important regional and hi-state effort. 
We look forward to our continued partnership as we move to the next stage of the Columbia 
River Crossing project. 

Sincerely, 

p~~ 
~£. Nancy Boyd 

Director 

Cc: Metro Councilors 
Document Control 

Attachment: Response to Metro Resolution No. 11-4264, Attachment B, June 9,2011 
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Response to Metro Resolution No. 11-4264. Attachment B 
June 9.2011 

CRC responses are in italics. 

Pre-construction Tolling: The Council continues to be interested in tolling during 
construction. There needs to be a clear definition of when and how this will be resolved. 

The recently released analysis by the Oregon Treasurer advanced the idea of pre-completion tolling to 
help achieve sufficient revenues. Further discussion of tolling during the construction phase will likely be 
raised during the engagement process with the legislatures, and pending governance discussions will 
need to be resolved to implement tolling. This process has begun and will continue to evolve after the 
FEIS and Record of Decision. 

Toll rate setting: It is understood that actual rates will be set by the two Transportation 
Commissions at a later date and that there will be an investment grade toll revenue analysis 
that helps inform that decision. But there is a need for better clarification of when this will 
occur and under what criteria or guiding principles rates will be set. 

The current project plan is to embark on an investment grade analysis in 2013. Toll bond covenants 
typically require that toll revenues are first. used for any of the following: debt service, reasonable return 
on private investment, and operation and maintenance, including reconstructing, resurfacing, restoring, 
and rehabilitating work, among other things. 

Construction phase TOM: The PSC approved a detailed and aggressive construction phase 
TOM program to mitigate construction phase traffic congestion. The FEIS needs to reflect 
this. 

The commitment to a construction-phase TDM element will be resolved with the publication of the FEIS 
and the Record of Decision. 

Post construction TOM: The PSC reviewed an aggressive post-construction TOM strategy that 
needs to be reflected in the FEIS. In addition, implementation is tied to the concept of the 
Mobility Council and the recommendations of the Performance Measures Advisory Group 
(PMAG). These need to be finalized and reflected in the FEIS and a clear work program and 
schedule for implementing the Mobility Council and the performance measures need to be 
established, especially aspects relating to governance. 

Members of the PSC spoke in support of an aggressive post-construction TDM program and how that 
was consistent with their agencies' goals and programs. TDM is clearly an important regional priority 
and a comprehensive, regional TDM program will help extend the useful life of the project and the entire 
transportation system. 

Many of the post construction TDM elements will require commitments and actions by several of our 
local partners. Since implementation will be by several agencies over a long period of time, and since 
the work plan is not tied directly to an FEIS documented impact, it is not recorded in the FEIS. That 
said, the continued conversation and commitments identified by the PSC will be part offuture 
discussions and are intended to be carried forward. 

The eventual resolution of this topic will continue well past the completion of the FEIS and Record of 
Decision. 
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Finance Plan: The funding strategy for the project is intentionally crafted to not pursue state 
and federal funding sources that jeopardize other regional priorities. The Finance Plan and 
FE IS finance chapter need to better reflect this. 

The finance plan will make clear the project's intent to seek funding that does not jeopardize other 
regional priorities. 

Phasing Plan: The finance plan needs to be finalized taking into account the impact on 
phasing. Completion of the Phasing Plan should ensure it doesn't build the bridge at the 
expense oflocal bridge, local streets and bikejped connections. 

The recently released analysis by Oregon Treasurer Wheeler has already led to increased emphasis on 
developing project sequencing plans that conform to revised financial realities. Engagement at a more 
intense level is expected to continue as the project team marries the needs of the entire eRC program 
with the cashjlow available. This work effort is expected to continue after the Record of Decision is 
achieved. 

Interchange Area Management Plan (lAMP): The lAMP should include recognition of Metro's 
Title 4 requirements regarding limitation on non-industrial uses in Regionally Significant 
Industrial Areas. 

The lAMP is in draft form. The project team will continue to work with Metro on the Title 4 
requirements as the lAMP progresses. This work element is not tied to the FElS 

Local street, bike, pedestrian final design: Metro needs to be involved as final design details 
are developed for the local street network and bikejped facilities. 

The project team will continue to afford ample opportunities for all stakeholders to participate in the 
design of the bicycle and pedestrian facilities. Metro will be a valuable participant The CRC project 
team intends to work most closely with the City of Portland and City of Vancouver in design offacilities 
for which they will be ultimately responsible. 

The CRC project team will continue to advance the design effort to implement the concepts developed 
and shown in the FElS Work will continue through the design phase of the project, which will occur 
after the Record of Decision. 

Aesthetic Considerations: Metro needs to be involved as final architectural details of the 
bridge and throughout the project are defined. 

The project is committed to a process that will afford ample opportunities for stakeholders to 
participate in the visual performance standards of the bridge and the corridor. The CRC project team 
expects to add bridge architect expertise to the team for the next phase of the project to help develop 
aesthetic concepts to be used in advancing the project 

Governance: There needs to be agreement on the governance that will be in place after 
issuance of the Record of Decision by the federal agencies. In addition, there needs to be a 
clear work program and schedule for concluding the governance structure for post
construction operations by the time the ROD is issued. Several of our Metro Council and 
JPACT members are interested in further consideration ofa Bi-State Compact 
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In 2010, the Project Sponsors Council began discussing a set of complicated policy issues dealing with 
the management of this multi-modal facility. To facilitate a more in-depth review of some of these 
"governance" issues, a 14-member work group was formed and chaired by Henry Hewitt and Steve 
Horenstein. The work group agenda includes developing options to implement a structure for on-going 
governance and project management in the periods before, during and after construction. 

To help inform these discussions, WSDOr, ODOr, state DOJ/AG's, and the CRC are currently identifying 
key legal issues between the states and developing corresponding terms and conditions that will 
ultimately form the intergovernmental agreements. This scope of work includes: 

• Reviewing existing bi-state agreements, decision matrix, and supporting documents; 

• Reviewing state authority for Oregon and Washington; 

• Developing proposals and options for governing structure for toll setting and administration, 
including how it would work with the Oregon and Washington Transportation Commissions; 

• Developing proposals for debt allocations, including identification of needed legislation; and 

• Identifying issues that may need resolution through new state or federal legislation. 

The Oregon treasurer's July 20, 2011, report confirms the CRC focus with a finding that the CRG's 
governance plan must include a robust toll setting mechanism to assure that all toll-related debt service 

is paid in full each year through toll revenues. 

The legal review and findings currently underway will serve as foundation for the governance work 
group as it develops options on possible governance models. This work must result in a governance 
model that will build confidence with the bond markets. 

The probability that state legislation will be required in Washington and Oregon requires substantial 
progress on key governance issues in the next year. The CRC is working on a timeline and work plan for 
identifying and resolving the legal, policy and political issues on management of the facility. The specific 
schedule for which work when will be developed in response to the timelines associated with legislative 
action and bonding. 

Hayden Island Livability Project (HILP): 

Recognition of the status of the Manufactured Home Community as an Environmental Justice 
(En Community. 

The project is committed to continued interaction and dialogue with the diverse Hayden Island 
community. 

Based on Census data, Hayden Island is not identified as an EnvironmentalJustice community. The US 
Census data indicate that, as a whole, the Hayden Island neighborhood has a lower proportion of 
minority and low income households than in the City of Portland, Multnomah County, or in the Project 
study area. Hayden Island does not present a significant minority and low income household 
composition, and therefore is not identified as an EJ community in the FEIS. 

Early construction of the Hayden Island local bridge as a mitigation measure during 
construction 

Early construction of the local bridge is a consideration that the project will continue to evaluate 
because it is necessary for the extension oflight rail and because it may provide flexibility for access to 
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Hayden Island throughout the construction of the project. This evaluation will continue after the 
Record of Decision. 

Development of a strategy for replacement of the Safeway 

The eRe cannot require relocation of Safe way to the island. Legally, the decision to relocate remains 
their choice. Assistance for relocation ofresidents and businesses will be provided in accordance with 
appropriate regulations (Federal Uniform Relocation Act). If Safeway or other businesses seek 
assistance in relocating on Hayden Island, that assistance will be provided. 

On-site air quality monitoring during construction 

The project is committed to enhancing the environment wherever possible through the final footprint 
configuration, and the construction related activities used to get there. Although air quality monitoring 
is not a commitment identified in the FEI5, the project is committed to incorporating cleaner fuel 
requirements into the construction contracts associated with the improvements in the corridor. 

It is also important to note that the Portland - Vancouver metro area is currently in compliance for all 
air pollutants regulated by the EPA. 

Dust control on Hayden Island during construction 

The Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) and the Washington State Department of 
Transportation (WSDOT) require that construction mitigation efforts be implemented into the project. 
These include vehicle and equipment idling restrictions, dust control measures and burning restrictions. 

Use oflow-sulfur diesel fuel in construction equipment 

The Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) and the Washington State Department of 
Transportation (WSDOT) are requiring that construction mitigation efforts be implemented into the 
project. Ultra-low sulfur diesel fuel is also required for many of the construction related vehicles and 
equipment on the project, and willfurther reduce construction emissions. 

HiNoon Neighborhood Association: 

There is some merit to the request by HiNoon for a park-and-ride facility on the island in 
light of the lack of connecting bus service on the island and the planned termination of park
and-ride service at Expo Center. 

The project has not included a park and ride facility on Hayden Island to date, and a park and ride 
facility is not included in the FEIS. With the construction of the local access bridge, Hayden Island 
residents will have closer access to the Delta Park park-and-ride facility than is typically available for 
other residents within the region that access park and rides today. 

There is need to reconcile the east ofI-5 neighborhood commercial zone in the Hayden 
Island Concept Plan with the CRC proposal for stormwater facilities with the prospect of a 
park-and-ride lot. . 

The eRe project is required to meet state and federal guidelines regarding storm wa ter needs within the 
project improvements. Furthermore, stormwater requirements are dictated in the Biological Opinion 
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received by the project. During the development of the Hayden Island Plan, stormwater treatment was 
not one of the priorities identified, but must be accommodated by the project team. 

Final location and sizing of stormwater facilities will continue to evolve after the FEIS and Record of 
Decision, but it is clear that locations on the island will be important and will have to be retained within 
state rights of way. 

A question has been raised about the appropriateness of the planned stormwater treatment 
in an urban environment. 

As discussed above, storm water treatment is mandated for the CRC project. The level of treatment has 
been prescribed by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration's Fisheries Service, both 
through legal requirements, and through commitments in the Biological Opinion. 

There are a limited number of Best Management Practices that are suitable. Infiltration would be the 
preferred option, but the project team is not confident that it can be applied for this project and in this 
location because of the high groundwater table and the occurrence of high water. The next best option 
involves constructed wetlands, which is the option currently being proposed. The project is 
investigating and will continue to investigate other options. 

The Hayden Island Plan calls for a significant "Gateway Park" as a post-construction re-use of 
the Thunderbird Hotel site. What is the status of this proposal? 

Use of the former Thunderbird Hotel site as a park or other open space is still under consideration and 
final determination will come after the FEIS and Record of Decision. 

Consideration should be given to the proposal for a multi-use path on the east side of 1-5. 

A multi-use path on the east side of 1-5 is what is currently being advanced as a key element of the 
project. 

The overall layout for the local street, bike and pedestrian facilities are terrific, but there is a 
need for continued engagement of the community in the design details as they develop. 

The project team will continue to afford opportunities for all stakeholders to participate in the design of 
the bicycle and pedestrian facilities and local streets. The CRC project team intends to work closely with 
the City of Portland and City of Vancouver in design of facilities for which they will be ultimately 
responsible. 

Pacific Environmental Advocacy Center Issues: 

This testimony included a very strong assertion that there is a need for a Supplemental DEIS 
to provide an opportunity for public comment on a substantial amount of new information 
and change to the project design. Please provide an explanation why this is not required. 

The CRC submitted a NEPA Re-evaluation to the federal leads on May 19,2011 that documented all of 
the design refinements that have occurred since the publication of the DEIS to determine if 
Supplemental NEPA documentation was necessary. In a letter datedJune 2,2011, the U.S. Department 
of Transportation's Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Federal Transit Administration (FTA) 
concluded: 

August 9, 2011 

"In our review of this re- evaluation, we considered whether the changes and design 
refinements present significant environmental impacts which were not reviewed in the DEIS 
(23CFR77I.J29). Based upon the information you provided, FHWA and FTA agree that the 

5 
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design changes and refinements incorporated in the project since our approval of the DEIS do 
not create new environmental impacts that require a Supplemental DE/S." 

Even though a Supplemental DEIS is not required, the CRC project has been providing updated 
information and opportunities for public comment throughout the development and refinement of the 
LPA. In addition, public outreach and public review will continue to be an important element of project 
development as we complete the NEPA process and move into final design. 

August 9,2011 6 
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Laura Dawson-Bodner 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Attachments: 

Jennifer Bellman Denniferb@gartlandnelsonlaw.comj 
Wednesday, August 10, 2011 5:29 PM 
Metro Council 
Meg Kieran 
Metro Council Adoption of Resolution No. 11-4280 Adopting an Amendment to the Land Use 
Final Order for the Expo Center/Hayden Island Segment of the Columbia River Crossing 
Project / Our File No. 5339-09B 
Lt Oregon Metro Council Office (MEK) 8-10-11.pdf 

Attached please find correspondence of today's date. The original will follow by first-class mail. 

Sincerely, 

:Meg:E :Kieran 

MEK:jb 
Attachment: 

Gartland, _Nelson, McCleery; 
Walloch, 

Atwrneys at LayV 

44 Club Road. Suite 200 
Eugene, Oregon 97401 

W\!.JW.g artla nd n~I:;Qrtlaw .com 

p 541.344.2174 
F 541.344.0209 

Confidential Information: This e-mail messageisconfidentialandintendedonlyforthenamedrecipient(s).This message may contain 
information that is privileged, attorney work-product or exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If you have received this message 
in error, or if you are not the named recipient(s), please immediately notify the sender at (541) 344-2174, delete this message from 
your computer, and destroy any printed copies. 

IRS Circular 230 Notice: As required by the Internal Revenue Service, we hereby inform you that any tax advise contained herein was 
not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used, by you or any other person (i) in promoting, marketing or recommending any 
transaction, plan, or arrangement, or (ii) for the purpose of avoiding penalties that may be imposed under federal tax law. 

1 
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Attorneys at Law 
44 Club Road, Suite 200 
Eugene, Oregon 97401 

gartlandnelsonlaw.com 

P 541.344.2174 
F 541.344.0209 

Gartland, Nelson, McCleery, 
Wade & Walloch, p.e. 

Oregon Metro Council Office 
600 Northeast Grand A venue 
Portland, OR 97232-2799 

megk@gartlandnelsonlaw.com 

August 11, 2011 

VIA: metrocouncil@oregonmetro.gov 
and FIRST -CLASS MAIL 

RE: Metro Council Adoption of Resolution No. 11-4280 Adopting an 
Amendment to the Land Use Final Order for the Expo 
CenterlHayden Island Segment of the Columbia River Crossing Project 
Our File No. 5339-09B 

Dear Council Members: 

This office represents Weber Coastal Bells, L.P. Weber Coastal Bells, L.P. 
owns real property, a private right-of-way, and a Taco Bell franchise on North 
Jantzen Drive on Hayden Island. The purpose of this letter is to comment on 
the Council's proposed adoption of amendments to the Land Use Final Order 
for the Expo CenterlHayden Island Segment of the 1-5 Columbia River 
Crossing Project in Resolution No. 11-4280. The purpose of the Land Use 
Final Order is to "establish the light rail route, stations, lots and maintenance 
facilities, and the highway improvements for the project or project extension, 
including their locations ***." (HE 3479, 1996 Or Laws). The Metro Council 
must either adopt the Amendments at its August 11, 2011 meeting or continue 
the public hearing and refer the proposed facilities and locations back to Tri
Met for further review. 

The Taco Bell franchise and real property owned by Weber Coastal Bells, L.P. 
is located on the west comer at the 'T" intersection of North Hayden Island 
Drive and North Jantzen Drive. The property has been identified in the 
Columbia River Crossing Draft Final EISas subject to the ODOT acquisition 
level of "partial with displacement." Although the final impacts of this 
designation is not certain, impacts wi1llikely include ODOT's acquisition of 
certain access right-of-way and physical or regulatory access restrictions. 

In general, the recommended changes to the transportation system on Hayden 
Island and the acquisition of properties required by those changes rely on: The 
Hayden Island Plan (adopted by the City of Portland on August 19, 2009, 
effective September 18, 2009) ("Plan"); and the LUFO Steering Committee 
Recommendations dated June 23,2011 ("Recommendations"), which include 
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recommendations for both light rail and highway improvements as part of the Columbia 
River Crossing project; the May 2008 Draft Environmental Impact Statement ("DEIS") 
for the Columbia River Crossing Project and its Traffic Technical Report. The 
recommendation for highway improvements that impacts Weber Taco Bell are the 
improvements to Hayden Island east of 1-5 that require: " Realignment, widening and/or 
modification of * * * NJantzen A venue, N.Jantzen Drive, N. Hayden Island Drive and N. 
Tomahawk Island Drive[;] and "new roadway connections between * * * N. Jantzen 
Avenue and N. Hayden Island Drive * * *." (Recommendations, p 7). 

The staff "Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law" (Exhibit B to Resolution No. 11-
4280) ("Findings") describe this highway improvement as: 

No. 11: "Realignments, widening and roadway modifications to North 
Jantzen A venue, North Jantzen Drive and North Hayden Island Drive." 
(Findings at p. 9). 

As an initial matter, this highway improvement is not related to, or required by, the siting 
of the light rail station on Hayden Island west of 1-5. In fact, these proposed realignments 
are conceptually based on the option preferred by the residents of Hayden Island and the 
City of Portland in the July 2008 Transportation Analysis for the Hayden Island Concept 
Plan, prepared by David Evans and Associates for the City of Portland, Bureau of 
Planning (''rIA''). Residents preferred this realignment because: 

"[it] would provide a cluster of neighborhood commercial around the intersection 
of North Jantzen Drive and North Tomahawk Island Drive. Among other 
attributes, this configuration would allow residents of the far easterly portion of 
Hayden Island to access parts of this commercial area without closing North 
Jantzen Drive." (TIA at p 17) 

The preferred realignment is also found in the ODOT "1-5 Hayden Island Interchange 
Area Management Plan" (April 20, 2010) ("lAMP") Appendix B: Circulation Scenario 
Traffic Analyses, on Figure C. The lAMP states that: 

"the traffic analysis did not expose any fatal flaws or significant differences 
among the [various] scenarios, even with the worst case traffic 
assumptions. Hence, the circulation scenarios that most closely met ODOT 
access standards and were the most consistent with the Hayden Island Plan 
were further evaluated***. Based on this evaluation, and on coordination 
with the City of Portland, the preferred circulation system that meets both 
the ODOT mobility standards and City of Portland performance standards 
is one that creates a horseshoe road intersection connecting North Jantzen 
Drive with Hayden Island Drive and signalizing the intersections. 
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The lAMP further states that: 

"Prior to construction of the interchange, ODOT will purchase access 
control along the horseshoe road, except on North Jantzen Drive between 
North Hayden Island Drive and North Tomahawk Island Drive. 
Reservations of access and permits may be provided consistent with these 
provisions, allowing property owners to have private approaches to the 
horseshoe road." 

"During redevelopment of the access management strategy (as 
determinations are made regarding location and type of approaches to 
ODOT right-of-way) ami/or as properties redevelop over time, ODOT will 
seek to consolidate driveways on North Jantzen Drive between North 
Hayden Island Drive and North Tomahawk Island Drive as needed to 
provide for safety and operations allowing for reasonable access to 
accommodate business and development needs." (4-20~2010 revised Public 
Review draft lAMP at p. 21). 

The Weber Taco Bells franchise, which is a drive-through food service facility, will be 
dramatically impacted by the proposed realignment, widening and roadway modifications 
to North Jantzen A venue, North Jantzen Drive, and North Hayden Island Drive that the 
Metro Council intends to include in the amendments to its Land Use Final Order. 

In describing the business displacements, the Staff Findings state "the Columbia River 
Crossing Project would displace an estimated 39 businesses on Hayden Island with a total 
of 643 employees and approximately $62.7 million in annual sales revenues." (Findings 
at p. 28). Staff acknowledge that, regarding progress on any real redevelopment 
planning, "planning has been put on hold because of current economic conditions." 
(Findings at p. 28). 

The Findings incorrectly state that "the majority of businesses displaced by the project 
serve mainly local clientele." (Findings at p. 28). This is certainly not true of the Weber 
Taco Bell on North Jantzen Road. A large portion, approaching 70%, of the Taco Bell's 
customers come from 1-5 automobile traffic. The Findings vaguely state that "ODOT 
would work with affected business owners to provide relocation assistance." As with the 
IAMP, the staff Findings are based on a Concept Plan scenario that is the most 
speculative plan of the two possible future land use development scenarios analyzed by 
David Evans and Associates in the TIA: (1) the "Mature Existing" scenario; and (2) the 
"Concept Plan" scenario. (TJA at p. 7). 

"The Concept Plan Scenario assumed significant alteration to the mix of uses on 
the island, with a 238% increase in the number of housing units, a 40% decrease 
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in retail square footage, and a 10% decrease in industrial square footage." (lAMP 
(4-20-10) at 14, emphasis added.) 

The Mature Existing Scenario (which was rejected in ODOT's lAMP) assumes that 
"existing zoning designations will be retained and that future development will mostly 
mirror current land uses and recent development trends." (TIA p. 7). 

Neither of the scenarios are realistic. They do not reflect any current or pending 
residential or economic development on the Island. Neither do they reflect the 200S 
economic downturn, which has stalled planning and development on Hayden Island. 
This recession-driven development "brown out" is likely to continue for the near future. 

The greatest difficulty with relying on the Concept Plan scenario is that the projection of 
a 23S% increase in housing units is simply not supported by any real population figures 
for the area. The population estimate for the metropolitan regional area is shown to be a 
14% increase from April 1, 2000 through July 1, 200S (see "200S Oregon Population 
Report," Population Research Center (March 2009)). During the past eight years, the 
City of Portland itself has seen an S.7% growth during the 2000-200S period. These 
numbers are consistent with the growth of the area in the decade from 1990 to 2000, 
during which Multnomah County experienced growth of approximately 13% over the 10 
year period. Thus, for approximately 20 years the growth for the area has been in the 
neighborhood of 13-14%. Annual statewide growth is at 1.2% in 200S. Multnomah 
County alone experienced a 19% growth in 200S. There is no rational connection 
between a 23S% increase in residential units and a 13-14% increase in population. 

The second concern is that the measures to mitigate the displacement impacts for these 
businesses are ambiguous, inadequate and are not based on substantial evidence that the 
mitigation efforts will actually reduce the adverse impacts. 

Staff Findings defme a displacement as when "a business is no longer able to occupy the 
building as a result of the project." (Findings at p. 29). House Bill 347S requires that 
Metro must "identify adverse economic, social and traffic impacts on affected residential, 
commercial, and industrial neighborhoods in mixed use centers and to identify measures 
to reduce those impacts." In recommending highway improvements, Metro must balance 
"(1) the need to improve the highway system with (2) the need to protect affected 
neighborhoods from the identified adverse impacts." (LCDC Administrative Rules). 
Staff appear to include monetary compensation as a mitigation measure and state that "if 
only a portion of a property is required, the acquisition price will also reflect any 
measurable loss in value to the remaining property due to the partial acquisition." 
(Findings at p. 30). This is not really a mitigation measure, but rather it is what is 
required by condemnation law. 
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Other mitigation measures identified by Staff include: "minor design modifications;" 
"functionally replacing the property acquired with another facility that would provide 
equivalent utility;" "relocation of the businesses outside the main project area." These 
measures fall short of making any measurable difference to either the residents of Hayden 
Island or the businesses that are displaced. The Staff Findings rely on assumptions in the 
Hayden Island Plan that include plans to redevelop portions of the island to include new 
commercial space that could house existing businesses and attract new ones to the island. 
However, as staff acknowledged, "it is not known when this redevelopment would occur, 
and therefore it is not known whether businesses displaced by the project could be 
directly relocated to the newly constructed space." (Findings at pp. 30-31). 

In summary, the Staff Findings rely on the anticipated benefits of the proposed light rail 
station and highway improvements to reduce the adverse impacts, stating, that these 
benefits "would all contribute to the viability and success of the redevelopment plans for 
the island and mitigate for the business displacement on the island." Again, reliance on 
redevelopment plans at this point in time is speculative. There is simply no indication 
that redevelopment dollars will be available anytime in the near future. There is no 
substantial evidence in the record that private redevelopment money is available for 
Hayden Island. 

Regarding loss of parking andlor access to existing businesses, Staff Findings state: 

"if the project must remove an existing. access, and if that access cannot be 
safely and adequately relocated or reconfigured, then the entire business is 
assumed to be displaced. Even if alternative access is available, it may not 
be as convenient as the existing access and could result in some loss of 
business." (Findings at p. 31). 

The recommended highway improvements will require acquisition of all existing 
properties on North Jantzen Drive between the underpass with 1-5 on North Hayden 
Island Drive "except for a fast food restaurant on the west and the hotel on the east side 
of North Jantzen Drive." (Findings at p. 33). The specific impacts to Weber's Taco Bell 
include: 

"specific impacts to the Weber Taco Bell fast food restaurant, stating "the 
project would restrict access to both the hotel and the restaurant to right-in, 
right-out only movements. The hotel and restaurant along North Jantzen 
Drive could experience circulation impacts, because the entrances and areas 
adjacent to the road are currently the primary access and circulation for the 
businesses." (Findings at p. 33). 
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The Staff appear to consider ODOT's lAMP as a mitigation measure. (See Findings at p. 
34). However, the lAMP does not include any clearly stated mitigation for the loss of 
access along North Jantzen Drive. In addition, the Staff Findings rely on an Interstate 
Access Modification Request ("IAMR"), an ODOT process and document that is "in 
preparation.~' (Findings at 34). As a mitigation measure, a non-descript process and a 
non-existent document are ambiguous in the extreme. 

The mitigation measures described in the Findings do not satisfy the requirements of 
House Bill 3478 and the LCDC Administrative Rules. They do not identify specific 
measures to reduce the impacts. Rather, staff merely assert that the benefits of the light 
rail and of the highway improvements outweigh the adverse economic, social and traffic 
impacts on Hayden Island. 

Metro Council has exceeded its jurisdiction, as prescribed in HB3478, in approving 
highway improvement no. 11. 

Metro Council should delay adoption of this Resolution until more specific mitigation 
measures can be identified that are supported by substantial evidence that such measures 
will actually reduce the impacts; that is, measures that are based on evidence of 
improvements, not on a benefitfloss analysis. 

