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CRC FEDERAL REG.doc

The Columbia River Crossing Project



Has not followed the requirements of the Federal Register



Vol. 70.  No. 186.  Tuesday, September 27, 2005.  Notices page 56523



1. The Columbia River Crossing did not look at I-5 Corridor wide strategies or regional transportation, and transit issues.   



2. Transit to downtown Vancouver does not meet regional transit needs.   



3. Recommendations from to previous studies named in the Federal Register were not included.  



4. Federal Register states the Columbia River Crossing will build on previous studies; Portland/ Vancouver I-5 Trade Corridor Freight Feasibility and Needs Assessment Study Final Report 2000, Portland/ Vancouver Transportation and Trade Final Strategic Plan completed in 2002, South/North Major Investment Study Final Report 1995 and South /North Corridor Project Draft EIS.  These studies investigated a variety of high capacity transit corridors and modes between Portland and Vancouver.  



A. No summaries for each study where made or presented. 



B. No comparison tables where made or presented.  



C. No list of recommendation from each of the studies was made or presented.     



D. Printed copies of each of the studies where not provided at Task Force meetings or CRC Open Houses.



5. The I-5 Transportation and Trade Partnership Strategic Plan called for adding capacity over the Columbia River with a replacement bridge or by supplementing existing I-5 bridges to ease impacts of bottlenecks on local travel and interstate commerce. 



A. CRC staff, invited speakers and CRC Task Force members invited to speak for CRC continually stated the Transportation and Trade Partnership “CALLED FOR A REPLACEMENT OF THE COLUMBIA RIVER CROSSING” CRC staff would not correct this statement even after being presented with a copy of T&T Partnership recommendation. 



B. CRC staff did not take into consideration commerce in the study.  Portland Business Alliance presented CRC staff with a letter of concern that commerce, non-commuter, and non-peak hour traffic must be part of the study.  CRC staff did not addressed these concerns, study, or provide data.  



C. T & T Partnership recommended studying heavy rail, not studied.  



D. T & T Partnership recommended studying commuter rail on it’s own track, not studied.



E. T & T Partnership recommended upgrading the Burlington Northern Santa Fe rail not studied. 



F. T & T Partnership recommended studying a supplemental bridge alignment following the BNSF rail line in the Bridge Influence Area EIS study, not studied.  



G.  A supplement bridge Collector / Distributor had the less advantage and fatal flaws, CRC staff did study this and recommended it as the 4th and 5th alternative to choose a Locally Preferred Alternative from.  The Collector / Distributor is failing for the same fatal flaw which where state in the T & T Partnership made the recommendation to NOT forward it.  Staff chose an alternative that had failed previously after citizen, Sponsor Agencies and the Task Force stated at the February 2007 meeting that CRC staff recommendation of the Replacement Bridge only did not met the needs of a viable range of alternatives.   



6. A reasonable range of alternatives INCLUDING those identified in the Portland / Vancouver I-5 Transportation and Trade Partnership and the South/North Corridor Project Draft EIS, WILL be considered.  The EIS will be considered.  The EIS WILL include range of HIGHWAY AND TRANSIT BUILD ALTERNATIVES.  CRC staff did not do this. 



7. The EIS will include a No-Build Alternative.  No-build in not No-Action.  A realistic No-Build Alternative with Transit Demand Management, highway improvement, lane management, and interchange refinement.  CRC staff did not studied and no was data provided.                      



8. Alternative for scoping and from the I-5 Trade and Transportation Partnerships where not evaluated significantly or thoroughly according to the National Environmental Policy Act requirement and where removed from the study with out following required procure.  The Heavy Commuter Rail Alternative, Upgrading the BNSF rail bridge, Heavy rail, RC-14 Bi-State Industrial Corridor (Port to Port), and bus service in Clark County.  The alternative where removed before being evaluated in these categories: Community Livability, and Human Resources, Mobility, Reliability, Accessibility, Congestion Reduction, and Efficiency, Modal Choice, Safety, Regional Economy, Freight Mobility, Stewardship of Natural Resources, Distribution of Benefits, and Impacts, Cost Effectiveness, and Financial Resources, growth Management land Use, Constructability.  The NEPA requirements for federal funding have not been followed.  



9. A broad range of alternatives thoroughly studied that can be compared with each other has not taken place.  A Locally Preferred Alternative chosen by the public by having data has not taken place.  When reasonable alternative start in the NEPA the alternatives have a right to finish the study and find out where they line up compares to other options.  It goes against the NEPA process to remove alternatives without the thorough evaluation stated in the Federal Register.    



10. Please see the 11 page attachment concerning the NEPA process not being followed.  I have present this attachment many times to several the Sponsor Agencies and other transportation committees.  With NO oversight committee, (the Sponsor Council was disband early in the process.)  none of the Sponsor Agencies felt they individually had the ability to provide oversight such as, dealing with conflicting data, missing data, incorrect data, making the decision at decision points, insisting that Open Meetings Laws be followed and other issues.  Without an oversight committee, leadership, and guidance the project has removed important elements from the project that has taken the project off course and not produced what the region needs in a transportation system.



Respectfully,



Sharon 
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Columbia River Crossing



National Environmental Policy Act



The Columbia River Crossing Task Force and the Project Sponsors Council have very important roles. 



The Task Force provides recommendation to the Project Sponsors Council.



The Project Sponsor Council makes decisions at each decision point based on recommendations from the Task Force, public input, and advice from the Project Development Team.   



Project Sponsors Council includes: ODOT, WSDOT, Metro, RTC, TriMet, C-TRAN, City of Portland, City of Vancouver, Federal Highways Administration, Federal Transit Agency. 



Project Schedule



Project Sponsor Council



Make decisions at each decision point based on recommendation from the Task Force, pubic input, and advice from the Project Development Team.



Major decision Points



      October 2005 



1. Define the Problem and Evaluation Criteria



The project team reviews data and draws on public, tribal, and agency input to precisely define the problem.  This pubic dialogue is part of the National Environmental Policy Act “scoping” process for projects with federal funding.  The team then develops criteria for evaluation various alternatives, these criteria will be the yardstick for measuring alternatives, Criteria will be based on regulatory requirements and community values and concerns.    



      Spring 2006



2. Identify Range of Alternatives to be Considered 



To define the range of alternatives to be studied, the project team will draw on recommendation for the I-5 Trade and Transportation Partnership and on new ideas provided by the public and affected agencies.  



      Winter 2006         



3. Identify Alternatives to Be Evaluated in the Draft EIS.



The project team uses the evaluation criteria to screen the alternatives developed in Decision Point 3.  The public and affected agencies provide in put on which alternatives should be studied further in the Draft EIS.



Spring 2008



4. Identify  Preferred Alternative



The project team prepares technical reports and a Draft EIS, further evaluating remaining alternatives.  Draft EIS describes positive and negative effects of the alternatives on the community and natural resources.  The public and affected agencies provide input on the results of the analysis.                          



Summer 2008


Preferred alternative is adopted by the PROJECT SPONSORS COUNCIL and local jurisdictions.  



5. Secure Federal Approval



The project team documents the preferred alternative in the Final EIS and submits it to the Federal Highway Administration and Federal Transit Administration- the federal agencies leading the NEPA process-approval.  Agencies issue Record of Decision on the alternative to be built. 



Subj:


RE: Good Morning Sir 





Date:


2/6/08 3:03:40 PM Pacific Standard Time





From:


dean.lookingbill@rtc.wa.gov





To:


Sharonnasset@aol.com
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Sharon, 


The once Project Sponsors Council included the following agencies: ODOT, WSDOT, Metro, RTC, Tri-Met, C-TRAN, City of Portland, and City of Vancouver. The group met early on in the CRC Project, but was disbanded some time ago. I am sure there is some record of their meetings but you would need to get that information from the CRC team. They were responsible for all of that. You no doubt have Doug Ficco’s number, but in case you don’t here you go, 360-816-2200.


Dean





From: Sharonnasset@aol.com [mailto:Sharonnasset@aol.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, February 06, 2008 10:47 AM
To: Lookingbill, Dean
Subject: Good Morning Sir


Hi Dean,

I wanted to receive information on the Sponsor Council for CRC.
Who was on the Sponsor Council, when they met, and Meeting Minutes. I also would like the date they stopped meeting. Please send a copy of the minute notes from last night's RTC meeting. I know they won't be approved until next meeting.
Dean thanks you being so knowledgeable in running RTC keeping all the balls in the air. You do a great job.
Thanks,
Sharon 
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Historical Preservation 4(f).



Federal transportation agencies cannot approve the change( or “use”) of a 4(f) resource unless. 



* There is no feasible or prudent alternative; AND 



* The project includes all possible planning to minimize harm.



RC-14 the BI-State Industrial Corridor is both feasible and prudent and therefore must be part of the study. There are several 4(f) properties on the I-5 Replacement Bridge alignment.


Southwest Washington Regional Transportation Council 2030 MTP Regional System Improvements Transportation Corridor Visioning (Nov. 15, 2007): New Candidate Regional Corridors West Alignment 2 . The southern portion is RC-14’s exact alignment. 



RC-14 alignment can be found in transportation documents from both states including, Oregon’s Regional Transportation Plan, Metro’s corridors of significant, Portland.  Freight Master Plan, St. Johns’ Truck Strategy, and the I-5 Trade and Transportation Partnership. 



The need to bring together all of the stakeholders, will take a full, and equal evaluation of all viable options.  This must be part of a transparency and an open process, which is needed to bring together all of the stakeholder to produce this significant project.



To restate our position as Port Commissioners for the Port of Vancouver.



As a Council Sponsor Member we believe the RC-14 the BI-State Industrial Corridor (Port to Port) option must be fully study before a Locally Preferred Option can be adopted.
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Dear Commissioners



Thank you so much listening to and asking about the citizen comments on the Columbia River Crossing projects treatment of citizen during this process.  As you are aware your hearing in May is only the second public hearing in a process that has been going on for over 3 years and a multi million dollar budget.



The Columbia River Crossing communication special Danielle Cogan in commenting on the commissioners question of numerous complaints from citizen of problems with being kept out of the process, stated the Jerri Williams well know as a Environmental Justice leader being involved in the process as proof of a fair process.



On February 22, 2007, at the Metro Council hearing the CRC Environmental Justice representative, Jeri Williams, testified about the process being the worse process she had ever been involved with after years of sitting on several committees as an Environmental Justice Representation.  She stated citizens where not listened to, complained of poor treatment, and citizen complaints of feeling totally disrespected and invalid. The she has had to file several complaints.   
Here is a link to what Jerri Williams said at the only other public hearing on Columbia River Crossing at Metro.  Her words are shocking.  She works for the City of Portland in the Office of Neighborhood Involvement and would be happy to tell you her story.  This link is her very important statement on the CRC process.  Please take the time to listen to this link now, thank you.   



 Jerri Williams      www.PortlandDocs/CRC/JerriWilliams-070222.wmv


On February 22, 2007, the Metro Councilors held hearings on the CRC staff recommendations.  After 2 hours of citizen testimony, Councilor Brain Newman commented on obvious serious problems with the CRC public process.
Brian Newman, clip 1  www.PortlandDocs/CRC/Newman-070222-1.wmv  



Brian Newman, clip 2  www.PortlandDocs/CRC/Newman-070222-2.wmv  




On February 26, 2007, the Columbia River Crossing Joint Senate Committee stated that they had heard concerns publicly and privately of citizen inability for them to be involved in the public process.  The suggestion was made that an oversight committee of Senators and Representatives may need to be set up. That recommended committee was not set up.
http://www.columbian.com/news/localNews/02272007news109348.cfm 



The Columbia River Crossing Task Force and public meetings started in February 2005.  In March of 2006 staff remove approximately half of the alternative brought during the scoping process.  Staff did not follow the NEPA and National Register requirement of a thorough study of the alternatives as required for federal funding.  In August 2006 was the “kick off for community environmental justice” 17 month into the process, and after most of the alternative where off the table.



Citizen who have signed in at the CRC Task Force meetings are not named in the formal minutes.  All other transportation meeting include citizens in the formal meeting minutes.  The request to put citizens into the formal meeting minutes has been made to staff from the beginning, No has been CRC staff reply.  A very clear statement, citizens are being ignored and keep out of the process.  What about Open Meetings Laws?  CRC staff is included in every CRC Task Force formal meeting minutes.  



Citizen comment period is usually at 4:40PM while many are still at work.  Subcommittee meeting are at 8:30 AM, 11AM, Noon and 2PM week days.  



Location of meeting in Vancouver are on the east side of I-205.  To reach the meeting by public transportation it take two or three bus transfers and walking each direction.  From North Portland it can take as many as 5 transfers each direction and several hours. There are plenty of places that hold public meetings in downtown Vancouver.  Would you take public transportation if you had to transfer 3-5 times in each direction and taking several hours. The location at WSDOT on the east side of 205 is out side of the project area and does not met Open Meetings Law.  Many citizen can not make it to a meeting so far away.



Thank you very much for this opportunity to express my concerns about the Columbia River Crossing.  Here are a couple of my thoughts.



Currently we have the Columbia River Crossing project a multi million dollar interstate business with over 60 employees, a dozen or more contracts with companies and individual supplying expertise, and a product line worth billion of dollars that affect the economy of 17 states.  It involves the future of our two states, communities’ livability, and the environment.  



The owner of this company is the Sponsor Agencies.  The CRC Sponsor Council is the board of directors.  They are the major decision-makers, oversight, quality control, and chooses what the multi billion-dollar product will be.   



Do you believe it would be responsible for the owners to be hands off and the board of director to be on vacation and not meet during beginning set up and project development?  Do you believe that the project has the best chance of being its greatest in this scenario?  Do you believe a multi million-dollar business set up this way, is best for the stakeholders and the public?  Do you believe that taxpayers should accept this as what they desire for there millions invested into this company, had they known?



Without leadership, decision making, guidance, and oversight are you surprised we are where we are with this process?



17 month into the process before environmental justice committee is formed.



Staff having to make all the decision and recommendations



Not following the NEPA requirements



Not following Open Meeting Laws



Having no oversight process set up for errors



A budget out of control



More question than answers



Unable to through off special interest groups heavy lobbying



Citizen removed from the process  (hard enough without them)



Misinformation on every issue 



Lack of transparency



7 versions of the book 



3 failed attempts with the EIS



The continual attacks on staff from all direction



The Sponsor Agency’s have abused the staff and the public. It does not say that Columbia River Crossing staff will complete the project.  It states the Sponsor Agencies will prepare an environmental impact statement, a reasonable range of alternatives including those identified in the Portland/Vancouver I-5 Trade Partnership Final Strategic Plan.  Sponsor Agencies will evaluate significant transportation, environmental, social, and economic impacts of the alternative, etc.  



Fortunately, the NEPA process is set up for oversight and reflection.  It is not the end of the world or the end of the project to pause reevaluate, access where we are at and make sure the all the NEPA requirements have been met.  That is the time we are now in.  Many projects go through adjustment.  Because of the lack of support and guidance, the staff is devastated.               



  
Thanks you,



Sharon








Purpose and Need CRC1.doc

Columbia River Crossing



Statement of Purpose and Need



The Original Purpose and Needs text 



The purpose of the proposed action is to address present and future travel demand and mobility needs in the Interstate 5 Columbia River Crossing Bridge Influence Area (BIA), extending from approximately Columbia boulevard in the south to SR 500 in the north.  The action is intended to: a) address travel safety and traffic operations on the Interstate 5 crossing’s bridge and associated interchanges; b) improve public transportation connectivity, reliability, operations, and modal alternatives in the BIA; c) address highway freight mobility and interstate travel and commerce needs in the BIA; and d) improve the Interstate 5 river crossing’s structural integrity.  The specific needs to be addressed by the proposed action include:      



Challenges to the Purpose and Need


Bridge Influence Area (BIA) the I-5 Trade and Transportation Partnership (T&T Partnership) study created the BIA boundaries.  The description is the I-5 Corridor, (west/east) and Columbia Blvd. south and SR 500 in the north.  The Columbia River Crossing project has not created a map of the BIA.  Metro a CRC Sponsor Agency’s mapping center has no record of a Bridge Influence Area map as described by (T&T Partnership).  CRC staff has caused great confusion by not providing a map of the BIA, and serious error in screening A, that need to be corrected.  A transportation study that does not have a map of the full boundaries for one of the projects main study areas such as the BIA is incompetence.  Not having a complete set of maps for this transpiration study has created inaccurate data, statements, though out the entire process.


