Seven Reasons to Question the CRC

1. It’s not really a bridge: It’s a freeway that happens to cross the river.
Rebuilding seven (7) interchanges is almost $2 billion dollars. LRT is $850 million, the
bridge is less than 20% of the project.

2. We don’t know how much it will really cost. Neither did the Governor’s
Independent Review Panel (IRP). The IRP said it can’t tell, due to original EIS in 2008,
changes to project since then. And since the IRP reported, we learned that the bridge that
was designed can’t be built. The IRP said we need new cost estimates, and CRC should
address this recommendation. :

3. Massive Borrowing and Risk - Projected Toll Bond financing is overly optimistic and
risky, both in the assumed amount that can be borrowed, and the traffic projections for
toll revenue that are to pay back the debt. The IRP said we need more specific info and
data if we think we’ll borrow money against the toll revenue. They also said we need an
analysis by someone who knows what the bond rating agencies and bond issuers need to
loan the money. This has not been done.We need an independent traffic analysis, and
an independent investment-grade financial analysis to be sure we can borrow as much
as projected, and to be sure we have the revenues to pay the debt.

4. Federal Aid May never Materialize—leaving us with the bill. The projections for
anticipated Federal funding are overly optimistic, and it’s just not going to happen like
it’s estimated by CRC. Esp. the projected FTA “New Starts” $850 million dollars. The
IRP was very concerned, and said that CRC needs to re-do their analysis and accelerate
their application for Federal funds, before the FEIS is submitted.

‘5. The Independent Review Panel flagged major problems. The IRP in fact said, and
I quote, “financial viability of the project remains a key concern” and that we should plan
for what they called a “limited funding scenario”. But we have not yet seen this plan
from the CRC. Specifically, the IRP called for CRC to “fully investigate and develop
alternative construction phasing concepts”.

6. We would have to raise taxes to pay the state share. We don’t know how Oregon
is able to fund its $450 million share of the project. The CRC proposes raising the
gasoline tax, vehicle registration fees, and motor carrier taxes and fees, and to go to the
bond markets for this as well, to the tune of $500 million.

7. Key agreements with Washington haven’t been reached. Finally, we don’t know
what the agreements will be between the two States and other entities (C-Tran, Tri-Met,
Cities of Portland and Vancouver). The IRP said we need to not only figure this out, but
we need to figure out who’s in charge here.... and they said we should do it before the
final EIS and before seeking funding. Quoting the IRP, “The lack of formation on the
legal entities and/or formal agreement between states has the potential to delay the
Junding/financing process”.
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CRC Funding Graph Explanations

Of the total $3.6 billion illustrated, the bridge alone would cost about $500 million
dollars. The Light Rail component is $1 Billion dollars. Rebuilding seven (7)
interchanges and other road construction is the majority of the total cost at $2
Billion dollars.

The total cost of the project is unknown, according to the Governors’
Independent Review Panel (IRP), because of all the changes from the initial
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS); e.g. change in bridge type and Hayden
Island changes. The IRP said we need a new cost estimate, and CRC agreed.
We do not have this new cost estimate.

The Governor’s IRP also said that the cost/benefit analysis should be reviewed,
and that the CRC should address Portland’s and their consultant’s concerns
about the Rose Quarter traffic congestion. According to the IRP, failure to do so
could “threaten the viability of the project”.

The accompanying graph illustrates projections from the CRC’s Draft Financial
Plan. The plan has not been formalized beyond this point, and CRC has
conveyed that there is no plan at present for public involvement in the process.
Every single component of the current plan has serious deficiencies and
significant risks that have not been adequately addressed.

The following information is directly from CRC materials and from the IRP
analysis and recommendations.

Oregon’s proposed contribution is for only $40 million for the current year, 2011,
but the full initial commitment, not counting cost overruns and funding shortfalls,
is for $450 million over the next 5 years. Note that the two States need to come
up with $300 million in 2015, and $400 million in 2016.

CRC recognizes that the states don’t have these funds available. The proposal
calls for increasing the gasoline tax, vehicle registration fees, and motor carrier
taxes and fees. This proposed new cash flow stream is to be dedicated solely to
the CRC Project, to be bonded for the $500 million required to fund Oregon’s
initial portion of the project.