Sincerely, 

/~ 
MEG E. KIERAN 

MEK:jb 

cc: Weber Coastal Bells, L.P. 
Elaine Smith, AlCP, ODOT, Region 1 Planning Manager 
John Gillam, City of Portland, Portland Bureau of Transportation 
Casey Liles, PE, Columbia River Crossing Project 

S;\CLIENTS\MEG\WEBER COASTAL BELLS LIMITED PARTNERSHIP\Lt Oregon Metro Council Office{MEK) 8-3-11.doc 
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Laura Dawson-Bodner 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Metro Councilors: 

george [gbruender@comcast.netj 
Wednesday, August 10, 2011 9:52 PM 
Trans System Accounts 
CRC/Lufo Comments 

You have already received a letter regarding the CRC Land Use Final Order with my signature on it in my role as co-chair 
of the Northeast Coalition of Neighborhoods (NECN) Land Use and Transportation Committee. We asked that 3 issues be 
considered before you made a decision: the transforming of what is basically a light rail project into a highway project 
without considering the different requirements for each; whether LUFO laws are still legally "on the books" or were just 
one time responses to a different situation; and whether the CRC is within the Urban Growth Boundaries. These need to 
be addressed and I hope that you take the time to do so. 

This letter is written personally from my position as co-chair of Concordia Neighborhood Association's Land Use, Livability 
and Transportation committees - and from my personal observations. 

In March 175 neighborhood people testified at an open forum at Concordia University (under CNA and NECN 
sponsorship). A number of local legislators and their reps were also in attendance, some pro-CRC; some, con-CRC. 
There was a wide range of opinions and concerns expressed, but the overwhelming majority felt that there had notbeen a 
serious vetting of alternatives to the current CRC proposal. They said that nearby residents have not felt part of the 
process at any time, that it was proceeding under its own power without serious citizen input and that they felt powerless 
in affecting any changes. There was a lot of discussion of the exhorbitant cost of the project and its effects on funding 
other future transportation projects and on the continued bottleneck at the 1-5/1-84 interchange that CRC improvements 
could easily exacerbate. These observations were expressed at a later personal meeting of 4 of us from the forum with 
Gov. Kitzhaber at which we also stressed getting objective, outside (of CRC), analysis of all aspects of CRC's plans, 
especially the financing aspects. 

My chief personal concern is the public health issue. Our northeast part of Portland (along our portion of the 1-5 corridor 
and along Columbia Blvd) has been reported to be one of the five top most air-polluted sites in the US. We as a city are 
going to have to soon address that crisis. CRC projects an increase in traffic of up to 16%, certainly not all to be 
ameliorated by light rail. Any increase in pollution-producers and its associated health impacts on our residents seems 
directly contrary to improving our area's air quality. 

Our neighborhoods in northeast, because we have many poor and minority populations, are used to being literally 
"dumped on". (There are other alternative sites that could be utilized that do not further impact residents.) 
We are as anxious as anyone to improve our river crossings, but this current CRC project seems once again to be at our 
expense. This is a matter of both economic and social justice - buzz words to many - but reality to us living in northeast 
Portland. 

We encourage you to table your vote until Metro can thoroughly study what I consider an ill-planned venture. 

Thank you, 
George M. Bruender 
2414 Ne Hihghland, Portland 97221 

1 
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RE: CRC Land Use Final Order vote 

August 10, 2011 

Dear President Hughes and Metro Councilors: 

We wanted to introduce you to Bike Walk Vote, and to urge you to vote against the CRC Land Use 
Final Order tomorrow. 

Bike Walk Vote works to elect local, regional and statewide candidates who best support Oregonians 
who walk and bike. We were formed in 2004, and worked in local elections in 2004, 2006, and 2008. 
During that time, our endorsed candidates won nine of eleven races. After a brief hiatus, we are 
relaunching the organization, as there is significant energy and interest from people eager to build the 
movement and be active in the years and elections to come. 

As you know, roughly two-thirds of people in the Metro region own bicycles and use them at times, 
and all Oregonians are pedestrians. We are eager to promote transportation choice for all community 
members, especially for the approximately 400,000 residents of the region who are too young, old, 
infirm or poor to drive. 

As advocates for transportation choice we oppose the CRC highway mega-project as currently 
conceived. While there are parts of the project we support, they are overwhelmed by the bulk of the 
project's investment and its focus on expanding almost five miles of highway. 

Spending billions of dollars on a highway mega-project of questionable functionality has a clear 
opportunity cost. While the Council's resolution in June included a hope it would have no cost to the 
region, that is simply impossible. The project consumes limited federal political capital, Metro staff 
time, and federal, state, and regional resident tax dollars and tolls that could better be invested in 
creating transportation choices. For example, the entire Portland bike plan could be built out for about a 
sixth of the cost ofthe CRe. 

Beyond the massive opportunity cost, we are particularly disappointed in the project's treatment of 
people on bicycles and foot. While Metro had asked the project to include world-class bicycling 
facilities, and the project is the most expensive public works project in the region's history, the project 
claims it cannot afford to do much better than minimal standards. For example, the project has access at 
only one side ofI-5 in Vancouver, just one elevator, just one viewpoint, and a major, five-block 
corkscrew detour to enter downtown Vancouver. For a purported one-hundred year investment to be so 
shortsighted is not what we think Metro's reputation for long-term plamling is built on. 

Thank you for your service to the region. 

Best regards, 

Evan Manvel 
(503) 515-8548 

Peter Welte 
(503) 780-8493 
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Planning Department 
Metro 
600 NE Grand Avenue 
Portland, OR 

To Whom It May Concern: 

Pauline Duffy 

2735 S.E. 28th Avenue 
Portland, OR 97202 

Phone: 503/233-4652 
miss-isabella@safe-mail.net 

Re: Columbia River Crossing 

In light of the August 11 th scheduled vote by Metro on land-use approval and the CRC, I wish to 
comment that I am vehemently opposed to your accepting the application from TriMet. Oregon has a 
history of, mostly, well thought out land-use planning. The light-rail bill with an exemption allowing a 
fast track to the siting of light-rail lines was created specifically for the purpose of light-rail only. It 
could never have been intended to be applied to a project of the size and scope of the CRC. 

There are too many reasons against the CRC going forward in its current conception; this is merely one 
more. If this land-use exemption is allowed for the CRC it will eliminate or severely limit the public 
debate that should occur. It would make a mockery of Oregon's land-use laws. Metro Council should 
vote against allowing this. 

Respectfully submitted by: 

Pauline Duffy 
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Laura Dawson-Bodner 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Follow Up Flag: 
Flag Status: 

Jack [jackhallin@gmaiLcom] 
Wednesday, August 10, 2011 1 :00 AM 
Trans System Accounts 
LUFO comments 

Follow up 
Completed 

I urge you to DENY the Land Use Final Order for the CRC highway mega-project. Expanding highway demand 
at this scale is archaic 1950s thinking. Portland is better than this. Why do you want to spend all of our region's 
transportation dollars just to satisfy Clark County's commuting needs. There are alternatives that cost a lot less 
and will not contribute to global warming and send the bottleneck into Portland, as this project will. I urge you 
to start this project over from scratch, only this time without the stacked deck the DOTs dealt. 

This may be our last chance to prevent this economic and environmental disaster. 

Thank you 

1 
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Laura Dawson-Bodner 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Follow Up Flag: 
Flag Status: 

To the Metro Council.. .. 

Ethan P. SELTZER [seltzere@gmail.comj 
Tuesday, August 09, 2011 1 :50 PM 
Trans System Accounts 
Richard Benner; Andy Cotugno; Blumenauer, Earl 
LUFO Comments 

Follow up 
Completed 

I have read the staff report for the LUFO and am frankly amazed that the CRC is now regarded as merely a 
footnote to the desire to extend LRT across the Columbia. Further, it is even more amazing that LRT seems to 
vanish once it crosses the state line. I am concerned for several reasons: 

1) This gives LRT opponents even more reasons to oppose LRT as it now is being called on to justify the entire 
and unfortunate CRC project; 
2) There is still no clear operating agreement for LRT after it crosses the river, making the whole project, much 
less this LUFO even flimsier; and 
3) The ongoing and perplexing lack of candor when it comes to explaining the financing for this project 
continues but apparently is of little concern to you. 

As a.longtime supporter ofLRT, please do not mistake or misuse my enthusiasm for transit development in the 
region as support or encouragement for anything having to do with the CRC. You are misusing my support and 
enthusiasm for LRT, the RFP, and the Region 2040 Growth Concept, for Metro itself, when you encourage and 
support the rationale for moving this project forward presented in the LUFO. I understand that this doesn't 
matter to you, but it saddens me and many others who believe that we can and must do better here in this region 
than in any other. 

Ethan Seltzer 
3082 NE Regents Drive 
Portland, Oregon 97212 

1 
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RE: LUFO for CRC 

August 9, 2011 UPSTREAM 
PUBLIC HEALTH 

Dear Councilor Roberts, 

As your constituent and the Transportation Policy Coordinator for Upstream Public Health, I am 

very concerned about Metro's upcoming vote on the Land Use Final Order for the Columbia 

River Crossing. Upstream Public Health works to address the social and environmental factors 

that influence our health, helping Oregonians live, work, and play in ways that promote healthy 

communities and foster wellbeing. 

I was disappointed by the Metro Council's decision on June 9th to trust critical concerns about 

the project identified by Metro had been or would be addressed. Since then, the outlook has 

gotten worse. Although there are solutions to the 1-5 congestion and safety issues that would 

also protect and even improve public health, the current design instead will have significant 

negative impacts on public health both directly and indirectly through impacts to air quality 

and safety and impacts to our region's financial resources. 

The project won't solve the congestion problem and the related air quality hazards for 

communities that live and work along the project. Instead, increased highway capacity may even 

worsen air pollution levels and increase the number of communities exposed to air toxins. 

Transportation funding for all projects, but particularly for active transportation projects, is 

expected to level off and then decline in the future. The current bridge and highway design has 

been shown to have huge gaps in its fmancing plan. Continuing on the current course will 

hamstring our region's ability to invest in other important transportation safety projects and 

critically important efforts to reduce transportation-related greenhouse gas pollution. The high 

costs of the current project don't begin to account for the public health costs of increased 

respiratory and cardiovascular disease from the project and the lost opportunities to reduce crash 
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injuries, fatalities, obesity, and other chronic diseases by scaling back the CRC and investing in 

other important transportation system improvements. 

Access to a stable, family-wage job is an important factor in promoting health, but the CRC job

creation statistics have been wildly exaggerated. Upstream supports a CRC solution that 

addresses job creation, particularly for the communities that will be affected by the project. We 

cannot support the current project's high cost per job created and the lack of commitment to a 

community benefits agreement. 

I encourage you to vote against the LUFO on August 11 tho Since the June 9th Metro vote where 

you took a leap of faith and trusted that your concerns would be met, there has been nothing but 

bad news about the CRC's financing, modeling, and impacts. Now it's time for the project staff 

to earn your support and the support of the region by truly addressing the concerns that have 

only been growing over the last several months. That important work requires that Metro 

exercise its last option and vote "no" on Thursday. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Heidi Guenin 

Transportation Policy Coordinator 

Upstream Public Health 
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Tom Dana 
1501 N Hayden Island Dr, Unit 110 
Portland, OR 97217 
503-954-9217 
ThomasHDana02gmail.com 

August 9, 2011 

Metro Council 
600 NE Grand Ave 
Portland, OR 97232 
Attn: Laura Dawson Bodner 

re: Upcoming Metro Council vote (August 11, 2011) on the Land Use Final Order (LUFO) concerning 
the Light Rail Extension to Hayden Island, the I-5 Replacement Bridge, and related Highway 
Improvements. 

Greetings, 

As a resident of Hayden Island, Board Member of HiNooN, Board Member of the Manufactured 
Home Community Homeowners Association, and member of the Hayden Island Livability Project 
(HILP) I want to express my strong support for the upcoming. Light Rail Extension to Hayden Island, 
the I-5 Replacement Bridge, and related Highway Improvements. 

The traffic bottleneck at Hayden Island has become almost unbearable and will continue to worsen as 
the economy recovers. 

In particular, I want to support the arterial bridge as an alternative to freeway access to and from the 
Island. This is very important to the aging population on the Island . 

. As an active participant in various committees relating to the CRC project (Portland Working Group, 
Committee on the Hayden Island Interchange) I will continue to work with the CRC and Metro to 
mitigate problems construction will cause and improve Island livability as we move forward. 

Tom Dana 
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Laura Dawson-Bodner 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Follow Up Flag: 
Flag Status: 

Terri Wilson [terriwilson. is@comcast.net] 
Tuesday, August 09, 2011 10:30 AM 
Trans System Accounts 
LUFO comments 

Follow up 
Completed 

To: Metro President Hughes, Councilors Burkholder, Collette, Craddick, Harrington, Hosticka, 

Roberts 

Please vote NO on resolution no. 11-4264 - opposed 

With such a high level of opposition from respected and informed citizenry, it is clear that a 

show of support for the CRC resolution is premature at this time. Please show the good 

judgment to insist on more consideration rather than allow yourselves to be pushed into a 

vote to approve at this time. 

Respectfu Ily, 

Terri Wilson 
Principal Broker 
Prudential NW Properties 
503-781-6744 
www.terriwilson.com 
terriwilson.is@comcast.net 

"Where You Always Come First" 

1 
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Laura Dawson-Bodner 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Follow Up Flag: 
Flag Status: 

pixelsareforsquares@gmail.com on behalf of revphil [revphil@gmail.com] 
Tuesday, August 09, 2011 3: 15 AM 
Trans System Accounts 
LUFO comments 

Follow up 
Completed 

The Columbia River Project is unacceptable. Please accept defeat and let it die. 

Please) 

rev 

1 
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Laura Dawson-Bodner 

From: Metro Council 
Sent: 
To: 

Thursday, August 11, 2011 11 :54 AM 
Laura Dawson-Bodner 

Subject: FW: Time Out for Columbia River Crossing 

From: Jonathan Ater [mailto:Jaa@aterwynne.com] 
Sent: Monday, August 08, 2011 3:33 PM 
To: Metro Council; Barbara Roberts; 'cylviahayes@oregonmetro.gov'; Shirley Craddick; Kathryn Harrington 
Subject: Time Out for Columbia River Crossing 

Folks, 

Particularly given the economic collapse of the moment, it is obvious that we don't have a 
viable economic plan for the proposed Columbia River Crossing project. 

I urge all of you to slow this project down and encourage the region to consider other 
options, such as: 

1. Modifying the railroad bridge to change the barge channel, accomodate high speed 
rail, and potentially accomodate light rail. 

2. Rebuild the footings of the existing highway bridge spans. 

3. Create one or more alternative approaces to Hayden Island from the Oregon side. 

Whatever the options, it seems foolhardy to keep spending money on what now appears 
to be a broken project. 

Regards, 

Jonathan A. Ater 
Partner 
Ater Wynne LLP 
1331 NW Lovejoy Street, Suite 900 
Portland, OR 97209-3280 
503-226-8471 direct 
jaa@aterwynne.com 
www.aterwynne.com 

Proud to be one of Oregon's Most Admired Law Firms 
(As listed by the Portland Business Journal in a 2010 statewide vote of more than 1,800 CEOs) 

To ensure compliance with requirements imposed by the IRS, we inform you that any tax advice contained in this 
communication, unless expressly stated otherwise, was not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax-related penalties under the Internal Revenue Code or (ii) promoting, marketing or 
recommending to another party any tax-related matter(s) addressed herein. 

NOTICE TO RECIPIENT: THIS E-MAIL IS MEANT FOR ONLY THE INTENDED RECIPIENT OF THE TRANSMISSION, 
AND MAY BE A COMMUNICATION PRIVILEGED BY LAW. IF YOU RECEIVED THIS E-MAIL IN ERROR, ANY 
REVIEW, USE, DISSEMINATION, DISTRIBUTION, OR COPYING OF THIS E-MAIL IS STRICTLY PROHIBITED. 

1 
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PLEASE NOTIFY US IMMEDIATELY OF THE ERROR BY RETURN E-MAIL AND PLEASE DELETE THIS MESSAGE 
FROM YOUR SYSTEM. THANK YOU IN ADVANCE FOR YOUR COOPERATION. 

2 
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Laura Dawson-Bodner 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Follow Up Flag: 
Flag Status: 

Metro Councillors-

Allan Rudwick [arudwick@gmail.com] 
Monday, August 08, 2011 2:42 PM 
Trans System Accounts 
LUFO comments 

Follow up 
Completed 

It is with deep regret that we are at a point in the CRC planning process where we have already spent over $150 
Million with such a flawed project being proposed. The CRC project as currently planned would build a 
gigantic auto-oriented freeway widening project and a competing light-rail line connecting the Portland Expo 
Center with Vancouver, W A. These two services will naturally compete with each other, and as such, we are 
effectively subsidizing 2competing modes at the same time. As metro has taken ambitious goals on GHG 
reductions, you should know that building a large piece of auto-infrastructure will significantly reduce the 
livability of the neighborhoods in north and northeast Portland due to increased cut-through traffic. 

As a someone under 30, which all of you once were, I don't think that this decision should be taken lightly. I 
fully expect to be paying off the debt from this project for the rest of my career in Portland, frustrated that other 
transportation improvement projects can't go forward because of the debt service on this one. There are so 
many economic reasons not to build this project, not to mention the health impact and the sprawl-inducing 
impact of the project. Please let me and my colleagues fix the problems created by 1950's era freeway projects 
instead of enabling more car travel through the heart of North Portland. Inevitably, this will cause freeway
widening demands in the Rose Quarter, and prevent what could be a crowning achievement of density on the 
east side, of the Willametie. 

Please kill this project so a smaller, more intelligent 21st century project can go forward and enable the 
transportation options of the future without chaining us in the shackles of past mistakes. 

Sincerely 
Allan Rudwick 

Eliot Neighborhood Board Member 
Active Right Of Way Member 

Allan Rudwick 
(503) 703-3910 

1 
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Laura Dawson-Bodner 

From: Dylan Rivera 
Sent: 
To: 

Monday, August 08, 2011 6:47 PM 
Dylan Rivera 

Subject: CRC at Metro: Update, Thursday hearing 

This is a notice about an upcoming decision and a public hearing on the Columbia River Crossing project. 

Dear colleague, 
Metro has updated its web site with more information on a proposed Land Use Final Order for the Columbia River 
Crossing project. Specifically, an index of comments and reports submitted as part of the order has been updated with 
comments received as of Thursday, Aug. 4. 

Public comments are being accepted on the proposal in writing through the end of a public hearing this Thursday, Aug. 
11. To comment on the LUFO by email, send a message to trans@oregonmetro.gov with "LUFO comments" in the 
subject line. We expect the public hearing to start shortly after the beginning ofthe council meeting at 2 pm. 

Since the order is the last action the crossing project needs from Metro before publishing a Final Environmental Impact 
Statement, the resolution on Thursday's council agenda also authorizes Council President Hughes to sign the statement 
on behalf of the agency. 

The Land Use Final Order is the second of two actions on the crossing project the council is considering this summer. 
First, on June 9, the council approved a resolution saying the concerns it raised in the past had either been met or would 
be met during the next phase of planning. Those concerns are part of the council's endorsement of the locally preferred 
alternative, selected as part of developing a federally required Environmental Impact Statement. Some of those 
concerns have been addressed, while others the council feels confident project and Metro staff will address -- some in 
coming weeks and others in subsequent phases of planning. 

Secondly, on Thursday, the council will consider adopting a Land Use Final Order, which is a process in Oregon law that 
consolidates local land use decision making. Interested in commenting in person or in written form on the Land Use Final 
Order? Comments must be received no later than the close of the public hearing on Aug. 11 at the Metro Council 
Chambers. Interested in receiving notice ofthe land use decision and information on how to appeal to the state land use 
officials? See the legal notice here: 

http://library.oregonmetro.gov/filesl/crc-Iufonotice.pdf 

For more information on the Columbia River Crossing at Metro, and the Land Use Final Order and related upcoming 
meetings, see: 

www.oregonmetro.gov/columbiarivercrossing 

Thank you for your attention. 

Dylan 

Dylan Rivera 
Public Affairs Specialist, Transportation Planning 
Metro 
600 NE Grand Ave. 
Portland, OR 97232-2736 
503-797-1551 

1 
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www.oregonmetro.gov 
Metro I Making a great place 

You are receiving this because you have expressed interest in receiving updates on transportation planning at Metro or 
updates related to the Columbia River Crossing project. 

2 
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\::!USITZ" CORPORATION 

August 4,2011 

Metro 
600 NE Grand Ave. 
Portland, OR 97323 
Attn.: Laura Dawson Bodner 

Re: Columbia River Crossing (CRC) Project 

To Metro: 

Following is written testimony from Jubitz Corporation ("Jubitz") with respect to the 
replacement of the 1-5 Columbia River Bridge project ("Project") scheduled for Land Use 
Final Order public hearing August 11 , 2011. Note that our comments refer specifically to 
proposed associated highway improvements in North Portland, to wit: the proposed 
Martin Luther King Blvd. ("MLK") off-ramp connection to N.E. Union Court/Union 
Court. 

Background. 

Since 1958, Jubitz Corporation has operated a truck stop at the Jubitz Travel Center 
located at I 021 0 N. Vancouver Way. Our present facility covers 24 acres, generally 
serving 1 000(+) trucks per day. The bulk of our over-the-road highway traffic comes 
from the 1-5 freeway, with additional material daily truck traffic from the Port of Portland 
loading areas West ofl-5. Other trucking companies in our immediate vicinity which 
also produce large 1-5 truck traffic counts are Market Transport (110 N. Marine Drive), 
Haney Truck Line (10505 NE 2nd Avenue) and USF Reddaway (10510 N. Vancouver 
Way). 

Apart from concerns over future traffic coordination with Project contractors to insure 
adequate continuing truck access, Jubitz is generally in support of the CRC bridge 
replacement as presently designed. The bridge replacement should help alleviate the 
current congestion in the 1-5 bridge vicinity, and will facilitate commercial trucks 
accessing 1-5 from our general area. 

Jubitz objects, however, to the current proposed configuration for commercial trucks 
accessing our facility or other proximate trucking locales from 1-5 via Mmiin Luther 
King Blvd. ("MLK"). Specifically, the current proposal utilizes an extended loop off
ramp from MLK to connect with N. Hayden Meadows Drive and NE Union Court before 
passing underneath MLK to connect with N. Vancouver Way. This differs from the 
earlier MLK off-ramp configuration described by Option 12 Modified (see "Marine 

Proudly Providing World Class Customer Experiences Since 1952 
33 NE Middlefield Road • P.O. Box 11264 • Portland, OR 97211-0264 • 503-283-1111 • Fax 503-240-5834 • www.jubitz.com 
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CRC Testimony-Jubitz Corporation 
August 4, 2011 
Page 2 of4 

Drive Interchange Alignment Recommendation Process-Final Summary Report and 
Stakeholder Recommendation" published October 2009, File ID 771). Option 12 
Modified utilizes a substantially shorter and simplified MLK off-ramp to connect with 
Union Court and the N. Vancouver Way area. 

Our objections to the current proposal v. Option 12 Modified include the following: 

• The current proposed configuration unnecessarily adds 2400 feet (.45 mile) of 
additional truck driving distance, resulting in increased fuel consumption and costs 
for each truck exiting 1-5 to access Jubitz and other area trucking centers. 

• The current proposed configuration unnecessarily results in the emission of 
additional greenhouse gases due to additional drive distance. 

• The current proposed configuration creates a potential safety hazard due to a 
required 90(+ )-degree turn at the NE Union Court intersection for trucks accessing 
trucking facilities located North ofMLK. 

• The current proposed configuration aligns the proposed off-ramp immediately 
adjacent to and paralleling the on-street network bike/pedestrian pathway connecting 
to a planned bike/pedestrian Multi-Use Path. 

Discussion. 

THE PROPOSED CONFIGURATION UNNECESSARILY ADDS 2400 FEET (.45 
MILE) OF ADDITIONAL TRUCK DRIVING DISTANCE RESULTING IN 
INCREASED FUEL CONSUMPTION AND ASSOCIATED COSTS. 

Contrary to the Option 12 Modified plan, the proposed MLK off-ramp results on excess 
fuel consumption due to extended off-ramp distance with resulting costs to commercial 
trucking. In addition to distance alone, the current configuration adds a third intersection 
(See "Potential Safety Hazard," below). Compared to Option 12 Modified, it is estimated 
that the combination of distance plus additional fuel consumption due to required truck 
acceleration due to the added intersection may result in up to an additional .17 gallons of 
fuel burned by each truck utilizing the off-ramp. Positing an average figure of 1000 
trucks per day accessing Jubitz plus a conservative estimate of an additional 500 trucks 
generally accessing other local trucking destinations from 1-5, this results in an additional 
daily consumption of255 gallons of diesel fuel, or over 93,000 gallons per year. 
Applying current and anticipated diesel fuel pricing of approximately $4.00/gallon, the 
proposed configuration results in additional costs of over $370,000 per year to access 
local truck locations. 

THE PROPOSED CONFIGURATION RESULTS IN THE UNNECESSARILY 
EMISSION OF ADDITIONAL GREENHOUSE GASES DUE TO ADDITIONAL 
DRIVE DISTANCE. 
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CRC Testimony-Jubitz Corporation 
August 4, 2011 
Page 3 of4 

As described above, utilizing an average figure of 1500 trucks per day, the proposed 
MLK off-ramp configuration will bum 93,000(+) additional gallons of diesel fuel per 
year to cover the additional 675 miles (.45 miles x 1500) of off-ramp distance. This 
results in unnecessary emissions of greenhouse gases otherwise avoided by Option 12 
Modified. 

THE PROPOSED CONFIGURATION CREATES A POTENTIAL SAFETY HAZARD 
AT THE NE UNION COURT INTERSECTION. 

The proposed MLK off-ramp includes a 90(+)-degree tum at its initial N.E. Union Court 
intersection. While Project engineering has undoubtedly calculated adequate turning 
space for commercial trucks exiting MLK, there is a substantial distinction in the 
commercial trucking business between a theoretically adequate turning area and actual 
turning space used by commercial truck drivers. The latter is often governed by practical 
considerations such as training and experience, driver competency, driver familiarity with 
a particular truck, as well as time urgency (i.e., speed). Any combination of the 
foregoing factors can lead to trucks exceeding the planned turning radius and create a 
traffic hazard ranging from obstruction and delay to actual collisions with oncoming 
traffic. 

The described safety hazard does not exist in Option 12 Modified as the off-ramp 
intersection is considerably larger in size allowing for additional turning space without 
undue interference with oncoming traffic lanes. 