Growing Travel Demand and Congestion:  Existing travel demand exceeds capacity in the I-5 Columbia River Crossing and associated interchanges.  This corridor experiences heavy congestion and delay lasting 2 to 5 hours during the morning and afternoon peak travel periods and when traffic accidents, vehicle break downs, or bridge-lifts occur.  Due to excess travel demand and congestion in the I-5 bridge corridor, many trips take the longer, alternative I-205 route across the river.  Spill over traffic from I-5 onto parallel arterials such as Martin Luther King Blvd. and Interstate Avenue increases local congestion.  The two crossings currently carry over 260,000 trips across the Columbia River daily.  Daily traffic demand over the I-5 crossing is projected to increase by 40 percent during the next 20 years, with stop-and-go conditions increasing to at least 10 to 12 hours each day if no improvements are made. 



Challenges to the Purpose and Need


Travel demand exceed capacity in the I-5 Corridor.  The I-5 Corridor 2 and 3 lanes can carry only 1500 - 2000 vehicles an hour per lane.  The I-5 Corridor was declared to be at capacity in the 1980’s adding ramp metering lights to help the freeway start moving again.  The Freeway had totally clasped from being over capacity.  Vehicles must be removed from the I-5 Corridor by adding highway capacity alternatives.   (I-5 Corridor 2-lane section is approximately 3,500 vehicles an hour x 24 hours = 84,000.  3-lane section is approximately 5,500 vehicles an hour x 24 hours =132, 000.  The I-5 Corridor is over capacity and polluting the adjacent neighborhoods.  The Columbia Crossing bridges have 145,000 crossing a day, not evenly spread over a 24 hour period.



Interchanges and associated arterials leading from I-5 are over capacity.  The interchanges and arterial will receive relief from having another corridor for vehicles to access them in addition to the current interchanges.  River Crossing 14 (RC-14) provides new additional access to Mill Plain, Jantzen Beach Dr., Marine Dr., Columbia Blvd., Lombard St., and HWY. 30, these interchanges and arterials, are currently over capacity at I-5.   



The CRC’s own data from 2006 shows the I-5 Corridor from I-84 to Pine St. to be at a Level Of Service is F (failure) at 6AM and F at 7PM and several of the hours in between most weekdays.  Level Of Service is an A, B, C, D, F rating system.



Bridge lifts would be reduced by 40% by update the Burlington Northern Santa Fe Rail Bridge.  The majority of marine traffic can use the hump under the Columbia River Crossing bridges.



RC-14 is less than 1 mile west of the Columbia River Crossing bridges providing a close alternative when the I-5 Corridor is full.  When one incident happens it closes the Columbia River bridge the need for a second close-in bridge corridor is needed.  A larger Replacement bridge is still one bridge while taking out 2 bridges.  The I-205 Glen Jackson Bridge is over capacity 9 years ahead of schedule and is 6 miles east of the I-5 Freeway.  Using RC-14 removes traffic off of I-205 and I-84, keeping traffic near the I-5 Freeway the preferred location.



RC-14 removes traffic from several arterial streets that parallel I-5 in Oregon and Washington as well as St. Johns.  



The Replacement Bridge does not meet the Purpose and Need


The Replacement bridge increases spill over traffic on arterial that parallel I-5. The bridge size increase with move more vehicles over the river the full I-5 Freeway sending more vehicles on to adjacent arterials.  The light rail increase congestion in downtown Vancouver, streets adjacent to I-5 and streets adjacent to light rail stops.



Impaired Freight Movement:  I-5 is part of the National Truck Network, and the most important freight freeway on the West Coast linking international, national, and regional markets in Canada, Washington, Oregon, California, Mexico and the Pacific Rim.   In the center of the  project are, I-5 intersects with the Columbia River’s deep water shipping and barging as well as two river-level, transcontinental rail lines.  The I-5 crossing provides direct and important highway connection to the Port of Vancouver and Port of Portland facilities located on the Columbia River.  Vehicle-hours of delay on truck routes and projected to increase by more than 90 percent over the next 20 years.  Growing demand and congestion will result in increasing delay, costs and uncertainty for all business that rely on this corridor for freight movement.   



Challenges to the Purpose and Need


RC-14 Parallels the north/south transcontinental rail line, creates a port to port connection and provide direct freeway access into the ports and industrial areas.  RC-14 alignment is commonly known as the “Port to Port” connection and links the majority of the industrial areas on one continuous corridor, providing new access key industrial areas.  The I-5 Trade and Transportation Partnership said this alignment help freight movement and recommended for further study.



Interchanges from I-5 Freeway do not provide direct access to the Port of Vancouver or the Port of Portland.  The access is local neighborhood arterials near capacity now.  Not adequate or sufficient to support the industrial areas and not direct access.



The Replacement Bridge does not meet the Purpose and Need



The Replacement bridge does not provide not provide direct access from I-5 Freeway to the Port of Vancouver or the Port of Portland.  The access is local neighborhood arterials near capacity now.  Not adequate or sufficient to support the industrial areas and not direct access.


Limited Public Transportation Operation, Connectivity and Reliability in the Bridge Influence Area:     Due to limited public transportation options, a number of transportation market are not well served.   The key transit markets include trips between the Portland Central and Clark County, trips between North/Northeast Portland and Clark County, and trips connecting Clark County and the regional transit system in Oregon.  Current congestion in the corridor adversely impacts public transportation travel speed and service reliability.  Travel times for buses using General Purpose lanes on I-5 in the Bridge Influence Area are expected to increase substantially by 2020.   



Challenges to the Purpose and Need


Commuter rail would serve North Portland, Clark County, and Swan Island while connecting to light rail and bus mall at the Rose Quarters. Commuter rail qualities for New Starts FTA money.  This would provide new rail lines, and a new rail bridge over the Columbia River and Columbia Harbor providing additional capacity for freight rail in as well.  New heavy rail capacity will take freight of roads and freeways, attract businesses, address current rail capacity shortage, gives us a new rail bridge capacity.  Commuter rail lessens local arterial by providing park and rides in residential areas.



The Replacement Bridge does not meet the Purpose and Need


The Replacement bridge and light rail do not serve North/Northeast or Clark County.    



Light rail will not services Clark County the line is to short.



Light rail will not services the City of Vancouver just a short line area.



The City of Vancouver’s population is to small to quality for federal funding to build light rail.



The Clark County population is to small to quality for federal funding to build light rail.



Safety and Vulnerability to Incidents:  The I-5 river crossing and its approach-sections experience crash rates nearly 2.5 times higher than statewide averages for comparable facilities.  Incident evaluation generally attribute these crashers to traffic congestion and weaving movements associated with closely space interchanges.  Without breakdown lanes or shoulders, even minor traffic accidents or stalls cause severe delay or more serious accidents.   



Challenges to the Purpose and Need


The State of Oregon Transportation Department sent a letter the CRC staff early in the project and told them this claim was inaccurate.  That there are no other comparable facilities in the state and the accident rates are several to other places on I-5. This needs to be corrected.



These congestion and weaving issues can be address by removing traffic from the I-5 Corridor by providing additional capacity on a new bridge corridor.



* The transportation departments of Washington and Oregon re-stripped the two lane bridges into three lanes removing the breakdown lanes and shoulders creating the less safe conditions of the bridges.



Substandard Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities:  The bike/pedestrian lanes on the I-5 Columbia River Bridges are 6 to 8 feet wide, narrower than the 10-foot standard, and are located extremely close to traffic lanes thus lanes thus impacting safety for pedestrians and bicyclists.  Direct pedestrian and bicycle connections from local streets to the bridges in the I-5 crossing area are poor. 



Challenges to the Purpose and Need


There in no data on how many citizens use the bike/pedestrian sidewalk area on the Columbia River Crossing bridges.  There is no safety data or accident data concerning the Columbia River Crossing provided by the Columbia River Crossing staff.  This data has been asked for several times with staff not providing any information.  Does any data exist?


Compliance with Local and Regional Transportation Plans: The Southwest Washington Regional Transpiration Council’s Metropolitan Transportation Plan and Portland Metro’s Regional Transportation Plan both identify improving highway and transit capacity in the I 5 Columbia River Crossing as a high priority.  These transportation plans are critical elements to achieving planned growth and economic development objectives for Clark County, Washington, and the Portland, Oregon Metropolitan Area.



Challenges to the Purpose and Need


Improving highway and transit capacity over the Columbia River would best be addressed by adding more bridges not taking away the two we have and adding one. The need for highway capacity and transit capacity would be better address by adding a third bridge, adding heavy rail capacity taking trucks of the road, and providing commuter rail service from Ridgefield and Battle Ground to Port of Vancouver, downtown Vancouver, Jantzen Beach, Port of Portland, Expo Center, Swan Island to Rose Quarter transit center.



Planned growth and economic development is best achieved by adding parking and rides out in the communities of Clark County close to where citizens live so they can drive, walk, or bike to park and rides and take buses or commuter rail to jobs and other places in Washington as well as Oregon.  The heavy rail system brings in new business, runs on the commuter rail system, and can be paid for with New Starts Transit dollars…… $750 million.



The Replacement Bridge does not meet the Purpose and Need


The Replacement bridge brings citizens into Oregon to work, and does not help economic development in Clark County.  The Replacement bridge and light rail into Oregon does not help land use planned growth patterns….. more living in Clark County and working in Oregon.  The citizens using light rail must drive south to downtown Vancouver congesting arterials to get to the park and rides.  Having park and ride almost in Oregon makes them useless when employment centers are developed in Clark County



Seismic Vulnerability: The existing I-5 bridges are located in a seismically active zone.  They do not meet current seismic standards and are vulnerable to failure in an earthquake. 



Steal bridges are very strong and flexible, which is why they are used for heavy rail. The I-5 Corridor is on land fill and has not been seismically updated.  The approaches to the I-5 Bridge have not been updated.  None of the bridges in our area, including the Glen Jackson I-205 meet current seismic standards.  When you have more bridge, you have the opportunity for more bridges to survive. The FHW is not requiring the bridge to be seismic upgrade.  The bridges can be seismically upgraded.  RC-14 builds a new corridor from HWY30 across the Willamette, Columbia Harbor, and Columbia River supporting our economy in the event of a seismic disaster.  This would give us a corridor in our area that meets current seismic standards. 



Taking down any bridges capacity when adding capacity is what is recommended is not wise.  When the Columbia River Crossing bridges are currently structurally sufficient, meets all requirements, and have no FHW repairs required.  If the Columbia River Crossing need to be replaced that then the order of a third bridge first is very important, before considering any replacement or work on I-5.        



Naming the project the same as the historic Columbia River Crossing was objected to by many at the being of the project.  Stating concerns that citizens would be confused about the projects recommended by the I-5 Trade and Transportation Partnership study.  The recommendation was to add capacity over the Columbia River with a supplemental or replacement bridge.  Not to a replace the bridges.  Keeping the name of this project over the objection of many has done a disservice to all.



Respectfully,



Sharon Nasset      







RTC email.doc

Columbia River Crossing has had no oversight committee and before the project can advance, a CRC Sponsor Council must be established to evaluate the CRC process that has take place and make plans for to go forward..   It is unacceptable to continue on without an evaluation of the pass and present process CRC has produced.



Sharon Nasset



Subj:


RE: Good Morning Sir 





Date:


2/6/08 3:03:40 PM Pacific Standard Time





From:


dean.lookingbill@rtc.wa.gov





To:


Sharonnasset@aol.com





Sent from the Internet (Details)
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Sharon, 


The once Project Sponsors Council included the following agencies: ODOT, WSDOT, Metro, RTC, Tri-Met, C-TRAN, City of Portland, and City of Vancouver. The group met early on in the CRC Project, but was disbanded some time ago. I am sure there is some record of their meetings but you would need to get that information from the CRC team. They were responsible for all of that. You no doubt have Doug Ficco’s number, but in case you don’t here you go, 360-816-2200.


Dean





From: Sharonnasset@aol.com [mailto:Sharonnasset@aol.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, February 06, 2008 10:47 AM
To: Lookingbill, Dean
Subject: Good Morning Sir


Hi Dean,

I wanted to receive information on the Sponsor Council for CRC.
Who was on the Sponsor Council, when they met, and Meeting Minutes. I also would like the date they stopped meeting. Please send a copy of the minute notes from last night's RTC meeting. I know they won't be approved until next meeting.
Dean thanks you being so knowledgeable in running RTC keeping all the balls in the air. You do a great job.
Thanks,
Sharon 



**************
Biggest Grammy Award surprises of all time on AOL Music.
(http://music.aol.com/grammys/pictures/never-won-a-grammy?NCID=aolcmp00300000002548)




taylorm
Note
PRCEJSALTCOSLNUESYPURHWSCNGFREINTRRIRIVRBNSBNLRNFRENEILNUTRNFINPEDEXBHISFFFPNRACQPRCGEOCOSCEF



 
Dear Commissioners 
 
Thank you so much listening to and asking about the citizen comments on the Columbia River Crossing 
projects treatment of citizen during this process.  As you are aware your hearing in May is only the second 
public hearing in a process that has been going on for over 3 years and a multi million dollar budget. 
 
The Columbia River Crossing communication special Danielle Cogan in commenting on the 
commissioners question of numerous complaints from citizen of problems with being kept out of the 
process, stated the Jerri Williams well know as a Environmental Justice leader being involved in the 
process as proof of a fair process. 
 
On February 22, 2007, at the Metro Council hearing the CRC Environmental Justice representative, Jeri 
Williams, testified about the process being the worse process she had ever been involved with after years 
of sitting on several committees as an Environmental Justice Representation.  She stated citizens where 
not listened to, complained of poor treatment, and citizen complaints of feeling totally disrespected and 
invalid. The she has had to file several complaints.    
Here is a link to what Jerri Williams said at the only other public hearing on Columbia River Crossing at 
Metro.  Her words are shocking.  She works for the City of Portland in the Office of Neighborhood 
Involvement and would be happy to tell you her story.  This link is her very important statement on the 
CRC process.  Please take the time to listen to this link now, thank you.    
 Jerri Williams      www.PortlandDocs/CRC/JerriWilliams-070222.wmv
 
On February 22, 2007, the Metro Councilors held hearings on the CRC staff recommendations.  After 2 
hours of citizen testimony, Councilor Brain Newman commented on obvious serious problems with the 
CRC public process. 
Brian Newman, clip 1  www.PortlandDocs/CRC/Newman-070222-1.wmv   
Brian Newman, clip 2  www.PortlandDocs/CRC/Newman-070222-2.wmv   
 
On February 26, 2007, the Columbia River Crossing Joint Senate Committee stated that they had heard 
concerns publicly and privately of citizen inability for them to be involved in the public process.  The 
suggestion was made that an oversight committee of Senators and Representatives may need to be set up. 
That recommended committee was not set up. 
http://www.columbian.com/news/localNews/02272007news109348.cfm  
 
The Columbia River Crossing Task Force and public meetings started in February 2005.  In March of 
2006 staff remove approximately half of the alternative brought during the scoping process.  Staff did not 
follow the NEPA and National Register requirement of a thorough study of the alternatives as required for 
federal funding.  In August 2006 was the “kick off for community environmental justice” 17 month into 
the process, and after most of the alternative where off the table. 
 