There has been no determination by Oregon’s Legislature as to whether the
proposed taxes and fees are reasonable or even politically feasible.
Furthermore, the State Treasurer has warned about the state’s diminished
bonding capacity, and this condition is unlikely to improve in the foreseeable
future.

The state of Washington is in a similar financial position in considering their
required initial commitment for $450 million dollars. There is no commitment
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from Washington on the required funding, nor are there agreements between the
two states on the proportion and allocation of funds, other than general
discussions about spilitting the initial costs 50/50. There are also multlple inter-
agency agreements that have not yet been finalized.

It is important to know when these funding agreements will be finalized. What
are the correct cost-sharing proportions? Which entities will be responsible for
cost overruns and other funding shortfalls, and in what proportion?

The Federal Transit Authority (FTA) “New Start” funding is projected at a
relatively modest $6 million in 2012. After 2012 the funding requirements from
this proposed source begin ramping up significantly. Beginning in four (4) years,
the CRC proposal indicates that the project will need $100 million per year in
each of the next 7 years. However the current federal Transportation Re-
Authorization bill has not even been written yet.

It is a well-known fact that the Federal Government is looking at significantly
curtailed spending. Representative John Mica, Chair of the House Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure has framed the challenge by asking “How can
we do more with less”. He has also indicated that his Committee will not raise the
federal gas tax, and that “earmarks” are not going to be as they were in the past.

For these reasons, it is not at all certain, or even likely, that the CRC Project will
receive $850 million from the FTA in the amounts and timing projected. This
critical tranche of funding should be firm before Oregon is committed past a
“point of no return”.

This tenuous funding scenario prompted the Governor’'s IRP to caution that “the
financial viability of the project remains a key concern”, and that there should be
a phasing plan, in the event the project runs over on costs or short on expected
funding. The CRC agreed with this. However this project, with all of its
interconnected components of light rail and interchange rebuilds is very difficult
to phase. The CRC has yet to provide a realistic phasing plan that shows how
and where construction will be delayed if/when cost and/or funding problems are
encountered.

The next component of funding is Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)
Discretionary Highway Funds, projected to provide $400 million dollars. The
same questions apply to this as apply to the FTA funding. [t is not at all certain
that this money will be available in the amounts and timing projected by the CRC.
This source is particularly at risk given the aforementioned change in the Federal
outlook for “earmarks”.

On a related note, the CRC has promoted this project as capitalizing on Federal
money that will be new money that is not available for other projects, and will not
detract from other regional transportation and infrastructure needs. However in



the CRC’s Draft Finance Plan they recognize that we may not get this money, at
least not in the amounts projected, and CRC discusses how funding from other
projects can be diverted. This fact is only cursorily addressed in the Draft
Finance Plan and should be fully analyzed in terms of impacts on Oregon’s other
critical deferred needs. '

The Draft Finance Plan projects no funding from FHWA 2011, but beginning in
2012 the project will require $100 million for each of the next four (4) years. The
supposed source is from Projects of National and Regional Significance (PNRS),
which is not funded. CRC recognizes in its analysis that this funding is
“uncertain”, and expects to divert money if necessary from other “administrative
grants” and/or “other discretionary highway funds”. This obviously would
negatively impact other critical infrastructure needs.

The projected Toll Bond Debt for $1.6 billion in funding is the largest component
of the proposed funding. Independent professional analysis has shown that the
project probably will not be able to borrow that much, and there are serious
questions about the underlying traffic and toll assumptions. The project will likely
be unable to realize nearly the amount projected, it is unlikely to be able to meet
the debt service requirements, and there remains the broader question about
Oregon’s overall bonding capacity. '

Regarding this uncertainty, the IRP recommended a new traffic study, and an
independent investment-grade analysis, to ensure that there will not be a large
funding hole to fill five-plus years down the road, when the project would
unquestionably be well past a point of no return. CRC agreed with the need for -
this analysis, but their position is that they will do so “at a later stage, before
bonding”. This huge funding component requires much more certainty, and
sooner. Otherwise Oregon’s taxpayers would have to fund the shortfall, which
could be very significant, if not fatal to the entire project.

Although not shown directly on the funding sources graph, it is significant to note
that bridge users will be required to pay $6.3 billion dollars in tolls to pay back the
$1.6 billion in toll bond debt. Citizens will have to pay over four-times the amount
proposed to be borrowed. Toll collection costs account for $1.7 billion in
expenses (more than the amount financed), and interest expense is projected at
$3 billion because interest expenses cannot be paid until toll revenue begins.
This creates the need to “capitalize” interest expenses, adding to the principal
amount, and paying additional interest on the deferred interest. This is a very
expensive financing scheme.