THE PROPOSED CONFIGURATION ALIGNS THE MLK OFF-RAMP ADJACENT 
TO AND PARALLELING THE EXISTING ON-STREET NETWORK BIKE/ 
PEDESTRIAN PATHWAY. 

CRC Project eUpdate of June 2011 describes a "refined multi-use path route" connecting 
with the existing MLK on-street network to better provide service for bicycle and 
pedestrian traffic between North Portland and Vancouver. The proposed off-ramp 
configuration unnecessarily parallels the existing MLK on-street network as opposed to 
the Option 12 Modified which promptly separates from the bicycle/pedestrian on-street 
network route. 

October 2009 Marine Drive Interchange Alignment Recommendation. 

A review of the October 2009 Recommendation of Option 12 Modified includes 
multiple findings as well as analyses supporting the recommended design. These 
findings have not been changed, and remain compelling reasons to adopt the Option 12 
Modified proposal 

Summary. 
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CRC Testimony-Jubitz Corporation 
August 4,2011 
Page 4 of4 

In discussions with CRC Committee representatives, considerations for the current 
proposed MLK off-ramp configuration included potential interference with a deeded dog 
park area, visual proximity of the Option 12 Modified N.E. Union Court intersection to 
Delta Park softball fields, potential close juxtaposition of the Option 12 Modified N.E. 
Union Court intersection with the (new) N. Vancouver Way intersection/ and 
maximizing the space between the 1-5 intersection and a connection with N.E. Union 
Court. Particularly with respect to the final point, Jubitz believes its above-described 
objections renders the current proposed off-ramp configuration inferior to the Option 12 
Modified MLK off-ramp design. 

Vice President Administration & General Counsel 

cc: Aaron Myton, P.E., Columbia River Crossing Committee 
Gary Wilson, Market Transport 
Pat Roetker, Asst. Terminal Manager USF Reddaway 
Haney Truck Lines 
Corky Collier, Executive Director Columbia Corridor Association 

1 This objection by CRC Committee presumes both intersections will be governed by 
traffic lights. While a traffic signal will be reasonably required for N. Vancouver Way, 
the Union Court intersection under Option 12 Modified may well be better served 
through use of simple stop signs which have adequately served all truck traffic currently 
accessing N. Vancouver Way from 1-5. 
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COALITION FOR A LIVABLE FUTURE 
);00-- -------.. ~-------------.--------.----.- -.. ---------------------------------------- ------------------------------------------------------ -------------------------------------------------------- -- ------)0-

107 SE WASHINGTON STPJE', Sum: 239 • PoRTlAND, OR 97214 
PHONE: 503.294.2889 • fAX: 503.225_0333 • WWW.ClFiJTURE.ORG 

August 4, 2011 

RE: CRC lUFO vote on August 11th - Metro's "Final Sign-Off on the CRC" 

Dear President Hughes and Metro Councilors: 

I'm writing today representing the Coalition for a livable Future (ClF) which is a partnership of over 
100 diverse organizations and thousands of individuals promoting healthy and sustainable 
communities. For over 16 years ClF has worked to protect, restore and maintain healthy, equitable 
and sustainable communities, both human and natural, for the benefit of present and future residents 
of the greater Portland-Vancouver metro area. 

As Metro considers adoption of the land Use Final Order (lUFO), we wanted to make sure you had 
an opportunity to review the recent news about the project. 

We are particularly eager to ensure your decision is made with full information as Metro's in-house 
news reporter called the lUFO decision "Metro's final sign-off on the CRC." 

Recent News: Justifications for the Project are Disproved 

To sum up what newspapers have recently uncovered and reported: 

• The project won't solve the traffic problem 
• The project will be a huge financial risk because 1-5 traffic levels have flattened 
• There are a host of higher safety priorities 
• We have no clear plan to pay for the project 
• CRC backers have repeatedly overstated job creation, by a factor of ten 
• The project has not been regularly tracking its spending to know whether it is on schedule or 

on budget 
• The project's traffic models aren't equipped to model the effects of tolling 
• The project presumes 400,000 more jobs in the region by 2030 than do independent sources 

The Willamette Week concluded: "The major reasons backers cite for building the CRC are disproved 
by the project's own documents." 

Shifting Project Plans and Scope 

As you are aware, Treasurer Wheeler recently found a huge financial hole in the project, leading to a 
$468 to $598 million dollar shortfall. 

In response to Treasurer Wheeler's report, Governor Kitzhaber has asked the project to create new 
plans that involve sequencing, or postponing parts of the project. 

1 
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The Independent Review Panel had already found the project was of questionable worth without 
spending an additional billion dollars to the south: "Questions about the reasonableness of investment 
in the CRC bridge because unresolved issues remain to the south [near 1-405 and the Rose Quarter] 
threaten the viability of the project." 

It now appears the state will postpone several parts of the project. The Governor's request for 
sequencing is a call to figure out how we can spend billions of scarce transportation dollars for an 
incomplete, non-functioning design, while expecting decades of future transportation monies to be 
spent completing what we can't afford to build today. 

The region is already projecting significant shortfalls of available transportation resources for our 
future demands, including our ongoing needs in maintenance. For example, the City of Portland is 
projecting a $6 billion shortfall in its transportation needs through 2030. Andy Cotugno recently told 
JPACT the federal transportation funding outlook is "grim." And the national report Repair Priorities 
called deferred road repair "a financial time bomb" and found Oregon has been spending far less than 
most states on repair and maintenance. 

We are skeptical the region will find an additional half-billion dollars to build out the CRC - or an 
additional billion dollars to make it more functional by redesigning the southern end - without having 
major impacts on other regional priorities. 

It is hard to understand how the project will remain consistent with June's Metro Resolution 11-4264, 
which included the requirement the CRC not impact funding for any other regional priorities: "The 
funding contribution from each state is intended as a state contribution ... and is not intended to be the 
region's share of a broader state funding package." 

Signing Off on the Project is Premature 

Given the ongoing major shifts and revelations about project design, financing, and expected costs, 
benefits, and impacts, it seems at best premature, and at worst reckless, to sign off on the LUFO on 
August 11th. 

We urge you to vote against the LUFO, at least until the scope, design, impacts and cost of the most 
expensive project in the region's history are better known. The project has yet to respond to the 
Governor's request for a sequencing plan. 

Before giving the most expensive public works project in the region's history its final sign-off, Metro 
should wait until it can adequately and independently review whatever new plan the CRC project staff 
bring forward. 

Thank you for your consideration and your service to the region. 

Respectfully, 

Executive Director 
Coalition for a Livable Future 
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Key Excerpts from News Stories in June and July 

It has been a busy summer for news about the Columbia River Crossing. 

As Metro considers adoption of the Land Use Final Order (LUFO) for the area on August 11, we 
wanted to make sure you had an opportunity to review the recent news about the project. 

What follows is the list of news about the project from June and July. 

Project Relies on Faulty Assumptions and Claims, and Won't Fix the Traffic Problem 

On June 1 st, the Wi/lamette Week reported the project won't solve congestion, it will be a huge 
financial risk because 1-5 traffic levels have flat-lined, there are scads of higher safety priorities, and 
we have no clear plan to pay for it. 

"The state's own records show [the mega-project] relies on faulty assumptions and won't fix 
the traffic problem ... 

"The agency's data show there are more than two dozen 1-5 bridges in Oregon in worse shape 
than the Interstate Bridge, including the Marquam Bridge ... 

"Another claim CRC backers like to make is the number of crashes on either side of the 
Interstate Bridge. They often exaggerate here as well." 

Fu II article: http://www.wweek.com/portland/article-17566-a_bridge_too_false.html 

Project Overstates Job Creation by a Factor of Ten 

On June 15th, the Wi/lamette Week reported project backers have been overstating the number of 
jobs the project would create by more than a factor of ten. Instead of 20,000 jobs, the project is 
projected to create 1907, or about one job for every $2 million spent. 

"Kitzhaber is exaggerating by 1 0 times the number of jobs potentially created by the project, 
known as the CRC. That's according to the project's own reports, as well as the state's 
methods for tallying jobs ... 

"It's not the first time that leaders from Oregon and Washington have made shaky claims to 
justify the project. The major reasons backers cite for building the CRC are disproved by the 
project's own documents." 

Full article: http://www.wweek.com/portland/article-17621-not_true_times_ten.html 

Project's Financial Oversight is Questionable 

On July 18, The Columbian reported the project has not been regularly tracking its spending to know 
whether it is on schedule or on budget, and there are concerns as to whether it is meeting public 
records requests in a timely manner. 

3 
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"One problem: The CRC doesn't track all of its spending under one roof. The Washington and 
Oregon departments of transportation, the two lead agencies that distribute money to the 
project, keep separate financial accounts ... 

"We will start to develop a regular, reliable source of reporting that helps answer those sorts of 
questions: Are we managing our scope, schedule and budget?" [Project Director Nancy] Boyd 
said .... 

"[Auditor Tiffany] Couch said that four requests made by her and Madore between March 4 
and July 5 have yet to be answered. In a few other cases, she only got partial responses. 
"They are completely ignoring us," she said." 

Full article: 
http://www.columbian.com/news/2 0 11 /ju 1/18/new-crossing-ch ief-orders-internal-aud it! 

The Oregonian also covered questionable financial management in a July 9th article: 

"It must have been irksome for the CRC to pay for a critique that at times was scathing and 
only added to the air of disarray that had enveloped the project. But pay it did, handsomely. 
[German consultant] Hopf and two co-workers got nearly $83,000 for the equivalent of eight 
weeks of work ... 

"The CRC also covers parking for the approximately 70 employees: $42,000 a year for 53 
monthly passes. It also reimburses street parking for other workers." 

Full article: 
http://www.oregonlive.com/environment!index.ssf/2011/07/columbia_river_crossing_has_sp.ht 
ml 

And The Columbian noted the project includes $158 to $176 million for three parking garages, which 
doesn't include the cost of property acquisition (June 21st). At around $60,000 per space, these 
garages are far beyond industry standard cost. 

Project's Traffic Models Not Equipped for Tolling - And Overproject by 400,000 Jobs 

On July 19th, The Oregonian reported the project has been relying on models that cannot predict the 
impacts of tolling on traffic volumes, and tberefore the expected revenue from tolls. 

"ODOT documents have surfaced in which three of CRC's largest contractors question traffic 
forecast models used by the project. Their findings are unambiguous: The introduction of tolled 
roads and bridges adds a wrinkle that Oregon travel forecasting models aren't equipped to 
deal with .... The CRC has not taken steps to perform new traffic modeling." 

Full article: 
http://www.oregonlive.com/environment!index.ssf/2011/07/traffic_estimates_on_columbia.html 

Here's what project consultants David Evans, Stantec, and Parsons Brinkerhoff said: 

4 
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"Oregon models have not been specifically designed to evaluate toll projects, so planners are 
not able to confidently forecast travel patterns for projects that are considering tolling/pricing. 
Existing models are not able to determine how travelers would change their mode, route, 
travel time, or destination in response to tolling/pricing." 

Contrast with what staff told you at last month's hearing (Appendix to Resolution 11-4264): 

"Analysis conducted for the CRC project using the regional traffic forecasting model to assess 
the impact of various tolls on total traffic and diversion to 1-205. The Tolling Study Report had 
three principal conclusions about diversion: For most of the 1-5 only toll scenarios, the majority 
of diverse would not change their travel patterns ... " 

The Columbian reported on more basic problems with the traffic projections on July 20th: 

"Robert Bain of London-based RB Consult LTD, a former Standard & Poor's ratings analyst 
who has published widely on problems with the traffic and toll forecasting process, said traffic 
volumes have been flattening off over the past 15 to 20 years, before the recession. 

"Bain said that Metro failed to look at historical trends and instead ran with 
ever-increasing job and traffic increases, leaving key questions unanswered." 

Full article: 
http://www.columbian.com/news/20 11 /ju 1/20/oregon-treasu rer -q uestions-crc-traffic-tolls-gover/ 

From The Oregonian July 20th: 

"CRC opponents hav~ often accused the project of using bogus traffic numbers. Until now, the 
CRC has stood by its projections." 

Project Plan Has a $468 million to $598 Million Dollar Financial Hole 

Because of the inflated traffic projections and the need to restructure the project's proposed toll 
financing plan, which the Washington State Treasurer equated to "a toxic mortgage," Oregon 
Treasurer Ted Wheeler released a report on July 20th finding the project has a $468 million to $598 
million dollar financial hole. 

The Willamette Week covered the issue (July 20th): 

"The takeaway from two consultants Wheeler hired to review the CRC's projections-the cost 
assumptions seem reasonable but traffic and toll revenue projections are wildly optimistic ... 

"First... CRC traffic projections ... are simply wrong ... 

"A second major finding came from the consulting firm C & M Associates ... Metro's population 
and employment growth projections, which are also underlying the tolling revenue projections, 
are vastly more optimistic than two independent estimates. 

5 
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"The differences in employment-which drives traffic..,-are huge. Metro projects that the 
number of jobs in the region will increase from 1,032,200 in 2005 to 1,691,900 in 2030, a 
growth of 64 percent. 

"Both Moody's and Global Insight say the growth will be less than half that amount-a 
difference of 400,000 jobs." 

Full article: 
http://www.wweek.com/portland/blog-27408-
breaking_treasurers_report_blows_major_hole_in_crc_finance_plan.html 

From The Oregonian (July 20th): 

'The CRC is using outdated, inflated traffic projections and a tolling plan that incorporated an 
unacceptably risky debt service structure, according to the Oregon Treasury analysis. Insert 
more realistic toll revenue numbers and a more conservative bond repayment schedule, the 
analysis concludes, and the CRC's anticipated pot of $3 billion-plus shrinks by between $468 
million and $598 million." 

Full article: 
http://www.oregonlive.com/environmentlindex.ssf/2011/07/columbia_river_crossing_financ.htm 
I 

Outlook for Transportation Funding "Grim" 

From The Porlland Business Journal (July 14th): 

"A Metro director told area transportation officials Thursday that the outlook for federal roads 
and transit funding is 'grim.' Andy Cotugno, Metro's planning director, made the remar.ks in a 
presentation on the Federal Transportation Funding and Authorization bill. The proposal, 
presented by Florida Republican Rep. John Mica, calls for a 34 percent spending cut, from 
$51.5 billion during fiscal year 2011 to $34.2 billion. Oregon's share is expected to fall from 
$479 million to $316 million." 

6 
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Laura Dawson-Bodner 

From: Richard Benner 
Sent: 
To: 

Tuesday, August 02, 2011 9:36 AM 
Laura Dawson-Bodner 

Subject: FW: Materials in Record 

Laura, 
Please put this email into the LUFO record. 
Dick 

From: Richard Benner 
Sent: Tuesday, August 02, 2011 9:35 AM 
To: mike lilly (mikelilly@michaeljlilly.com) 
Subject: Materials in Record 

8/2/11 
Mike, 
You seem to be the only one paying close attention, so I want to alert you to a posting to our website on the LUFO 
project. It is the index of all the materials in our record received so far (through August 1). If you see something in the 
index that you want to examine, we can make it available to you. Call me or call Laura Dawson-Bodner (spelling 

corrected!) (503.813-7577). 

We will update the index on the website as new materials are submitted. 
Dick 

1 
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Laura Dawson-Bodner 

From: Richard Benner 
Sent: Tuesday, August 02, 2011 8:35 AM 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Andy Cotugno; Carlotta Collette; All Council-COO 
Alison Kean.Campbell; Laura Dawson-Bodner 
RE: History of Metro actions on CRC 

Categories: Yellow Category 

HB 3478 and its predecessor SB 573 were written to allow inclusion of street and highway 
improvements~ using broad language. At the July 26 work session, Mark Greenfield recounted 
previous LUFO projects that included highway improvements aimed to address the same 
transportation problems for which the particular stretch of light rail was intended to 
address. In other words, the LUFO statute is broad enough to include, and there are 
precedents in earlier LUFOs for, the improvements included in the Columbia River Crossing 
LUFO. 

-----Original Message----
From: Andy Cotugno 
Sent: Tuesday, August 02, 2011 8:25 AM 
To: Carlotta Collette; All Council-COO 
Cc: Alison Kean.Campbell; Richard Benner; Laura Dawson-Bodner 
Subject: RE: History of Metro actions on CRC 

The LUFO was designed to provide an integrated approval process for the light rail and 
associated highway projects. The CRC highway and light rail elements are inextricably 
linked. The original South/North LUFO was for a stand-alone light rail project but it failed 
in Clark Co. because it didn't sufficiently meet their needs. The agreement around a project 
that comprehensively meets the needs came out of the 1-5 Trade and Transportation Partnership 
and clearly concluded that a comprehensive multi-modal approach is the only project the meets 
the needs of both sides of the river. The Oregon side needed an emphasis on LRT~ bike/ped 
and demand management (including tolls) to limit the amount of traffic that needed to be 
accommodated downstream. Clark Co. needed some degree of highway expansion because they have 
a pand use pattern that cannot be as effectively served by LRT as the Oregon land use 
pattern. 

As a result of the project development through the NEPA process, it also became clear that 
the most cost-effective and least impactive approach to delivering a comprehensive multi
modal project is with two rather than three bridges with LRT and pedestrian/bike on the lower 
level. So, the project is not only functionally integrated to meet the need but physically 
integrated such that one can't be built without the other. Integrating the approval into a 
single LUFO action acknowledges it is a single integrated project and one part can't be built 
without the other. 

Also~ the SIN LUFO legislation came after the experience of the Westside that was also an 
integrated highway/LRT project. A major expansion of the Sunset Highway, Highway 217 and its 
interchanges was approved for the Westside both through the LUFO and the FEIS/ROD. While the 
LRT was in a tunnel through the West Hills~ the LUFO approved the accompanying highway 
project on the surface. A project that isn't as physically integrated as CRC but was 
functionally needed as a package to meet the needs in the corridor. 

Dick Benner - can you comment on any legal aspects of the LUFO legislation? 

Andy C. 

1 
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-----Original Message----
From: Carlotta Collette 
Sent: Monday, August 01, 2011 3:02 PM 
To: Andy Cotugno; All Council-COO 
Cc: Alison Kean.Campbell; Richard Benner; Laura Dawson-Bodner 
Subject: RE: History of Metro actions on CRC 

My understanding of the original purpose of the LUFO approach was to streamline a process for 
approving light rail projects by wrapping in related highway elements as part of the 
approval. The intent, I thought, was that these highway elements would be minor in the 
context of the larger light rail project and so should not be constraining the light rail 
project. What we have with the CRC LUFO is a light rail project that is dwarfed by the 
related highway elements. Isn't this beyond the scope of the LUFO process? 
Carlotta Collette, Councilor 
Metro District 2 
Metro 
503-797-1887 
carlotta.collette@oregonmetro.gov 

www.oregonmetro.gov 
Metro I People places. Open spaces. 

From: Andy Cotugno 
Sent: Monday, August 01, 2011 1:59 PM 
To: All Council-COO 
Cc: Alison Kean.Campbell; Richard Benner; Laura Dawson-Bodner 
Subject: History of Metro actions on CRC 

At the Council work session Tuesday July 26, I shared with the Council a series of past 
actions of the Metro Council regarding the project in order to better understand how the 
upcoming LUFO action fits in. Attached is a memo providing more details. Copies of the 
actual adoption resolutions are available if you you like to see them. 

Andy Cotugno 

Andrew Cotugno 
Senior Policy Advisor 
Metro 
600 NE Grand Avenue 
Portland, OR 97214 
work: 503-797-1763 
cell: 503-334-5286 
andy.cotugno@oregonmetro.gov 

2 
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~: Summary 
20 
21 The following summarizes information from the 1-5 Columbia River 
22 Crossing Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS), including 
23 project background, the problems the project is seeking to fix, the 
24 alternatives for addressing these problems, the locally preferred 
25 alternative (LPA), and the key impacts. It concludes with a brief 
26 discussion of the next steps and methods by which the public can 
27 continue to be involved in the project. 
28 
29 
30 . 
31 What is the 1-5 Columbia River Crossing project? 
32 
33 The Interstate 5 (1-5) Columbia River Crossing (CRC) project is a 
34 multimodal project focused on improving safety, reducing congestion, and 
35 increasing mobility of motorists, freight traffic, transit riders, bicyclists, and 
36 pedestrians along a 5-mile section of the 1-5 corridor connecting Vancouver, 
37 Washington, and Portland, Oregon. The transit component of the CRC 
38 project would extend light rail transit from the existing Metropolitan Area 
39 Express (MAX) Yellow Line northern terminus at the Expo Center, across 
40 Hayden Island and the Columbia River, and through downtown Vancouver 
41 to a terminus at Clark College. The highway impr<:wements would extend 
42 from State Route 500 (SR 500) in northern Vancouver, south through 
43 downtown Vancouver, and over the 1-5 bridges across the Columbia River to 
44 just north of Columbia Boulevard in north Portland (Exhibit 1). 
45 
46 Transit connections within the CRC project area are currently constrained 
47 by many of the same problems facing highway users. Outdated, substandard 
48 highway design features and traffic congestion increase travel times and the 
49 frequency of accidents, and reduce reliability for bus travel between Clark 
50 County and Portland. Additionally, transit users coming from or going to 
51 Hayden Island or Vancouver have to transfer to buses, commute to nearby park 
52 and rides, walk; or bike in order to access light rail. 

SUMMARY· Sol 



93
2

<CJ 
Z 
Ci5 
(/) 

o 
0::: 
U 
0::: 
ill 
> 
0:: 
~ 
m 
:::;;: 
:::> 
--' o 
u 

o N~v~~~romo~N~v~~~romo~N~v~~~romo~N~v~~~romo~N 
~N~v~~~rom NNNNNNNNNN~~~~~~~~~~VVVVVVVVVV~~~ 

Exhibit 1 
Columbia River Crossing Project Area Map 
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- DRAFT - FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

I -5 is the only continuous north-south interstate highway on the West Coast, 
2 linking the United States, Canada, and Mexico. In the Vancouver-Portland 
3 metropolitan region, 1-5 is one of two major north-south highways that 
4 provide interstate connectivity and mobility. 1-5 directly connects the central 
5 cities of Vancouver and Portland. Traffic conditions on the 1-5 crossing over 
6 the Columbia River are influenced by the 5-mile section ofI-5 between SR 
7 500 in Vancouver and Columbia Boulevard in Portland. This section includes 
8 seven interchanges that connect three state highways and several major arterial 
9 roadways. These interchanges serve a variety ofland uses and provide access 

10 to downtown Vancouver, two international marine ports, industrial centers, 
11 residential neighborhoods, retail centers, and recreational areas. 
12 

~! Who is leading the CRC 
15 project? 
16 
17 The Federal Highway Administration 
18 (FHWA) and Federal Transit 
19 Administration (FTA) are the lead 
20 federal agencies for this study. Both 
21 agencies must ensure that the National 
22 Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
23 process is properly conducted and 
24 completed, including the publication 
25 of this Final Environmental Impact 
26 Statement (FEIS), before they provide 
27 funding or approval to construct the 
28 project. Mter the NEPA process is 
29 complete, FTA and FHWA will sign 
30 a Record of Decision (ROD) that will 
31 identify the selected preferred alternative. 
32 Additionally, the ROD will describe all 
33 measures needed to mitigate unavoidable 
34 environmental effects, as well as a 
35 monitoring and enforcement program to 
36 ensure that these measures are carried out 
37 effectively. By signing the ROD, the FTA 
38 and FHWA are affirming that federal 
39 regulations have been met, thereby 
40 allowing the project to proceed with 
41 property acquisitions and final design of 
42 the selected alternative. 
43 
44 State transportation agencies and local 
45 governments in the Vancouver-Portland 
46 metropolitan region have joined together 
47 to develop a strategy for addressing 
48 highway, freight, transit, bicycle, and 
49 pedestrian needs within the CRC project 
50 area. The co-lead agencies for this project, 
51 in addition to the aforementioned 
52 federal lead agencies, are the Washington 

Agencies and Indian Tribes 
working with this project 

• City of Vancouver 

• City of Portland 

• Clark County Community 
Development Department 

• Chinook Tribe (non-federally 
recognized) 

• Confederated Tribes of the 
Colville Reservation 

• Confederated Tribes of the 
Grand Ronde, Oregon 

• Confederated Tribes of Siletz 
Indians, Oregon 

• Confederated Tribes of the 
Umatilla Indian Reservation, 
Oregon 

• Confederated Tribes of the 
Warm Springs Reservation of 
Oregon 

• Confederated Tribes and 
Bands of the Yakama Nation, 
Washington 

• Cowlitz Indian Tribe, 
Washington 

• Federal Aviation Administration 

• National Marine Fisheries 
Service 

• National Park Service 

• Nez Perce Tribe of Idaho 

• Nisqually Indian Tribe 

• Oregon Department of 
Environmental Quality 

• Oregon Department of Fish and 
Wildlife 

• Oregon Department of Land 
Conservation and Development 

• Oregon Department of State 
Lands 

• Oregon State Historic 
Preservation Office 

• Spokane Tribe of Indians, 
Washington 

• U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

• U.S. Coast Guard 

• U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency 

• U.S. General Services 
Administration 

• U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

• Vancouver Housing Authority 

• Washington State Department 
of Natural Resources 

• Washington State Department 
of Archaeology and Historic 
Preservation 

• Washington State Department 
of Ecology 

• Washington State Department 
of Fish and Wildlife 

See Appendix A for more information on how this project has 
coordinated with local, state, and federal agencies and tribes. 

SUMMARY • S-3 
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COLUMBIA RIVER CROSSING 

Exhibit 2 
Preceding Studies 

Dimensions are approximate. 

