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m ENGINEERING « PLANNING « ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENCES

MEETING MINUTES

Project Name: CRC Project No.: 2733012004
Location: Clark County Meeting Date: June 24, 2008 Time:
Minutes by: Katie Clements

Attendees: Company:

Subject: CRC Task Force Public Meeting: Hearing Testimony

Henry Hewitt: I’m Henry Hewitt, one of the co-chairs of the Columbia River Crossing Task Force and Hal, the
other co-chair, agreed early on that we would alternate who was going to chair which meetings and we would
alternate meetings between Oregon and Washington but as it’s turned out, the last several meetings have been in
Washington. He told me it was my turn to chair the meeting so here I am. I’d like to welcome everybody and we do
know that there’s some problem on the I-5 highway on the Oregon side that’s causing traffic delays and that people
will probably be late in arriving, particularly those people coming from that direction. The reason for getting started
is that at about 4:15 Gov. Gregiore is gonna call in and has a few words that she’d like to give with respect to the
project and where we are and | think we at least want to be attentive for that for those of us that are here. In the
meantime we’ll get started with some of the formalities. Please turn off your cell phones. I’ve turned mine off and it
tends to cause disruption with the technology if we leave the cell phones on. As always, our meeting tonight will be
broadcast on CVTV and in Portland on the community media. You can watch the Task Force meetings on the
internet through the link to the project (LINK). We have materials that have been distributed and we have a lot of
paper tonight. Hopefully everyone either has a copy or can share with somebody who does. By way of background,
we began this process in | think the February timeframe of 2006. | was asked to be co-chair and was told it would
be a year and a half or two years of meetings, once a quarter. Well here we are more than 3 years later and my notes
tell me this is the 23 meeting, so that’s more frequently than quarterly and longer than 2 years. Tonight we will
hear a project update, get public input received on the DEIS, there will be time for public comments

We have people signed up and once again | would ask that you to be as brief as you can be and in any event we’ll
cut you off or have you close down at about 3 minutes so that we can get all the people that we have signed up in
the allotted time and excuse me if I mispronounce names. The first person we have is Steve Citron.

Steve Citron: Thank you. My name is Steve Citron and | am a Vancouver resident. | am a PhD Engineer and a
fellow of the Society of Automotive Engineers. | am concerned and my comments reflect an interest in congestion
over the new bridge compared to the No Build option. So, very simply, one of the statements from CRC is that
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Meeting Minutes (continued)

single parent, working singles, handicapped people, and veterans. We are diverse but have one thing in common:
we love Hayden Island and do not want to live anywhere else. We are most concerned with reducing congestion on
I-5. It took me 1.5 hours to get from downtown Portland to the bridge today. The standing joke among seniors in
our community is that when they have their heart attack, they hope it is not between 3-7 pm when traffic is too
heavy to get an ambulance to them. In addition, we specifically want easy access on and off I-5, easy access to
Marine Drive provided by the replacement bridge only. Light rail, we feel, is much sexier than the bus, east-west
public transit on the island and an exclusive residential light rail parking lot. We understand the issue of tolling but
we hope that local residents will be cut a deal as we do more shopping and recreating in Vancouver than we do in
Portland. Our closest Fred Meyer is now in Vancouver and we would hate to pay a toll to get there. We prefer the
transit alignment having the least impact to the island and to Peg’s community at the moorage. We also want a
beautiful bridge appealing to the eye and soul, something to be proud of and perhaps a park under the bridge giving
the history of this project. Our community asks you to vote to support our choices.