Citizen who have signed in at the CRC Task Force meetings are not named in the formal minutes.  All 
other transportation meeting include citizens in the formal meeting minutes.  The request to put citizens 
into the formal meeting minutes has been made to staff from the beginning, No has been CRC staff reply.  
A very clear statement, citizens are being ignored and keep out of the process.  What about Open 
Meetings Laws?  CRC staff is included in every CRC Task Force formal meeting minutes.   
 
Citizen comment period is usually at 4:40PM while many are still at work.  Subcommittee meeting are at 
8:30 AM, 11AM, Noon and 2PM week days.   
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Location of meeting in Vancouver are on the east side of I-205.  To reach the meeting by public 
transportation it take two or three bus transfers and walking each direction.  From North Portland it can 
take as many as 5 transfers each direction and several hours. There are plenty of places that hold public 
meetings in downtown Vancouver.  Would you take public transportation if you had to transfer 3-5 times 
in each direction and taking several hours. The location at WSDOT on the east side of 205 is out side of 
the project area and does not met Open Meetings Law.  Many citizen can not make it to a meeting so far 
away. 
Thank you very much for this opportunity to express my concerns about the Columbia River Crossing.  
Here are a couple of my thoughts. 
 
Currently we have the Columbia River Crossing project a multi million dollar interstate business with 
over 60 employees, a dozen or more contracts with companies and individual supplying expertise, and a 
product line worth billion of dollars that affect the economy of 17 states.  It involves the future of our two 
states, communities’ livability, and the environment.   
 
The owner of this company is the Sponsor Agencies.  The CRC Sponsor Council is the board of directors.  
They are the major decision-makers, oversight, quality control, and chooses what the multi billion-dollar 
product will be.    
 
Do you believe it would be responsible for the owners to be hands off and the board of director to be on 
vacation and not meet during beginning set up and project development?  Do you believe that the project 
has the best chance of being its greatest in this scenario?  Do you believe a multi million-dollar business 
set up this way, is best for the stakeholders and the public?  Do you believe that taxpayers should accept 
this as what they desire for there millions invested into this company, had they known? 
Without leadership, decision making, guidance, and oversight are you surprised we are where we are with 
this process? 
17 month into the process before environmental justice committee is formed. 
Staff having to make all the decision and recommendations 
Not following the NEPA requirements 
Not following Open Meeting Laws 
Having no oversight process set up for errors 
A budget out of control 
More question than answers 
Unable to through off special interest groups heavy lobbying 
Citizen removed from the process  (hard enough without them) 
Misinformation on every issue  
Lack of transparency 
7 versions of the book  
3 failed attempts with the EIS 
The continual attacks on staff from all direction 
 
The Sponsor Agency’s have abused the staff and the public. It does not say that Columbia River Crossing 
staff will complete the project.  It states the Sponsor Agencies will prepare an environmental impact 
statement, a reasonable range of alternatives including those identified in the Portland/Vancouver I-5 
Trade Partnership Final Strategic Plan.  Sponsor Agencies will evaluate significant transportation, 
environmental, social, and economic impacts of the alternative, etc.   
 
Fortunately, the NEPA process is set up for oversight and reflection.  It is not the end of the world or the 
end of the project to pause reevaluate, access where we are at and make sure the all the NEPA 
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requirements have been met.  That is the time we are now in.  Many projects go through adjustment.  
Because of the lack of support and guidance, the staff is devastated.                
   
Thanks you, 
Sharon 
 

03622 4 of 318



Columbia River Crossing 
Statement of Purpose and Need 

The Original Purpose and Needs text  
 

The purpose of the proposed action is to address present and future travel demand and mobility needs in 
the Interstate 5 Columbia River Crossing Bridge Influence Area (BIA), extending from approximately 
Columbia boulevard in the south to SR 500 in the north.  The action is intended to: a) address travel safety 
and traffic operations on the Interstate 5 crossing’s bridge and associated interchanges; b) improve public 
transportation connectivity, reliability, operations, and modal alternatives in the BIA; c) address highway 
freight mobility and interstate travel and commerce needs in the BIA; and d) improve the Interstate 5 river 
crossing’s structural integrity.  The specific needs to be addressed by the proposed action include:       
 
Challenges to the Purpose and Need 
Bridge Influence Area (BIA) the I-5 Trade and Transportation Partnership (T&T Partnership) 
study created the BIA boundaries.  The description is the I-5 Corridor, (west/east) and 
Columbia Blvd. south and SR 500 in the north.  The Columbia River Crossing project has not 
created a map of the BIA.  Metro a CRC Sponsor Agency’s mapping center has no record of a 
Bridge Influence Area map as described by (T&T Partnership).  CRC staff has caused great 
confusion by not providing a map of the BIA, and serious error in screening A, that need to be 
corrected.  A transportation study that does not have a map of the full boundaries for one of 
the projects main study areas such as the BIA is incompetence.  Not having a complete set of 
maps for this transpiration study has created inaccurate data, statements, though out the entire 
process. 
 
Growing Travel Demand and Congestion:  Existing travel demand exceeds capacity in the I-5 
Columbia River Crossing and associated interchanges.  This corridor experiences heavy congestion and 
delay lasting 2 to 5 hours during the morning and afternoon peak travel periods and when traffic 
accidents, vehicle break downs, or bridge-lifts occur.  Due to excess travel demand and congestion in the 
I-5 bridge corridor, many trips take the longer, alternative I-205 route across the river.  Spill over traffic 
from I-5 onto parallel arterials such as Martin Luther King Blvd. and Interstate Avenue increases local 
congestion.  The two crossings currently carry over 260,000 trips across the Columbia River daily.  Daily 
traffic demand over the I-5 crossing is projected to increase by 40 percent during the next 20 years, with 
stop-and-go conditions increasing to at least 10 to 12 hours each day if no improvements are made.  
 
Challenges to the Purpose and Need
Travel demand exceed capacity in the I-5 Corridor.  The I-5 Corridor 2 and 3 lanes can carry 
only 1500 - 2000 vehicles an hour per lane.  The I-5 Corridor was declared to be at capacity in 
the 1980’s adding ramp metering lights to help the freeway start moving again.  The Freeway 
had totally clasped from being over capacity.  Vehicles must be removed from the I-5 Corridor 
by adding highway capacity alternatives.   (I-5 Corridor 2-lane section is approximately 3,500 
vehicles an hour x 24 hours = 84,000.  3-lane section is approximately 5,500 vehicles an hour x 
24 hours =132, 000.  The I-5 Corridor is over capacity and polluting the adjacent 
neighborhoods.  The Columbia Crossing bridges have 145,000 crossing a day, not evenly spread 
over a 24 hour period. 
Interchanges and associated arterials leading from I-5 are over capacity.  The interchanges and 
arterial will receive relief from having another corridor for vehicles to access them in addition to 
the current interchanges.  River Crossing 14 (RC-14) provides new additional access to Mill 
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Plain, Jantzen Beach Dr., Marine Dr., Columbia Blvd., Lombard St., and HWY. 30, these 
interchanges and arterials, are currently over capacity at I-5.    
The CRC’s own data from 2006 shows the I-5 Corridor from I-84 to Pine St. to be at a Level Of 
Service is F (failure) at 6AM and F at 7PM and several of the hours in between most weekdays.  
Level Of Service is an A, B, C, D, F rating system. 
 
Bridge lifts would be reduced by 40% by update the Burlington Northern Santa Fe Rail Bridge.  
The majority of marine traffic can use the hump under the Columbia River Crossing bridges. 
 
RC-14 is less than 1 mile west of the Columbia River Crossing bridges providing a close 
alternative when the I-5 Corridor is full.  When one incident happens it closes the Columbia 
River bridge the need for a second close-in bridge corridor is needed.  A larger Replacement 
bridge is still one bridge while taking out 2 bridges.  The I-205 Glen Jackson Bridge is over 
capacity 9 years ahead of schedule and is 6 miles east of the I-5 Freeway.  Using RC-14 
removes traffic off of I-205 and I-84, keeping traffic near the I-5 Freeway the preferred 
location. 
 
RC-14 removes traffic from several arterial streets that parallel I-5 in Oregon and Washington 
as well as St. Johns.   
 
The Replacement Bridge does not meet the Purpose and Need 
The Replacement bridge increases spill over traffic on arterial that parallel I-5. The bridge size 
increase with move more vehicles over the river the full I-5 Freeway sending more vehicles on 
to adjacent arterials.  The light rail increase congestion in downtown Vancouver, streets 
adjacent to I-5 and streets adjacent to light rail stops. 
 
Impaired Freight Movement:  I-5 is part of the National Truck Network, and the most important freight 
freeway on the West Coast linking international, national, and regional markets in Canada, Washington, 
Oregon, California, Mexico and the Pacific Rim.   In the center of the  project are, I-5 intersects with the 
Columbia River’s deep water shipping and barging as well as two river-level, transcontinental rail lines.  
The I-5 crossing provides direct and important highway connection to the Port of Vancouver and Port of 
Portland facilities located on the Columbia River.  Vehicle-hours of delay on truck routes and projected to 
increase by more than 90 percent over the next 20 years.  Growing demand and congestion will result in 
increasing delay, costs and uncertainty for all business that rely on this corridor for freight movement.    
 
Challenges to the Purpose and Need
RC-14 Parallels the north/south transcontinental rail line, creates a port to port connection and 
provide direct freeway access into the ports and industrial areas.  RC-14 alignment is commonly 
known as the “Port to Port” connection and links the majority of the industrial areas on one 
continuous corridor, providing new access key industrial areas.  The I-5 Trade and 
Transportation Partnership said this alignment help freight movement and recommended for 
further study. 
 
Interchanges from I-5 Freeway do not provide direct access to the Port of Vancouver or the 
Port of Portland.  The access is local neighborhood arterials near capacity now.  Not adequate 
or sufficient to support the industrial areas and not direct access. 
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The Replacement Bridge does not meet the Purpose and Need 
The Replacement bridge does not provide not provide direct access from I-5 Freeway to the 
Port of Vancouver or the Port of Portland.  The access is local neighborhood arterials near 
capacity now.  Not adequate or sufficient to support the industrial areas and not direct access. 
 
 
 
Limited Public Transportation Operation, Connectivity and Reliability in the Bridge Influence 
Area:     Due to limited public transportation options, a number of transportation market are not well 
served.   The key transit markets include trips between the Portland Central and Clark County, trips 
between North/Northeast Portland and Clark County, and trips connecting Clark County and the regional 
transit system in Oregon.  Current congestion in the corridor adversely impacts public transportation 
travel speed and service reliability.  Travel times for buses using General Purpose lanes on I-5 in the 
Bridge Influence Area are expected to increase substantially by 2020.    
 
Challenges to the Purpose and Need 
Commuter rail would serve North Portland, Clark County, and Swan Island while connecting to 
light rail and bus mall at the Rose Quarters. Commuter rail qualities for New Starts FTA money.  
This would provide new rail lines, and a new rail bridge over the Columbia River and Columbia 
Harbor providing additional capacity for freight rail in as well.  New heavy rail capacity will take 
freight of roads and freeways, attract businesses, address current rail capacity shortage, gives 
us a new rail bridge capacity.  Commuter rail lessens local arterial by providing park and rides in 
residential areas. 
   
The Replacement Bridge does not meet the Purpose and Need 
The Replacement bridge and light rail do not serve North/Northeast or Clark County.     
Light rail will not services Clark County the line is to short. 
Light rail will not services the City of Vancouver just a short line area. 
The City of Vancouver’s population is to small to quality for federal funding to build light rail. 
The Clark County population is to small to quality for federal funding to build light rail. 
 
Safety and Vulnerability to Incidents:  The I-5 river crossing and its approach-sections experience crash 
rates nearly 2.5 times higher than statewide averages for comparable facilities.  Incident evaluation 
generally attribute these crashers to traffic congestion and weaving movements associated with closely 
space interchanges.  Without breakdown lanes or shoulders, even minor traffic accidents or stalls cause 
severe delay or more serious accidents.    
 
Challenges to the Purpose and Need 
The State of Oregon Transportation Department sent a letter the CRC staff early in the project 
and told them this claim was inaccurate.  That there are no other comparable facilities in the 
state and the accident rates are several to other places on I-5. This needs to be corrected. 
 
These congestion and weaving issues can be address by removing traffic from the I-5 Corridor 
by providing additional capacity on a new bridge corridor. 
 
* The transportation departments of Washington and Oregon re-stripped the two 
lane bridges into three lanes removing the breakdown lanes and shoulders creating 
the less safe conditions of the bridges. 
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Substandard Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities:  The bike/pedestrian lanes on the I-5 Columbia River 
Bridges are 6 to 8 feet wide, narrower than the 10-foot standard, and are located extremely close to traffic 
lanes thus lanes thus impacting safety for pedestrians and bicyclists.  Direct pedestrian and bicycle 
connections from local streets to the bridges in the I-5 crossing area are poor.  
 
Challenges to the Purpose and Need 
There in no data on how many citizens use the bike/pedestrian sidewalk area on the Columbia 
River Crossing bridges.  There is no safety data or accident data concerning the Columbia River 
Crossing provided by the Columbia River Crossing staff.  This data has been asked for several 
times with staff not providing any information.  Does any data exist? 
 
Compliance with Local and Regional Transportation Plans: The Southwest Washington Regional 
Transpiration Council’s Metropolitan Transportation Plan and Portland Metro’s Regional Transportation 
Plan both identify improving highway and transit capacity in the I 5 Columbia River Crossing as a high 
priority.  These transportation plans are critical elements to achieving planned growth and economic 
development objectives for Clark County, Washington, and the Portland, Oregon Metropolitan Area. 
 
Challenges to the Purpose and Need 
Improving highway and transit capacity over the Columbia River would best be addressed by 
adding more bridges not taking away the two we have and adding one. The need for highway 
capacity and transit capacity would be better address by adding a third bridge, adding heavy 
rail capacity taking trucks of the road, and providing commuter rail service from Ridgefield and 
Battle Ground to Port of Vancouver, downtown Vancouver, Jantzen Beach, Port of Portland, 
Expo Center, Swan Island to Rose Quarter transit center. 
 
Planned growth and economic development is best achieved by adding parking and rides out in 
the communities of Clark County close to where citizens live so they can drive, walk, or bike to 
park and rides and take buses or commuter rail to jobs and other places in Washington as well 
as Oregon.  The heavy rail system brings in new business, runs on the commuter rail system, 
and can be paid for with New Starts Transit dollars…… $750 million. 
 
The Replacement Bridge does not meet the Purpose and Need 
The Replacement bridge brings citizens into Oregon to work, and does not help economic 
development in Clark County.  The Replacement bridge and light rail into Oregon does not help 
land use planned growth patterns….. more living in Clark County and working in Oregon.  The 
citizens using light rail must drive south to downtown Vancouver congesting arterials to get to 
the park and rides.  Having park and ride almost in Oregon makes them useless when 
employment centers are developed in Clark County 
 
Seismic Vulnerability: The existing I-5 bridges are located in a seismically active zone.  They do not 
meet current seismic standards and are vulnerable to failure in an earthquake.  
 
Steal bridges are very strong and flexible, which is why they are used for heavy rail. The I-5 
Corridor is on land fill and has not been seismically updated.  The approaches to the I-5 Bridge 
have not been updated.  None of the bridges in our area, including the Glen Jackson I-205 meet 
current seismic standards.  When you have more bridge, you have the opportunity for more 
bridges to survive. The FHW is not requiring the bridge to be seismic upgrade.  The bridges can 
be seismically upgraded.  RC-14 builds a new corridor from HWY30 across the Willamette, 
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Columbia Harbor, and Columbia River supporting our economy in the event of a seismic 
disaster.  This would give us a corridor in our area that meets current seismic standards.  
 