S-4 • SUMMARY 

State Department of Transportation (WSDOT), the Oregon Department 
of Transportation (ODOT), the Tri-County Metropolitan Transportation 2 
District (TriMet), the Southwest Washington Regional Transportation 3 
Council (RTC), Metro, and the Clark County Public Transportation 4 
Benefit Area (C-TRAN). 'These co-lead agencies, together with the Cities of 5 
Vancouver and Portland, comprise the local agencies that are sponsoring this 6 
project. Each of these sponsoring agencies will be responsible for approving all 7 
or part of the project that will be built. 8 

9 
WSDOT and ODOT are leading the preliminary highway design and project 10 
management. TriMet and C-TRAN are leading the preliminary transit design 11 
and would operate the transit elements of the project. Metro and RTC are the 12 
Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) for the region, and maintain 13 
the regional and metropolitan transportation plans that include the LPA 14 
for the CRC project. 'The Cities of Portland and Vancouver have specific 15 
permitting authority over some elements of the project. In addition, each of 16 
these agencies' elected or appointed leadership (including the Metro Council, 17 
Regional Transportation Council, TriMet Board, C-TRAN Board, Vancouver 18 
City Council and Portland City Council) endorsed the CRC project's LPA. 19 
Other state and federal agencies and stakeholders are also participating in 20 
technical, regulatory, or advisory roles. 21 

22 
'The agencies leading the eRC project have worked with many other local, 23 
state, and federal agencies (see list) and with many private and public 24 
stakeholder groups during the planning and development of this project. 25 
Appendix A describes the agencies this project is working with and the 26 
coordination processes within this diverse group. 27 

What studies preceded the eRe project? 
Major transportation improvements in the CRC project area 
have been studied for over a decade. In 2001, the Washington 
and Oregon governors appointed a bi-state task force bf 28 
community members, business representatives, and elected officials 
to address concerns about congestion on 1-5 between Portland and 
Vancouver. 'This task force, called the 1-5 Trade and Transportation 
Partnership, developed a plan to improve transportation in the 1-5 
corridor between the 1-405 interchange in Portland and the 1-205 
interchange north of Vancouver (Exhibit 2), and adopted the Final 
Strategic Plan on June 18,2002. 'Their recommendations include: 

• 

• 

• 

Expand 1-5 to include three through-lanes in each direction, 
including the area through Delta Park. 

Introduce a phased light rail loop in Clark County in the 
vicinity of the 1-5, SR 500/Fourth Plain, and 1-205 corridors. 

Provide an additional bridge or a replacement crossing for the 

28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 

1-5 crossing of the Columbia River, with up to two additional 47 
lanes each direction for merging traffic and two light rail tracks. 48 

• Improve interchanges and add merging lanes between SR 500 
in Vancouver and Columbia Boulevard in Portland, including a 
full interchange at Columbia Boulevard. 

49 
50 
51 
52 
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- DRAFT - FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 

• Improve capacity for freight rail. 

Encourage bi-state coordination ofland use and transportation issues to 
reduce highway demand and protect corridor investments. 

Involve communities along the corridor to ensure that final project 
outcomes are equitable. 

8 The 1-5 CRC project was developed to further study and develop solutions 
9 to several of these recommendations. See Section 2.7 of the FEIS for more 

10 information on the early development of the CRC project. 
11 
12 High-capacity transit in the I -5 corridor through North Portland and 
13 Vancouver has been proposed and studied periodically since the early 1990s. 
14 In 1993, local agencies began studying high-capacity transit in the "South/ 
15 North Corridor,"which extended from Clackamas and Milwaukie, Oregon 
16 to Vancouver, Washington (Exhibit 2). FTA and Metro published the South/ 
17 North Corridor Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement in 1998. This 
18 identified a variety of alignments and length options for a light rail corridor 
.19 connecting Milwaukie, downtown Portland, North Portland, and downtown 
20 Vancouver. Subsequent funding challenges delayed construction of the full 
21 corridor but did allow construction of one light rail segment, known as the 
22 Yellow Line or Interstate MAX. The Yellow Line extends from the Rose 
23 QIarter near downtown Portland to the Expo Center in north Portland. 
24 
25 In 2009, TriMet opened another new light rail line that includes a new 
26 north-south axis in downtown Portland that could accommodate a future 
27 extension to Milwaukie, also part of the original South/North Corridor. In 
28 October 2010, FTA, Metro and TriMet published an FEIS for proposed 
29 extension of this line to Milwaukie. 
30 
31 The transit component of the CRC project would extend light rail transit from 
32 the existing MAX Yellow Line northern terminus at the Expo Center, across 
33 Hayden Island and the Columbia River, and through downtown Vancouver, 
34 ending at Clark College. Each of these projects is part of the vision outlined in 
35 the original planning studies of the 1990s. 
36 

~~ What problems does this project seek to fix? 
39 The CRC project seeks to address six problems, as described below: 
40 
41 1. Growing travel demand and congestion: Heavy congestion on 1-5 in the 
42 project area is the result of growth in regional population, employment, 
43 and interstate commerce (Exhibit 3). The existing 1-5 crossing provides 
44 three lanes for northbound and southbound travel, each, which can 
45 accommodate approximately 5,500 vehicles per hour in each direction. 
46 However, there are more people who want to use the crossing during peak 
47 periods than the bridges can accommodate, which results in stop-and-go 
48 traffic in the mornings and afternoons. Cars entering 1-5 have little room 
49 to accelerate and merge with highway traffic (short merging lanes), and 
50 cars on 1-5 have no room to pull off the highway (narrow or no shoulders) 
51 when an accident occurs or when vehicles break down. These conditions 
52 make congestion worse and decrease safety. Traffic can also become 

SUMMARY • S-5 
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COLUMBIA RIVER CROSSING 

TERMS & DEFINITIONS 

Traffic Terms 

Congestion - For 
highways, congestion 
is defined as when the 
average speed falls below 
30 mph. 

Peak Period - More 
generally described as 
"rush hour," this is the 
time when travel patterns 
generate the most traffic, 
especially in a certain 
direction. For this FElS, 
"peak period" refers to a 
4-hour period in the morning 
and a 4-hour period in the 
afternoon/evening when 
traffic volumes are highest. 

S-6 • SUMMARY 

congested when the bridges' lift spans 
are raised to allow large river vessels to 
navigate underneath the bridges. 

2. Impaired freight movement: 
Congestion on 1-5 reduces freight 
mobility between regional markets 
in Portland and Vancouver, as well as 
national and international (Mexico 
or Canada) destinations along the 1-5 
corridor. Freight trucks most often 
travel in the middle of the day to 
avoid congestion, but can be delayed 
by bridge lifts, as illustrated in Exhibit 

Exhibit 3 
Projected Hours of 
Congestion on 1-5 Crossing 

Existing 
Conditions 

No-Build ...----.... 
(2030) --,.---.-

3 6 9 12 15 
HOURS 

4. As hours of congestion continue to increase over time, travel times for 
freight trucks will continue to increase-even when traveling during the 
off-peak hours. This increases delivery times and raises shipping costs_ Ii: 
also negatively affects th}s region's economy_ Truck-hauled freight in the 
Portland-Vancouver metropolitan region is expected to grow more rapidly 
than other forms of freight movement (such as marine-hauled freight). 
Truck-hauled freight is forecast to grow from 67 percent of total freight 
movement in 2000 to 75 percent in 2035 (Metro 2006). 

Exhibit 4 
A Bus and Truck Wait During a Bridge Lift 
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29 
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3. Limited public transportation operation, connectivity, and reliability: 46 
Congestion on 1-5 reduces bus travel speeds and reliability. Local bus 47 
services currently travel between downtown Vancouver and downtown 48 
Portland_ Express bus routes serve commuters by providing service directly 49 
from Clark County park and rides to downtown Portland. Both of these 50 
services travel over the 1-5 bridges. Bus travel times from downtown 51 
Vancouver to Hayden Island increased 50 percent between 1998 and 2005. 52 
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- DRAFT - FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

On average, local bus travel times are from 10 to 60 percent longer during 
peak periods than during off-peak periods. 

Safety and vulnerability to incidents: Over 300 vehicle crashes are 
reported annually on 1-5 in the project area, making this one of the most 
accident-intensive sections ofI-5 (Exhibit 5 illustrates one such accident). 
This high accident rate is a result of multiple highway design features that 
do not meet current standards, including: 

• Close interchange spacing - Within the CRC project area, 1-5 has 
six interchanges spaced approximately one-half mile apart. The 
recommended minimum distance between interchanges is 1 mile so 
that cars entering and exiting the highway 

Exhibit 5 have enough distance to fully merge with 
traffic or diverge to the off-ramp before the 
next interchange. 

Accident on a Narrow Shoulder 
Closes Traffic Lane 

• Short on- and off-ramps - Several on-ramps 
are not long enough for vehicles to reach 
highway speed before merging with highway 
traffic. Off-ramps are too short for safely 
slowing down, and during heavy traffic, these 
short ramps may cause exiting vehicles to back 
up onto 1-5. This generates traffic congestion 
and can cause accidents because maneuvering 
is difficult, especially for large trucks. 

• Vertical grade changes - A "hump" in the 1-5 
bridges that accommodates the Columbia 
River shipping channel blocks the view of 
roadway conditions ahead. This blocked view 
reduces speeds and creates potential hazards to 
motorists. 

• Narrow lanes and shoulders - Several portions 
ofI-5 in the project area have narrow inside 
and outside shoulders, while the 1-5 bridges 
essentially have no shoulders, with less than 1 
foot between the outside lanes and the bridges' 
side barriers. The northbound 1-5 bridge also 
has lanes 1 foot narrower than the minimum 
standard for a highway, and no shoulders. 
These conditions place vehicles very close to physical barriers and 
other vehicles, causing motorists to slow down, and do not provide 
space for disabled or emergency vehicles. 

• Hazardous river navigation -The U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) allows 
o DOT to not raise the 1-5 bridges'lift spans during peak traffic 
periods because of the substantial impacts this would have on bridge 
traffic. This requires boats heading downstream (west) to navigate 
using the fixed "barge channel" near the middle of the river, and then 
quickly turn to line up with the narrow opening on the north end of 
the Burlington Northern Santa Fe (BNSF) railroad bridge, located 
about 1 mile downstream (Exhibit 6). This movement is especially 
difficult during high river levels. 

SUMMARY • S-7 
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COLUMBIA RIVER CROSSING 

S-8 • SUMMARY 

Exhibit 6 

Constrained River Navigation 

Vancouver 

INTERSTATE BRIDGE 

WASHINGTON 

Not to scale. 

5. Substandard bicycle and pedestrian facilities: The bicycle and pedestrian 
paths on the 1-5 bridges are very narrow (4 feet wide in most places, 
decreasing to less than 4 feet at some locations) and extremely close to 
traffic and to the steel trusses (Exhibit 7)_ Also, the connections to these 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 · 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 

14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 

paths at both ends of the bridges are 
difficult to follow, especially around 
the Marine Drive and Hayden Island 
interchanges, which at times require 
riders to cross active roadways. Many 
existing non-motorized facilities 
cannot be used by persons with 
disabilities, and thus do not comply 
with the Americans with Disabilities 
Act (ADA) accessibility standards. 

22 
Exhibit 7 23 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Path 24 

25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
.31 
32 

6. Seismic vulnerability: The 1-5 33 
crossing of the Columbia River 34 
mainstem consists of two bridges, 35 
one built in 1917 (the northbound 36 
structure) and the other built in 1958 (the southbound structure). The 37 
foundations of both bridges rest in soils that could liquefY during a 38 
major earthquake. Neither bridge was built to current earthquake safety 39 
standards and could be damaged or collapse during a major earthquake. 40 

How has the public been involved in project 
development? 

41 
42 
43 
44 
45 

Since its inception in 2005, the Columbia River Crossing project has 46 
implemented a comprehensive public outreach program to ensure the 47 
community's values are integrated into project development. The outreach 48 
program is multi-faceted because of the variety of interested stakeholders that 49 
live in the two states within neighborhoods close to the project and bridge 50 
users that live outside the 1-5 corridor. 51 

52 



939

- DRAFT - FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

CRC staff use many different communication methods to reach affected and 
2 interested parties in ways that are useful to the receiver of the information. 
3 Since October 2005, project staff has had more than 27,000 public outreach 
4 contacts at about 900 events. These interactions and project outreach efforts 
5 have been targeted to reach neighborhoods; low-income, minority and limited 
6 English proficiency populations; and special interest groups. 
7 
8 CRC presents regularly at neighborhood association, community organization 
9 and business meetings and participates in community fairs and festivals. The 

10 project has convened nine community advisory groups over the last 5 years. 
11 These groups have gathered interested parties in the following topic areas: 
12 freight, bicycle and pedestrian, community and environmental justice, Marine 
13 Drive interchange, transit alignment and design in Washington, transit design 
14 in Oregon, urban design and overall project development. The project has 
15 sponsored more than 25 open houses, design workshops and question and 
16 answer sessions to help inform the public and gather opinions at major decision 
17 points, including defining the purpose and need, screening initial components, 
18 analyzing preliminary alternatives, selecting the Draft EIS (DEIS) alternatives 
19 and choosing a locally preferred alternative (LPA). Since the selection of the 
20 LPA, these events have focused on design details like the number oflanes, 
21 interchange designs, and transit alignments and station locations. 
22 
23 Comments received at events and by phone, email or mail are recorded and 
24 considered by project staff. Summaries or copies of these comments were 
25 provided to advisory leadership groups like the Task Force, through June 
26 2008, and the Project Sponsors Council, since June 2008, for their reference in 
27 making project recommendations. Major themes of comments received from 
28 2005 through 2009 primarily included preferences for taking action to solve 
29 the problems in a short time frame, specific river crossing options (including 
30 alternate highways), and transit modes. Other comment themes included 
31 the location ofI-5 improvements for this project; the number oflanes and 
32 size of the highway facilities; the need for improved bicycle and pedestrian 
33 facilities, including the size or length of the facilities; project aesthetics; project 
34 cost; tolling; Impacts to low-income and minority communities; concerns 
35 about environmental effects, including changes in air quality; the project's 
36 contribution to land use changes and climate change; community impacts 
37 during construction of the project, and others. 
38 
39 More information regarding the project's public involvement efforts can be 
40 found in Appendix B of the FEIS. 
41 
42 How was the locally preferred alternative identified 
44 for the CRC project? 
43 

45 
46 The locally preferred alternative (LPA) represents the alternative preferred 
47 by the local and regional agencies sponsoring the CRC project. Long before 
48 the local agencies identified their LPA, the project sponsors began evaluating 
49 a wide range of potential solutions for addressing the identified problems in 
50 the CRC corridor. Extensive public input and analysis conducted from 2005 
51 through 2007 helped to identity a long list of ideas and to screen that list 
52 down to the most promising alternatives and options. This range of alternatives 

The Governors of Oregon 
and Washington formed 
the Project Sponsors 
Council (PSC) to advise 
the departments of 
transportation on project 
development. PSC is 
comprised of executive 
or elected officials (plus 
two citizen co·chairs) from 
the following local and 
state agencies involved in 
the planning and decision 
making for the CRC project: 

• Oregon Department of 
Transportation 

• Washington Department 
of Transportation 

• City of Portland 

• City of Vancouver 

• Metro 

• SW Washington Regional 
Transportation Council 

• TriMet 

• C-TRAN 

SUMMARY • S-9 
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and options was evaluated in greater detail in the DEIS. Please refer to the 
section in this summary titled "What other choices have been considered 2 
for addressing the problems in the CRC corridor?" for a description of these 3 
options and alternatives. 4 

5 
Following the publication of the D EIS on May 2, 2008, the project actively 6 
solicited public and stakeholder feedback on the DEIS during a 60-day comment 7 
period. During this time, the project received over 1,600 public comments.! 8 

9 
During and following the public comment period, the elected and appointed 1 0 
boards and councils of the local agencies sponsoring the CRC project held 11 
hearings and workshops to gather further public input on and discuss the 12 
DEIS alternatives as part of their efforts to determine and adopt an LPA. 13 
Local agency-elected boards and councils determined their preference based 14 
on the results of the evaluation in the DEIS and on public and agency input. 15 

16 
In the summer of 2008, the local agencies sponsoring the CRC project defined 17 
the LPA as follows: 18 

• A replacement bridge as the preferred river crossing. 

• Light rail as the preferred high-capacity transit mode. 

• Clark College as the preferred northern terminus for the light rail extension. 

The preferences for a replacement crossing and for light rail transit were 
identified by all six local agencies in resolutions with specific conditions. 
These resolutions are included in Appendix E of this FEIS. Only the agencies 
in Vancouver-C-TRAN, the City of Vancouver, and RTC-specified a 
preferred location for the light rail terminus. The adoption of the LPA by 
the local agencies does not represent a formal decision or federal funding 
commitment by the federal agencies-FHWA and FTA-that are leading this 
project. A formal decision by FHWA and FTA about whether and how this 
project should be constructed will follow the FEIS and will be documented in 
the ROD as described above. 

What is the lPA? 
The LPA includes a variety of transportation improvements throughout the 
5-mile project corridor, including: 

19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 

• A new river crossing over the Columbia River and 1-5 highway 
improvements. Includes improvements to seven interchanges, north and 
south of the river, as well as related enhancements to the local street network. 41 

42 
CD A variety of bicycle and pedestrian improvements throughout the project 

corridor. 
43 
44 

• Extension of light rail from the Expo Center in Portland to Clark College 45 
in Vancouver, along with associated transit improvements, including transit 46 
stations, park and rides, bus route changes, and expansion of a light rail 47 
transit maintenance facility. 48 

1 Some comments submitted were signed by multiple individuals. In these cases, each signature was counted 
as a separate comment submittal (e.g., if one letter was signed by three individuals, the comments included 
in the letter were treated as though they had been submitted three times). Approximately 1,350 unique 
comments were submitted on the DEIS, and when delineated into separate topics, totaled approximately 
5,000 separate comments. 

49 
50 
51 
52 
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2 
3 
4 
5 

• 

• 

A new toll on motorists using the river crossing as a demand management 
and financing tool. 

Transportation demand and system management measures to be 
implemented with the project. 

6 The LPA includes two design options and a construction phasing option. The 
7 two design options, referred to as LPA Option A and LPA Option B, are the 
8 result of substantial public input and additional analysis and design work around 
9 the Hayden Island and Marine Drive interchanges. The preferred option, which 

10 is described in this FEIS as LPA Option A, includes local vehicular access 
11 between Marine Drive and Hayden Island on a local multimodal bridge. LPA 
12 Option B does not have vehicle traffic lanes on the light rail bridge, but instead 
1 3 provides direct access between Marine Drive and the island with collector-
14 distributor (CD) lanes that would be built adjacent to 1-5. 
15 
16 In addition to the two design options, this FEIS also evaluates the 
17 potential for phasing highway construction; that is, building part of the 
18 highway improvements in an initial phase and constructing the remaining 
19 improvements at a later date. 
20 
21 Following the adoption of the LPA in July 2008, the project team continued 
22 to evaluate and solicit input from the public, other stakeholders, and project 
23 sponsors on other elements of the project that would help further refine and 
24 develop the LPA.This included input on the following: 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Marine Drive interchange design: A diverse stakeholder group analyzed 
the traffic operations, property impacts, and potential environmental 
effects for a range of interchange designs and ultimately identified a 
design that balanced many competing interests, including freight mobility, 
property impacts to the Expo Center and other nearby properties, financial 
considerations, and environmental effects. 

Hayden Island interchange design: The CRC Project Sponsors Council 
(PSC) met several times to discuss the Hayden Island interchange design. 
The PSC recommended an option that includes local traffic between 
Marine Drive and Hayden Island on a local multimodal bridge separate 
from the 1-5 mainline (referred to in this FEIS as Option A). 

Number of add! drop lanes on the river crossing and in other highway 
sections: The PSC ultimately voted unanimously to recommend that the 
replacement bridges be constructed with five lanes in each direction with 
full shoulders on both sides of both bridges, to provide for safe operations 
between interchanges and efficient movement of people and goods. 

Number of separate bridge structures over the Columbia River: The 
DEIS evaluated both two-bridge and three-bridge options. Several 
advantages of the two-bridge design were identified in the DEIS, 
including fewer piers with less in-water structure, smaller surface area 
generating less stormwater runoff, and a more compact crossing with less 
imposing visual obstruction of the river. Mter the publication of the DEIS, 
the agencies sponsoring the project worked with FTA and FHWA and 
determined that the less common two-bridge design, with light rail transit 
and a multi-use pathway running beneath the highway deck, is feasible to 
construct across the Columbia River at this location. 

SUMMARY • S-ll 
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• 

Light rail alignment over Hayden Island: Mter the publication of the 
DEIS, the City of Portland completed a separate planning and outreach 
process that yielded a Hayden Island Plan, which included a preference for 
the light rail transit alignment adjacent to, instead of offset from, the 1-5 
interchange and called for the station to be focused on Tomahawk Island 
Drive, a new east-west street under 1-5. 

Light rail alignment in downtown Vancouver: Project staff, working 
with the Vancouver Working Group, identified several advantages of the 
Washington-Broadway couplet, including better support of development 
potential in downtown and the ability to accommodate more uses on 
these streets than could be afforded with a two-way transit guideway on 
Washington Street. 

Light rail alignment east-west to Clark Park and Ride: Following a 
close vote by the Vancouver Working Group on a McLoughlin Boulevard 
or 17th Street transit alignment to Clark College, the City of Vancouver 
Council and C-TRAN requested additional research and public outreach 
be conducted by CRC staff; with this additional information, they 
ultimately selected the 17th Street light rail transit alignment option. 

Station and park and ride locations: Due to design constraints, the 
location of the light rail stations and park and rides were refined after 
the publication of the DEIS.Three park and rides-Clark, Mill and 
Columbia-were recommended by project staff based on impacts to 
parking, cost-effectiveness, transit operations and traffic modeling_ 

Cost reduction measures: The project team, working with stakeholder 
groups, identified several elements of the project design that could be 
modified or postponed to reduce construction costs, including retaining 
the existing North Portland Harbor Bridge, lowering the Hayden Island 
interchange onto fill and retaining walls, and eliminating a northbound 
add/drop lane on 1-5 between SR 14 and SR 500. Potential deferred 
elements include the 1-5 braided on- and off-ramps at Victory Boulevard, 
the Marine Drive to northbound 1-5 flyover ramp, and the northern half 
of the SR 500 interchange. 

For a detailed discussion of these refinements, see Chapter 2 (Section 2.7.9). 

What other choices have been considered for 
addressing the problems in the CRC corridor? 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 

Before beginning the DEIS, the project sponsors evaluated a wide range of 41 
potential solutions for addressing the identified problems in the CRC corridor. 42 
Elements of the CRC project have been proposed and studied since the early 43 
1990s. In 2002, the 1-5 Transportation and Trade Partnership produced an 44 
evaluation of multiple highway, transit, and river crossing improvements in this 45 
corridor and other parts ofI-5.This process gathered public and stakeholder 46 
input on issues and potential solutions for transportation problems in the 1-5 47 
corridor. Starting in October 2005, CRC project staff began working closely 48 
with the public, stakeholders, and local jurisdictions to develop the CRC 49 
project's Purpose and Need (Chapter 1). 50 

51 
52 
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Following the adoption of the CRC Purpose and Need, the project team 
2 developed an Evaluation Framework that set forth the criteria by which project 
3 components would be evaluated and screened for further consideration. The 
4 project team began soliciting ideas for and identifying possible transportation 
5 components (for example, various transit technologies and river crossing types 
6 and locations); over 70 such components were identified. With public and 
7 agency input, project staff performed two rounds of evaluation and screening, 
8 as well as conducting additional evaluation and research, to narrow these 
9 options and assemble these components into the 12 most promising alternative 

10 packages (see Chapter 2, Section 2.7, for more detail on this process). Project 
11 staff then analyzed how well each alternative would address the criteria from 
12 the Evaluation Framework. In January 2007, the project team launched an 
13 intensive public involvement effort to present the results of this evaluation and 
14 invite comments on which alternatives should move forward into the DEIS. 
15 
16 Following the public process to develop and screen potential solutions, 
17 the DEIS presented the project team's detailed assessment of the most 
18 promising alternatives. All build alternatives assessed in the DEIS included 
19 transit, highway, bicycle, and pedestrian improvements. Some of these 
20 were physical improvements, such as adding highway capacity or building 
21 transit facilities. Others were operational improvements to help the system 
22 function more efficiently, such as adding meters to a highway ramp to 
23 manage how quickly vehicles enter the highway or tolling the river crossing 
24 to reduce automobile traffic. 
25 
26 Four build alternatives were assessed in the DEIS, in addition to a No-Build 
27 Alternative. The No-Build Alternative is required by NEPA as a means to 

compare the effects of constructing the various project alternatives with the 28 
29 likely effects if the project is not constructed. Each alternative was composed 

of several components that, when combined, created a particular multimodal 
alternative that comprehensively addresses the problems this project seeks to 
fix. These components include: 

30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 

• Multimodal river crossing and highway improvements 

• 
• 

• 
• 
• 

• Bridges over the Columbia River carrying transit, highway, bicycle, 
and pedestrian traffic 

• Bicycle and pedestrian improvements between north Portland and 
downtown Vancouver 

• Highway and interchange improvements between Marine Drive in 
north Portland and SR 500 in Vancouver 

High-capacity transit modes 

Transit terminus and alignment options 

• Transit terminus (endpoint) options 

• Transit alignment options 

Transit operations (frequency of train or bus rapid transit service) 

Bridge tolls 

Transportation system management (TSM) and transportation demand 
management (TDM) measures 

SUMMARY· S-13 
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Exhibit 8 summarizes the components included in each alternative. Exhibit 9 
identifies the key features of each alternative. Exhibit 10 illustrates the LPA 2 
and the build alternatives analyzed in the DEIS.1his exhibit is followed by a 3 
detailed description of the LPA. 4 

Exhibit 8 
Comparison of the LPA and DEIS Alternatives (Alternatives 2-5) 

Alternative 1 Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative 
Components (No-Build) LPA 2 3 4 5 

Multimodal River 
Crossing and Existing Replacement Replacement Replacement Supplemental Supplemental 

Highway 

Transit Modea None Light Rail 
Bus Rapid 

light Rail 
Bus Rapid 

light Rail 
Transit Transit 

Kiggins Bowl, Kiggins Bowl, Kiggins Bowl, Kiggins Bowl, 

Lincoln, Lincoln, Lincoln, Lincoln, 

Transit Terminus N/A Clark College Clark College Clark College Clark College Clark College 

MOS,b or MOS, or MOS, or MOS, or 

Mill Plain MOS Mill Plain MOS Mill Plain MOS Mill Plain MOS 

TDMITSM Current Similar to 
Expanded TDMITSM programs 

measures" Programs DE IS 

1-5 Bridge ToW,! None Standard rate Standard rate Standard rated Higher rate Higher rate 

Transit 
Existing 

Efficient 
Efficient Efficient Increased Increased 

Operations (refined) 

a Transit Mode also dictated the location of a maintenance base expansion. Bus rapid transit would have entailed expanding a bus maintenance 
facility in eastern Vancouver. Light rail transit would entail expanding the Ruby Junction Maintenance Facility in Gresham. See Section 2.2.3. 

b MOS = Minimum Operable Segment. 

c See Section 2.2.5 for a description of the TSMfTDM measures. 

d Alternative 3 was also evaluated without a toll to help quantify the traffic effects of tolling the 1-5 crossing. 

e Standard rate is based on toll rates that, for passenger cars with transponders, would range from $1.00 during off-peak times to $2.00 during peak 
travel times (2006 dollars). 