Finally, the project requires “Interim Borrowed Funds” of $300 million. The
potential sources and terms and conditions are completely speculative. This is
additional debt that needs to be borrowed because the project’s funding
requirements exceed the aforementioned debt and funding cash flows,

even if the full assumed amounts are actually realized.
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In summary, the CRC Draft Finance Plan describes a dangerously highly-
leveraged project, with very risky assumptions in every tranche of projected
financing. Very significant questions remain to be answered.

The CRC must provide updated cost estimates, a new independent traffic
analysis, an independent investment-grade analysis, a realistic and workable
phasing plan, and finalized cost/revenue agreements among all entities. All of
these tasks were recommended by the Governor’s Independent Review Panel.
All of these, and firming up the proposed federal funding programs, should be
required from the CRC before Oregon makes a substantial additional
commitment to the project.
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Governor Christine O. Gregoire Governor Theodore R. Kulongoski
Office of the Governor 160 State Capitol

PO Box 40002 900 Court Street

Olympia, WA 98504-0002 Salem, Oregon 97301-4047

Columbia River Crossing Independent Review Panel Final Report
Dear Governors Gregoire and Kulongoski:

In accordance with your charge to the Independent Review Panel (IRP) the final report
documenting our findings and recommendations is transmitted for your consideration. The
IRP has examined a large volume of information, heard from project owners, project

sponsors, key stakeholders and the public and conducted independent research.

The IRP is unanimous in assessing that the Columbia River Crossing Project (CRC) must
move forward with a new crossing to be built at the eatliest possible date. In addition, the
IRP affirms that the CRC has made significant progress in preliminary engineering and

environmental studies.

This report outlines the IRP findings regarding the work to date and offers
recommendations to serve as a “road map” for Oregon and Washington toward project
completion. Complying with these recommendations will be the most expeditious path for

the CRC and bring substantial long-term benefit to the region.
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We appreciate the opportunity to assist you and the citizens of your respective states in this
important initiative. The IRP would be pleased to provide further clarification on any patt

of the report as needed.

Sincerely,

Thomas R. Warne, PE

Chair

Enclosure
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An understanding of the following terms is necgssary to have appropriate context for this

document:
Table 1 - Terminology

Acronym Meaning
AASHTO Ameﬂcag Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials
AACEL Association for the Advancement of Cost Engineering Internationgl
ADS UDAG Aesthetic Design Subcommittee
BA Biological Assessment
BIA Bridge Influence Area
CEJG Community and Environmental Justice Group
CEQ Council on Environmental Quality
CEVP Cost Estimate Validation Process
CFR Code of Federal Regulations
CRA Cost Risk Assessment
CPM Critical Path Method
CRC Columbia River Crossing Project / Project Team
CSS / CSD Context Sensitive Solutions / Context Sensitive Design
CRITFC Columbia River Inter Tribal Fish Commission
C-TRAN Clark County Transit Agency
DEQ Department of Environmental Quality

IRP Final Report
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' Acronym Meaning
DOI US Department of the Interior
DOTs ' Deparumnents of Transportation
EIS Environmental Impact Statement (Draft, Supplemental, or Final)
EJ Environmental Justice
EPA ' Environmental Protection Agency
ESA Endangered Species Act
FAA Federal Aviation Administration
FFGA Full Funding Grant Agreement
FHWA Federal Highway Administration
FTA Federal Transit Authority
FWG Freight Working Group
FY Fiscal Year
GHG Green House Gasses
HSM AASHTO’s Highway Safety Manual
IGA : Intergovernmnental Agreement
InterCEP Interstate Collaborative Environmental Process
IPS Integrated Project Staff
IRP Independent Review Panel
I-5 Interstate 5
LPA Locally Preferred Alternative
IRP Final Report july 27, 2010 Page 6
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Acronym Meaning
LRT Light Rail Transit
MAX Metropolitan Area Express
MDSG Marine Drive Stakeholder Group
MOA Memorandum of Agreement
NEPA National Environmental Policy Act
NHS National Highway System
NMFS National Marine Fisheries Service
NPS National Park Service
NHPA National Historic Preservation Act
NOI Notice of Intent
NRHP National Register of Historic Places
ODOT Oregon Départment of Transportation
ODOT HQ Oregon Department of Transportation Headquarters
O&M Operations and Maintenance
PAC Portland Pedestrian Advisory Committee
PBAC Pedestrian Bicycle Advisory Committee
PMAG Performance Measutres Advisory Group
PSC Project Sponsors Council
PWG Portdand Working Group
ROD Record of Decision
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Acronym