Taking down any bridges capacity when adding capacity is what is recommended is not wise.  
When the Columbia River Crossing bridges are currently structurally sufficient, meets all 
requirements, and have no FHW repairs required.  If the Columbia River Crossing need to be 
replaced that then the order of a third bridge first is very important, before considering any 
replacement or work on I-5.         
 
Naming the project the same as the historic Columbia River Crossing was objected to by many 
at the being of the project.  Stating concerns that citizens would be confused about the projects 
recommended by the I-5 Trade and Transportation Partnership study.  The recommendation 
was to add capacity over the Columbia River with a supplemental or replacement bridge.  Not to 
a replace the bridges.  Keeping the name of this project over the objection of many has done a 
disservice to all. 
 
Respectfully, 
Sharon Nasset       

03622 9 of 318



Historical Preservation 4(f). 
Federal transportation agencies cannot approve the change( or “use”) of a 4(f) 
resource unless.  
* There is no feasible or prudent alternative; AND  
* The project includes all possible planning to minimize harm. 
 
RC-14 the BI-State Industrial Corridor is both feasible and prudent and therefore must be 
part of the study. There are several 4(f) properties on the I-5 Replacement Bridge 
alignment. 
 
Southwest Washington Regional Transportation Council 2030 MTP Regional System 
Improvements Transportation Corridor Visioning (Nov. 15, 2007): New Candidate 
Regional Corridors West Alignment 2 . The southern portion is RC-14’s exact 
alignment.  
 
RC-14 alignment can be found in transportation documents from both states including, 
Oregon’s Regional Transportation Plan, Metro’s corridors of significant, Portland.  
Freight Master Plan, St. Johns’ Truck Strategy, and the I-5 Trade and Transportation 
Partnership.  
 
 
The need to bring together all of the stakeholders, will take a full, and equal evaluation of 
all viable options.  This must be part of a transparency and an open process, which is 
needed to bring together all of the stakeholder to produce this significant project. 
 
To restate our position as Port Commissioners for the Port of Vancouver. 
As a Council Sponsor Member we believe the RC-14 the BI-State Industrial Corridor 
(Port to Port) option must be fully study before a Locally Preferred Option can be 
adopted. 
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Columbia River Crossing 
National Environmental Policy Act 

 

The Columbia River Crossing Task Force and the Project Sponsors Council have very important roles.  
 

The Task Force provides recommendation to the Project Sponsors Council. 
 

The Project Sponsor Council makes decisions at each decision point based on recommendations from the Task Force, 
public input, and advice from the Project Development Team.    
Project Sponsors Council includes: ODOT, WSDOT, Metro, RTC, TriMet, C-TRAN, City of Portland, City of 
Vancouver, Federal Highways Administration, Federal Transit Agency.  
 

Project Schedule 
 

Project Sponsor Council 
Make decisions at each decision point based on recommendation from the Task Force, pubic input, and advice 
rom the Project Development Team. f  

Major decision Points 
      October 2005  
1. Define the Problem and Evaluation Criteria 

The project team reviews data and draws on public, tribal, and agency input to precisely define the problem.  
This pubic dialogue is part of the National Environmental Policy Act “scoping” process for projects with federal 
funding.  The team then develops criteria for evaluation various alternatives, these criteria will be the yardstick 
for measuring alternatives, Criteria will be based on regulatory requirements and community values and 
concerns.     
    

      Spring 2006 
2. Identify Range of Alternatives to be Considered  

To define the range of alternatives to be studied, the project team will draw on recommendation for the I-5 Trade 
and Transportation Partnership and on new ideas provided by the public and affected agencies.   
 

      Winter 2006          
3. Identify Alternatives to Be Evaluated in the Draft EIS. 

The project team uses the evaluation criteria to screen the alternatives developed in Decision Point 3.  The public 
and affected agencies provide in put on which alternatives should be studied further in the Draft EIS. 
 

Spring 2008 
4. Identify  Preferred Alternative 

The project team prepares technical reports and a Draft EIS, further evaluating remaining alternatives.  Draft EIS 
describes positive and negative effects of the alternatives on the community and natural resources.  The public 
and affected agencies provide input on the results of the analysis.                           
 

Summer 2008 
Preferred alternative is adopted by the PROJECT SPONSORS COUNCIL and local jurisdictions.   

5. Secure Federal Approval 
The project team documents the preferred alternative in the Final EIS and submits it to the Federal Highway 
Administration and Federal Transit Administration- the federal agencies leading the NEPA process-approval.  
Agencies issue Record of Decision on the alternative to be built.  
 

Subj: RE: Good Morning Sir  
Date: 2/6/08 3:03:40 PM Pacific Standard Time 
From: dean.lookingbill@rtc.wa.gov
To: Sharonnasset@aol.com
 
Sharon,  
The once Project Sponsors Council included the following agencies: ODOT, WSDOT, Metro, RTC, Tri-
Met, C-TRAN, City of Portland, and City of Vancouver. The group met early on in the CRC Project, but 
was disbanded some time ago. I am sure there is some record of their meetings but you would need to get 
that information from the CRC team. They were responsible for all of that. You no doubt have Doug 
Ficco’s number, but in case you don’t here you go, 360-816-2200. 
Dean 
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From: Sharonnasset@aol.com [mailto:Sharonnasset@aol.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, February 06, 2008 10:47 AM 
To: Lookingbill, Dean 
Subject: Good Morning Sir 
Hi Dean, 
 
I wanted to receive information on the Sponsor Council for CRC. 
Who was on the Sponsor Council, when they met, and Meeting Minutes. I also would like the date they 
stopped meeting. Please send a copy of the minute notes from last night's RTC meeting. I know they won't 
be approved until next meeting. 
Dean thanks you being so knowledgeable in running RTC keeping all the balls in the air. You do a great 
job. 
Thanks, 
Sharon  
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The Columbia River Crossing Project 
Has not followed the requirements of the Federal Register 

Vol. 70.  No. 186.  Tuesday, September 27, 2005.  Notices page 56523 
 

1. The Columbia River Crossing did not look at I-5 Corridor wide strategies or regional 
transportation, and transit issues.    

  
2. Transit to downtown Vancouver does not meet regional transit needs.    
 
3. Recommendations from to previous studies named in the Federal Register were not included.   
 
4. Federal Register states the Columbia River Crossing will build on previous studies; Portland/ 

Vancouver I-5 Trade Corridor Freight Feasibility and Needs Assessment Study Final Report 
2000, Portland/ Vancouver Transportation and Trade Final Strategic Plan completed in 2002, 
South/North Major Investment Study Final Report 1995 and South /North Corridor Project 
Draft EIS.  These studies investigated a variety of high capacity transit corridors and modes 
between Portland and Vancouver.   

 
A. No summaries for each study where made or presented.  
B. No comparison tables where made or presented.   
C. No list of recommendation from each of the studies was made or presented.      
D. Printed copies of each of the studies where not provided at Task Force meetings or 

CRC Open Houses. 
 
5. The I-5 Transportation and Trade Partnership Strategic Plan called for adding capacity over the 

Columbia River with a replacement bridge or by supplementing existing I-5 bridges to ease 
impacts of bottlenecks on local travel and interstate commerce.  

 
A. CRC staff, invited speakers and CRC Task Force members invited to speak for CRC 

continually stated the Transportation and Trade Partnership “CALLED FOR A 
REPLACEMENT OF THE COLUMBIA RIVER CROSSING” CRC staff would not correct 
this statement even after being presented with a copy of T&T Partnership recommendation.  

B. CRC staff did not take into consideration commerce in the study.  Portland Business Alliance 
presented CRC staff with a letter of concern that commerce, non-commuter, and non-peak 
hour traffic must be part of the study.  CRC staff did not addressed these concerns, study, or 
provide data.   

C. T & T Partnership recommended studying heavy rail, not studied.   
D. T & T Partnership recommended studying commuter rail on it’s own track, not studied. 
E. T & T Partnership recommended upgrading the Burlington Northern Santa Fe rail not studied.  
F. T & T Partnership recommended studying a supplemental bridge alignment following the 

BNSF rail line in the Bridge Influence Area EIS study, not studied.   
G.  A supplement bridge Collector / Distributor had the less advantage and fatal flaws, CRC staff 

did study this and recommended it as the 4th and 5th alternative to choose a Locally Preferred 
Alternative from.  The Collector / Distributor is failing for the same fatal flaw which where 
state in the T & T Partnership made the recommendation to NOT forward it.  Staff chose an 
alternative that had failed previously after citizen, Sponsor Agencies and the Task Force stated 
at the February 2007 meeting that CRC staff recommendation of the Replacement Bridge only 
did not met the needs of a viable range of alternatives.    
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6. A reasonable range of alternatives INCLUDING those identified in the Portland / Vancouver I-5 
Transportation and Trade Partnership and the South/North Corridor Project Draft EIS, WILL be 
considered.  The EIS will be considered.  The EIS WILL include range of HIGHWAY AND 
TRANSIT BUILD ALTERNATIVES.  CRC staff did not do this.  

 
7. The EIS will include a No-Build Alternative.  No-build in not No-Action.  A realistic No-Build 

Alternative with Transit Demand Management, highway improvement, lane management, and 
interchange refinement.  CRC staff did not studied and no was data provided.                       

 
8. Alternative for scoping and from the I-5 Trade and Transportation Partnerships where not 

evaluated significantly or thoroughly according to the National Environmental Policy Act 
requirement and where removed from the study with out following required procure.  The 
Heavy Commuter Rail Alternative, Upgrading the BNSF rail bridge, Heavy rail, RC-14 Bi-State 
Industrial Corridor (Port to Port), and bus service in Clark County.  The alternative where 
removed before being evaluated in these categories: Community Livability, and Human 
Resources, Mobility, Reliability, Accessibility, Congestion Reduction, and Efficiency, Modal 
Choice, Safety, Regional Economy, Freight Mobility, Stewardship of Natural Resources, 
Distribution of Benefits, and Impacts, Cost Effectiveness, and Financial Resources, growth 
Management land Use, Constructability.  The NEPA requirements for federal funding have not 
been followed.   

 
9. A broad range of alternatives thoroughly studied that can be compared with each other has not 

taken place.  A Locally Preferred Alternative chosen by the public by having data has not taken 
place.  When reasonable alternative start in the NEPA the alternatives have a right to finish the 
study and find out where they line up compares to other options.  It goes against the NEPA 
process to remove alternatives without the thorough evaluation stated in the Federal Register.     

 
10. Please see the 11 page attachment concerning the NEPA process not being followed.  I have 

present this attachment many times to several the Sponsor Agencies and other transportation 
committees.  With NO oversight committee, (the Sponsor Council was disband early in the 
process.)  none of the Sponsor Agencies felt they individually had the ability to provide 
oversight such as, dealing with conflicting data, missing data, incorrect data, making the 
decision at decision points, insisting that Open Meetings Laws be followed and other issues.  
Without an oversight committee, leadership, and guidance the project has removed important 
elements from the project that has taken the project off course and not produced what the region 
needs in a transportation system. 
 

Respectfully, 
Sharon  
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Columbia River Crossing has had no oversight committee and before the project 
can advance, a CRC Sponsor Council must be established to evaluate the CRC 
process that has take place and make plans for to go forward..   It is unacceptable 
to continue on without an evaluation of the pass and present process CRC has 
produced. 
Sharon Nasset 
 
 
 
 
Subj: RE: Good Morning Sir  
Date: 2/6/08 3:03:40 PM Pacific Standard Time 
From: dean.lookingbill@rtc.wa.gov
To: Sharonnasset@aol.com
Sent from the Internet (Details)
 
 
v\:* {behavior:url(#default#VML);} o\:* {behavior:url(#default#VML);} w\:* {behavior:url(#default#VML);} 
.shape {behavior:url(#default#VML);}  
Sharon,  
The once Project Sponsors Council included the following agencies: ODOT, WSDOT, Metro, RTC, Tri-
Met, C-TRAN, City of Portland, and City of Vancouver. The group met early on in the CRC Project, but 
was disbanded some time ago. I am sure there is some record of their meetings but you would need to 
get that information from the CRC team. They were responsible for all of that. You no doubt have Doug 
Ficco’s number, but in case you don’t here you go, 360-816-2200. 
Dean 
 
From: Sharonnasset@aol.com [mailto:Sharonnasset@aol.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, February 06, 2008 10:47 AM 
To: Lookingbill, Dean 
Subject: Good Morning Sir 
Hi Dean, 
 
I wanted to receive information on the Sponsor Council for CRC. 
Who was on the Sponsor Council, when they met, and Meeting Minutes. I also would like the date they 
stopped meeting. Please send a copy of the minute notes from last night's RTC meeting. I know they 
won't be approved until next meeting. 
Dean thanks you being so knowledgeable in running RTC keeping all the balls in the air. You do a great 
job. 
Thanks, 
Sharon  
 
 
 
************** 
Biggest Grammy Award surprises of all time on AOL Music. 
(http://music.aol.com/grammys/pictures/never-won-a-grammy?NCID=aolcmp00300000002548) 
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From: Sharonnasset@aol.com

To: Columbia River Crossing; 

CC: jeff.mize@columbian.com; Thirdbridgenow@aol.
com; 

Subject: DEIS2

Date: Tuesday, July 01, 2008 1:28:42 PM

Attachments: 24.ZIP 

This part of the public EIS record  
 
 
************** 
Gas prices getting you down? Search AOL Autos for fuel-efficient used cars. 
(http://autos.aol.com/used?ncid=aolaut00050000000007) 

*** eSafe scanned this email for malicious content ***
*** IMPORTANT: Do not open attachments from unrecognized senders  ***
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 Things we know, from our millions of dollars in studies.



1.      The US Coast Guard will not allow new lift span bridges over the Columbia River marine barge channel.  



2. Supplemental bridges, have the highest impacts increase marine navigation hazards in the ship channel. pg.27/4.6.3



3. Lift span bridges cause unreliable transportation times.



4. Collector-distributor bridge systems have design problems, therefore provide little transportation benefit; such design problems will be difficult to overcome. pg27/4.7.2



5. Collector-distributor system show the least improvement in performance. pg.25/4.2.2



6. The arterial-only connection would only slightly improve the freeway performance by removing local trips. Users of the freeway system would continue to experience a significant increase in congestion and delay throughout the I-5 Trade Corridor. Pg.23/4.2.4



7. These concepts do not show promise for addressing the corridor’s problems and should not be consider in an EIS. Pg.29/R4.9



              Collector-distributor bridge concepts,



              arterial-only bridge concepts,



              tunnel concepts. 



8. Marine Dr. Corridor and Columbia Corridor must both be in the mix??..



9. Heavy rail must be in part of the solution, including commuter rail.



10.   The I-5 Corridor is to capacity, overflows adversely affect I-205 and I-84. 



Recommendation BIA / R4.4



In adding river-crossing capacity and making improvements in the BIA. Every effort should be made to A.  Avoid displacements and encroachments, B. Minimize the highway footprint in the corridor, and minimize use the freeway for local trips.      



( Pg26/4.5.2: Three of the four concepts encroach into Delta Park. 



   (Pg26/4.5.4: All concepts have encroachments onto the Fr. Vancouver Historical Site.



   (Pg26/4.5.5: All concepts have encroachment on the Historic I-5 Columbia River Crossing Bridge



Recommendation BIA / R4.4



In adding river-crossing capacity and making improvements in the BIA.



Every effort should be made to: 



A. Avoid displacements and encroachments, ….(majority vacant and under utilized land.



B. Minimize the highway footprint in the corridor,  …………( Not one flaggers on I-5!



C. Minimize use the freeway for local trips.  ………...( Complete local access between Vancouver, Hayden Island, North, and Northwest Portland without accessing I-5. 



Third Bridge Now!



In a new corridor, with access to I-5!