Higher rate is based on toll rates that, for passenger cars with transponders, would range from $1 .00 during off-peak times to $2.50 during peak 
travel times (2006 dollars). 
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5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
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Exhibit 9 
Key Transit and Highway Features of the LPA and DEIS Alternatives 

Alternative 

1. No-Build 
Alternative 

2. Locally Preferred 
Alternative 

3. Replacement 
crossing with 
bus rapid transit 

Transit Features 

• Modest increases to C-TRAN service hours for 
bus routes throughout Vancouver and Clark 
County to keep pace with anticipated changes in 
congestion. 

• Modest increases to TriMet's services hours 
for bus routes throughout north and northeast 
Portland to keep pace with anticipated changes 

.in congestion. 

• Completion of the first phase of the South 
Corridor light rail project on the Portland Transit 
Mall and 1-205. 

• Extension of tbe light rail guideway from the 
Expo Center over Hayden Island and across the 
Columbia River to a terminus at Clark College 
in Vancouver. The light rail guideway weuld 
extend 2.9 miles north from the Expo Center, and 
would include seven transit stations and three 
structured park and rides with 2,900 spaces. 

• Expansion of TriMet's Ruby Junction light rail 
maintenance facility in Gresham. 

• 19 light rail vehicles (LRVs) would be included in 
this alternative. 

• Changes to C-1"RAN lecallilus routes to connect 
with the new light rail stations and park and 
rides. 

• Changes to C-TRAN local bus routes to connect 
with the new BRT stations and park and rides. 

• Expansion of TriMet's Ruby Junction light rail 
maintenance facility in Gresham. 

• Changes to C-TRAN local bus routes to connect 
with the new bus guideway and park and rides. 

• 27 bus rapid transit vehicles (60' articulated 
buses) and 12 standard buses would be included 
in this alternative. 

Highway Features 

• 1-5 widening and improvements around Delta 
Park. 

• A new replacement crossing over tbe 
Columbia River, with a "stacked transiV 
highway bridge" design that would include 
transit beneath the western highway bridge 
deck and a bicycle and pedestrian path 
beneath the eastern highway deck. Each 
bridge would have 5 traffic lanes and full 
design shoulders. 

• Improvements to the following 1-5 
interchanges: Victory Beulevard , Marine 
Drive, Hayden Island, SR 14, Mill Plain, Fourth 
Plain, and SR 500. With highway phasing , 
certain portions of the improvements at the 
Victory Boulevard, Marine Drive, and SR 500 
interchanges would be deferred. 

• Auxiliary lanes for traffic entering and/or exiting 
1-5 between Victory Boulevard and SR 500. 

• A toll would be charged on the 1-5 crossing, 
with higher rates during peak travel periods. 

• A new replacement crossing over the 
Columbia River, with either three separate 
bridges (two for interstate traffic and a third 
for buses, bicycles, and pedestrians) or a 
"stacked highway/transit bridge" design that 
would include transit beneath the western 
highway bridge deck and a bicycle and 
pedestrian path beneath the eastern highway 
deck. 

• Improvements to the following 1-5 
interchanges: Marine Drive, Hayden Island, 
SR 14, Mill Plain, Fourth Plain, and SR 500. 

• Additional auxiliary lanes for traffic entering 
and/or exiting 1-5 between Marine Drive and 
SR 500. 

• A toll would be charged on the 1-5 crossing, 
with higher rates during peak travel periods. 
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Alternative 

4. Replacement 
crossing with 
light rail 

5. Supplemental 
crossing with 
bus rapid transit 

Transit Features 

• Extension of the light rail guideway from the 
Expo Center over Hayden Island and across 
the Columbia River to a terminus in Vancouver. 
Depending on transit terminus, the light rail 
guideway would extend between 2.07 and 4.22 
miles north from the Expo Center, and would 
include five to seven transit stations and three to 
five structured or surface park and rides with up 
to 2 ,41(j spa ces. 

• Changes to C-TRAN local bus routes to connect 
with the new light rail stations and park and 
rides. 

• Expansion ofTriMet's Ruby Junction light rail 
maintenance facility in Gresham. 

• 14 LRVs and 27 standard buses would be 
included in this alternative. 

• Same transit features as Alternative 2, but higher 
frequency operations of bus rapid transit and 
local bus routes. 

• This alternative would include 38 bus rapid 
transit vehicles and 143 standard buses. 

Highway Features 

• Same highway features as Alternative 2. 

• This alternative was also modeled without a 
toll to determine the potential effects of tolling 
on traffic patterns. 

• A new, supplemental crossing· for southbound 
interstate traffic and exclusive lanes for buses. 

• Both existing 1-5 bridges would be re-striped 
for two lanes each to carry northbound 1-5 
traffic. 

• Seismic retrofits to the existing bridges. 

• Improvements to the following 1-5 
interchanges: Marine Drive, Hayden Island, 
SR 14, Mill Plain, Fourth Plain, and SR 500. 

• Additional auxiliary lanes (generally one less 
additional lane than Alternatives 2 and 3) for 
traffic entering and/or exiting 1-5 between 
Marine Drive and SR 500. 

• A to ll would be charged on the 1-5 crossing, 
with higher rates during peak travel periods. 
During these peak travel periods, the toll would 
be higher than with Alternatives 2 or 3. 

6. Supplemental 
crossing with 
light rail 

• Same transit features as Alternative 3, but higher • Same highway features as Alternative 4. 

S-16 • SUMMARY 

frequency operations for light rail and for local 
bus routes. 

• This alternative would include 18 LRVs and 147 
standard buses. 
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Exhibit 10 
LPA and Alternatives Evaluated In DEIS 

Locally Preferred Alternative Alternatives 2 and 3 Alternatives 4 and 5 

River 

~ 
o 800 
I--i 

FEET 

. Columbia 
River 

Vanport 
Wetlands 

Portland 

OREGON 

Map dimensions are approximate. MOS=minimum operable segment 

_ Interstate Improvements 

TRANSIT ALIGNMENT OPTIONS 

- Kiggins Bowl Terminus 
- Lincoln Termin us 
0- Existing MAX Line 
- Bike/Pedestrian Path 
® Park and Ride 

North Portland 
Harbor 

0-----------; 

1000 FT 

Vsnport 
WeU.nds 

Portland 

Vancouver 
National 
Historic 
Reserve 

Columbia 
River 

0-----------; 

1000 FT 
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Exhibit 11 
Composite Deck Truss 

S-18 • SUMMARY 

What improvements would be constructed 
with the LPA? 
The major components of the LPA were listed earlier in this section. The 
following describes each of these major LPA components in detail. 

Multimodal River Crossing and Highway Improvements 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 

Columbia River Bridges 9 

The parallel bridges that form the existing 1-5 10 
crossing over the Columbia River would be 11 
replaced by two new parallel bridges slightly 12 
downstream from the existing alignment. The 13 
proposed bridge type is a composite deck truss 14 
in which the "walls" are constructed of diagonal 15 
steel members (Exhibit 11) that would allow for 16 
a partially open-sided, covered passage for the 17 
multi-use pathway and light rail trackway. The 18 
eastern structure would accommodate northbound 19 
highway traffic on the upper bridge deck, with a 20 
16- to 20-foot-wide bicycle and pedestrian path 21 
underneath; the western structure would carry 22 
southbound traffic on the upper bridge deck, with 23 
a two-way light rail guideway below. While the 24 
existing bridges have only three lanes each, with 25 
virtually no shoulders, each of the new bridges 26 
would be wide enough to accommodate three 27 
through lanes and two auxiliary lanes, and would 28 
provide full width shoulders (Exhibit 12). The 29 
auxiliary lanes on the outsides of each structure 30 
would provide improved safety and reduced 31 
congestion for traffic entering and/or exiting the 32 
highway at one of the closely spaced interchanges 33 
near the river. 34 

35 
The new bridges would be high enough to provide 36 
approximately 95 feet of vertical clearance for river 37 
traffic beneath, but not so high as to impede the 38 
take-offs and landings by aircraft using Pearson 39 
Field or Portland International Airport to the east. 40 
The new bridge structures over the Columbia River 41 
would not include lift spans, and both of the new 42 
bridges would each be supported by six piers in the 43 
water and two piers on land. 44 

45 
North Portland Harbor Bridges 46 
With either LPA Option A or LPA Option B, the existing highway structure 47 
over North Portland Harbor would be retained and yrould accommodate 48 
mainline 1-5 traffic. With LPA Option A, four new, narrower parallel 49 
structures would be built across the waterway, three on the west side and one 50 
on the east side of the existing North Portland Harbor bridges. Three of the 51 
new structures would carry on- and off-ramps to mainline 1-5. The fourth new 52 
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Exhibit 12 
2 Replacement River Crossing 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

Add/Drop ~ •• 11111 
Lanes 

•• I,.IIi1II1t1allal •• - Add/Drop 
Lanes 

Through Lanes 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 

Light Rail - .Iiliiijilifi.lil :rr"~'i+--- Multi-use 

SOUTHBOUND 
LANES 

NORTHBOUND 
LANES 

20 Not to scale. 

21 structure would be built slightly farther west and would include a two-lane 
22 local multimodal bridge for local traffic to and from Hayden Island, light rail 
23 transit, and bicycle lanes and sidewalks. 
24 
25 LPA Option B would build the same number of structures over North 
26 Portland Harbor as Option A, although the locations of certain functions on 
27 those bridges would differ. The existing bridge over North Portland Harbor 
28 would be widened and would receive seismic upgrades. 
29 
30 LPA Option B would not have vehicle traffic lanes on the light rail bridge 
31 but would include the multi-use path on that bridge. Direct access between 
32 Marine Drive and Hayden Island would be provided with collector-distributor 
33 lanes. The two structures adjacent to the highway bridge would carry traffic 
34 merging onto or exiting off of mainline 1-5 between the Marine Drive and 
35 Hayden Island interchanges. 
36 
37 Highway, Interchange, and Local Street Improvements 
38 The LPA includes improvements to seven interchanges along a 5-mile segment 
39 ofI-5 between Victory Boulevard in Portland and SR 500 in Vancouver. 
40 These improvements include some reconfiguration of adjacent local streets to 
41 complement the new interchange designs, as well as new facilities for bicyclists 
42 and pedestrians. The bicycle and pedestrian improvements are described in the 
43 next section. 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 

- Victory Boulevard: Improve the northbound· on-ramp and southbound 
off-ramp to lengthen merging distances. If the highway component of the 
project were phased, these improvements would be deferred. 

-Marine Drive Interchange: Reconfigure to allow the highest volume 
movements to move freely without being impeded by stop signs or traffic 
lights. With LPA Option A, local traffic between Martin Luther King 
Jf. Boulevard/Marine Drive and Hayden Island would travel via a local 
multimodal bridge over North Portland Harbor connecting to the local 

Path 
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Why build add/ 
drop lanes? 

Add/drop (or auxiliary) 
lanes connect two or more 
highway interchanges. 
These lanes improve safety 
and reduce congestion by 
providing space for cars and 
trucks entering the highway 
to speed up before merging 
into traffic and to slow down 
after diverging out of traffic. 
This is especially important 
at and around the river 
crossing, where three large 
interchanges (Marine Drive, 
Hayden Island, and SR 14) 
all have traffic entering and 
exiting 1-5 within a 1.5-mile 
segment. 

S-20 • SUMMARY 

• 

street system under the Marine Drive interchange. With LPA Option B, 
there would be no vehicle traffic lanes on the light rail transit/multi-use 2 
path bridge over North Portland Harbor. Instead, vehicles traveling between 3 
Martin Luther King Jr. BoulevarcI!Marine Drive and Hayden Island 4 
would travel in collector-distributor lanes on bridges that would parallel 5 
each side ofI -S over North Portland Harbor. With either option, if the 6 
highway component were phased, improvements to the Marine Drive to 7 
I-S southbound flyover ramp would be deferred and would require traffic to 8 
travel though a signalized interchange. 9 

10 Hayden Island Interchange: Restructure to include ramps parallel to the 
highway rather than looped ramps, thus lengthening merging distances. As 11 
mentioned above, with LPA Option A, local vehicular access to the island 12 
would be via a local multimodal bridge, and with Option B local vehicular 13 
access would be via collector-distributor lanes. Either option provides a 14 
new local road (N Tomahawk Island Drive) that crosses under the I-S 15 
mainline to improve neighborhood connectivity. 16 

17 
• SR 14: Rebuild ramps to tie in with higher bridges over the Columbia 

River, and relocate access points into and from downtown Vancouver to 
improve traffic circulation. Raising I-S at this interchange allows for an 
extension of Main Street beneath the BNSF railroad crossing, providing 
greater access to Vancouver's waterfront. 

18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 

• Mill Plain Boulevard: Reconfigure to improve the capacity of the 
interchange by reducing delay for traffic entering or exiting the freeway. 

• Fourth Plain Boulevard: Improve ramps to better accommodate freight 
traffic and construct new access to the proposed park and ride at Clark 
College. 

• SRSOO Interchange: Construct new highway-to-highway connections to 29 
improve travel times and reduce traffic on local streets accessing 1-S. If the 30 
highway component were phased, the ramps connecting SR SOO and I-S to 31 
and from the north would be deferred. 32 

33 
In addition to interchange improvements, the LPA would develop a local 34 
circulation system adjacent to and connecting under the Marine Drive 35 
interchange. This system would include connections to the local multimodal 36 
bridge (with Option A), a new road on the east side of the Expo Center 37 
(adjacent to the light rail transit station), a public street on the south side of 38 
the Expo Center, construction of a new connection under I-S, realignment 39 
of Marine Drive east ofI-S to connect to Martin Luther King Jr. Boulevard . 40 
away from the 1-5 interchange, and reconfiguration of the Vancouver Way and 41 
Union Court connections to Martin Luther King Jr. Boulevard. 42 

43 
Highway safety and mobility would be improved with a series of auxiliary 44 
( add/drop) lanes that would be sequentially added and then dropped at 45 
strategic locations through the corridor. The add/drop lanes would allow 46 
vehicles to travel between given points without merging into mainline 47 
interstate traffic, and would allow vehicles exiting or entering to minimize 48 
conflicts with through traffic. See Chapter 2 for detailed descriptions of the 49 
locations of these add! drop lanes. 50 

51 
52 
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High-capacity Transit Improvements 
2 

. 3 The primary transit element of the LPA is a 2.9-mile extension of the current 
4 MAX Yellow Line light rail from the Expo Center in North Portland, where 
5 it currently ends, to Clark College in Vancouver. To accommodate and 
6 complement this major addition to the region's transit system, a variety of 
7 additional improvements are also included in the LPA: 

8 0 

9 
10 0 

11 
12 0 

13 
14 
15 
16 

o 

Park and ride facilities in Vancouver near three of the new light rail stations. 

Expansion ofTriMet's Ruby Junction light rail maintenance base in 
Gresham, Oregon. 

Changes to C-TRAN local bus routes. 

Upgrades to the existing Yellow Line light rail crossing over the 
Willamette River via the Steel Bridge. 

17 Operating Characteristics 
18 Nineteen new light rail vehicles (LRVs) would be purchased as part of the 
19 CRC project to operate this extension of the MAX Yellow Line. These vehicles 
20 would be similar to those currently used by TriMet's MAX system. With the 
21 LPA, LRVs in the new guideway and in the existing Yellow Line alignment 
22 are planned to operate with 7.5-minute headways during peak periods and 
23 15-minute headways during off-peak periods. 
24 
25 Light Rail Alignment and Stations 
26 Exhibit 13 illustrates the alignments and station locations described below. 
27 
28 OREGON LIGHT RAIL ALIGNMENT AND STATION 
29 A two-way light rail alignment for northbound and southbound trains would 
30 be constructed to extend from the existing Expo Center MAX station over 
31 North Portland Harbor to Hayden Island. Immediately north of the Expo 
32 Center, the alignment would curve eastward toward 1-5, pass beneath Marine 
33 Drive, and then rise over a flood wall onto a bridge to cross North Portland 
34 Harbor. The two-way guideway over Hayden Island would be elevated at 
35 approximately the height of the rebuilt mainline ofI -5, as would a new transit 
36 station immediately west of 1-5 . The alignment would extend northward on 
37 Hayden Island along the western edge of 1-5, until it transitions into the 
38 hollow support structure of the new western bridge over the Columbia River. 
39 
40 DOWNTOWN VANCOUVER LIGHT RAIL ALIGNMENT AND STATIONS 
41 After crossing the Columbia River under the deck of the southbound 1-5 
42 bridge, the light rail alignment would descend on structure to touch down on 
43 Washington Street, south of 5th Street, then continue north on Washington 
44 Street to 7th Street. The elevation of 5th Street would be raised to allow for 
45 an at-grade crossing of the tracks on Washington Street. Between 5th and 7th 
46 Streets, the two-way guideway would run down the center of the street. Traffic 
47 would not be allowed on Washington between 5th and 6th Streets and would 
48 be two-way between 6th and 7th Streets. There would be a station on each side 
49 of the street on Washington between 5th and 6th Streets. 
50 
51 At 7th Street, the light rail alignment would form a couplet. The single-track 
52 northbound guideway would turn east for two blocks, then turn north onto 
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Exhibit 13 

Transit AI ments and Street Cross-Sections (1 of 2) 

Vancouver 

WASHINGTON 

Columbia River 

Portland 

OREGON 
Dimensions are approximate. 
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A. Terminus 
Station block with center platform 
Double track in median and center platform 

Non-station block 
from Broadway to G Streets 
Double track in median 

C. 17th Street 
Non-station block 
from Washington to Main 
Single track in median with parking lane 

New Transit Alignment 

New Transit Station 

lii New Park and Ride 

D Sidewalks 

One-way Travel 

Two-way Travel 

0- Existing MAX Yellow Line 

_ Community Connector 

Not to scale. Conceptual designs. 
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Exhibit 13 

Transit Alignments and Street Cross-Sections (2 of 2) 

D. Washington Street 

Station block with side platform 
Inside single track with one-way traffic 
and bus or parking lane (depending on block) 

Sidewalk Parking 

Non-station block 
Inside single track with one-way traffic 
and bus or parking lane (depending on block) 

Bus Lane ~ 

Sidewalk 0 "' t 

F. 7th Street 
Between Washington and Main Streets 
Single track with one-way traffic 
and bus lane 

H. Hayden Island 
At Tomahawk Island Drive 
Elevated station at plaza 

Sidewalk! 
Platform 

E. Broadway Street 
Station block with side platform 
Inside single track with one-way traffic 
with bus or parking lane (depending on block) 

tl.. Bus Lane 

t' 0 Sidewalk 

Non-station block 
Inside single track with one-way traffic 
and bus or parking lane (depending on block) 

G. Washington Street 
Station block between 5th and 6th 
Double track with no traffic 

Southbound Northbound 

Parking 

SUMMARY • S-23 



954

COLUMBIA RIVER CROSSING 

Exhibit 14 

Broadway Street, while the single-track southbound guideway would continue 
on Washington Street. Seventh Street would be converted to one-way traffic 2 
eastbound between Washington and Broadway, with light rail operating on the 3 
north side of 7th Street. This couplet would extend north to 17th Street, where 4 
the two guideways would join and turn east. 5 

6 
The light rail guideway would run on the east side of Washington Street 7 
and the west side of Broadway Street, with one-way traffic southbound on 8 
Washington Street and one-way traffic northbound on Broadway Street. On 9 
station blocks, the station platform would be on the side of the street at the 10 
sidewalk. There would be two stations on the Washington-Broadway couplet, 11 
one pair of platforms near Evergreen Street, and one pair near 15th Street. 12 

13 
EAST-WEST LIGHT RAIL ALIGNMENT AND TERMINUS STATION 14 
The southbound light rail transit guideway (on Washington Street) and the 15 
northbound light rail transit guideway (on Broadway) would make a 90 degree 16 
turn onto 17th Street. Here the two one-way guideways would join into a two- 17 
way guideway running east-west down the center of 17th Street for approximately 18 
nine blocks. At G Street, the light rail transit guideway on 17th would angle north 19 
one block to McLoughlin Boulevard, then cross under 1-5 to run down the center 20 
of McLoughlin to the western boundary of Clark College. The guideway would 21 
end at a station and park and ride structure east of 1-5, across from the Marshall 22 
Community Center, Luepke Senior Center, and Marshall Park. 23 

Park and Ride Stations 
Three park and ride stations would be built in Vancouver along the light rail 
alignment at the following locations: 

• Bounded by Washington, Columbia, and 5th 

Ruby Junction Maintenance Facility 
Proposed Expansion 

Streets, and half the block between 3rd and 4th 
Streets, with space for active uses on the first 
floor and five floors above ground that provide 
570 parking stalls. 

24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 

Proposed 
expansion 

Dimensions are approximate. 
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• Between Washington and Main Streets next to 34 
the stations between 15th and 16th Streets, with 35 
space for active uses on the first floor, and four 36 
floors above ground that provide 420 parking 
stalls. 

37 
38 

• At Clark College, just north of the terminus 39 
station, with space for retail or C-TRAN 40 
services on the first floor, and five floors above 41 
ground that provide 1,910 parking stalls. 42 

43 
Ruby Junction Maintenance 44 
Facility Expansion 45 
The Ruby Junction Maintenance Facility in 46 
Gresham, Oregon, would need to be expanded . 47 
to accommodate the additional LRVs associated 48 
with the CRC project and the Portland Milwaukie 49 
Light Rail project (Exhibit 14). Improvements 50 
include additional storage for LRVs and other 51 
maintenance material, expansion ofLRV 52 
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maintenance bays, and expanded parking for additional personnel. A new 
2 operations command center would also be required and would be located at 
3 the TriMet Center Street location in Southeast Portland. 

4 
5 Local Bus Route Changes 
6 As part of the CRC project, several C-TRAN bus routes would be changed in 
7 order to better complement the new light rail system. Most of these changes 
8 would re-route bus lines to downtown Vancouver, where riders could transfer 
9 to light rail. Express routes, other than those listed below, are expected to 

10 continue service between Clark County and downtown Portland. Exhibit 15 
11 shows anticipated future changes to C-TRAN bus routes. 
12 
13 Exhibit 15 
14 Proposed C-TRAN Bus Routes Comparison 

C-TRAN Bus Route Route Changes 

#4 - Fourth Plain Route truncated in downtown Vancouver 

#41 - Camas I Washougal Limited Route truncated in downtown Vancouver 

#44 - Fourth Plain Limited Route truncated in downtown Vancouver 

#47 - Battle Ground Limited Route truncated in downtown Vancouver 

#105 -1-5 Express Route truncated in downtown Vancouver 

15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 

#1055 -1-5 Express 5hortline 
Route eliminated in LPA: (The No-Btlild Alternative runs articulated buses between 

downtown Portland and downtown Vancouver on this route) 

27 Steel Bridge Improvements 
28 Currently, all light rail lines within the regional TriMet MAX system, 
29 including the Yellow Line, cross over the Willamette River via the Steel 
30 Bridge. By 2030, the number ofLRVs that cross the Steel Bridge during the 
31 4-hour PM peak period would increase from 152 to 176, including the trains 
32 that would be added with the CRC project. To accommodate these additional 
33 trains, the CRC project would perform minor retrofits to the existing rails and 
34 signal and electric power system on the Steel Bridge in order to increase the 
35 allowed light rail speed over the bridge from 10 to 15 mph. 
36 
37 Since the publication of the DEIS, a Documented Categorical Exclusion 
38 (DCE) from the NEPA process was requested for the work on Steel Bridge. 
39 The DCE evaluation determined that there would be minimal environmental 
40 impacts from improvements to the bridge trackway and controls. A 
41 determination that the work would be excluded from the NEPA process was 
42 made by FTA in February 201l.The Steel Bridge improvements were included 
43 in the CRC 2008 Federal New Starts application. 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements 

Many bicycle and pedestrian improvements are included in the CRC 
project. These include new facilities such as the multi-use pathway across the 
Columbia River and North Portland Harbor, street improvements around the 
rebuilt interchanges, and new facilities for bicyclists and pedestrians around 
the new light rail stations and park and rides. The proposed improvements are 
described below from the south end of the project to the north end. 
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• North Portland: Reconfigure the Marine Drive interchange to provide 
multi-use paths below the interchange, and construct paths to connect to 2 
existing routes on either side of the interchange and to the Expo Center 3 
light rail station. Construct sidewalks along the southern side of the 4 
new local road extension, with crosswalks provided at the intersection of 5 
Vancouver Way, Anchor Way, and Expo Road. The pathway from the Expo 6 
Center to Hayden Island would be 16 feet wide and would be under the 7 
easternmost new bridge over North Portland Harbor (Option A), or on 8 
the light rail/multi-use path bridge (Option B). 9 

• Hayden Island: From North Portland Harbor, the new multi-use path 10 

would continue on the east side ofI-5 (Option A), or on the same structure 11 

as the new light rail transit alignment located parallel to and west ofI-5 12 

(Option B). This elevated path would connect the North Portland Harbor 13 

Bridge and the Columbia River Bridge and could be accessed from North 14 

Jantzen Drive, North Hayden Island Drive, and the light rail station. 15 
16 

To improve east-west connections on Hayden Island, an 8-foot-wide 17 
sidewalk would be provided along the water sides of North Jantzen Drive 18 
and North Hayden Island Drive, and a 6-foot minimum width sidewalk 19 
along the interior sides of North Jantzen Drive, North Hayden Island 20 
Drive, and along both sides of North Tomahawk Island Drive. 21 

• River Crossing: The new northbound bridge over the Columbia River 22 
would also accommodate a 16- to 20-foot-wide multi-use pathway under 23 
the highway deck. Current designs for the bridge superstructure would be 24 
a composite deck truss using a series of discrete diagonal members instead 25 
of solid walls on each side. Ramps would connect the multi-use path to 26 
Columbia Way and Columbia Street in Vancouver and to North Hayden 27 
Island Drive on Hayden Island. 28 

• Downtown Vancouver: From the Columbia River Bridge, the multi-use 
29 

path would provide access to downtown Vancouver via a ramp and to the 
30 

Vancouver waterfront via stairs and/or an elevator. This multi-use path 
31 
32 

would provide connections to Old Apple Tree Park, the Land Bridge, and 
33 

regional pedestrian and bikeway facilities that exist throughout Vancouver. 
34 

There would be 12- to 17-foot-wide sidewalks along both sides of 35 
Washington and Broadway Streets along the new light rail alignments, 36 
with ADA-compliant crosswalks at all intersections. 37 

• Evergreen Boulevard and Community Connector: Rebuild the 1-5 38 

overpass and include bike lanes and sidewalks with clear delineation and 39 

signing. Construct a new community connector/overpass with landscaping, 40 

pathways and other public space to the south of Evergreen Boulevard. 41 
42 

• Mill Plain Boulevard: Improve bicycle and pedestrian safety by 43 
providing bike lanes; 12-foot sidewalks; clear delineation and signage; 44 
short perpendicular, signalized crossings at the ramp terminals; ramp 45 
orientations to encourage high pedestrian visibility; and new connections 46 
to F Street and to Marshall Park. 47 

• 17th Street: Construct 12-foot sidewalks and crosswalks, all meeting 48 
ADA accessibility standards. Bicyclists would continue to use McLoughlin 49 
Boulevard. 50 

51 
52 
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2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 

• 

• 

• 

Fourth Plain Boulevard: Increase bicycle and pedestrian safety by adding 
east and westbound bike lanes, with a 6-foot sidewalk on the south side. 
Increase access to adjacent neighborhoods and the Clark Park and Ride 
by constructing a 14-foot multi-use path on the east side ofI-5 between 
Fourth Plain Boulevard and McLoughlin Boulevard. 