Meaning

RTC

Regional Transportation Council

SAFETEA-LU

The Safe, Accountable, Flexible Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users

STHB

Stacked Transit Highway Bridge

SWG

Sustainability Working Group

TDM

Transportation Demand Management

THUD

Transportation, Housing, and Urban Development Appropriations Act

TriMet

Portland, Oregon Metropolitan Area Transit Agency

TS&L

Type, Size and Location

UDAG

Urban Design Advisory Group

URS

URS Corporation

UusSboT

United States Department of Transportation

USFWS

United States Fish and Wildlife Service

VWG

Vancouver Working Group

VNHR and
FVNHR

Vancouver National Historic Reserve (and Fort Vancouver National Historic Reserve)

WSDOT

Washington State Department of Transportation

WSDOT HQ

Washington State Department of Transportation Headquarters

WSsuU

Washington State University
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1 Executive Summary

The Columbia River Crossing Project (CRC) represents one of the most ambitious and
complex transportation initiatives in the nation. This multi-partner, multi-modal project is
aimed at improving travel efficiency and safety for cars, trucks, transit and pedestrians;
strengthening the regional economy through transportation solutions, and supporting
community livability. Although only five miles in length, this transportation corridor
presents many engineering, environmental, social, commercial, and community challenges.

If handled correctly, it will be an invaluable asset to the cities of Vancouver and Portland and
their respective states. On the other hand, if poorly conceived and executed it will fail to
serve mobility and other community needs and values of the region in the years to come. It

is the type of project where the owners/sponsors have only one chance to get it right.

Work on the CRC has been ongoing for a decade with a strong local consensus behind the
need for action. Many of those living in the region are anxious to move the project forward
to construction. The current project schedule shows a Final Environmental Impact
Statement (Final EIS) as ready to distribute in the near future with a Record of Decision

(ROD) by early 2011.

Now, however, the project is at a critical juncture. Amidst design constraints that
complicate an already complex river crossing, unresolved issues have caused concern among
elected officials and stakeholders about the state of the project and its approach. On April
13, 2010 Governors Christine Gregoire and Theodore Kulongoski announced the
appointment of an Independent Review Panel (IRP) composed of eight national experts
with extensive credentials in large project delivery and the issues facing the CRC. The

. governors convened the panel to ensure that:
®  Key project assumptions and methods are reasonable.

= CRC embraces a modern way of thinking in improving local, regional and national
transportation infrastructures that integrate light rail, pedestrians, bicycles, and highway

needs into a single solution.

The panel is chaired by Thomas R. Warne, PE. Other members include:

IRP Final Report July 27, 2010 Page 9
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= Rodney L. Brown, Jr.; JD

= E Ro‘bert Ferguson |

= Patricia D. Galloway, PhD, PE
®=  Diana C. Mendes, AICP

= Michael D. Meyer, PhD, PE

= Timothy R. Neuman, PE

= Mary Lou Ralls, PE

Recognizing the need to maintain momentum by the CRC, the Governors charged the IRP

to do the following:

= Review the project implementation plan
= Review the project finance plan

= Review project performance measures

Their efforts consisted of extensive public briefings, community comment sessions and
independent research conducted by members on specific topic areas. The IRP held six
public meetings where relevant project presentations were made by the Washington State
Department of Transportation (WSDOT), the Oregon Department of Transportation
(ODOT), TriMet, C-Tran, project sponsors, key stakeholders and the public. In addition,
community comment sessions were held on three separate evenings. All of these meetings
occurred in Vancouver and Portland. In addition, the IRP attempted to communicate with
other interested parties, undertook their own original research into project issues and
otherwise sought to understand the CRC. This report reflects the findings and

recommendations of the IRP concerning the CRC.