Portland /Vancouver I-5 Transportation and Trade Partnership



Information pages from Final Strategic Plan 2002 







AdvisoryBallotLetter-Boldt5-08rev1.doc

The Importance of a vote on Light Rail



Without the support of the voters light rail should not cross the river, a project of this size must have the support of the taxpayers this issue must be addressed by the new Sponsor Council



As previously advised, here are the two questions that we would like to propose be added to the primary election ballot in August 2008 as advisory questions.



1) After a complete and thorough cost estimate, and after funding resources and essential impacts have been identified, shall the residents of Clark County be given the right to vote on light rail?



2) Shall the residents of Clark County be given an approval vote before any Federal, State, local, or private funds are used for construction of light rail?



The reasons behind each question are as follows:



Question 1 – The citizens of Clark County want the opportunity to vote on whether or not light rail is brought into the county as part of any transit project that crosses the Columbia River.  It is important for the citizens to be given a choice on the current project instead of having it forced upon us.



This question gives the power to the voters and the taxpayers who live in Clark County and who will be living with the decision for decades to come.  The decision should not be left solely to the contractors, special interest groups, and corporations who do not live here, yet will profit from such a project.



If a project of this size is to be built, the Citizens of Clark County want an opportunity to vote on it first. 



Question 2 –It is important for Clark County voters to have the ultimate say in whether or not light rail is brought into the county, regardless of the source of funding.  



In Portland, the Interstate MAX line was rejected by voters twice before government officials circumvented the will of the people, secured funding and built the line anyway.  The voters clearly did not want this line to be built, yet, against their wishes, it was built anyway.



It is important that the voters in Clark County be given the choice, to build or not, major projects of this kind regardless of the source of funding.



Overall, it has been 13 years since the voters of Clark County have had an opportunity to vote on the issue of light rail.  Much has happened in this time.



These advisory ballot questions will provide valuable insights as to whether Clark County voters want light rail as part of the River Crossing Project at all, and whether or not they are receptive regardless of who pays for it.



Best Regards,







BIA Index of supporting data.doc

Bridge Influence Area Location Index



These studied show the BIA showing conflicting incorrect data that Columbia River Crossing project has been using.



(I-5 Corridor Study 1/27/00 Pg.4 1.3 Study Area)



(I-5 Trade and Transportation Partnership 2002 Final Strategic Plan- June 2002 Pg. 9)



.  (I-5 Trade and Transportation 2002 Final Strategic Plan glossary-1)



I-5 Trade and Transportation 2002 Final Strategic Plan Recommendation Bridge Influence Area: Pg. 25)



(I-5 Trade and Transportation Partnership 2002 Final Strategic Pg. 7)



(I-5 Trade and Transportation Partnership 2002 Final Strategic Pg. 21 and 24)



(I-5 Trade and Transportation Partnership 2002 Final Strategic Pg.45)



*maps from I-5 Trade and Transportation Partnership 2002 Bridge Influence Area study January 2002  



What about a shorter West Arterial Road?



Columbia River Crossing documation



Columbia River Crossing



Project Update



Briefing Paper Presented to



the Oregon Transportation Commission



and Washington Transportation Commission



at their April 2OO5 Meetings.



Columbia River Crossing



Statement of Purpose and Need



Adopted October 12, 2005  



Columbia River Crossing Project Manager Rob Degraft    



  (Comments made during the Columbia River Crossing Task Force meeting May 4. 2005 29:48mins.)



. (Columbia River Crossing Draft Evaluation Framework Nov.23,2005 Pg.2)



(Bi-State Coordination Committee 2005 Annual Report, January 2006 May Pg.3)







BIA location pg.2.doc

Columbia River Crossing Project Update



Briefing Paper Presented at their April 2OO5 Meeting to the Oregon Transportation Commission and Washington Transportation Commission:



Project Location



The project study area starts at the interchange of I-5 and I-205 in Clark County, and extends south to the interchange of I-5 and I-84 in Portland. 



A smaller area called the “Bridge Influence Area” is defined generally as the I-5 Corridor between SR-500 in Washington and Columbia Blvd. in Oregon.  



The primary focus of the study area has been the I-5 Corridor and the I-5 Interstate Bridge over the Columbia River.  However, the study has also looked at the I-205 corridor and the Glenn Jackson Bridge because the two river crossing work together to serve the Portland/ Vancouver metropolitan area.



Columbia River Crossing Statement of Purpose and Need Adopted October 12, 2005



In the center of the Project area, I-5 intersects with the Columbia River’s deep water shipping and barging as well as two river-level, transcontinental rail lines.  The I-5 crossing provides direct and important highway connection to the Port of Vancouver and Port of Portland facilities located on the Columbia River.  



Columbia River Crossing Project Manager Rob Degraft      



“ During scoping it’s very possible that the community is going to come to us and say we want to look at a third corridor and in fact in our preliminary conversations with the federal highway administration they have told us that they will expect us to look at a new corridor in addition to the two I-205 and I-5 that already currently exist and so those will appear in scoping and we will have to analyze those and deal with those.  That’s not to say that there’s will we need new information then existed three years ago shall we say four years ago when the I-5 Partnership was doing it’s work to come to I think a different conclusion then they did but we will for that new information during scoping.” (Comments made during the Columbia River Crossing Task Force meeting May 4. 2005 29:48mins.)



Columbia River Crossing Draft Evaluation Framework.



Generation of Components



The I-5 Transportation and Trade Partnership Final Strategic Plan Provided recommendation to shape transportation improvements on I-5 between Columbia Boulevard in Portland and State (SR) 500 in Vancouver, an area referred to as the “bridge influence area.” However, many of the recommendation were not specific, leaving many ways to package and implement solutions.  In addition, new ideas requiring further evaluation may surface through the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) scoping process. (Columbia River Crossing Draft Evaluation Framework Nov.23,2005 Pg.2)



Bi-State Coordination Committee 2005 Annual Report



The Bi-State Coordination Committee members attended the May 4, I-5 Columbia River Crossing Task Force meeting,  At this meeting, several issues were discussed including the need to clarify how the I-5 Transportation and Trade Partnership Strategic Plan will be addressed in Columbia River Crossing Project.  More specifically, the Strategic Plan recommended three through lanes at the river crossing and at the Task Force meeting, the Washington State and Oregon Transportation Department staff indicated that four or more lanes would likely need to be investigated as well as an expectation by Federal Highway Administration that a third crossing would also need to be investigated as part of the project.  Bi-State Coordination Committee members asked that the Task Force’s mission be clarified with regard to the Strategic Plan. (Bi-State Coordination Committee 2005 Annual Report, January 2006 May Pg.3)



** The I-5 Trade and Transportation Partnership Final Strategic Plan recommended further study of the West Arterial a third bridge corridor.  Upgrading the BNSF Rail Bridge and heavy rail capacity.



Email dated December 24, 2007 from John Osborn Project Manager Columbia River Crossing.



The Short answer to you first four questions is that the two Ports, the BNSF railroad Bridge, and Rivergate are not included in the CRC Bridge Influence Area, which is described as Intestate 5 between SR 500 in Washington and approximately Columbia Boulevard in Oregon.  Although the port and railroad activities affect and are influenced by traffic conditions on I-5, they are not tin the Bridge Influence Area



These statements are inconsistent and inaccurate.



1. The BNSF rail line is in the “limited” Bridge Influence Area map on west side of I-5 in the center of the map.  (show map)



2. Columbia River Crossing Memorandum  March 26, 2007 Fourth CRC DEIS Alternative



         At he March 19th Fourth Alternative Subcommittee meeting, CRC staff presented descriptions, performance measure and observation on three potential options for developing a fourth project alternative.  The three options are briefly summarized as follows: *CRC staff Recommended.



 Option A++Modified



A new moveable span is provided on the railroad crossing that best serves navigation needs.(paragraph 1)



AND



Railroad Swing Span  (separate category)  



A new railroad marine navigation moveable span is constructed to align with primary navigation needs.  



Option B- Modified



Railroad Swing Span  (separate category)  



A new railroad marine navigation moveable span is constructed to align with primary navigation needs.  



 The I-5 Trade and Transportation Partnership glossary describe the I-5 Corridor as the BIA boundaries.



Bridge Influence Area, which is described as Intestate 5 between SR 500 in Washington and approximately Columbia Boulevard in Oregon.     This statement in inaccurate.



Bridge Influence Area.  The I-5 Corridor between Columbia Boulevard in Portland and SR 500 in Vancouver.  Includes light rail between the Expo Center in Portland and Downtown Vancouver.  (I-5 Trade and Transportation 2002 Final Strategic Plan glossary-1)



The CRC glossary is incomplete only gives an east/ west boundaries.  It is inconsistent with the I-5 Trade and Transportation Partnership with described it as the I-5 Corridor AND the east/west boundaries.  It is also inconsistent with the CRC Statement of Purpose and Need.  Which states:



In the center of the Project area, I-5 intersects with the Columbia River’s deep water shipping and barging as well as two river-level, transcontinental rail lines.  The I-5 crossing provides direct and important highway connection to the Port of Vancouver and Port of Portland facilities located on the Columbia River.  



CRC  and I-5 Trade and Transportation Partners documents both state that Ports and Rail Bridge are in the Bridge Influence Area and inside the I-5 Corridor.







Dear Governor3.doc

Dear Governor Gregoire and Governor Kulongoski 



Senator Cantwell, Senator Murray, Senator Wyden, Senator Smith

Thank you very much for listening to our concerns, the Columbia River Crossing project is extremely important to the national and regional economy.  The focus for the Columbia River Crossing has been described by, I-5 Trade and Transportation Partnership recommendations which, called for adding highway and transit capacity across the Columbia River stating it is very important to our economy, safety, and environment.  We are bringing our concerns to you because there is no Columbia River Crossing Project Sponsor Council.  The role of the Columbia River Crossing Project Sponsor Council was to be our source for input into the project and is very important and necessary to a public process. 
The Project Sponsor Council was to make decisions at each of the 5 major decision points based on recommendation from the Task Force, public input, and advice from the Project Development Team. The Locally Preferred Alternative is to be adopted by the Project Sponsors Council and the local jurisdictions.
The Project Sponsor Council was to guide the entire process.  The Project Sponsor Council was to receive input from the public and the Task Force to help them make their decisions.  Without the Project Sponsor Council, the public and Task Force has been unable to have their concerns addressed.  Columbia River Crossing is going forward without the oversight or leadership of the Project Sponsor Council leaving a large vacuum, with nowhere to take our concerns and have them address.  The Columbia River Crossing staff has made the decisions and recommendations at the major decision points absent the Project Sponsor Council. 
I would like the Columbia River Crossing project to produce more capacity across the river that supports our economy.  The Federal Highway Administration did not accept the first two Environmental Impact Studies.  I worry without your leadership and guidance the Columbia River Crossing now attempting the EIS for the third time is in trouble and is lacking the support to arrive at a Locally Preferred Alternative that the community will accept.  I do not want the project to reach its end with No Build as the alternative chosen.  With your leadership and personal hands on guidance I believe we will have a project supported by all the stakeholders. 
The concerns I have today that I am asking you to address are:

1. The National Environmental Policy Act is a process that is required for federal funding.  Every infrastructure project receiving federal funds must follow a step-by-step process to minimize effects on the environment and ensure that all reasonable options are thoroughly considered.
Columbia River Crossing documents state, "All Concepts suggested during scoping must be considered.  All Concepts will be screened using the Evaluation Framework (Step A and Step B screening)."
The RC-14 Third Bridge Corridor, "Port to Port" was not studied thoroughly step-by-step.  The Columbia River Crossing separated the NEPA questions in to A and B screening.  The majority of the NEPA questions where in screening B. The Columbia River Crossing did not apply B screening criteria to RC-14. Columbia River Crossing staff could be jeopardizing federal funding.  The NEPA process is in place to help bring all the stakeholders together by providing thorough evaluation of reasonable options.  Giving stakeholders the opportunity to look at data in an equal manner. Logically decide what is the best option to move forward with is what makes the NEPA process so important.  An Alternatives as important as the "Port to Port" supported by so many transportation documents and citizens must be thoroughly studied not just to find the best solution but to NEAP requirements for federal funding. 

2. Federal funding is in jeopardy concerning the lack of care taken with the Historical Resource in this project area.  The Columbia River Crossing project is jeopardizing federal funding by not thoroughly studying alternatives and is planning to demolish or impact approximately 20 historically protected properties that could be avoided.  Federal transportation agencies cannot approve the change (or use) of 4(f) Resources, Unless there is no Feasible OR Prudent alternative and the project includes ALL possible planning to minimize harm.  Significant historical sites: Fort Vancouver, northbound CRC Bridge, The Apple Tree, Native American Archeological sites, Also Delta Park encroachment, qualify as 4(f) Resources.  It is Feasible to build a new bridge across the Columbia River.  Historic Properties are protected by the law and can be avoided. 

3. The Port of Vancouver, Port of Portland, the Transcontinental Rail Line and the adjacent industrial areas are the heart of the I-5 Trade Corridor.  The economic viability of this region depends on this area having the best infrastructure possible.  These areas are the economic engine of our past our present and our future economy.  The tremendous amount of money that is brought into our states and that of the nation is what fueled the first studies in the 1970's when we realized our transportation infrastructure was failing our needs. The Project Manager John Osborn and the Oregon Transportation Director Matt Garrett have stated that "although the Ports and industrial areas are important they are not part of this study project."  I feel this is a fatal flaw in the Columbia River Crossing and is a direct result of not having a Project Sponsor Council.  The Columbia River Crossing project started out with building a one billion dollars to one and one half billion dollar bridge and transit project.  Currently there are guesses between 4 and 6 billion dollars.  The idea that light rail is the new economic engine and that spending 2 billion dollars on light rail to go across the river and stop in downtown Vancouver is in my opinion not realistic.  If a new 12-lane bridge should be built into our ports and industrial areas and additional infrastructure added that would be a significant to upgrade and help our current businesses and also attracting new business. Please address these issues and put the Ports, Transcontinental Rail Lines and industrial lands back in for a complete study.  Yes, building light rail provides jobs.  What ever we build will provide jobs when being built.  As an added note, New commuter rail is $8 millions a mile light rail is $45-78 million a mile with an (Avg. $51 million per mile). Freight and commuter rail use the same infrastructure costing less while, attract more business, and more support to our industrials areas.  Please send fresh eyes lead the process, please put our Ports, Rail and Industrial lands at the top of the list. Direct access from I-5 into our Ports and Industrial areas also take freight traffic out of our neighborhoods and helps with air quality. The Economy, Safety and the Environment are too important not to address all the issues and options. 




Thank you very much




Sharon Nasset
503.283.9585
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 Local Preferred Alternative



Task Force 29 Members



Chairs 



    Oregon Senator                Larry George, or Gary George, 



    Washington Senator         Benton  or Craig Pridemore



Ports



    Washington  Vancouver Port Commissioner    Brain Wolfe or an elected official



    Oregon   Portland Port Commissioner  *



County Commissioners



     Washington   Commissioner Steve Staurt



     Oregon           Commissioner Lonny Roberts



Transit 



    Washington  CTRAN        Jeff Hamm 



    Oregon    TRIMET            Fred Hansen  



City Of



    Vancouver   Councilor Jeanne Stewart



     Portland       Randy Leonard



Freight 



    Washington     Washington Freight Mobility Strategic Investment Board   * 



    Washington     Washington Trucking Assoc.*



    Oregon             Oregon Freight Advisory Committee Charlie Tindall



    Oregon             Oregon Trucking Association *   



Labor                     



    Washington / Oregon  Lynn Lehrbach  Joint Council of Labor



Rail Road BNSF



    Washington / Oregon *



Marine 



     Washington / Oregon  Columbia River Towboat Association *



Economic Organization



      Washington     Bob Byrd  Identity Clark County



      Oregon             Jonathan Schleuter Westside Economic Alliance



Regional Agencies



      Washington Regional Transportation Council  Councilor Bill Gains (Battle Ground)



      Oregon Metro  Council Robert Liberty



Environmental Group



     Washington  Lora Caine Friends of Clark County



     Oregon   Jill Fuglister Coalition for a Livable Future



Community Organization  



     Washington  Historic Reserve Tracy Fortman US Forestry



     Oregon  Environmental Justice Action Group  *



Neighborhood Associates



     Washington    Anne Ogle



     Washington    Lisa       



      Oregon           Christie (Arbor Lodge)



      Oregon           Carol Schelure (High Noon Jantzen Beach)   



In an effort to get an un bias process having new eyes on the Task Force is very importation.  These are my thoughts on recommendation for who might serve from these important organizations.    