29th and 33rd Street Overpasses: Build new 1-5 overpasses for 29th 
Street and 33rd Street, with bike lanes, 6-foot minimum width sidewalks, 
and clear delineation and signing. 

SR500 Interchange: 39th Street would have 6-foot sidewalks and 6-foot 
bicycle lanes on both the north and south sides from H Street to 15th 
Avenue. 

14 Bridge Toll 
15 
16 Tolling cars and trucks that use the 1-5 river crossing is proposed as 
17 a method to help fund the CRC project and to encourage the use of 
18 alternative modes of transportation and times of day. The authority to toll 
19 the 1-5 crossing is set by federal and state laws. Federal statutes permit a 
20 toll-free bridge on an interstate highway to be converted to a tolled facility 
21 following the reconstruction or replacement of the bridge. Prior to imposing 
22 tolls on 1-5, WSDOT and ODOT would have to enter into a toll agreement 
23 with the federal DOT). In 2008, the Washington legislature passed enabling 
24 language for tolling of 1-5, provided that each facility is later authorized 
25 under specific legislation. Once tolling has been authorized by the legislature, 
26 the Washington Transportation Commission (WTC) has the authority to 
27 set the toll rates. In Oregon, the Oregon Transportation Commission (OTC) 
28 has the authority to toll a facility and to set the toll rate. It is anticipated that 
29 prior to tolling 1-5, ODOT and WSDOT would enter into a bi-state tolling 
30 agreement to establish a cooperative process for setting toll rates and to 
31 guide the use of toll revenues. 
32 
33 Tolls would be collected using an electronic toll collection system; toll 
34 collection booths would not be required. Instead, motorists could obtain a 
35 transponder that would register each time the vehicle crossed the bridge. The 
36 electronic tolling system would automatically bill the vehicle's owner. Cars 
37 without transponders would be tolled by a license-plate recognition system 
38 that would bill the address of the owner registered to that license plate, with 
39 an additional processing fee. 
40 
41 The LPA proposes to apply a variable toll to vehicles using the 1-5 crossing. 
42 Tolls would vary by time of day, with higher rates during peak travel 
43 periods and lower rates during off-peak periods. Medium and heavy trucks 
44 would be charged a higher toll than passenger vehicles. The traffic-related 
45 impact analysis in this FEIS is based on toll rates for passenger cars with 
46 transponders that would range from $1.00 during the off-peak to $2.00 
47 during the peak travel times (in 2006 dollars) (Exhibit 16). Actual toll rates 
48 will be set by the WTC and OTC. 
49 
50 
51 
52 
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TERMS & DEFINITIONS 

TOM & TSM 

Transportation demand 
management (TDM) 
measures seek to reduce 
the number of vehicles using 
the road system, especially 
single-occupant vehicles, 
whi le providing alternative 
options to auto travel. 

Transportation system 
management (TSM) 
measures attempt to 
improve the efficiency of 
existing roadways, including 
a variety of techniques 
focused on keeping drivers 
informed and moving as 
safely, efficiently, and 
reliably as possible. 
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Exhibit 16 
Tolls for Passenger Cars (with Transponders) 
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16 

Transportation System and Demand Management Measures 17 

Many well-coordinated transportation demand management (TDM) and 
transportation system management (TSM) programs are already in place in 
the Portland-Vancouver metropolitan region and are supported by agencies 
and adopted plans. In some cases, the impetus for the programs is from state
mandated programs: Oregon's Employee Commute Options (ECO) rule and 
Washington's Commute Trip Reduction (CTR) law. 

The physical and operational elements of the CRC project provide the greatest 
TDM opportunities by promoting other modes to fulfill more of the travel 
needs in the project corridor. These include: 

• A new light rail line in exclusive right-of-way, with connections to express 
bus and feeder routes operated by C-TRAN and TriMet_ 

• Modern bicycle and pedestrian facilities that accommodate more bicyclists 
and pedestrians and improve connectivity, safety, and travel time. 

• Parkand ride facilities. 

• A variable toll on the highway crossing. 

In addition to these fundamental elements of the project, facilities and 
equipment would be implemented that could help existing or expanded TSM 
programs maximize the capacity and efficiency of the system. These may include: 

• Replacement or expanded variable message signs or other traveler 
information systems in the CRC project area. 

• Continued incident response capabilities. 

• Qyeue jumps or bypass lanes for transit vehicles where multi-lane 
approaches are provided at ramp signals for entrance ramps and where 
they would fit within the existing right-of-way. 

• Expanded traveler information systems with additional traffic monitoring 
equipment and cameras. 

• Active traffic management. 

18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 

32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
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For more information, please see the TDMrrSM Technical Report included 
2 as an electronic appendix to this document. 
3 
4 
5 How will the LPA be constructed? 
6 The CRC project encompasses the reconstruction of 5 miles of interstate 
7 highway, including seven interchanges, construction of bridges over North 
8 Portland Harbor and the main channel of the Columbia River, construction 
9 of new pedestrian and bicycle pathways, and extension of light rail from the 

1 0 Expo Center to Clark College. The construction of the river crossing sets the 
11 sequencing for other project components. 
12 
13 The precise character of construction impacts depends on design details and 
14 methods that are not finalized. It is likely that design details and methods will 
15 not be finalized until final design, construction contracting, or construction 
16 itself However, it is possible to identifY key aspects of construction that allow 
17 this EIS to evaluate potential impacts and identifY appropriate mitigation. 
18 Chapter 2 explains the anticipated sequencing and duration of construction 
19 and the types of activities involved in building the major elements of this 
20 project. Exhibit 17 shows the expected duration of the various project 
21 construction activities. 
22 

Exhibit 17 
Construction Sequence and Duration 

YEAR 1 YEAR 2 YEAR 3 I YEAR 4 YEARS YEARS YEAR 7 

44 months 
Main River Crossing Construction 

25 months 

YEARS 

16 months 
Demolish 1-5 

Existing Bridges 

23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 

Marine Drive Interchange! Mari e Drive Interchange! t 3rnont 

North Portland Harbor 
Crossing 

65 months 
Hayden Island Interchange 

44 months 
SR 14 Interchange 

38 months 
Mill Plain Interchange! 
McLoughlin Boulevard 

25 months 
Fourth Plain 
Interchange 

30 months 
SR 500 Interchange 

62 months 
Light Rail Construction 

Nort Portland Harbor Crossing 

YEAR 9 
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S-30 • SUMMARY 

Constructing the project would entail many different activities, some of which 
would disrupt traffic. Typical construction methods would require shifting 2 
1-5 traffic onto temporary alignments, narrowing lanes and shoulders to 3 
accommodate equipment and workers, shortening merge and exit distances, 4 
reducing posted speed limits, and closing or detouring some traffic movements. 5 
For 1-5, it is anticipated that three southbound and three northbound lanes 6 
would be maintained during all weekdays, except when the final changeover 7 
occurs between the old bridges and the new bridges. When temporary 8 
lane closures are needed to accommodate construction and ensure safety, 9 
they would typically occur at night and on weekends. It is expected that all 10 
of the current movements at each interchange would remain open during 11 
construction, with the exception of some movements at the I-5/SR 14 12 
interchange, as described in Chapter 2. TDM and TSM measures would be 13 
implemented ~uring construction, as described in Chapter 2 (Section 2.2.5). 14 

15 
Construction of the light rail guideway in Vancouver streets would need 16 
to be sensitive to the area's active urban environment. Maintaining access 17 
for motorists, delivery and service vehicles, cyclists, and pedestrians during 18 
business hours is a key component of construction plans. Streets would be 19 
open to traffic and pedestrians when possible, but would need to close during 20 
some construction activities (pedestrian access would always be maintained 21 
except for brief disruptions). Rather than partially dosing lanes through the 22 
entire segment for long periods of time, it is currendy assumed there would 23 
instead be full traffic closures of short segments to allow construction to be 24 
completed in a much shorter time frame in any given block. Crews typically 25 
work within a three- to five-block area before moving to the next construction 26 
zone. Light rail transit construction on existing streets would be staged and 27 
managed so as not to disrupt any single area for an extended period of time. 28 

What are the effects of the LPA and how do they 
compare to the DEIS Alternatives? 

29 
30 
31 
32 
33 

This section highlights how the LPA and other alternatives compare in terms 34 
of transportation performance and community and environmental effects. 35 
Exhibit 18 and Exhibit 19 summarize the key performance and impact 36 
differences. Chapter 30f the FEIS provides more detail on performance and 37 
impacts. 38 

39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
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Exhibit 18 

2 Summary of Transportation Effects and Cost for Each Alternative 
3 

Locally Preferred 
4 Alternative" 
5 
6 Alternative 1 : LPA Option LPA Option Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative 

7 No-Build A B 2 3 4 5 

8 Hours of congestion/day 

9 15 hours 3.5-5.5 hours Same as 3.5-5.5 hours 3.5-5.5 hours 10.75 hours 10.75 hours 

10 
(3.5-5.5 Option A 
hours) 

11 
12 
13 Persons served over the 1-5 crossing during PM peak" 
14 28,700 total 41,400 39,750 total 40,750 total 30,850 total 32,150 total 
15 (41 ,300) total 

16 
17 Via autos 

18 
19 26,500 35,300 Same as 34,400 34,400 25,700 25,700 

20 
(35,200) Option A 

21 Via transit 
22 
23 2,200 6,100 5,350 6,350 5,150 6,450 

24 
25 

Vehicle trips over the 1-5 crossing/day 
26 
27 

184,000 178,500 Same as 179,500 179,500 166,500 166,500 
(178,500) Option A 

28 
29 
30 Pedestrian and bicycle connections· 

31 No improvement to Provide Same as Provide Provide Improvements Improvements 

32 connections. continuous Option A continuous continuous over the but has 
grade- grade- grade- river but has at-grade 

33 separated separated separated at-grade crossings 

34 multi-use multi-use multi-use crossings on on Hayden 

35 
path between path between path between Hayden Island. Island. 
Marine Marine Marine 

36 Drive and Drive and Drive and 

37 downtown downtown downtown 
Vancouver. Vancouver. Vancouver. 

38 
39 

Transit mode split in PM peak for all 1-5 crossing tripsd 
40 
41 8% 15% Same as 13% 16% 17% 20% 

Option A 
42 
43 
44 Transit travel time from Mill Plain station to Expo Center via transit 

45 
46 

13 min 6min Same as 8 min 7min 14 min 8min 
Option A 

47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
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Locally Preferred 
A lternative" 

Alternative 1 : LPA Option L PA O ption Alternative Alternative Alternative 
No-Bui ld A B 2 3 4 

Traffic safety 

No improvement. Reduced Same as Reduced Reduced Improvement 
congestion Option A congestion congestion to highway 
and improved and improved and design 
highway highway improved for safety, 
design would design would highway but some 
reduce reduce design would compromises 
crashes. crashes. reduce on the existing 

crashes . 1-5 bridges. 

Transit safety and security 

No impr.ovement. light rail Same as Additional Light rail High frequency 
stations Option A buses could stations of buses 
provide increase provide could increase 
a higher crashes but a higher crashes but 
level of dedicated level of dedicated 
visibility and guideway visibility and guideway 
lighting than improve lighting than improve 
on-street separation on-street separation 
bus stops. of modes. bus stops. of modes. 
Stations Potential Stations Potential 
would have security would have security issues 
additional issues would additional would need to 
safety need to be safety be addressed 
measures addressed at measures at less visible 
incorporated less visible incorporated stations. 
into design. stations. into design. 

Effect on river navigation 

No improvement. Eliminates Same as El iminates Eliminates S-curve 
S-curve Option A S-curve S-curve maneuver 
maneuver maneuver maneuver worsened with 
and reduces and reduces and red uces more piers 
number of number of number of and narrower 
piers. piers . . piers. channel. 

Capital cost" 

$0 $3,396- Same as $3 ,318 - $3,427 - $3,192 -
$3,764 Option A $3,499 $3,609 $3,348 

($3,157-
$3,508) 

Sources: CRC Traffic Technical Report 2008, 2010; CRC Transit Technical Report 2008, 2010; CRC Cost Risk Assessment 2007. 

a Information in parentheses indicates impacts if the LPA Option A or B is constructed with highway phasing. 

Alternativ e 
5 

Improvement 
to highway 
design 
for safety, 
but some 
compromises 
on the 
existing 1-5 
bridges. 

Light rail 
stations 
provide a 
higher level 
of visibility 
and lighting 
than on-street 
bus stops. 
Stations 
would have 
additional 
safety 
measures 
incorporated 
into design. 

S-curve 
maneuver 
worsened with 
more piers 
and narrower 
channel. 

$3,283 -
$3,486 

b Total number of people in cars and on transit vehicles using the 1-5 crossing traveling north during the afternoon/evening peak period. For the 
No-Build Alternative the data reflects the volumes expected to be served based on capacity limitations for the 1-5 crossing, and not the expected 
demand as it was estimated by the regional travel demand model. Trans~ persons for Alternatives 2, 3, 4 and 5 were factored based on 
Exhibit 3.1-39 of the DEIS to account for a shorter high-capacity transit extension ending at Clark College. 

c Only bicycle and pedestrian improvements that differ between alternatives are described. A substantial number of additional bicycle and pedestrian 
improvements wi ll be provided as part of the CRC project, includ ing those at each interchange in the project area. 

d Percent of peop le traveling over the 1-5 crossing on transit vehicles in the afternoon peak period in the northbound direction. Of the alternatives 
developed for the DEIS, Alternative 3 is most comparable to the LPA. However, the LPA reflects a shorter light rail transit line and therefore has less 
extensive geographic coverage for light rail transit service than was assumed for Alternative 3. These factors contribute to the lower transit mode 
split for the LPA. 

e Capital costs are in millions of year-of-expenditure dollars. Cost ranges for all alternatives are based on confidence levels-the low end of the 
range being 60% confidence that cost would not be exceeded (referred to as the medium cost estimate), and the high end of the range being 90% 
confidence that cost would not be exceeded (referred to as the high cost estimate). Cost ranges for Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5 are also due to the 
high-capacity transit terminus options. 
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Exhibit 19 

2 Summary of Community and Environmental Effects for Each Alternative 
3 Locally Preferred 
4 Alternative" 
5 
6 Alternative 1 : LPA Option LPAOption Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative 

7 No Build A B 2b 3b 4b 5b 

8 Residential displacements 

9 0 57 Same as 45C 52C 46C 53C 

10 
Option A 

11 Commercial displacements 

12 0 69 70 52e 5ge 53e 60e 

13 Number of adverse impacts to historic resources 
14 0 3 Same as 5-8 5-8 5-8 5-8 
15 Option A 

16 Air Quality" 
17 
18 Carbon monoxide 

19 Same as 30% ·30% 

20 
25% reduction 26% redtlction 

Option A reduction reduction 
30% reduction 30% reduction 

21 Nitrogen oxides 

22 Same as 73% 73% 
23 

74% reduction 74% reduction 
Option A reduction reduction 

73% reduction 73% reduction 

24 Volatile organic compounds 

25 Same as 54% 54% 

26 
55% reduction 56% reduction 

Option A reduction reduction 
54% reduction 54% reduction 

27 Particulate matter 

28 Same as 91% 91% 
91% reduction 91 % reduction 

29 
92% reduction 92% reduction 

Option A reduction reduction 

30 Traffic noise impacts on sensitive receptors before mitigation" 

31 
329 (316) 

Same as 
334 334 329 329 275 

Option A 32 
33 Transit noise impacts on sensitive receptors before mitigation' 

34 0 23 33 57 23 72 26 

35 Impacts to fish 
36 Continued Greatest Same as Similar to Similar to Similar Similar stormwater 
37 adverse effects beneficial OptionA LPA. LPA. stormwater improvements 

38 from untreated effects from improvements as LPA. Design 
stormwater. improvements as LPA. would keep 

39 Existing piers to stormwater Design would existing piers and 
40 would continue conveyance and keep existing add new ones, 

41 to provide cover treatment. piers and add resulting in an 
for predatory Fewer, larger new ones, adverse effect. 

42 fish. piers would resulting in 

43 continue to an adverse 

44 provide cover for effect. 
predatory fish . 

45 Pile driving during 

46 construction 

47 
would result in 
small amount 

48 of fish mortality. 

49 (The highway 

50 
phasing option 
has additional 

51 stormwater 

52 benefits relative 
to the full build.) 
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Locally Preferred 
Alternative" 

Alternative 1: LPA Option LPAOption Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative 
No Build A B 2b 3b 4b 5b 

Wetland Impacts9 

No new impacts o acres direct o acres direct 0.09 acre of 0.04 acre of 0.13 acre of 0.08 acre of 
impacts to impacts to direct impacts direct impacts direct impacts direct impacts to 
wetlands wetlands to wetlands to wetlands to wetlands wetlands 
0.41 acre of 0.45 acre 1.11 acres of 0.56 acre of 1.31 acres of 0.76 acre of 
direct impacts to of direct direct impacts direct impacts direct impacts direct impacts to 
wetland buffers. impacts to to wetland to wetland to wetland wetland buffers. 

wetland buffers. buffers. buffers. 
buffers. 

" Total Suspended Solids entering waterways (Ibs/year) 

168,103 14,062 (13,578) 14,124 Similar to Similar to Similar to Similar to LPN 

(13,640) LPN LPN LPN 

Dissolved copper entering waterways (Ibs/year) 

9 5 Same as Similar to Similar to Similar to Similar to LPAh 

Option A LPAh LPAh LPAh 

Dissolved zinc entering waterwaysh (Ibs/year) 

68 22 Same as Similar to Similar to Similar to Similar to LPN 

Option A LPN LPN LPN 

C02e emissions (tons/day)1 

389 368 Same as Similar to Similar to Similar to LPN Similar to IoPAI 

Option A LPN LPN 

Sources: CRC Acquisitions Technical Report 2008, 2010; CRC Historic Resources Technical Report 2008, 2010; Air Quality Technical Report 2008, 
2010; CRC Noise and Vibration Technical Report 2008, 2010; CRC Ecosystems Technical Report 2008, 2010; CRC Wetlands Technical 
Report 2008, 2010; CRC Water Quality Technical Report 2008, 2010; CRC Energy Technical Report 2008, 2010. 

a Information in parentheses indicates impacts if the LPA Option A or B is constructed with highway phasing. 

b Effects presented for Alternatives 2, 3,4, and 5 were taken from the DEIS, assuming the Clark College MOS and , where applicable , the stacked 
highway/transit bridge design . 

c The numbers of residential and commercial displacements were updated to reflect new information, including: the results of a survey of potentially 
displaced businesses and residences, displacements caused by the bus rapid transit or light rail maintenance facility expansion, and refined 
assumptions for construction methods in North Portland Harbor. 

d Reductions in regional emissions are largely due to expected improvements in vehicle emissions' by 2030, and are not the result of the CRC project 
and therefore are common amongst all 2030 alternatives. Difference in air quality estimates between the LPA, No-Build Alternative and Alternatives 
2, 3, 4, and 5 are primarily the result of changes in traffic level assumptions that occurred after the DEIS was published. If Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5 
were reevaluated with the same traffic level assumptions as the LPA, all alternatives would perform similarly. 

e Noise impacts are expressed as the total number of impacts on sensitive receptors as defined by FHWA guidelines. This means that, for example, 
a 3D-unit apartment complex that is impacted by traffic noise would register as 30 impacts on sensitive receptors. The number of highway noise 
impacts listed for the LPA are higher than they would be otherwise because they assume the removal , with no replacement, of the existing noise 
walls along 1-5 in Vancouver. In the DEIS analysis of the build altematives (Alternative 2 through Alternative 5), retention of the existing highway 
noise walls was assumed in the future traffic noise model analysis. The number of highway noise impacts listed for the LPA and LPA with highway 
phasing are higher than they would be otherwise because they assume the removal, with no replacement, of the existing noise walls. If retention 
of the existing noise walls were assumed for the LPA analysis, the number of impacts from the LPA would be reduced to slightly higher than shown 
above for the No-Build. 

The number of transit noise impacts reported for Alternative 2 through Alternative 5 are taken from the DEIS, assLiming the Clark College MOS 
transit terminus option and McLoughlin Boulevard alignment. The LPA assumes a 17th Street alignment that was not evaluated in the DEIS. 

g Acres of wetlands directly impacted for Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5 were revised following publication of the DEIS, based on additional research and 
discussion with regulatory agencies. 

h The pollutant loading estimates for Alternatives 2 through 5, as reported in Section 3. 16 of the DEIS, were not updated for the FEIS . The conceptual 
stormwater treatment design used in the DEIS to analyze Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5 was updated for the LPA analysis for this FEIS. Since 
publication of the DEIS, more precise understandings of the project footprint and stormwater basins have been developed. If Alternatives 2, 3, 4 and 
5 were reanalyzed , all the build alternatives, including the LPA, wou ld perform similarly. 

i Changes in the FEIS methodology between the DEIS and FEIS affect the carbon dioxide equivalent emissions. A comparison of the DEIS and FEIS 
methodologies indicates that these changes, if applied to the DEIS alternatives, would not change their overall ranking in terms of carbon dioxide 
equivalent emissions. The alternatives that would replace the existing Columbia River bridges (Alternatives 2 and 3) would result in lower carbon 
dioxide equivalent emissions than the alternatives that supplemented the existing Columbia River bridges (Alternatives 4 and 5). 
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What mitigation is proposed for unavoidable adverse 
impacts? 
This section summarizes the mitigation measures proposed for the 
community and environmental effects that would occur as a result of the 
LPA. Exhibit 20 highlights the mitigation measures proposed for the 
long-term effects described in Exhibit 19. Chapter 3 and Appendix M of the 
FEIS provide more detail on proposed mitigation measures. 

Exhibit 20 
Summary of Community and Environmental Effects and Proposed Mitigation for the LPA 

Locally Preferred Alternative" 
Alternative 1 : 

No Build LPA Option A LPA Option B Mitigation 

Residential displacements 

o 57 Same as Option A Purchase property at fair market value 
and provide relocation assistance per the 
Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real 
Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 
as amended (Uniform Act). 

21 Commercial displacements 

22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 

o 69 

Number of adverse impacts to historic resources 

o 3 

31 Air Quality 

32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 

Carbon monoxide 

Nitrogen oxides 

Volatile organic 
compounds 

Particulate matter 

25% reduction 26% reGluction 

74% reduction 74% reduction 

55% reduction 56% reduction 

92% reduction 92% reduction 

Traffic noise impacts on sensitive receptors before mitigation 

275 329 (316) 

42 Traffic noise impacts on sensitive receptors after mitigation 

43 275 111 

44 Transit noise impacts on sensitive receptors before mitigation 

45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 

o 23 

Transit noise impacts on sensitive receptors after mitigation 

o o 

70 PurGhase property at fair market value 
and provide relocation assistance per the 
VniformAct. 

Same as Option A Promote the relocation of displaced 
historic resources, perform suitable 
architectural documentation, and provide 
related enhancements. Consult with 
official with jurisdiction immediately 
adjacent to historic resources regarding 
the project design. 

Same as Option A No mitigation proposed. There would be 
no violations of air quality standards and 
emissions would be reduced compared 
to No-Build. 

Same as Option A 

Same as Option A 

33 

Same as Option A 

Use sound walls along 1-5 where 
they meet the feasibility and cost
effectiveness criteria. Some impacts not 
mitigated. 

Use sound barriers, track lubricators, 
special trackwork, and residential 
sound insulation to mitigate neise at all 
receptors. 
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Locally Preferred Alternative" 
Alternative 1 : 

No Build LPA Option A 

Impacts to fish 

Continued Greatest 
adverse effects beneficial 
from untreated effects from 
stormwater. improvements 
Existing piers to stormwater 
would continue conveyance 
to provide cover and treatment. 
for predatory Fewer, but 
fish. larger, piers 

would continue 
to provide cover 
for predatory 
fish. Pile 
driving during 
construCtion 
would result in 
small amount 
of fish mortality. 
(The highway 
phasing option 
has additional 
stormwater 
benefits relative 
to the full build). 

Wetland impacts 
No new impacts 0.41 acre of 

direct impacts 
to wetland 
buffers. 
o acres direct 
impacts to 
wetlands. 

Total Suspended Solids entering waterways (Ibs/year) 

168,103 14,062 (13,578) 

Dissolved copper entering waterways (Ibs/year) 

9 

Dissolved zinc entering waterways (Ibs/year) 

68 

C02e emissions (tons/day) 
389 

5 

22 

368 

LPA Option B 

Same as Option A 

0.45 acre of 
direct impacts to 
wetland buffers. 
o acres direct 
impacts to 
wetlands. 

14,124 (13,640) 

Same as Option A 

Same as Option A 

Mitigation 

Minimize pile driving, but where 
unavoidable (1) minimize impacts by 
employing a bubble curtain or other 
hydroacoustic attenuation and (2) time 
noise producing activities to minimize 
impacts. Implement best management 
practices (BMPs) to minimize the 
potential for impacts to aquatic habitat 
during construction. Provide aquatic 
habitat conseNation efforts. Pier 
diameter reduction may be possible for 
final design of 1-5 bridge. 

Replace wetland buffers with a suitable 
mitigation site that would result in no net 
loss of functions or values. 

Project's storm water treatment would 
improve water quality significantly 
over No-Build. No additional mitigation 
proposed. 

Same as Option A No mitigation proposed, as C02e 
emissions are reduced compared to 
No-Bui/d. 

Sources: eRG Acquisitions Technical Report 2008, 2010; eRe Historic Resources Technical Report 2008, 2010; Air Quality Technical Report 2008, 
2010; eRe Noise and Vibration Technical Report 2008,2010; eRe Ecosystems Technical Report 2008,2010; eRe Wetlands Technical 
Report 2008, 2010; eRe Water Quality Technical Report 2008, 2010; eRe Energy Technical Report 2008, 2010. 

a Information in parentheses indicates impacts if the LPA Option A or B is constructed with highway phasing. 
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Exhibit 20 summarizes the mitigation for long-term effects. The project will 
2 also include a variety of mitigation measures for temporary construction-
3 related effects, including: 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 

18 
19 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Providing clearly signed and safe detour routes to keep automobile, bicycle, 
pedestrian, and truck traffic moving throughout the project area. 