Jim Karlock: Thank you for the opportunity at one of the few open parts of this entire process. Once again | have
been refused information | have requested. | requested cost information on all of these interchanges they’re
planning on building. | got an acknowledgement that they got my request but nothing else and it’s been 3 weeks
now. Here’s a copy of my e-mail and the response (hands out copies). So | say this is hardly an open process, | say
it’s carefully managed to direct you to a conclusion that light rail is the thing to build and gee, if they have to build
a road then | guess they have to. Let’s talk about the CO, of this project (hands out more papers). It seems as if the
EIS says this is going to save just a bit of CO, every year. Unfortunately that does not take in to account the amount
of CO, emitted when they build this thing. When you do that comparison, it’s gonna talk 150 years to break even
on the CO,. Of course the bridge isn’t going to last tha which means that this project is a net emitter of CO..
Energy consumption:; same story. It’ll take 137 years t nergy saving to make up for the construction energy so
once again this project wastes energy. Cost? Well of course they don’t give us a bunch of cost breakdowns because
they’re trying to commingle the transit and the road parts so we won’t notice how terribly expensive the transit is.
But you can figure that the proposed 6 million annual transit trips are going to cost $9 per trip over the section in
question and that’s a 4 mile section so that’s $2 per passenger per mile. Compared to a car, gas would have to get
around $40 per gallon to make driving as expensive as this light rail. There’s also some accounting tricks going on.
| found this buried on Chapter 4, page 4-2, that the foundation cost was allocated to transit based on transit’s
proportionate of the live load on the foundation. Now the live load is the weight of the vehicle, not the weight of the
bridge structure so that all the weight of the bridge structure is being allocated to road costs not transit costs. That
was one of the questions they haven’t bothered to answer yet. We don’t know that for sure but that’s a pretty
reasonable suspicion. Another thing, I’d like to see a process run by an organization that has no dog in this fight.
But it turns out that one of your chief consultants has been donating money in favor of light rail in both the 1996
and 1998 ballot campaigns. | only have 5 copies of this so I’m saving one to turn in but I’ll pass the others around.
So this project appears to be managed by DEA which has a history of donating money to pro-light rail. Hardly
sounds like an impartial process. May | suggest that you cancel this project, start all over looking at the real needs
which was congestions relief, build a road and get rid of the light rail, get rid of all the interchange improvements
up and down I-5 and just solve the problem at hand instead of trying to rebuild society. Thank you.
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MORE ENERGY CONSUMPTION
MORE CO2 EMISSION
and SIX times the COST OF DRIVING

CO2 Emission Alternatives 4 & 5 are projected to emit more CO2 than no build. Alternatives 2 & 3 are
projected to save about 11 tons of CO2 per day at a construction cost of about 600,000 tons. It will take
150 years of savings to make up for the construction emissions.

Energy Consumption Alternatives 4 & 5 are projected to use more energy than no build. Alternatives
2 & 3 are projected to save about 140 million BTU per day at a construction cost of 7,000,000 million
BTU. It will take about 137 years to make up for the construction energy consumption.

Cost Cost of the rail component is estimated at $1.1 Billion, about $55 million per year when
annualized at 5%. The projected 6 million annual trips will cost $9 each. This is for just the 4.2 mile
project area, so the cost is $2.04 per mile for each and every passenger every time.

For comparison, the average American pays $0.324 per mile. (AAA gives a higher number because they
assume the upscale usage patterns of its members, mostly their 2.5 year old car age, while the national
average is 9 years. AAA reports cost per vehicle-mile, while we use passenger-mile to match transit
data.)

Gasolene would have to get to $43 /gal. to cost as much per mile as just the construction cost of this
project with today’s cars. With current hybrid cars, gas would have to cost over $100 / gal.

HOW MUCH MORE WILL YOU HAVE TO PAY?

Some local officials have claimed that the Federal Government will pay ALL of the transit portion of
this project, so we asked one nationally known transit system accounting expert about this:

Question: What is the maximum percentage of a light rail project that the federal government might
pickup? Under the best scenario of very effective local lobbies and more typical. This is for Portland's
MAX system expansion across the Columbia River into the state of Washington, so we may get
preferential treatment.

Transit Accounting Expert: As a general rule, 80% is the maximum. For most projects, 50% is
more common, and the “Federal” 50% always seems to wind up smaller than the “non-Federal one.

It is also getting less and less common for the Federal 49 USC 5309 “new starts™ share of any project to
exceed $500 million.

Now, special complications for this one: It is a combined road/transit project. It is far more common for
Federal road projects to get higher percentages of Federal funding. The cost accounting between the
road and the transit part also gets very interesting — and it is common in such situations to try to make
the “roads” share of the costs as large as possible. In actually, the mass of a light rail train at speed in
what can be a windy situation can impose some fairly large static and dynamic loads that the bridge must
be designed to handle — and you will need an experienced bridge structural engineer to do a competent
calculation.