 Things we know, from our millions of dollars in studies. 
 
1.      The US Coast Guard will not allow new lift span bridges over the Columbia River 
marine barge channel.   
2. Supplemental bridges, have the highest impacts increase marine navigation hazards in the 

ship channel. pg.27/4.6.3 
3. Lift span bridges cause unreliable transportation times. 
4. Collector-distributor bridge systems have design problems, therefore provide little 

transportation benefit; such design problems will be difficult to overcome. pg27/4.7.2 
5. Collector-distributor system show the least improvement in performance. pg.25/4.2.2 
6. The arterial-only connection would only slightly improve the freeway performance by 

removing local trips. Users of the freeway system would continue to experience a 
significant increase in congestion and delay throughout the I-5 Trade Corridor. 
Pg.23/4.2.4 

7. These concepts do not show promise for addressing the corridor’s problems and should 
not be consider in an EIS. Pg.29/R4.9 

              Collector-distributor bridge concepts, 
              arterial-only bridge concepts, 
              tunnel concepts.  
8. Marine Dr. Corridor and Columbia Corridor must both be in the mix??.. 
9. Heavy rail must be in part of the solution, including commuter rail. 
10.   The I-5 Corridor is to capacity, overflows adversely affect I-205 and I-84.  
 

Recommendation BIA / R4.4 
In adding river-crossing capacity and making improvements in the BIA. Every effort 

should be made to A.  Avoid displacements and encroachments, B. Minimize the highway 
footprint in the corridor, and minimize use the freeway for local trips.       
2 Pg26/4.5.2: Three of the four concepts encroach into Delta Park.  

   2Pg26/4.5.4: All concepts have encroachments onto the Fr. Vancouver Historical Site. 
   2Pg26/4.5.5: All concepts have encroachment on the Historic I-5 Columbia River Crossing 
Bridge 
 

Recommendation BIA / R4.4 
In adding river-crossing capacity and making improvements in the BIA. 
Every effort should be made to:  
A. Avoid displacements and encroachments, ….2majority vacant and under utilized land. 
B. Minimize the highway footprint in the corridor,  …………2 Not one flaggers on I-5! 
C. Minimize use the freeway for local trips.  ………...2 Complete local access between 

Vancouver, Hayden Island, North, and Northwest Portland without accessing I-5.  
 

Third Bridge Now! 
In a new corridor, with access to I-5! 

 
Portland /Vancouver I-5 Transportation and Trade Partnership 
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Information pages from Final Strategic Plan 2002  
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 Local Preferred Alternative 
Task Force 29 Members 

 
Chairs  
    Oregon Senator                Larry George, or Gary George,  
    Washington Senator         Benton  or Craig Pridemore 
 

Ports 
    Washington  Vancouver Port Commissioner    Brain Wolfe or an elected official 
    Oregon   Portland Port Commissioner  * 
 

County Commissioners 
     Washington   Commissioner Steve Staurt 
     Oregon           Commissioner Lonny Roberts 
 

Transit  
    Washington  CTRAN        Jeff Hamm  
    Oregon    TRIMET            Fred Hansen   
 

City Of 
    Vancouver   Councilor Jeanne Stewart 
     Portland       Randy Leonard 
 

Freight  
    Washington     Washington Freight Mobility Strategic Investment Board   *  
    Washington     Washington Trucking Assoc.* 
    Oregon             Oregon Freight Advisory Committee Charlie Tindall 
    Oregon             Oregon Trucking Association *    
 

Labor                      
    Washington / Oregon  Lynn Lehrbach  Joint Council of Labor 
 

Rail Road BNSF 
    Washington / Oregon * 
 

Marine  
     Washington / Oregon  Columbia River Towboat Association * 
 

Economic Organization 
      Washington     Bob Byrd  Identity Clark County 
      Oregon             Jonathan Schleuter Westside Economic Alliance 
 

Regional Agencies 
      Washington Regional Transportation Council  Councilor Bill Gains (Battle Ground) 
      Oregon Metro  Council Robert Liberty 
 

Environmental Group 
     Washington  Lora Caine Friends of Clark County 
     Oregon   Jill Fuglister Coalition for a Livable Future 
 

Community Organization   
     Washington  Historic Reserve Tracy Fortman US Forestry 
     Oregon  Environmental Justice Action Group  * 
 

Neighborhood Associates 
     Washington    Anne Ogle 
     Washington    Lisa        
      Oregon           Christie (Arbor Lodge) 
      Oregon           Carol Schelure (High Noon Jantzen Beach)    
 

In an effort to get an un bias process having new eyes on the Task Force is very importation.  These are my 
thoughts on recommendation for who might serve from these important organizations.     
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The Importance of a vote on Light Rail 
 

Without the support of the voters light rail should not cross the river, a project of 
this size must have the support of the taxpayers this issue must be addressed by the 

new Sponsor Council 
 
As previously advised, here are the two questions that we would like to propose be added 
to the primary election ballot in August 2008 as advisory questions. 
 
1) After a complete and thorough cost estimate, and after funding resources and essential 
impacts have been identified, shall the residents of Clark County be given the right to 
vote on light rail? 
 
2) Shall the residents of Clark County be given an approval vote before any Federal, 
State, local, or private funds are used for construction of light rail? 
 
The reasons behind each question are as follows: 
 
Question 1 – The citizens of Clark County want the opportunity to vote on whether or not 
light rail is brought into the county as part of any transit project that crosses the Columbia 
River.  It is important for the citizens to be given a choice on the current project instead 
of having it forced upon us. 
 
This question gives the power to the voters and the taxpayers who live in Clark County 
and who will be living with the decision for decades to come.  The decision should not be 
left solely to the contractors, special interest groups, and corporations who do not live 
here, yet will profit from such a project. 
 
If a project of this size is to be built, the Citizens of Clark County want an opportunity to 
vote on it first.  
 
Question 2 –It is important for Clark County voters to have the ultimate say in whether or 
not light rail is brought into the county, regardless of the source of funding.   
 
In Portland, the Interstate MAX line was rejected by voters twice before government 
officials circumvented the will of the people, secured funding and built the line anyway.  
The voters clearly did not want this line to be built, yet, against their wishes, it was built 
anyway. 
 
It is important that the voters in Clark County be given the choice, to build or not, major 
projects of this kind regardless of the source of funding. 
 
Overall, it has been 13 years since the voters of Clark County have had an opportunity to 
vote on the issue of light rail.  Much has happened in this time. 
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These advisory ballot questions will provide valuable insights as to whether Clark County 
voters want light rail as part of the River Crossing Project at all, and whether or not they 
are receptive regardless of who pays for it. 
 
Best Regards, 
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Bridge Influence Area Location Index 
These studied show the BIA showing conflicting incorrect data that Columbia River 

Crossing project has been using. 
 
 
(I-5 Corridor Study 1/27/00 Pg.4 1.3 Study Area) 
 
(I-5 Trade and Transportation Partnership 2002 Final Strategic Plan- June 2002 Pg. 9) 
 
.  (I-5 Trade and Transportation 2002 Final Strategic Plan glossary-1) 
 
I-5 Trade and Transportation 2002 Final Strategic Plan Recommendation Bridge 
Influence Area: Pg. 25) 
 
(I-5 Trade and Transportation Partnership 2002 Final Strategic Pg. 7) 
 
(I-5 Trade and Transportation Partnership 2002 Final Strategic Pg. 21 and 24) 
 
(I-5 Trade and Transportation Partnership 2002 Final Strategic Pg.45) 
 
*maps from I-5 Trade and Transportation Partnership 2002 Bridge Influence Area study 
January 2002   
 
What about a shorter West Arterial Road? 
 
Columbia River Crossing documation 

Columbia River Crossing 
Project Update 

Briefing Paper Presented to 
the Oregon Transportation Commission 

and Washington Transportation Commission 
at their April 2OO5 Meetings. 

 
Columbia River Crossing 

Statement of Purpose and Need 
Adopted October 12, 2005   

 
Columbia River Crossing Project Manager Rob Degraft     
  (Comments made during the Columbia River Crossing Task Force meeting May 4. 2005 
29:48mins.) 
 
. (Columbia River Crossing Draft Evaluation Framework Nov.23,2005 Pg.2) 
 
 
(Bi-State Coordination Committee 2005 Annual Report, January 2006 May Pg.3) 
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Columbia River Crossing Project Update 
Briefing Paper Presented at their April 2OO5 Meeting to the Oregon Transportation Commission and 
Washington Transportation Commission: 
  
Project Location 
The project study area starts at the interchange of I-5 and I-205 in Clark County, and extends south to the 
interchange of I-5 and I-84 in Portland.  
 
A smaller area called the “Bridge Influence Area” is defined generally as the I-5 Corridor between SR-
500 in Washington and Columbia Blvd. in Oregon.   
 
The primary focus of the study area has been the I-5 Corridor and the I-5 Interstate Bridge over the 
Columbia River.  However, the study has also looked at the I-205 corridor and the Glenn Jackson Bridge 
because the two river crossing work together to serve the Portland/ Vancouver metropolitan area. 
 

Columbia River Crossing Statement of Purpose and Need Adopted October 12, 2005 
 
In the center of the Project area, I-5 intersects with the Columbia River’s deep water shipping and 
barging as well as two river-level, transcontinental rail lines.  The I-5 crossing provides direct and 
important highway connection to the Port of Vancouver and Port of Portland facilities located on the 
Columbia River.   

 
Columbia River Crossing Project Manager Rob Degraft       

 
“ During scoping it’s very possible that the community is going to come to us and say we want to look at 
a third corridor and in fact in our preliminary conversations with the federal highway administration they 
have told us that they will expect us to look at a new corridor in addition to the two I-205 and I-5 that 
already currently exist and so those will appear in scoping and we will have to analyze those and deal 
with those.  That’s not to say that there’s will we need new information then existed three years ago shall 
we say four years ago when the I-5 Partnership was doing it’s work to come to I think a different 
conclusion then they did but we will for that new information during scoping.” (Comments made during 
the Columbia River Crossing Task Force meeting May 4. 2005 29:48mins.) 
 

Columbia River Crossing Draft Evaluation Framework. 
Generation of Components 
The I-5 Transportation and Trade Partnership Final Strategic Plan Provided recommendation to shape 
transportation improvements on I-5 between Columbia Boulevard in Portland and State (SR) 500 in 
Vancouver, an area referred to as the “bridge influence area.” However, many of the recommendation 
were not specific, leaving many ways to package and implement solutions.  In addition, new ideas 
requiring further evaluation may surface through the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
scoping process. (Columbia River Crossing Draft Evaluation Framework Nov.23,2005 Pg.2) 
 

Bi-State Coordination Committee 2005 Annual Report 
 
The Bi-State Coordination Committee members attended the May 4, I-5 Columbia River Crossing Task 
Force meeting,  At this meeting, several issues were discussed including the need to clarify how the I-5 
Transportation and Trade Partnership Strategic Plan will be addressed in Columbia River Crossing 
Project.  More specifically, the Strategic Plan recommended three through lanes at the river crossing 
and at the Task Force meeting, the Washington State and Oregon Transportation Department staff 
indicated that four or more lanes would likely need to be investigated as well as an expectation by 
Federal Highway Administration that a third crossing would also need to be investigated as part of 
the project.  Bi-State Coordination Committee members asked that the Task Force’s mission be 
clarified with regard to the Strategic Plan. (Bi-State Coordination Committee 2005 Annual Report, 
January 2006 May Pg.3) 
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** The I-5 Trade and Transportation Partnership Final Strategic Plan recommended further study of 
the West Arterial a third bridge corridor.  Upgrading the BNSF Rail Bridge and heavy rail capacity. 
 
 

Email dated December 24, 2007 from John Osborn Project Manager Columbia River Crossing. 
 
The Short answer to you first four questions is that the two Ports, the BNSF railroad Bridge, and 
Rivergate are not included in the CRC Bridge Influence Area, which is described as Intestate 5 between 
SR 500 in Washington and approximately Columbia Boulevard in Oregon.  Although the port and 
railroad activities affect and are influenced by traffic conditions on I-5, they are not tin the Bridge 
Influence Area 
  
These statements are inconsistent and inaccurate. 
1. The BNSF rail line is in the “limited” Bridge Influence Area map on west side of I-5 in the center of 

the map.  (show map) 
2. Columbia River Crossing Memorandum  March 26, 2007 Fourth CRC DEIS Alternative 
         At he March 19th Fourth Alternative Subcommittee meeting, CRC staff presented descriptions, 
performance measure and observation on three potential options for developing a fourth project 
alternative.  The three options are briefly summarized as follows: *CRC staff Recommended. 
 Option A++Modified 
A new moveable span is provided on the railroad crossing that best serves navigation needs.(paragraph 1) 
AND 
Railroad Swing Span  (separate category)   
A new railroad marine navigation moveable span is constructed to align with primary navigation needs.   
     
Option B- Modified 
Railroad Swing Span  (separate category)   
A new railroad marine navigation moveable span is constructed to align with primary navigation needs.   
     
 The I-5 Trade and Transportation Partnership glossary describe the I-5 Corridor as the BIA 
boundaries. 
Bridge Influence Area, which is described as Intestate 5 between SR 500 in Washington and 
approximately Columbia Boulevard in Oregon.     This statement in inaccurate. 
 