Two overall comments should be highlighted relative to the IRP’s findings and conclusions.
First, a new river crossing must be built; the “no-build” option is not a viable alternative.
Merely retrofitting the existing bridge does not address the fundamental purpose and need.
The IRP recognizes a strong regional consensus on the type, severity and nature of the

problems associated with I-5 and the project plus the need for action to address those

IRP Final Report July 27, 2010 Page 10

2020



NDEPENDENT REVIEW PANEL

problems. The IRP does not endorse a specific optioﬁ other than to emphasize something

must be done—sooner than later.

Second, the IRP found that much of the work conducted by the CRC and their counterparts

in the other sponsoring organizations is good, sound, and reflects appropriate practice for

such a project. Of particular note is the effectiveness of the Integrated Project Staff (IPS)

and their efforts to advance critical issues to the Project Sponsors Council (PSC) for

consideration.

Findings

During the course of their work the IRP identified findings among the topic areas assigned

by the governors. The recommendations included in this IRP report reflect conclusions on

how the CRC can address these areas of concern. Major findings are presented in the table 2

below.

Table 2 — IRP Findings

Finding

Description

Public outreach has lost

momentum.

The original aggressive, comprehensive public outreach effort and efficient
coordination that characterized the Draft EIS preparation has not been
continued in the same manner during the preparation of the Final EIS and

thus lost its effectiveness and momentum.

LPA caveats reflect a low
level of agreement, which
contributed to current

project status.

The Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) adopted in 2008 indicated
agreement on the need for a replacement bridge and provision of high
capacity transit with light rail transit as the preferred mode. However,
caveats indentified by the various project sponsor resolutions shoiwed a
number of project design issues outstanding and requiring additional
coordination, thus making the LPA susceptible to individual interpretations
and disagreements later. The apparent consensus reached in 2008 actually
reflected a very low level of agreement between the parties that contributed

to the current project status.

IRP Final Report

July 27,2010 - Page 11

2021



2022

INDEPENDENT REVIEW PANEL

pe

Much NEPA work remains.

Much work remains to complete the NEPA process for this project. Work

to be completed includes the following:

B Addressing the nature of modifications to the Draft EIS to be

included in the Final EIS.
¥ The need to complete key Section 106 requirements.
B The need to complete important 4(f) requirements.

8 Issues relating to the Native American tribes and fishing

rights.

%  Environmental justice concerns.

The current river crossing
structure type is unique and
presents risk to both the
cost and the schedule of the
CRC.

Bridge Ty;ie’ Rejected

sworld, requiring extensive testing and enginesring to determine viability.

Since the publication of the Draft EIS the LPA has been modified
considerably. Most significant is the change in structure type for themain
bridges across the Columbia River. This change from a closed box
segmental design to the open-web Stacked Transit/Highway Eridge (STHB)
approach is substantial. It reflects a departure from a standard structure

type used across the nation to one that has never.been built anywhere in the

The STHB accommodates light rail tra,s:sii within one of the bridges and the
open-wels design eliminates the coafined attributes of segmental box
configuration.”The IRP deterniined several key things about the open-web

STHB including:

B No{Cost Estimate Validation Process (CEVP) has been done
“on the current désign. Past CEVP efforts were conducted on

a version of the bridgé no longer under consideration.

®  The earlier Constructability Workshop reviewed a previous

version of the bridge as well.

B Current cost estimates are for a previous bridge type and may

not reflect the actual cost of the STHB.

g FHWA and others will require substantal testing and™

evaluation of the open-web STHB prior to final approval.™
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Clearance issues present a

challenge.

Clearance issues linked to the river traffic and aviation associated with
Pearson Field and Portland International Airport present constraints that

make reasonable bridge solutions difficult.

Consensus on a specific
plan regarding land use,
commercial development,

and community concerns

on Hayden Island must be *

in place before the right
transportation solution can

be developed.

-Completing the Final EIS requires consensus behind a specific plan. The
controversy at Hayden Island has been a contentious issue for the CRC.
The interchange design for Hayden Island, the number of lanes crossing the
island and the river in that area each affect the future of the island in terms
of land use and development. The CRC will be unable to provide the right
transportation solution for the island undl these issues are resolved. Once
the City of Portland and the island residents have resolved their issues and
are unified so that decisions can be made, a transportation solution will

emerge.

Light rail transit is essential.

The IRP finds that light rail transit (LRT) is an essential component of the
successful CRC and that LRT and the CRC Bridge ate co-joined; one won’t
be built without the other. The syst