Developing an outreach program to info~m members of the community 
and businesses of construction activities and closures. 

Minimizing impacts to businesses by maintaining access during business 
hours or providing clear detours when access closures are necessary, 
providing temporary advertising signage, and identifYing local businesses 
to provide project services. 

Implementing TDM strategies such as increased express bus and vanpool 
service, and encouraging carpooling, to minimize traffic congestion. 

As appropriate, developing and implementing functional and reasonable 
alternative construction techniques to minimize impacts to community 
livability and mobility through the project area. 

20 Additionally, the project will comply with all environmental laws and obtain 
21 necessary permits that will outline protections for local air quality, water 
22 quality, fish and wildlife, and community livability (e.g., noise levels, light and 
23 glare, dust, etc.) during construction. Proposed mitigation for impacted Section 
24 4(f) resources-historic, archaeological, and park and recreation resources-
25 can be found in the Final Section 4(f) Evaluation, included as Chapter 5 of 
26 the FEIS. 
27 

~~ How will the project address sustainability in design 
30 and construction? 
31 
32 In their joint letter to the Columbia River Crossing Task Force on 
33 June 19,2008, the governors of Washington and Oregon asserted that: 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 

We firmly believe this can and should be one of the most sustainable 
transportation projects in the country; one that incorporates high 
capacity transit, strategies that reduce vehicle miles traveled, tolling, 
electronic safety technologies, and world class bike and pedestrian 
facilities. We also believe that we must use construction materials and 
methods that would minimize environmental impacts. 

42 As described previously, the CRC project includes many of the above elements 
43 of a sustainable transportation project, including the provision of light rail, 
44 new and improved bicycle and pedestrian facilities, a toll on the river crossing, 
45 and improvements to mobility and safety throughout the project area. 
46 These transportation improvements would likely promote transit-oriented 
47 development around new light rail stations, and additional density of jobs 
48 and housing near the 1-5 corridor, supporting the region-wide desire for 
49 sustainable land-use patterns, and compared to No-Build conditions, would 
50 support environmental sustainability by improving water quality and reducing 
51 greenhouse gas emissions. In addition to promoting sustainability though 
52 its design and function, the project would also be constructed by employing 
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a variety of innovative techniques, including the use of environmentally 
friendly construction materials, to minimize the long-term impact of project 2 
construction on the natural environment and adjacent communities. For 3 
more information, please see the CRC Sustainability Strategy, included as an 4 
appendix to the FEIS. 5 

How were comments on the Draft EIS addressed? 
Following the publication of the DEIS on May 2, 2008, the project actively 
solicited public and stakeholder feedback on the DEIS during a 60-day 
comment period. Public comment was submitted via several methods, 
including email, postal mail, and public meetings that included two open 
houses. During this time, the project received over 1,600 written public 
comments. A variety of actions were taken in response to agency and public 
comments, including refinements to alternatives, additional analysis, and 
corrections that are included in the FEIS. 

Refinements to the LPA are described in Chapter 2 of the FEIS anG reflect 
the selection of two bridges, instead of three, over the Columbia River; 
modifications to the design of interchanges, local streets, and bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities; the selection of the light rail alignment over Hayden 
Island and through downtown Vancouver to the Clark College terminus; 
and the adoption of cost-cutting measures and inclusion of additional cost
cutting options. Changes in analysis, including updated modeling and inputs, 
are described in each section of Chapter 3. The project team prepared written 
responses to all comments received during the DEIS comment period; these 
are summarized in Chapter 6 and included as an electronic appendix. 

The analysis and conclusions in this FEIS are based on in-depth technical 
reports prepared as part of the CRC project. These technical reports, along 
with other supporting materials, are provided as appendices to the FEIS, and 
are included on the CD attached to each hard copy of the FEIS and in the 
electronic file structure posted on the CRC project Web site. 

What are the next steps? 
Following publication of this FEIS, FTA and FHWA will document the 
preferred alternative in the Record of Decision (ROD). The ROD will include 
the project commitments for mitigating adverse impacts and in<;orporating 
these measures into the project design. The ROD is anticipated to be issued by 
FTA and FHWA in 2011. 
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If a build alternative is selected in the ROD, the project would move into Final 43 
Design and could begin acquiring property. Depending on when the ROD is 44 
completed, project construction could begin as soon as 2012. 45 

46 

How can the public learn more about and be involved :~ 
in the project? 49 

50 
There is no formal public hearing process for the FEIS. However, you are 51 
invited to review the FEIS and submit comments between September 23, 2011 52 



969

- DRAFT - FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

and October 23, 2011. Comments received during this time will be reviewed 
2 and considered. QIestions and comments can be submitted by several 
3 methods. 
4 
5 Internet: The project Web site (www.co)umbiarivercrossing.org) provides more 
6 information, including project background and the process that has led to the 
7 development of the FEIS.The Web site also has information on upcoming 
8 public events, project milestones, and instructions on how to obtain a full copy 
9 of the FEIS. 

10 
11 Email: Email comments and questions about the project in general, or about 
12 this FEIS specifically, to feedback@co)umbiarivel"Crossing.OI·g 

13 
14 Postal mail: 
15 
16 
17 
18 

Columbia River Crossing 
c/o Heather Wills 
700 Washington Street, Suite 300 
Vancouver, WA 98660 

19 Fax: 360-737-0294 
20 
21 Attend a public open house: Public open houses will be held in Portland and 
22 Vancouver. Please refer to the dates and locations listed below. 
23 
24 DATE 
25 
26 TIME 
27 
28 LOCATION 
29 
30 ADDRESS 
31 
32 ADDRESS 
33 
34 
35 
36 DATE 
37 
38 TIME 
39 
40 LOCATION 
41 
42 ADDRESS 
43 
44 ADDRESS 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
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INTERSTATE 5 COLUMBIA RIVER CROSSING PROJECT 

Vancouver, Washington and Portland, Oregon 

Final Environmental Impact Statement 

Submitted Pursuant to: 
The National Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 4322(2)(c» 

and the Washington State Environmental Policy Act (Ch. 43.21 C RCW) 

Submitted by: 
Federal Highway Administration 
Federal Transit Administration 

and 

Washington State Department of Transportation 
Oregon State Department of Transportation 

Southwest Washington Regional Transportation Council 
Metro 

Clark County Public Transportation Benefit Area 
Tri-County Metropolitan Transportation District 

In cooperation with 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

U.S. Coast Guard 
Federal Aviation Administration 

National Park Service 
Washington State Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation 

U.S. General Services Administration 

DanielM. Mathis 
FHWA Washington Division 
Administrator 

Date of Approval 

Phillip Ditzler 
FHWA Oregon Di'llision 
Administrator 

Date of Approval 

R.F. Krochalis 
PTA Regional Administrator, 
Region 10 

Date of Approval 

WSDOT EIS No: FHWA-WA-EIS-08-01-F 
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Megan White 
Washington State Department a/Transportation, 
Director; Environmental Service 

Date of Approval 

Dean Lookingbill 
Southwesl Washington Regional Transportation 
Council, Exe(Utive Director 

pate of Approval 

JeffHamm 
C-TRAN, Executive Director/CEO 

Date of Approval 

Title VI 

Jason Tell 
Oregon Department cfTransportation. 
Region 1 Manager 

Date of Approval 

Tom Hughes 
Metro, Council President 

Date of Approval 

Nell McFarlane 
TriMet General Manager 

Date of Approval 
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21 
22 
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24 
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27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
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34 
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37 

The Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT) and Oregon State Department of 38 
Transportation (ODOT) ensure full compliance with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 by 39 
prohibiting discrimination against any person on the basis of race, color, national origin or sex in the 40 
provision ofhenefits and services resulting from its federally assisted programs and activities. For qu~stions 41 
regarding WSDOT's Title VI Program, you may contact the Department's Title VI Coordinator at 42 
(360) 705-7098. For questions regarding ODOT's Title VI Program, you may contact the Department's 43 
Civil Rights Office at (503) 986-4350. 44 

Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) Information 
45 
46 

If you would like copies of this document in an alternative format, please call the CRC project office at 47 
(360) 737-2726 or (503) 256-2726. Persons who are deaf or hard of hearing may contact the CRC project 48 
through the Telecommunications Relay Service by dialing 7-1-1. 49 

50 
(Habla usted espanol? La informacion en esta publicacion se puede traducir para usted. Para solicitar los 51 
servicios de traduccion favor de llamar al (503) 731-4128. 52 

/. • FRONT MATTER 
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includes an arterial bridge for vehicle traffic (referred to in this document 1 
as Option A), and an option with collector-distributor access to the island 2 
(Option B). 3 

4 
The following persons can be contacted for additional information regarding 
this document: 

5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

Columbia River 
Crossing 
Heather Wills, CRC 
Environmental 
Manager 
·700 Washington Street, 
Suite 300 
Vancouver, WA 98660 
(360) 737-2726 or 
(503) 256-2726 

Federal Highway 
Administration 
John McAvoy, PE, 
Major Projects Manager 
FHWAWestem 
Federal Lands Building 
610 E 5th Street 
Vancouver, WA 98661 
(360) 619-7591 

Federal Transit 
Administration 
Linda Gehrke, Deputy 10 
Regional Administrator, 11 
Region 10 12 
915 Second Avenue, 
Suite 3142 
Seatde,WA 98174 
(206) 220-4463 

13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
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Fi 

• The traffic modelling activities described in the reports are confusing and much of the 
work now appears to be dated. Although a number of the technical approaches 
described appear to be reasonable, many of the modelling-related activities seem to 
{look backwards'; justifying model inputs and outputs produced some years ago. 
There is a clear need for a new, updated, forward-looking, comprehensive, 
{investment grade' traffic and revenue study. 

• No mention is made in the reports of historical traffic patterns in the area or volumes 
using the bridges. This is a strange omission. Traffic forecasts need to be placed in the 
context of what has happened in the past. If there is a disconnect (between the past 
and the future) as appears to be the case here a commentary should be provided 
which takes the reader from the past, through any transition period, to the future. No 
such commentary is provided in the material reviewed to date. 

• Traffic volumes using the 1-5 Bridge have flattened-off over the last 15-20 years; weI! 
before the current recessionary' period. This is highlighted by the red dotted trend line 
in the chart below which was estimated up to and including the year 2006 (ie. it omits 
the recent 2007 - 2010 period characterised by fuel price hikes and economic 
recession). The dear inference is that the flattening-off is a long-term traffic trend; 
not simply a manifestation of recent circumstances. The CAGR for the period 1999 -
2006 reduces to 0.6%. 