Bridge Influence Area.  The I-5 Corridor between Columbia Boulevard in Portland and SR 500 in 
Vancouver.  Includes light rail between the Expo Center in Portland and Downtown Vancouver.  (I-5 
Trade and Transportation 2002 Final Strategic Plan glossary-1) 
 
The CRC glossary is incomplete only gives an east/ west boundaries.  It is inconsistent with the I-5 
Trade and Transportation Partnership with described it as the I-5 Corridor AND the east/west 
boundaries.  It is also inconsistent with the CRC Statement of Purpose and Need.  Which states: 
In the center of the Project area, I-5 intersects with the Columbia River’s deep water shipping and 
barging as well as two river-level, transcontinental rail lines.  The I-5 crossing provides direct and 
important highway connection to the Port of Vancouver and Port of Portland facilities located on the 
Columbia River.   
CRC  and I-5 Trade and Transportation Partners documents both state that Ports and Rail Bridge 
are in the Bridge Influence Area and inside the I-5 Corridor. 
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Dear Governor Gregoire and Governor Kulongoski  
Senator Cantwell, Senator Murray, Senator Wyden, Senator Smith 
 
Thank you very much for listening to our concerns, the Columbia River Crossing project is 
extremely important to the national and regional economy.  The focus for the Columbia 
River Crossing has been described by, I-5 Trade and Transportation Partnership 
recommendations which, called for adding highway and transit capacity across the 
Columbia River stating it is very important to our economy, safety, and environment.  We 
are bringing our concerns to you because there is no Columbia River Crossing Project 
Sponsor Council.  The role of the Columbia River Crossing Project Sponsor Council was to 
be our source for input into the project and is very important and necessary to a public 
process.  
The Project Sponsor Council was to make decisions at each of the 5 major decision points 
based on recommendation from the Task Force, public input, and advice from the Project 
Development Team. The Locally Preferred Alternative is to be adopted by the Project 
Sponsors Council and the local jurisdictions. 
The Project Sponsor Council was to guide the entire process.  The Project Sponsor 
Council was to receive input from the public and the Task Force to help them make their 
decisions.  Without the Project Sponsor Council, the public and Task Force has been 
unable to have their concerns addressed.  Columbia River Crossing is going forward 
without the oversight or leadership of the Project Sponsor Council leaving a large vacuum, 
with nowhere to take our concerns and have them address.  The Columbia River Crossing 
staff has made the decisions and recommendations at the major decision points absent 
the Project Sponsor Council.  
I would like the Columbia River Crossing project to produce more capacity across the river 
that supports our economy.  The Federal Highway Administration did not accept the first 
two Environmental Impact Studies.  I worry without your leadership and guidance the 
Columbia River Crossing now attempting the EIS for the third time is in trouble and is 
lacking the support to arrive at a Locally Preferred Alternative that the community will 
accept.  I do not want the project to reach its end with No Build as the alternative chosen.  
With your leadership and personal hands on guidance I believe we will have a project 
supported by all the stakeholders.  
The concerns I have today that I am asking you to address are: 
 
1. The National Environmental Policy Act is a process that is required for federal funding.  
Every infrastructure project receiving federal funds must follow a step-by-step process to 
minimize effects on the environment and ensure that all reasonable options are thoroughly 
considered. 
Columbia River Crossing documents state, "All Concepts suggested during scoping must 
be considered.  All Concepts will be screened using the Evaluation Framework (Step A 
and Step B screening)." 
The RC-14 Third Bridge Corridor, "Port to Port" was not studied thoroughly step-by-step.  
The Columbia River Crossing separated the NEPA questions in to A and B screening.  The 
majority of the NEPA questions where in screening B. The Columbia River Crossing did 
not apply B screening criteria to RC-14. Columbia River Crossing staff could be 
jeopardizing federal funding.  The NEPA process is in place to help bring all the 
stakeholders together by providing thorough evaluation of reasonable options.  Giving 
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stakeholders the opportunity to look at data in an equal manner. Logically decide what is 
the best option to move forward with is what makes the NEPA process so important.  An 
Alternatives as important as the "Port to Port" supported by so many transportation 
documents and citizens must be thoroughly studied not just to find the best solution but to 
NEAP requirements for federal funding.  
 
2. Federal funding is in jeopardy concerning the lack of care taken with the Historical 
Resource in this project area.  The Columbia River Crossing project is jeopardizing federal 
funding by not thoroughly studying alternatives and is planning to demolish or impact 
approximately 20 historically protected properties that could be avoided.  Federal 
transportation agencies cannot approve the change (or use) of 4(f) Resources, Unless 
there is no Feasible OR Prudent alternative and the project includes ALL possible planning 
to minimize harm.  Significant historical sites: Fort Vancouver, northbound CRC Bridge, 
The Apple Tree, Native American Archeological sites, Also Delta Park encroachment, 
qualify as 4(f) Resources.  It is Feasible to build a new bridge across the Columbia River.  
Historic Properties are protected by the law and can be avoided.  
 
3. The Port of Vancouver, Port of Portland, the Transcontinental Rail Line and the adjacent 
industrial areas are the heart of the I-5 Trade Corridor.  The economic viability of this 
region depends on this area having the best infrastructure possible.  These areas are the 
economic engine of our past our present and our future economy.  The tremendous 
amount of money that is brought into our states and that of the nation is what fueled the 
first studies in the 1970's when we realized our transportation infrastructure was failing our 
needs. The Project Manager John Osborn and the Oregon Transportation Director Matt 
Garrett have stated that "although the Ports and industrial areas are important they are not 
part of this study project."  I feel this is a fatal flaw in the Columbia River Crossing and is a 
direct result of not having a Project Sponsor Council.  The Columbia River Crossing project 
started out with building a one billion dollars to one and one half billion dollar bridge and 
transit project.  Currently there are guesses between 4 and 6 billion dollars.  The idea that 
light rail is the new economic engine and that spending 2 billion dollars on light rail to go 
across the river and stop in downtown Vancouver is in my opinion not realistic.  If a new 
12-lane bridge should be built into our ports and industrial areas and additional 
infrastructure added that would be a significant to upgrade and help our current 
businesses and also attracting new business. Please address these issues and put the 
Ports, Transcontinental Rail Lines and industrial lands back in for a complete study.  Yes, 
building light rail provides jobs.  What ever we build will provide jobs when being built.  As 
an added note, New commuter rail is $8 millions a mile light rail is $45-78 million a mile 
with an (Avg. $51 million per mile). Freight and commuter rail use the same infrastructure 
costing less while, attract more business, and more support to our industrials areas.  
Please send fresh eyes lead the process, please put our Ports, Rail and Industrial lands at 
the top of the list. Direct access from I-5 into our Ports and Industrial areas also take 
freight traffic out of our neighborhoods and helps with air quality. The Economy, Safety and 
the Environment are too important not to address all the issues and options.  
 
Thank you very much 
 
Sharon Nasset 
503.283.9585 
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From: Sharonnasset@aol.com

To: Columbia River Crossing; 

CC: jeff.mize@columbian.com; Thirdbridgenow@aol.
com; 

Subject: DEIS 3

Date: Tuesday, July 01, 2008 1:32:36 PM

Attachments: BoardlettertoCRC091007.ZIP 

This part of the public EIS record  
 
 
************** 
Gas prices getting you down? Search AOL Autos for fuel-efficient used cars. 
(http://autos.aol.com/used?ncid=aolaut00050000000007) 

*** eSafe scanned this email for malicious content ***
*** IMPORTANT: Do not open attachments from unrecognized senders  ***
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BoardlettertoCRC091007.doc

Place to the CRC records as concerns with CRC process



Date: September 10th, 2007



Columbia River Crossing Team and Task Force



700 Washington Street, Ste 300



Vancouver, WA   98660



Re:  Proposed new Columbia River Crossing



Dear Project Team:



As you are aware, the Jantzen Beach Moorage, located on the south shore of Hayden Island, is expected to be directly impacted by the Columbia River Crossing project. Since 2004 the Jantzen Beach floating home community [Jantzen Beach Moorage, Inc.] has closely followed the progress of the Columbia River Crossing project. We have participated at the collective level and as individuals. Our Board member Michelle Tworoger is co-chair of the Community and Environmental Justice Committee. We have a great deal of respect for the work thus far and for the interest of the CRC Team in our concerns and issues. 



Because the project is at such a critical juncture – with the DEIS underway and Alternative recommendations due in November – we feel it is necessary to express our collective concerns. We realize there will be further opportunity to comment during the DEIS process but we want the CRC Team to have an understanding of our situation and concerns while work progresses over the next few months. 



Situation: Jantzen Beach Moorage Inc. [JBMI] is a floating home community consisting of 177 slips. We span westward along Hayden Island’s south shore from the North Portland Harbor Highway Bridge. We are the largest floating home community in Oregon and have been part of the Portland landscape since the 1950s. Ten years ago, moorage residents formed an Association and purchased our moorage from Safeco Insurance Co.  Each slip owner has a financial investment in the entire moorage, including its upland infrastructure. Upland infrastructure includes our parking lot and carports, landscaping and a majority ownership position of the portion of Jantzen Avenue road that runs west from Newport Bay restaurant.  



Concerns: This week 52 JBMI slip owners, or about 30 percent of our moorage, received letters from the CRC Team advising of potential direct impacts to housing from the CRC highway or transit options. In addition, alternatives shared at the recent CRC Open Houses [July and August 2007] show huge traffic impacts to N. Jantzen Ave but no assessment of the need for improvements to N. Jantzen. These impacts will have a devastating effect on the livability and financial viability of the entire moorage. 



Our collective and specific concerns are summarized below:



·
The narrowing and refinement of alternatives since the Task Force’s approval of alternatives to move forward last spring has made it clear that the CRC Team is focused solely on LRT across North Portland Harbor west of the existing NPH Highway Bridge. Reference by the CRC Team to LRT crossings prior to last spring had included alignments ‘east or west’ of the bridge. JBMI is concerned that all LRT alternatives have not yet received due consideration; specifically, an ‘east’ alignment appears to have been foregone without appropriate impact and cost analysis.



·
JBMI floating homeowners request to know where they will be potentially relocated as required by Federal law.  We believe this is the time to plan ahead, be proactive and keep the public, community and impacted households informed.  JBMI expects that any displaced floating homes will be relocated to a new moorage. However, the CRC Team has not indicated to us that it is investigating the permitting and construction requirements of a new floating home moorage. The unknowns associated with this situation are a huge burden to potentially affected floating homeowners, especially those with plans to improve or sell/buy their properties. 



·
We remind the project team that loss of slips, common property [pilings/walkways/ramps] upland property, and/or floating homes impacts all 177 certificate holders in the JBMI floating home community because of the financial ownership structure of the moorage. Our financial structure was discussed in detail in a meeting between JBMI representatives and CRC Team members on August 16. 2007. Loss of income to the Association, new infrastructure requirements due to loss of slips and uplands, negatively affected property values and other associated items will have an impact on the Association as a whole. These impacts need to be assessed and included in project cost estimating and funding.



·
Neighbors are also greatly concerned about the environmental impacts to households living on the water such as, but not limited to, the following: noise (before and after construction), vibration, air quality and aesthetics. We expect to see these impacts fully investigated and mitigated in the DEIS.



·
The market value of floating homes, which are not real property but personal property, requires specialized assessment expertise.  JBMI wants the CRC Team to use assessments made by professionals knowledgeable in floating home and structure evaluations. 



We request the CRC Team to respond to us regarding the concerns itemized above. This response should include 1) details on LRT/BRT east side alignments and their evaluation, 2) findings thus far on potential relocation sites, 3) demonstration of specialized expertise in floating home value assessments, and (4) a plan to integrate the Association’s financial structure into the analysis. 



We support and look forward to the improvements that will come with completion of the CRC project.  But those improvements will be bittersweet if they result in a fractured and weakened JBMI. We urge the CRC Team and Task Force to fairly and fully investigate all options that will minimize impacts to our moorage.



Sincerely,



_______________________


___________________

________________



Michelle Tworoger



Mike Frost



Barbara Nelson



Secretary of JBMI



President of JBMI


Director of JBMI



_______________________


___________________

________________



Duane George




Peg Johnson



Jan Zweerts




Director of JBMI



Director of JBMI


Director of JBMI



_______________________


___________________

________________



Pam Pariseau




Matt Greer



Laura Craford



Director of JBMI



Director of JBMI


Vice President of JBMI



_______________________


___________________

________________



Sharon Rixen




Jan Hamer



Sherre Vanegas



Treasurer of JBMI



JBMI Manager


Admin.  







Transparcy lack in CRCrequest information.doc

CRC Process lacking in transparency and did not provide information  on the location of the Bridge Influence Area.  Would not provide a map of the entire BIA and can not provide a  map currently.   The BIA was in all documents in the beginning.  The Columbia River Crossing removed RC-14 the Port to Port connect by saying it 



was outside the BIA and outside the I-5 Corridor yet will not provide a map






Response to CRC Related Message 





Date:


11/28/07 6:37:32 PM Pacific Standard Time





From:


cogand@columbiarivercrossing.com
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Dear Ms. Nasset,


Thank you for your comments at the CRC Task Force meeting last night. 


The following email you sent on November 26 was forwarded to me. After reading your message, I am not sure if you are making a specific request for materials from the Columbia River Crossing project. If so, please contact CRC at feedback@columbiarivercrossing.org and your request will be processed. You are also welcome to contact me directly or to cc me if you would like to request documents or have any questions or comments about the project.


Thank you,


Danielle Cogan


Danielle Cogan


Communications and Public Outreach


Columbia River Crossing


700 Washington Street, Suite 300


Vancouver, WA 98660


Desk: 360-816-8857/503-256-2726 ext. 8857


Cell: 360-904-4863


Fax: 360-737-0294


E-mail: cogand@columbiarivercrossing.org


From: Sharonnasset@aol.com
Date: Mon, 26 Nov 2007 02:20:00 -0500
Subject: Your immediate attention is requested (thanks)
To: pauloedgar@qwest.net; bill.burgel@hdrinc.com; tbillbarnes@hotmail.com; William.A.Pratt@uscg.mil; walter@harbor-properties.com; markgraft@columbiarivercrossing.org; TEDDIE.A.BAKER@odot.state.or.us; steve.stuart@clark.wa.gov; sen.tedferrioli@state.or.us; sen.ryandeckert@state.or.us; sen.rodmonroe@state.or.us; sen.rickmetsger@state.or.us; sen.larrygeorge@state.or.us; schrader.sen@state.or.us; sen.katebrown@state.or.us; zarelli_jo@leg.wa.gov; sen.ginnyburdick@state.or.us; sen.garygeorge@state.or.us; benton_do@leg.wa.gov; sen.brucestarr@state.or.us; samadams@ci.portland.or.us; rqa@deainc.com; libertyr@metro.dst.or.us; russell@ortrucking.org; degraffr@columbiarivercrossing.org; rgustafson@sojpdx.com; burkholderr@metro.dst.or.us; rep.waynescott@state.or.us; rep.scottbruun@state.or.us; rep.mikeschaufler@state.or.us; rep.georgegilman@state.or.us; rep.terrybeyer@state.or.us; wallace.deb@leg.wa.gov; rep.davehunt@state.or.us; nbaker@PortVanUSA.com; nmpras@comdt.uscg.mil; matthew.l.garrett@state.or.us; Mary_Gautreaux@wyden.senate.gov; Marc.Boldt@clark.wa.gov; lpaulson@PortVanUSA.com; Julie.F.RODWELL@odot.state.or.us; jimhowell89@hotmail.com; jill@clfuture.org; JEFFREY.GRAHAM@fhwa.dot.gov; jason.a.tell@odot.state.or.us; HHHewitt@stoel.com; dengerin@vancouver.wsu.edu; Frederick.C.EBERLE@odot.state.or.us; everett.matias@dot.gov; dean.lookingbill@rtc.wa.gov; bragdond@metro.dst.or.us; chris@chrissmith.us; bcc@co.clackamas.or.us; bill.wyatt@portofportland.com; wbganley@comcast.net; BettySue.Morris@co.clark.wa.us; IvanovB@wsdot.wa.gov; AMiller@PortVanUSA.com; agardner@schn.com; Tom.Ryll@Columbian.com; lars@larslarson.com; kelly.love@mail.house.gov; jimmayer@news.oregonian.com; dwightjaynes@portlandtribune.com; phillip.ditzler@fhwa.dot.gov; mpatrick@vbjusa.com; ed@edgarren.us; bob_dingethal@cantwell.senate.gov


Your immediate attention is requested (thanks)

The Columbia River Crossing (CRC) project is heading into its' third year. In a transportation project maps are very important as well as complete description of the area being studied. I have been unable to find certain maps of your transportation project on your web site. 

Please email the web site address or a copy of the following maps: 

CRC's official map of entire study area.

The CRC complete study area described in CRC documents as the north end being junction of I-5 and I-205 in Washington. The southern end is described as the junction of I-5 and I-84 in Oregon. . The East and West boundaries are commonly known as being those of the I-5 corridor: I-205 to the East and the Ports of Portland and Vancouver to the West.

CRC's official map of the entire Bridge Influence Area.

The I-5 Trade and Transportation Partnership created and defined the "Bridge Influence Area" as the I-5 Corridor for the East and West. The I-5 Corridor boundaries are commonly accepted to be I-205 to the East and the Ports of Portland and Vancouver to the West. The North end was defined as SR-500 in Washington, and the South end was defined as Columbia Blvd. in Oregon. 