More at: PortlandFacts.com, ORTEM.org, publicpurpose.com
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Data & Calculations

Cost of the rail element
Data: (from DEIS)

Cost of LRT to Kiggins Bowl: $1.148 Billion (DEIS, Ex. 4.2-2)
Guideway Length, Kiggens Bowl: 4.22 miles (DEIS, Ex. 2.3-14)
Annual transit ridership: 6,673,420 (DEIS, Ex. 3.1-32)
Amortization rate 5.0%

Analysis:

$1.148 Billion x 5% = $57.4 million annual cost
$57.4 million annual cost / 6,673,420 passenger = $8.60 per 4.22 mile passenger trip
$8.60 /4.22 mile = $2.04 per passenger-mile

Energy & CO2 Emissions
Data (from Energy Tech. Report):

Alt 4&5 use more than baseline (Ex. 1-2)

Alt. 1 Daily (baseline): 5,384.2 mBTU 463.3 tons CO2e (Ex. 1-2)

Alt. 2 Daily (Replacement+bus) 5,248.1 mBTU 452.3 tons CO2e (Ex. 1-2)

Alt. 3 Daily(Replacement+LRT) 5,242.3 mBTU 452.4 tons CO2e (Ex. 1-2)

Alt. 2 Construction Energy 6,997,371.9 mBTU 585,536 tons CO2e (Ex. 1-4)

Alt. 3 Construction energy 7,221,671.3 mBTU 603,472 tons CO2e (Ex. 1-4)
Energy Analysis:

Daily savings = Alt. 1 Daily (baseline) - Alt.2 = 5,384.2 - 5,248.1 = 136.1 mBTU saved per day with bus
Daily savings = Alt. 1 Daily (baseline) - Alt.3 = 5,384.2 - 5,242.3 = 141.9 mBTU saved per day with LRT

Considering construction:
6.997,371.9 mBTU / 136.1 mBTU saved per day = 51,451 days (141 years) to recover construction energy
7,221,671.3 mBTU / 141.9 mBTU saved per day = 50,893 days (139 years) to recover construction energy

CO2 Analysis:
Daily savings = Alt. 1 Daily (baseline) - Alt.2 = 463.3 - 452.3 = 11.0 tons CO2e saved per day with bus
Daily savings = Alt. | Daily (baseline) - Alt.3 = 463.3 - 452.4 = 10.9 tons CO2e saved per day with LRT

Considering construction:
585.536 tons CO2e / 11.0 tons CO2e saved per day = 53,231 days (146 years) to recover construction energy
603.472 tons CO2e / 10.9 tons CO2e saved per day = 55,364 days (152 years) to recover construction energy

Cost of Driving
AAA’s 52.2 cents/mile is based on driving habits of their upscale members, not the USA average. This mainly shows in the cost of the car
itself which is based on a new car every 5 years, an average car age of 2.5 years, while the actual national average is about 9 years. The
latest AAA report (2007) used gas at $2.256 per gallon.

Here is how we corrected for the above: Major differences between AAA and the actual USA average
Variable Cost item:

AAA Estimated USA average Difference
Fuel 8.9 ¢/ mile ($2.256 /gal) 15.8 ¢/ mile ($4.00/gal) +6.9
Fixed Cost items:
AAA Estimated USA average Difference
Depreciation $3,392 $1,100 -2,292
Finance $733 $387 - 346
Insurance $985 $600 - 385
i TOTAL Fixed difference -3023
Adjust AAA variable cost per mile: 145 ¢ +6.9¢ =21.4 ¢/ mile
Adjust AAA ownership cost per mile: $5,648 -3,023 = $2.625; divide by 15,000 = 17.5 ¢/ mile
At 15,000 miles/yr (numbers in parentheses are passenger-mile at 1.2 passengers)
Variable costs per mile $0.214  ($0.178)
Ownership cost at 15,000 annual miles: y $0.175  ($0.15)

TOTAL $0.389 ($0.324)

Question:
Cost of gas increase for $2.04 per passenger-mile (MPG of average car: 22.9 mi/gal= 27 5 pass-mi/gal):
New cost - current cost: $2.04 - 0.324 = $1.716/mi,
Increase in $/gal = 1.716$/mi * 27.5 mi/gal = $47 / gal; add the current $4 = $51 /gal
Cost of gas increase for $2.04 per passenger-mile at 50 MPG (60 pass-mi/gal):
New cost - current cost: $2.04 - 0.324 = $1.716/mi,
Increase in $/gal = 1.716%$/mi * 60 mi/gal = $103 / gal; add the current $4 = $107 /gal
AAA is from: http://www.aaaexchange.com/Assets/Files/20073261133460.Y ourDrivingCosts2007.pdf
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