140,000 

120,000 

laG,OOO 

80,000 

20,000 

o 

AADT = Average Annual Daily Traffic 

~~~iO< Grov1th Trend ;19S0-2G06) 

• The key question is this. Is the flattening-off on 1-5 symptomatic of the demand for 
travel across the River moderating (a general trend that could continue into the 
future); or is it simply that the Bridge is operating for much of the day at or near 
capacity (in which case capacity enhancements could result in an uplift of future 
demand)? As the T&R reports omit any discussion of historical trends, this key 
question is left unanswered. This issue should be addressed going forward. 

2 
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To: Metro Council 

From: Andrew Cotugno 

Re.: Columbia River Crossing Metro Council Approval Actions 

Date: August 1, 2011 

At your work session on July 26, 2011, I discussed the history of the South/North Light Rail Project and 

mentioned official actions arid other events that bring us to your consideration ofthe proposed 

Columbia River Crossing LUFO. Here are more"specific references to the items I mentioned. 

1. On July 23,1998 the Metro Council adopted Resolution No. 98-2673 approving the Land Use 

Final Order (LUFO) for the South/North LightRaii project. This was intended as a single corridor 

from the Clackamas Regional Center, through downtown Milwaukie and downtown Portland to 

Vancouver, Washington into north Clark Co. In the Columbia River crossing area, it was 

proposed as a new stand-alone bridge adjacent to the existing I-S.lnterstate Bridge. Due to a 

failing vote in Clark County for local matching funds, the project into Clark County was rejected 

and in subsequent years, the segments in Oregon along the Interstate Avenue corridor to Expo, 

the 1-205 Corridor to the Clackamas Regional Center and along the McLoughlin corridor to 

Milwaukie were built or under construction. 

2. Failure of the ball,Ot measure in Clark County resulted in initiation of the 1-5 Trade and 

Transportation Partnership to di'!velop a comprehensive solution. In 2001, Governors Locke and 

Kitzhaber appointed a 28 member Bi-State Task Force to comprehensively examine needs in the 

1-5 Corridor from the Fremont Bridge to the Clark County Fairgrounds. After an intensive 18-

month process, the Findings and Recommendations of the Governor's Task Force were adopted 

in a Final Strategic Plan calling for a multi-modal improvement strategy for the corridor. The 

Metro Council endorsed the recommendations by Resolution No. 02-3237A. This was the first 

step in shifting from a stand-alone LRT project across the Columbia River to a multi-modal 

project including added lanes on 1-5, High Capacity Transit, improved pedestrian and bike 

facilities and demand management in the corridor. 

3. In 2005, following adoption of the Final Strategic Plan, Washington DOT and Oregon DOT jointly 

initiated, with the assistance of a 39 member Task Force, the evaluation process to implement 

the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). For major projects such as the CRC, NEPA 

requires publication of a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) providing an evaluation 

of all reasonable alternatives that meet the Purpose and Need established for the corridor. This 

entails consideration of a wide range of alternatives to screen down to those that are 

considered reasonable and identification of possible measures to mitigate potential impacts. 

The DEIS was published on May 2, 2008 providing the basis for the region's selection of the 

Locally Preferred Alternatives. 
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4. On July 17, 2008, the Metro Council adopted Resolution No. 08-39608 endorsing the Locally 

Preferred Alternative comprised of a replacement 1-5 bridge, provision of three through lanes 

plus additional auxiliary lanes for merging and weaving, extension of LRT through downtown 

Vancouver to a Clark College park-and-ride terminus, provision of significant pedestrian and bike 

facilities across the river and connecting into the regional network on both sides of the river, 

implementation of tolls as both a demand management and financing tool and implementation 

of an aggressive demand management program both during construction and upon completion. 

The Locally Preferred Alternative includes construction of two structures across the Columbia 

River to replace the existing bridges with traffic lanes on the top deck and LRT and 

pedestrian/bike facilities on the lower deck. 

However, the resolution also itemized a series of issues requiring further analysis and 

consideration prior to consideration by the Metro Council of the pending Land Use Final Order. 

Those conditions required further evaluation of certain aspects of the project design as well as 

further evaluation of project justification, impacts and potential mitigation of impacts. 

5. On June 9,2011, the Metro Council adopted Resolution No. 11-4264 concluding that the 

conditions adopted as part of Resolution No. 08-39608 had been sufficiently addressed and 

endorsed proceeding with publication of the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for 

the CRC Project. The purpose of the FEIS is to describe the preferred alternative and the impact 

mitigation that will be implemented with the project to serve as the basis for the lead federal 

agencies issuing their Record of Decision, finalizing the key federal permitting requirements. 

One element of the FEIS is to describe consistency of the proposed project with regional and 

local land use plans and policies. The Metro Council's adoption of the Land Use Final Order is 

intended to serve as this required documentation for the Oregon aspects of the project. To the 

extent necessary, the LUFO will require conforming amendments to the Regional Transportation 

Plan. 
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Laura Dawson-Bodner 

From: Ron Buel [ronb@donavoncards.com] 
Friday, July 29, 2011 3:51 PM 
Barbara Roberts 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: About the CRC -- no ccs on this 

Barbara: 

Perhaps you have been reading Steve Duin, Jeff Manning and Nigel Jacquiss about the CRC lately. Perhaps you have 
seen the statements of Ted Wheeler, and John Kitzhaber's response. 

I have been following the CRC closely for three years now. I am writing you because I believe in you. I am not simply 
flattering you when I say y~u have been statesman-like in your time in politics, at Multnomah County, as Secretary of 
State and Governor. All of the people who are joined with me in disapproving the big freeway portion of the project 
reSPect and admire you and your record. ! include ~y~ara Gross, George Crandall, Bob Stacey, Joe Cortright, Bin Scott, Jim 
Howell and many others vvho have put in tirne and energy. 

I vv'ould appreciate the opportunity to sit do\,vn and talk vvith you about the key role you could play in bringing reason 
into the process at this time. You can only do it because you are Barbara Roberts, not because you sit on the Metro 
Council. 

John Kitzhaber is in something of a box. He raised substantial money for his campaign that he would not have received 
if he had not been in favor of the CRe. He got The Oregonian endorsement, which he likely would not have received if 
he had not been in favor of the CRe. He cannot simply walk away from these commitments. Yet I know that he told a 
mutual friend that he had been "handed a bag of xxxx" on the CRe. When Joe Cortright and Mara Gross and I met with 
the Governor, Patricia ivicCaig and Lynn Peterson, it was dear that John had an open mind and heard what we said. But 
he is boxed in, and our mutual friend Patricia has a job to support the project. 

\,''\Ie are not asking that the eRe project be abandoned. \/Ve have a better idea, an alternative that includes light rail, high 

speed commuter rail, getting rid of all the bridge lifts, two new arterial highway bridges and earthquake-proofing the 
existing !-5 bridges - bringing them up to latest standards. Our idea will cost less than half the price of the CRe. We 
would take a lot of traffic off of 1-5 instead of spending $1.8 billion on the interchanges and expanding i-5 by 23% of 
capacity as is now planned. 

The reason I am writing to you at this time is because it has become clear that the CRC isn't going to get funded as it is 
designed. I '"villiay out why that is so be!ovJ. VlJhy take action now, then? Why not simply let it die of its own accord? 

Two reasons: First, we continue to spend a lot of money on planning and designing the project -- $80 million in the last 
biennium ($3.3 million a month) and (I am told) $75 million of Oregon and Washington money this biennium, although 
Nancy Boyd has said its "only" $1.9 million a month. Why spend all that money if the project can't be built? Second, if 
the project just dies, we won't get a process that develops a proper alternative that solves the problems in a better and 
cheaper way. Yes, it's a fallback, but it's necessary. 

Why won't the project succeed: 

a) The light rail vote for operating funds in Clark County is unlikely to pass. No matter what Nancy Boyd says, the 
Federal Transportation Agency isn't going to fund a project against a vote in a Congressional District where the 
Congresswoman is not supportive .. 

b) Federal money (other than transit) not coming forward when Earl Blumenauer and Jaimie Herrera-Butler are not 
advocating for the project (it's in their districts) and the House Republicans don't like increasing gas taxes and 
don't like big projects in blue states. 

1 
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c) In Oregon, couldn't even get House Joint Memorial 22 out of committee, let alone get votes for $450 million of 
construction money. 

d) In Washington, two major multi-billion Seattle 1-5 projects are still under-funded, and far ahead of the CRC on 
that state's priority list. 

e) Bad traffic projections by the CRC and inability to toll the 1-205 bridge put toll revenues in doubt (a $600 million 
hole the consultants said.) 

f) Not sure that the water quality in the Columbia as impacted by construction (endangered salmon runs and a 
questionable in-water work window) and environmental justice concerns around air toxies, air pollution and 
carbon from the big freeway capacity expansion make the passage of an EIS in the inevitable federal court case 
somewhat doubtful. Note the EPA's ratings on these questions. 

Barbara, I am well aware of the forces arrayed in favor of this project. But if it can't get financed, it isn't going to 
happen. 

On August 11, you will be asked to vote again on the CRC - the Land Use Final Order. I would like you to sit down and 
talk to me about playing an important politica! role here - in the public interest, and in the interest of the region and 
district you represent. I don/t see anyone else (Kitzhaber, ,h,dams, or Hughes) doing this, but you can do it. 

Will you make time to talk to me about this? 

Thanks and Regards, 

Ron Buel 503-358-8677 

2 
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Meeting: 

Date: 

Time: 

Place: 

Metro Council Work Session 

Tuesday, July 26, 2011 

2 p.m. 

Council Chambers 

CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL 

2 PM 1. ADMINISTRATIVE/ CHIEF OPERATING 
OFFICER COMMUNICATIONS 

2:15 PM 2. CONSIDERATION OF SUBMITTING A GRANT 
APPLICATION TO THE DEPARTMENT OF 
HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT 

FORA REGIONAL SUSTAINABLE 
COMMUNITIES GRANT ON BEHALF OF THE 
CONSORTIUM 

3:05 PM 3. BREAK 

3:10 PM 4. COLUMBIA RIVER CROSSING LAND USE 
FINAL ORDER (LUFO) - ~"-""'~~~'-"-+-

4:10 PM 5. COUNCIL 

ADJOURN 

\N\/\/vv.oregonmetro_90V 

Deffebach 

Benner 
Mark Greenfield, eRe 
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Agenda Item Number 4.0 

COLUMBIA RiVER CROSSING LAND USE 
FINAL ORDER (LUFO) 

Metro Councii Work Session 
Tuesday, July 26, 2011 

Metro Council Chambers 
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METRO COUNCIL 

Work Session Worksheet 

Presentation Date: July 26, 2011 Time: 3: 10 PM Length: 60 minutes 

Presentation Title: Columbia River Crossing Land Use Final Order 

Service, Office, or Center: 
Planning and Development 

Presenters (include phone number/extension and alternative contact information): 
Dick Benner - x1532 
Andv Cotu!mo - x1763 cell: 503-334-5286 

~ '-' 

Mark Greenfield - 503-227-2979 

In addition, CRC staff will be available to respond to questions 

ISSUE & BACKGROUND 

Resolution 11-4280 would amend a Land Use Final Order (LUFO) for the Oregon 
portion of the Columbia River Crossing Project (CRC). The purpose of the LUFO is to 
authorize the light rail project and associated highway improvements in the application 
filed by TriMet. The Council must first determine whether the TriMet application 
compiies with the land use procedures and requirements for projects in the SouthlNorth 
Corridor. Chapter 12 of the 1996 Oregon Laws (House Bill 3478) regulates how land use 
decisions related to the SouthINorth light rail projects and associated highway 
improvements are to be made and how they may be appealed. 

The first LUFO was adopted by the Metro Council in 1998 for the entire SouthlNorth 
Corridor. The LUFO was amended in 1999 for the North Corridor Interstate MAX, in 
2004 for the I-205/Downtown Mall Light Rail Project, and in 2008 for the Portland
Milwaukie Light Rail Project. The 2011 LUFO for the CRC is Attachment A to 
Resolution 11-4280. 

The LUFO process requires that Metro demonstrate with written findings how the LUFO 
complies with approval criteria established by the Land Conservation and Development 
Commission (LCDC). Findings demonstrating compliance with the criteria are 
Attachment A to Resolution 11-4280. The process also requires the Metro Council to 
"establish the light rail route, stations, lots and maintenance facilities, and the highway 
improvements for the project or project extension, including their locations." Maps 
showing the area of the LUFO, included in Attachment A comply with this requirement. 

As a part of the LUFO process, TriMet submits an application to the Metro Council. The 
application must include recommendations for a LUFO from the SouthINorth Steering 
Committee and a letter of recommendation from the Oregon Department of 
Transportation. The TriMet application, including the Steering Committee and ODOT 
recommendations are attached to the staff report for Resolution 11-4280. 
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Resolution 11-4280 also authorizes the Metro Council President to sign the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement. 

OPTIONS AVAILABLE 

As a requirement of the LUFO process, the August 11, 2011 Council Meeting will 
include a public hearing on the LUFO. The LUFO legislation provides the following 
options following the public hearing: 

• adopt the LUFO establishing the facilities and locations applied for by TriMet. 
• refer the proposed facilities and locations back to TriMet for further review. 
• continue the hearing to a date certain to allow more time for testimony, 

deliberations or preparation of findings in response to testimony. 

IMPLICATIONS AND SUGGESTIONS 

Metro staff recommends adoption of the Resolution. 

Adopting the Resolution would advance the CRC to the step of publishing the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement and seeking a Record of Decision from the Federai 
Highway 11l .. dministration and Federal Transit Administration. In June, the Metro Council 
adopted Resoiution No. 11-4264 that concluded that concerns raised when the Locally 
Preferred Alternative was adopted have been satisfactorily addressed to support 
publication of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. Adopting this Resolution is the 
final step to allow the Final Environmental Impact Statement to be published. 

QUESTION(S) PRESENTED FOR CONSIDERATION 

1. Does the Metro Council need any further clarification of the criteria and 
procedures required for the LUFO process? 

2. Does the Metro Council need any further clarification on aspects of the CRC 
project itself? 

Metro staff requests that Metro Council adopt Resolution 11-4280, For The Purpose of 
Amending the 1998 Land Use Final Order for the Southl1'-Torth Light Rail Project and 
Adopting a Land Use Final Order for the Expo CenterlHayden Isiand Segment of the 
Project including the 1-5 Columbia River Crossing Bridge and Associated Highway 
Improvements. 

LEGISLATION WOULD BE REQUIRED FOR COUNCIL ACTION lYes _No 
DRAFT is ATTACHED X Yes No 
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BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL 

FOR THE PURPOSE OF AMENDING THE 1998 ) 
LAND USE FINAL ORDER FOR THE ) 
SOUTHINORTH LIGHT RAIL PROJECT AND ) 
ADOPTING A LAND USE FINAL ORDER FOR ) 
THE EXPO CENTERIHA YDEN ISLAND ) 
SEGMENT OF THE PROJECT INCLUDING THE ) 
I-5 COLUMBIA RIVER CROSSING BRIDGE ) 
AND ASSOCIATED HIGHWAY ) 
IMPROVEMENTS 

RESOLUTION NO. 11-4280 

INTRODUCED BY COUNCILOR REX 
BURKHOLDER 

WHEREAS, the Oregon Legislature enacted Oregon Laws 1996, Chapter 12 (the Act), 
establishing procedures for developing the South/North Light Rail Project through adoption by 
the Metro Council of a Land Use Final Order (LUFO); and 

WHEREAS, in accordance with section 4 of the Act, the Oregon Land Conservation and 
Development Commission adopted criteria to govern Council review of an application for a 
LUFO for the South/North Light Rail Project, or any segment of it, on May 30, 1996; and 

WHEREAS, the Metro Council endorsed a Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) for the 1-
5 Columbia River Crossing Project by Resolution No. 08-3960B (For the Purposes of Endorsing 
the Locally Preferred Alternative for the Columbia River Crossing Project and Amending the 
Metro 2035 Regional Transportation Plan with Conditions) that includes extension of 
South/North Light Rail from the Expo Center to Vancouver, Washington; and 

WHEREAS, Metro's Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) calls for extension of light rail 
from the Expo Center to Vancouver, Washington, as part ofthe 1-5 Columbia River Crossing 
Project and places the project on the RTP's Financially Constrained Roadway Network; and 

WHEREAS, section 6.3.2.1 ofthe RTP required reconsideration of the 1-5 Columbia 
River Crossing Project and amendment of the RTP if the number and design of auxiliary lanes on 
the 1-5 Columbia River Bridge or approaches to the bridge are inconsistent with the description 
of the project in the RTP; and 

WHEREAS, in accordance with section 6 of the Act, on June 23, 2011, the LUFO 
Steering Committee recommended that TriMet submit to Metro an application for, and the Metro 
Council adopt, an amendment to the 1998 SouthlNorth Light Rail LUFO to approve the light rail 
route, a station and highway improvements within the Expo Center/Hayden Island Segment of 
the SouthlN orth Light Rail Project; and 

WHEREAS, in accordance with section 6 of the Act, in a letter from Matt Garrett, 
Director, the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) recommended that TriMet submit to 
Metro an application for, and the Metro Council adopt, an amendment to the 1998 SouthlNorth 
Light Rail LUFO to approve the light rail route, a station and highway improvements within the 
Expo Center/Hayden Island Segment ofthe South/North Light Rail Project; and 



986

WHEREAS, in accordance with section 6 of the Act, on July 13, 1011, TriMet filed an 
application for a LUFO for the Expo Center-Vancouver segment of the SouthiN orth Light Rail 
Project with the light rail route, station and highway improvements recommended by both the 
LUFO Steering Committee and ODOT; and 

WHEREAS, the light rail route, station and highway improvements are in the form of 
boundaries within which the light rail route, station and highway improvements will be located, 
as required by section 6 of the Act; and 

WHEREAS, the number and design of auxiliary lanes on the 1-5 Columbia River Bridge 
and the approaches to the bridge project proposed in the TriMet LUFO application are consistent 
with the 1-5 Columbia River Crossing Project described in the RTP; and 

WHEREAS, by Resolution No. 11-4264 (For the Purpose of Conciuding that the 
Concerns and Considerations Raised about the Columbia River Crossing Project in Exhibit A to 
Resolution No. 08-3960B Have Been Addressed Satisfactorily), adopted June 9, 2011, the 
Council determined that the conditions set forth in Resolution No. 08-3960B had been satisfied; 
and 

WHEREAS, Metro published a notice in The Oregonian, containing all the information 
required by section 7 ofthe Act, on July 14,2011, ofa public hearing before the Metro Council 
to consider TriMet's LUFO application on August 11, 2011; 

WHEREAS, Metro provided additional public notice of the August 11; 2011, public 
hearing by mailing postcards to all persons who own property within 250 feet of the proposed 
light rail alignment and stations and by posting notice at Metro's website, both on July 14, 2011; 
and 

WHEREAS, Metro sent notice of the public hearing on July 15,2011, to ODOT, 
Clackamas and Multnomah counties and the cities of Portland, Milwaukie, Gladstone, Gresham 
and Oregon City; and 

WHEREAS, the Council finds and determines that The Oregonian is a newspaper of 
general circulation in the region and the above-described notices are reasonably calculated to 
give notice to persons who may be affected substantially by a decision to approve TriMet's 
LUFO application; and 

WHEREAS, on July 14, 2011, Metro made available for public inspection a staff report 
addressing compliance of TriMet's application with the requirements of the Act; and 

WHEREAS, the Council held a public hearing on the TriMet LUFO application on 
August 11,2011; and 

WHEREAS, the Council President made a statement at the beginning of the hearing 
containing the information required by section 7 of the Act; and 

2 
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WHEREAS; the Council considered TriMet's application, the recommendations of the 
LUFO Steering Committee and ODOT, the staff report, the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of 
Law and all public testimony presented on the application; now, therefore, 

BE IT RESOLVED THAT the Metro Council: 

1. Hereby amends the 1998 Land Use Final Order (LUFO) for the SouthINorth Light Rail 
Project, and adopts the LUFO for the Columbia River Crossing Light Rail Project, Expo 
Center/Hayden Island Segment of the SouthINorth Light Rail Project, attached and 
incorporated into this resolution as Exhibit A, including the locations of the light rail 
route, station and highway improvements extending from the Expo Center to the Oregon
Washington line, and as shown in Exhibit A to be identical to the TriMet LUFO 
application. 

2. Adopts the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law, attached and incorporated into this 
resolution as Exhibit B, as the Council's written findings demonstrating how the 
Councii's decision complies with the applicable criteria. 

3. Authorizes the Council President to sign the Final Environmental Impact Statement for 
the 1-5 Columbia River Crossing Project. 

ADOPTED by the Metro Council this 11th day of August, 2011. 

T om Hughes, Council President 

Approved as to form: 

Alison Kean Campbell, Acting Metro Attorney 

3 
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Exhibit A to Resolution No. 11-4280 

2011 South/North Land Use Final Order Amendment 

Columbia River Crossing Project 
Expo Center/Hayden Island Segment 

Adopted by the Metro Councii 

August 11,2011 
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1. Introduction 

This document constitutes a Land Use Final Order (LUFO) for the SouthINorth Project in 
accordance with Oregon Laws 1996, Chapter 12 (House Bill 3478). This 2011 SouthINorth 
LUFO Amendment is the fifth in a series of LUFOs adopted by the Metro Council that 
established or amended the light rail route, light rail stations, light rail park-and-ride lots and 
maintenance facilities, and the highway improvements for the SouthlNorth Project, including 
their locations. The four previously adopted LUFOs are as follows: 

• 

• 

• 

On July 23, 1998, the Metro Council adopted Resolution No. 98-2673 (the 1998 
LUFO), establishing the initial light rail route, stations, lots and maintenance facilities 
and the highway improvements, including their locations, for the South/North Project. 

On October 28, 1999, the Metro Council adopted Resolution No. 99-2853A (the 1999 
LUFO), amending the 1998 LUFO to reflect revisions for that portion of the 
SouthINorth Project extending from the Steel Bridge northward to the Portland 
Metropolitan Exposition Center (Expo Center), primarily along Interstate Avenue. The 
1999 LUFO modified the northern light rail alignment; established, relocated or 
expanded light rail station locations along that alignment; and authorized park-and
ride lots at Portland International Raceway (PIR) and the Expo Center along the light 
rail route. 

I\~ Tn~"nry 15 "lIl04 +1-,,,, Me+-o C~"~n;l adop+ed D=0~1"t;~n 1'I.T~ 11'1 '1'1'7') (the 21lllA VL.l JalJ.ua.l ,,,(,,.v, Ll.B .. 1 1 t.l VUIl\..tll L ..L'-V~V.lU IV .1 'lU. VJ-JJ I", VV-,-

LUFO), further amending the previous SouthlNorth LUFO resolutions to (1) establish 
the light rail route, stations and park-and-ride lots, including their locations, along the 
Interstate-205 right-of-way from the Gateway Transit Center to Clackamas Regional 
Center; (2) modify the route along the downtown Portland Transit Mall to extend light 
rail transit (LRT) to Portland State University (PSU) and establish, adjust or relocate 
station locations; (3) modify the 1998 LUFO for the segment from Portland to 
Milwaukie by revising the alignment and adding study areas; (4) remove the 1998 
LUFO designations from Milwaukie to Clackamas Regional Center; and (5) complete 
technical amendments to the 1999 LUFO alignment to reflect the final built 
configuration at certain stations consistent with the Full Funding Agreement Grant 
approved by the Federal Transit Administration. 

On July 25, 2008, the Metro Council adopted Resolution No. 08-3964 (the 2008 
LUFO), amending the 1998 and 2004 SouthlNorth LUFOs as they relate to the 
segment of the SouthINorth Project extending from Portland State University (PSU) in 
downtown Portland through SE Portland and downtown Milwaukie to SE Park 
Avenue in unincorporated Clackamas County. The 2008 LUFO realigned the light rail 
route between PSlJ and SE 7th Avenue; established the route from SE Tacoma Street 
to SE Park Avenue; relocated light rail stations or authorized new stations along the 
light rail route; and established the park-and-ride lots and highway improvements for 
the Portland to Milwaukie segment. 

Page 1: Exhibit A to Resolution No. 11-4280 
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This 2011 SouthINorth LUFO Amendment (the 2011 LUFO) amends the 1998 LUFO as it 
relates to the segment of the SouthlNorth Project in north Portland extending northward from 
the Expo Center and the Interstate 5Nictory Boulevard Interchange to the 
OregonlWashington state line on the Columbia River. This 2011 LUFO realigns the light rail 
route between the Expo Center and the OregonIW ashington state line westward from its 
alignment in the 1998 LUFO and it relocates the Hayden Island station west of its previous 
location. Over the river it provides for the light rail route to be accommodated on the lower 
tier of a new southbound Interstate 5 bridge. This 2011 LUFO also establishes a number of 
highway improvements, including new northbound and southbound Interstate 5 Columbia 
River bridges and removal of the existing bridges; widening of Interstate 5 in both directions 
between approximately N Victory Boulevard and the Oregon/Washington state line on the 
Columbia River; new or modified interchanges at N Marine Drive, Hayden Island and Victory 
Boulevard; a new integrated rail/vehicularlbicycie pedestrian bridge connecting Hayden 
Island with the Expo Center; and roadway realignments, widenings, modifications and new 
connections within the project area. 

This 20U LUFO further provides for expansion and improvement of the Ruby Junction 
Maintenance Facility along NW Eleven Mile Avenue in Gresham within the facility 
boundaries established in the 2008 LUFO, to accommodate and maintain additional LRT 
vehicles associated with the Columbia River Crossing Project. 

2. Requirements of House Bill 3478 

Chapter 12 of the 1998 Oregon Laws (House Bill 3478) provides procedures for siting the 
SouthINorth light rail route, associated light rail facilities, and the highway improvements 
included in the SouthINorth Project. In brief, it provides a set of regulations for making and 
for appealing land use decisions related to the SouthINorth Project as it may be amended or 
extended from time to time. The law includes a provision directing the Land Conservation and 
Development Commission (LCD C) to adopt criteria for land use final orders; a requirement 
that TriMet make application for land use final orders; requirements for how the Metro 
Council conducts its public hearings; and procedures for appeal. 

Pursuant to House Bill 3478, upon application by TriMet and following a public hearing held 
on August 11, 2011, and in consideration of the whole record and based on a finding that 
there is substantial evidence supporting the proposed action, the Metro Council hereby adopts 
this 2011 SouthlNorth LUFO Amendment for the Project by Resolution No. 11-4280. 

3. Establishment of Columbia River Crossing Project Light Rail Routes, 
Stations, Maintenance Facilities and Highway Improvements, Including their 
Locations 

The Metro Council approves the light rail route, light rail station and highway improvements 
identified textually below and illustrated in the location boundary maps (Figures 1.1 to 1.3) 
that follow. These light rail facilities and highway improvements and their location 
boundaries are identical to those that the LUFO Steering Committee and ODOT 
recommended to TriMet and that TriMet included in its application for a LUFO amendment. 
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The Metro Council also approves expansion and improvement of the Ruby Junction 
Maintenance Facility within the location boundaries established in the 2008 LUFO to 
accommodate light rail vehicles associated with the Columbia River Crossing Project. See 
Figure 2.1. 

The LUFO boundary maps contained in this order were prepared using cad line work of 
proposed improvements on top of aerial photos taken in 2005 and 2007< The maps illustrate 
the adopted boundaries at an approximate scale of one inch equals 400 feet. The boundaries 
shown on these maps represent the areas within which the light rail facilities and highway 
improvements may be located. 

Preliminary and final engineering have not yet been completed. Preliminary and advanced 
preliminary engineering will continue until about October 2012, when the Project is expected 
to enter into its final engineering phase. vVith more detailed engineering and environmental 
information avaiiabie, some variations from the iiiustrations in the attached figures may be 
needed when the project is built. Accordingly, the LUFO shows a larger, more generalized 
boundary than that actually needed for the track alignment, station and highway 
improvements to accommodate such variations. Final location of the light rail facilities and 
highway improvements anywhere within the boundaries found on the LUFO maps would be 
consistent with this LUFO. 

The 1998 LUFO established a light rail alignment that included a segment extending from 
downtown Portland across the Steel Bridge and through northeast and north Portland to the 
Expo Center and the Oregon/Washington state line. The 1999 LUFO amended the light rail 
alignment for that portion located between approximately the Steel Bridge and the Expo 
Center. 

This 2011 LUFO further modifies the 1998 LUFO by: 

1) Relocating the light rail alignment and Hayden Island station farther to the west; 

2) Relocating the light rail alignment leading into Vancouver, Washington onto the 
lower tier of a new southbound Interstate 5 bridge; 

3) Providing significant highway improvements between approximately N. VIctOry 
Boulevard and the Oregon/Washington state line on the Columbia River, including but 
not iimited to new northbound and southbound Interstate 5 bridges to accommodate 
highway, rail, pedestrian and bicycle travel; widening of northbound and southbound 
Interstate 5 to accommodate three travel lanes and two auxiliary lanes; and 
interchange and roadway modifications and improvements and new roadway. 

In the 1998 LUFO there were two segments that, together, provided LRT service between the 
Expo Center and the Oregon/Washington state line on the Columbia River. These segments 
were the North Portland segment and the Hayden Island segment. In the 1999 LUFO, the 
J\1etro Council renamed the portion of the North Portland segment extending from south of 
the Columbia Slough near N Columbia Boulevard to the Expo Center the "Expo Center 

Page 3: Exhibit A to Resolution No. 11-4280 



994

Segment." This 2011 LUFO amendment retains the name "Expo Center Segment" and 
extends it to N Marine Drive, where the Hayden Island Segment begins. This 2011 LUFO 
amendment also extends the Expo Center and Hayden Island segments east of Interstate 5 
approximately 2,500 feet to include all areas identified for highway improvements. For 
convenience purposes, these two segments are consolidated and addressed as a single segment 
(Expo Center/Hayden Island). 

Light Rail Alignment and Station 

From the Expo Center station, the light rail alignment proceeds northward under N Marine 
Drive and onto a new, integrated light rail/vehicular/bicycle/pedestrian bridge crossing over 
the North Portland Harbor onto Hayden Island west of 1-5. The alignment then continues 
northward towards Vancouver, Washington, crossing over N Hayden Island Drive onto the 
lower deck of the new southbound Interstate 5 bridge. 

A single light rail station is located in the Expo Center/Hayden Island Segment. The Hayden 
Island Station will be elevated and positioned adjacent to 1-5, over or near Tomahawk Island 
Drive. Tomahawk Island Drive will be extended under 1-5 to provide a third east/west street 
connection for Hayden Island. 

There are no new park-and-ride lots or maintenance facilities within the Expo Center/Hayden 
Island Segment. 

Highway Improvements 

The high\vay improvements In the Expo Center/Hayden Island Segment include the 
following: 

1. New northbound and southbound 1-5 Columbia River bridges and removal of the 
existing 1-5 Columbia River bridges. The new southbound bridge is a two-tier bridge 
with highway on the upper deck and light rail on the lower deck. The new northbound 
bridge is a two-tier bridge with highway on the upper deck and bicycle and pedestrian 
facilities on the lower deck. Each new bridge will include three travel lanes and two 
auxiliary lanes. 

2. \Videning of 1-5 in both the northbound and southbound directions from N Victory 
Boulevard to the Oregon/Washington state line. Northbound, 1-5 will widen from three 
travel lanes at N Victory Boulevard to three travel lanes and two auxiliary lanes on the 
new northbound 1-5 Columbia River bridge. Southbound, 1-5 will narrow from three 
travel lanes and two auxiliary lanes on the new southbound 1-5 Columbia River bridge 
to three lanes south ofN Victory Boulevard. 

3. A newly designed I-5/Marine Drive interchange, including ramps connecting 1-5 with 
N Marine Drive and NE Martin Luther King Jr. Boulevard. 

4. A newly designed I-5/Hayden Island interchange including relocated northbound and 
southbound exit and entrance ramps. 
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5. A new integrated light raiVvehicularlbicycle/pedestrian bridge west of 1-5 connecting 
Hayden Island with the Expo Center and N Expo Road. 

6. Realignment and widening ofNE Martin Luther King Jr. Boulevard between the new 
I-5/Marine Drive interchange and approximately N Hayden Meadows Drive. 

7. Realignment and widening ofN Marine Drive between N Gantenbein Avenue and N 
Vancouver Way. 

8. Modification, widening and extension of N Vancouver Way between east of N Haney 
Drive and approximately the light rail alignment west ofl-5. 

9. Realignment and widening of NE Union Court between N Hayden Meadows Drive 
and N Vancouver Way. 

10. A new northbound cOlmection between NE Martin Luther King Jr. Boulevard and N 
Vancouver Way and a new southbound connection between NE Martin Luther King 
Jr. Boulevard and NE Union Court. 

11. Realignments, widening and roadway modifications to N Jantzen Avenue, N Jantzen 
Drive and N Hayden Island Drive. 

12. Modification, widening and extension of N Tomahawk Island Drive from east of N 
Jantzen Drive to the west of 1-5. 

13. Construction of a new roadway west of 1-5 and the light rail alignment between N 
Jantzen Avenue and N Hayden Island Drive. 

14. A new public road extending N Expo Road westward to N Force Avenue. 

See Figures 1.1 to 1.3 of the LUFO for the boundaries within which the above described light 
rail facilities and highway improvements would be located. 

Ruby Junction Maintenance Facility 

The Ruby Junction Maintenance Facility along NW Eleven Mile Avenue in Gresham was first 
authorized in 1980 as part of the Portland to Gresham light rail project. The facility includes 
light rail tracks, vehicle storage spaces and maintenance bays, an operation center, and related 
facilities necessary to maintain light rail vehicles. 

As part of the 2008 LUFO amendments for the Portland to Milwaukie Project, the Metro 
Council approved the modification and expansion of the Ruby Junction Maintenance Facility 
and adopted location boundaries for it. See Figure 2.1 of this 2011 LUFO. This LUFO 
authorizes the use of that facility to serve light rail vehicles associated with the Columbia 
River Crossing Project. Such use was expressly anticipated in the 2008 LUFO findings. 
Because use and improvement of the facility in connection with the Columbia River Crossing 
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project will occur within the location boundaries approved in 2008, no location boundary 
amendments are necessary. 

4. Interpretation of Terms 

As it did in the 1998, 1999, 2004 and 2008 LUFOs, the Metro Council interprets the terms 
"light rail route", "stations", "lots", "maintenance facilities" and "highway improvements" as it 
did in its previous SouthIN orth LUFOs, to have the following meanings: 

• "Light rail route" means the alignment upon which the light rail tracks will be located. 
The light rail route will be located on land to be owned by or under the operating 
control of TriMet. 

• "Stations" means those facilities to be located along the light rail route for purposes of 
accessing or serving the light rail system. Stations include light rail station platforms; 
kiss-and-ride areas; bus transfer platforms and transit centers; vendor facilities; and 
transit operations rooms. 

• "Lots" means those parking structures or surface parking lots that are associated with a 
station, owned by or under the operating control of either TriMet or another entity 
uTith thp (,{UH'l1ITPn('p of Tril\,f"t <InA intpnA"A pn'rn<lrih, f"r ucp },,' nprc,...."" ";dI'nn 
If" ..... "' .... ..l. '-..i..L ............. "".l-..... _\..i-.i. "'-".i..I. __ '-'...l.. -'- ..L.l-..LV..LV,,", '-"".LA.""" .I...L.I.,,_.I. ............ ""....... .i. .l.J..i.\..&-..L.i..i.J ..LV.i. tJ_ v J P_..LtJ'-'.J..J...:J .l._.I. .i..l.t;; 

transit or carpooling. Parking structures may include some retail or office spaces in 
association with the primary use. 

• "Maintenance facilities" means those facilities to be located on land to be owned or 
controlled by TriMet for purposes of operating, servicing, repairing or maintaining the 
light rail transit system, including but not limited to light rail vehicles, the light rail 
tracks, stations, lots, and ancillary facilities and improvements. Maintenance facilities 
include maintenance facility access trackways; storage tracks for light rail vehicles; 
service, repair and maintenance shops and equipment; office facilities; locker rooms; 
control and communications rooms; transit district employee and visitor parking lots; 
and storage areas for materials and equipment and non-revenue vehicles. 

• "Highway improvements" include new roads, road extensions or road widenings 
outside existing rights-of-ways that have independent utility in themselves and are not 
needed to mitigate adverse traffic impacts associated with the light rail route, stations, 
lots or maintenance facilities. 

Also consistent with its previous SouthINorth LUFOs, the Metro Council determines that 
implementation of the SouthINorth LUFO under sections 8(l)(a) and (b) of Chapter 12 of the 
1996 Oregon Laws (HB 3478), including the construction, operation and maintenance of the 
light rail route, stations, lots and maintenance facilities and the highway improvements for the 
Project, necessitates and requires development approval of certain associated actions and the 
permitting of certain associated or ancillary facilities or improvements. These associated 
actions or ancillary facilities or improvements generally are required: (1) to ensure the safe 
and proper functioning and operation of the light rail system; (2) to provide project access; (3) 
to improve traffic flow, circulation or safety in the vicinity of the Project; or (4) to mitigate 
adverse impacts caused to the adjoining roadway network resulting from the alignment, 
stations, lots or maintenance facilities. For these reasons, these actions, facilities or 
improvements are integral and necessary parts of the Project. 
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The Metro Council further determines that the associated actions and ancillary facilities or 
improvements for the SouthINorth Project include, but are not limited to: ties, ballast, and 
other track support materials such as tunnels and bridges; modifications to existing tracks; 
retaining walls and noise walls; culverts and other drainage systems; traction electrification 
equipment including substations; light rail signals and communications equipment and 
buildings; lighting; station, lot and maintenance facility accesses, including road accesses, 
pedestrian bridges and pedestrian and bicycle accessways; roadway crossing protection; and 
the provision of pedestrian paths, bike lanes, bus stops, bus pullouts, shelters, bicycle storage 
facilities and similar facilities. They also include temporary LRT construction-related 
roadways, staging areas and road or lane closures; roadway reconstruction, realignment, 
repair, widening, channelization, signalization or signal modification, lane reconfiguration or 
reduction, addition or modification of turning lanes or refuges, modification of traffic 
circulation patterns, or other modifications or improvements that provide or improve Project 
access, improve traffic flow, circuiation or safety in the vicinity of the Project, faciiitate or are 
necessary for the safe or proper functioning and operation of the Project, or are necessary to 
mitigate adverse traffic impacts created by the Project; modifications of private roadways - -

adjoining the Project; permanent road, lane or access closures associated with and 
necessitated by the Project; and other associated actions or associated or ancillary facilities or 
improvements related to the Project. 

5. Applicable Land Use Criteria 

On May 30, 1996, pursuant to Section 4 of House Bill 3478, LCDC established the criteria to 
be used by the Metro Council in making land use decisions establishing or amending the light 
rail route, stations, lots and maintenance facilities, and the highway improvements for the 
SouthINorth Project, including their locations. The approved criteria include two procedural, 
six substantive, and two alignment-specific standards, set out below. Compliance with these 
criteria must be demonstrated. 

Procedural Criteria 

1. Coordinate with and provide an opportunity for Clackamas and Multnomah counties, 
the cities of Gladstone, Milwaukie, Oregon City and Portland, the Tri-County 
Metropolitan Transportation District of Oregon and the Oregon Department of 
Transportation to submit testimony on the light rail route, light rail stations, park -and
ride iots and vehicle maintenance facilities, and the highway improvements, including 
their locations. 

2. Hold a public hearing to provide an opportunity for the public to submit testimony on 
the light rail route, light rail stations, park-and-ride lots, vehicle maintenance facilities 
and the highway improvements, including their locations. 
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Substantive Criteria 

3. Identify adverse economic, social and traffic impacts on affected residential, 
commercial and industrial neighborhoods and mixed use centers. Identify measures to 
reduce those impacts which could be imposed as conditions of approval during the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process, or, if reasonable and necessary, 
by affected local governments during the local permitting process. 

A. Provide for a light rail route and light rail stations, park-and-ride lots and 
vehicle maintenance facilities, including their locations, balancing (1) the need 
for light rail proximity and service to present or planned residential, 
employment and recreational areas that are capable of enhancing transit 
ridership; (2) the likely contribution of light rail proximity and service to the 
development of an efficient and compact urban form; and (3) the need to 
protect affected neighborhoods from the identiiled adverse impacts. 

B. Provide for associated highway improvements, including their locations, 
balancing (1) the need to improve the highway system with (2) the need to 
protect affected neighborhoods from the identified adverse impacts. 

4. Identify adverse noise impacts and identify measures to reduce noise impacts which 
could be imposed as conditions of approval during the NEP A process or, if reasonable 
and necessary, by affected local governments during the permitting process. 

5. Identify affected landslide areas, areas of severe erosion potential, areas subject to 
earthquake damage and lands within the 1 DO-year floodplain. Demonstrate that 
adverse impacts to persons or property can be reduced or mitigated through design or 
construction techniques which could be imposed during the NEP A process or, if 
reasonable and necessary, by local governments during the permitting process. 

6. Identify adverse impacts on significant fish and wildlife, scenic and open space, 
riparian, wetland and park and recreational areas, including the Willamette River 
Greenway, that are protected in acknowledged local comprehensive plans. \Vhere 
adverse impacts cannot practicably be avoided, encourage the conservation of natural 
resources by demonstrating that there are measures to reduce or mitigate impacts 
which could be imposed as conditions of approval during the NEP A process or, if 
reasonable and necessary, by local governments during the permitting process. 

7. Identify adverse impacts associated with stormwater runoff. Demonstrate that there are 
measures to provide adequate stormwater drainage retention or removal and protect 
water quality which could be imposed as conditions of approval during the NEP A 
process or, if reasonable and necessary, by local governments during the permitting 
process. 
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8. Identify adverse impacts on significant historic and cultural resources protected in 
acknowledged comprehensive plans. Where adverse impacts cannot practicably be 
avoided, identify local, state or federal review processes that are available to address 
and to reduce adverse impacts to the affected resources. 

Alignment-Specific Criteria 

9. Consider a light rail route connecting the Clackamas Town Center area with the City 
of Milwaukie's Downtown. Consider an extension of the light rail route connecting the 
City of Oregon City and the City of Gladstone with the City of Milwaukie via the 
Interstate 205 corridor and/or the McLoughlin Boulevard corridor. 

10. Consider a light rail route connecting Portland's Central City with the City of 
Milwaukie's Downtown via inner southeast Portland neighborhoods and, in the City of 
Milwaukie, the McLoughlin Boulevard corridor, and further connecting the Central 
City with north and inner northeast Portland neighborhoods via the Interstate 
5/Interstate Avenue corridor. 
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