CRC's official map of the limited project Bridge Influence Area

The description of the North end was defined as SR-500 in Washington, and the South end was defined as Columbia Blvd. in Oregon. I have been unable to find the written description of the exact East and West boundaries. Please send the written boundary description, who created the boundaries map and a copy of the man.

Thank you in advance to your prompt action in making these maps available.

Sincerely, 
Sharon Nasset
503.283.9585
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Dear Ms. Nasset,


Thank you for your comments at the CRC Task Force meeting last night. 


The following email you sent on November 26 was forwarded to me. After reading your message, I am not sure if you are making a specific request for materials from the Columbia River Crossing project. If so, please contact CRC at feedback@columbiarivercrossing.org and your request will be processed. You are also welcome to contact me directly or to cc me if you would like to request documents or have any questions or comments about the project.


Thank you,


Danielle Cogan


Danielle Cogan


Communications and Public Outreach


Columbia River Crossing


700 Washington Street, Suite 300


Vancouver, WA 98660


Desk: 360-816-8857/503-256-2726 ext. 8857


Cell: 360-904-4863


Fax: 360-737-0294


E-mail: cogand@columbiarivercrossing.org


From: Sharonnasset@aol.com
Date: Mon, 26 Nov 2007 02:20:00 -0500
Subject: Your immediate attention is requested (thanks)
To: pauloedgar@qwest.net; bill.burgel@hdrinc.com; tbillbarnes@hotmail.com; William.A.Pratt@uscg.mil; walter@harbor-properties.com; markgraft@columbiarivercrossing.org; TEDDIE.A.BAKER@odot.state.or.us; steve.stuart@clark.wa.gov; sen.tedferrioli@state.or.us; sen.ryandeckert@state.or.us; sen.rodmonroe@state.or.us; sen.rickmetsger@state.or.us; sen.larrygeorge@state.or.us; schrader.sen@state.or.us; sen.katebrown@state.or.us; zarelli_jo@leg.wa.gov; sen.ginnyburdick@state.or.us; sen.garygeorge@state.or.us; benton_do@leg.wa.gov; sen.brucestarr@state.or.us; samadams@ci.portland.or.us; rqa@deainc.com; libertyr@metro.dst.or.us; russell@ortrucking.org; degraffr@columbiarivercrossing.org; rgustafson@sojpdx.com; burkholderr@metro.dst.or.us; rep.waynescott@state.or.us; rep.scottbruun@state.or.us; rep.mikeschaufler@state.or.us; rep.georgegilman@state.or.us; rep.terrybeyer@state.or.us; wallace.deb@leg.wa.gov; rep.davehunt@state.or.us; nbaker@PortVanUSA.com; nmpras@comdt.uscg.mil; matthew.l.garrett@state.or.us; Mary_Gautreaux@wyden.senate.gov; Marc.Boldt@clark.wa.gov; lpaulson@PortVanUSA.com; Julie.F.RODWELL@odot.state.or.us; jimhowell89@hotmail.com; jill@clfuture.org; JEFFREY.GRAHAM@fhwa.dot.gov; jason.a.tell@odot.state.or.us; HHHewitt@stoel.com; dengerin@vancouver.wsu.edu; Frederick.C.EBERLE@odot.state.or.us; everett.matias@dot.gov; dean.lookingbill@rtc.wa.gov; bragdond@metro.dst.or.us; chris@chrissmith.us; bcc@co.clackamas.or.us; bill.wyatt@portofportland.com; wbganley@comcast.net; BettySue.Morris@co.clark.wa.us; IvanovB@wsdot.wa.gov; AMiller@PortVanUSA.com; agardner@schn.com; Tom.Ryll@Columbian.com; lars@larslarson.com; kelly.love@mail.house.gov; jimmayer@news.oregonian.com; dwightjaynes@portlandtribune.com; phillip.ditzler@fhwa.dot.gov; mpatrick@vbjusa.com; ed@edgarren.us; bob_dingethal@cantwell.senate.gov


Your immediate attention is requested (thanks)

The Columbia River Crossing (CRC) project is heading into its' third year. In a transportation project maps are very important as well as complete description of the area being studied. I have been unable to find certain maps of your transportation project on your web site. 

Please email the web site address or a copy of the following maps: 

CRC's official map of entire study area.

The CRC complete study area described in CRC documents as the north end being junction of I-5 and I-205 in Washington. The southern end is described as the junction of I-5 and I-84 in Oregon. . The East and West boundaries are commonly known as being those of the I-5 corridor: I-205 to the East and the Ports of Portland and Vancouver to the West.

CRC's official map of the entire Bridge Influence Area.

The I-5 Trade and Transportation Partnership created and defined the "Bridge Influence Area" as the I-5 Corridor for the East and West. The I-5 Corridor boundaries are commonly accepted to be I-205 to the East and the Ports of Portland and Vancouver to the West. The North end was defined as SR-500 in Washington, and the South end was defined as Columbia Blvd. in Oregon. 

CRC's official map of the limited project Bridge Influence Area

The description of the North end was defined as SR-500 in Washington, and the South end was defined as Columbia Blvd. in Oregon. I have been unable to find the written description of the exact East and West boundaries. Please send the written boundary description, who created the boundaries map and a copy of the man.

Thank you in advance to your prompt action in making these maps available.

Sincerely, 
Sharon Nasset
503.283.9585






where is the conversationSent.doc

The CRC has not had a full conversation concerning the impacts and the benefits the Light Rail will bring to SW Washington.  The NEPA process requires a full vetting of benefits and impacts for funding.  Federal Funding has been jeopardized



Sent: Friday, September 07, 2007 1:42 PM 




Where is the conversation Vancouver?
With three or four new taxes headed your way, where is the conversation?
With possible land use powers going to out of state agencies, where is the conversation?

When light rail crosses the Columbia River into Clark County so does Tri-Met, right? With Tri-Met comes taxing ability and land use. Will all of Clark County, even those citizens not served pay taxes? In Portland every residential property, all employees for every company, and self-employed individual pay a Tri-Met tax. Tri-Met however does not have to provide service. Example Tri-Met service schedule does not include graveyard shifts, early morning shifts, swing shifts. Columbia Blvd. one of the largest employers for the state of Oregon has never had bus service. A top reasons why a person lose their job in the Rivergate area is no transportation. Everyone of us pays Tri-Met taxes and gets little or no service. Katrina displaced citizen, had church fund-raisers to buy cars because they could not get a well paying job without their own transportation. Tri-Met recently reported in the Portland Tribune that it needs to add bus lines but can’t because it has spent its’ budget on light rail.

When Tri-Met crosses the river so does Metro, right? Metro with its’ taxing ability and land use planning, Metro’s 2040 map has Clark County all planned out including town centers, Do you agree with how Metro 2040 map of Clark County is all planned out? Did you participate in the design of land use planning for Clark Count on Metro’s 2040 map?

When all the new construction for light rail comes, Urban Renewal and tax abatements come too right? Will all of Clark Count help subsidies the Transit Oriented Development (strip malls)? Urban Renewal districts in Portland takes tax dollar from fire, police, roads, and schools. Will the Urban Renewal do the same in Clark County?

Then there is the $6 Billion dollar band aide on I-5. Taxes and tolls…. $7, $9, up to $14 in tolls every trip. The talk is to leave the tolls on to pay for other projects… Clark County citizens that work in Portland already donate Millions to Oregon’s tax base…. Will the toll for “other roads”, be divided evenly between our two states. Will Clark County citizens be paying for Portland’s potholes or will the lion’s share go to Clark County?


So Vancouver Where is the Conversation?








Place to the CRC records as concerns with CRC process 
 
Date: September 10th, 2007 
 
Columbia River Crossing Team and Task Force 
700 Washington Street, Ste 300 
Vancouver, WA   98660 
 
Re:  Proposed new Columbia River Crossing 
 
Dear Project Team: 
 
As you are aware, the Jantzen Beach Moorage, located on the south shore of Hayden Island, is expected 
to be directly impacted by the Columbia River Crossing project. Since 2004 the Jantzen Beach floating 
home community [Jantzen Beach Moorage, Inc.] has closely followed the progress of the Columbia River 
Crossing project. We have participated at the collective level and as individuals. Our Board member 
Michelle Tworoger is co-chair of the Community and Environmental Justice Committee. We have a great 
deal of respect for the work thus far and for the interest of the CRC Team in our concerns and issues.  
 
Because the project is at such a critical juncture – with the DEIS underway and Alternative 
recommendations due in November – we feel it is necessary to express our collective concerns. We 
realize there will be further opportunity to comment during the DEIS process but we want the CRC Team 
to have an understanding of our situation and concerns while work progresses over the next few months.  
 
Situation: Jantzen Beach Moorage Inc. [JBMI] is a floating home community consisting of 177 slips. We 
span westward along Hayden Island’s south shore from the North Portland Harbor Highway Bridge. We 
are the largest floating home community in Oregon and have been part of the Portland landscape since the 
1950s. Ten years ago, moorage residents formed an Association and purchased our moorage from Safeco 
Insurance Co.  Each slip owner has a financial investment in the entire moorage, including its upland 
infrastructure. Upland infrastructure includes our parking lot and carports, landscaping and a majority 
ownership position of the portion of Jantzen Avenue road that runs west from Newport Bay restaurant.   
 
Concerns: This week 52 JBMI slip owners, or about 30 percent of our moorage, received letters from the 
CRC Team advising of potential direct impacts to housing from the CRC highway or transit options. In 
addition, alternatives shared at the recent CRC Open Houses [July and August 2007] show huge traffic 
impacts to N. Jantzen Ave but no assessment of the need for improvements to N. Jantzen. These impacts 
will have a devastating effect on the livability and financial viability of the entire moorage.  
 
Our collective and specific concerns are summarized below: 
 
· The narrowing and refinement of alternatives since the Task Force’s approval of alternatives to move 
forward last spring has made it clear that the CRC Team is focused solely on LRT across North Portland 
Harbor west of the existing NPH Highway Bridge. Reference by the CRC Team to LRT crossings prior to 
last spring had included alignments ‘east or west’ of the bridge. JBMI is concerned that all LRT 
alternatives have not yet received due consideration; specifically, an ‘east’ alignment appears to have 
been foregone without appropriate impact and cost analysis. 
 
· JBMI floating homeowners request to know where they will be potentially relocated as required by 
Federal law.  We believe this is the time to plan ahead, be proactive and keep the public, community and 
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impacted households informed.  JBMI expects that any displaced floating homes will be relocated to a 
new moorage. However, the CRC Team has not indicated to us that it is investigating the permitting and 
construction requirements of a new floating home moorage. The unknowns associated with this situation 
are a huge burden to potentially affected floating homeowners, especially those with plans to improve or 
sell/buy their properties.  
 
· We remind the project team that loss of slips, common property [pilings/walkways/ramps] upland 
property, and/or floating homes impacts all 177 certificate holders in the JBMI floating home community 
because of the financial ownership structure of the moorage. Our financial structure was discussed in 
detail in a meeting between JBMI representatives and CRC Team members on August 16. 2007. Loss of 
income to the Association, new infrastructure requirements due to loss of slips and uplands, negatively 
affected property values and other associated items will have an impact on the Association as a whole. 
These impacts need to be assessed and included in project cost estimating and funding. 
 
· Neighbors are also greatly concerned about the environmental impacts to households living on the 
water such as, but not limited to, the following: noise (before and after construction), vibration, air quality 
and aesthetics. We expect to see these impacts fully investigated and mitigated in the DEIS. 
 
· The market value of floating homes, which are not real property but personal property, requires 
specialized assessment expertise.  JBMI wants the CRC Team to use assessments made by professionals 
knowledgeable in floating home and structure evaluations.  
 
We request the CRC Team to respond to us regarding the concerns itemized above. This response should 
include 1) details on LRT/BRT east side alignments and their evaluation, 2) findings thus far on potential 
relocation sites, 3) demonstration of specialized expertise in floating home value assessments, and (4) a 
plan to integrate the Association’s financial structure into the analysis.  
 
We support and look forward to the improvements that will come with completion of the CRC project.  
But those improvements will be bittersweet if they result in a fractured and weakened JBMI. We urge the 
CRC Team and Task Force to fairly and fully investigate all options that will minimize impacts to our 
moorage. 
 
Sincerely, 
_______________________   ___________________  ________________ 
Michelle Tworoger    Mike Frost    Barbara Nelson 
Secretary of JBMI    President of JBMI   Director of JBMI 
_______________________   ___________________  ________________ 
Duane George     Peg Johnson    Jan Zweerts  
Director of JBMI    Director of JBMI   Director of JBMI 
_______________________   ___________________  ________________ 
Pam Pariseau     Matt Greer    Laura Craford 
Director of JBMI    Director of JBMI   Vice President of JBMI 
_______________________   ___________________  ________________ 
Sharon Rixen     Jan Hamer    Sherre Vanegas 
Treasurer of JBMI    JBMI Manager   Admin.   
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The CRC has not had a full conversation concerning the impacts and the 
benefits the Light Rail will bring to SW Washington.  The NEPA process 

requires a full vetting of benefits and impacts for funding.  Federal Funding 
has been jeopardized 

 
Sent: Friday, September 07, 2007 1:42 PM  
 
Where is the conversation Vancouver? 
With three or four new taxes headed your way, where is the conversation? 
With possible land use powers going to out of state agencies, where is the 
conversation? 
 
When light rail crosses the Columbia River into Clark County so does Tri-
Met, right? With Tri-Met comes taxing ability and land use. Will all of Clark 
County, even those citizens not served pay taxes? In Portland every 
residential property, all employees for every company, and self-employed 
individual pay a Tri-Met tax. Tri-Met however does not have to provide 
service. Example Tri-Met service schedule does not include graveyard 
shifts, early morning shifts, swing shifts. Columbia Blvd. one of the largest 
employers for the state of Oregon has never had bus service. A top 
reasons why a person lose their job in the Rivergate area is no 
transportation. Everyone of us pays Tri-Met taxes and gets little or no 
service. Katrina displaced citizen, had church fund-raisers to buy cars 
because they could not get a well paying job without their own 
transportation. Tri-Met recently reported in the Portland Tribune that it 
needs to add bus lines but can’t because it has spent its’ budget on light 
rail. 
 
When Tri-Met crosses the river so does Metro, right? Metro with its’ taxing 
ability and land use planning, Metro’s 2040 map has Clark County all 
planned out including town centers, Do you agree with how Metro 2040 
map of Clark County is all planned out? Did you participate in the design of 
land use planning for Clark Count on Metro’s 2040 map? 
 
When all the new construction for light rail comes, Urban Renewal and tax 
abatements come too right? Will all of Clark Count help subsidies the 
Transit Oriented Development (strip malls)? Urban Renewal districts in 
Portland takes tax dollar from fire, police, roads, and schools. Will the 
Urban Renewal do the same in Clark County? 
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Then there is the $6 Billion dollar band aide on I-5. Taxes and tolls…. $7, 
$9, up to $14 in tolls every trip. The talk is to leave the tolls on to pay for 
other projects… Clark County citizens that work in Portland already donate 
Millions to Oregon’s tax base…. Will the toll for “other roads”, be divided 
evenly between our two states. Will Clark County citizens be paying for 
Portland’s potholes or will the lion’s share go to Clark County? 
 
 
So Vancouver Where is the Conversation? 
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CRC Process lacking in 
transparency and did 
not provide information 
on the location of the 
Bridge Influence Area.  
Would not provide a 
map of the entire BIA 
and can not provide a  
map currently.   The 
BIA was in all 
documents in the 
beginning.  The 
Columbia River 
Crossing removed RC-
14 the Port to Port 
connect by saying it  
was outside the BIA 
and outside the I-5 
Corridor yet will not 
provide a map 
 
 
 

Response to CRC Related Message  

Date: 11/28/07 6:37:32 PM Pacific Standard Time 

From: cogand@columbiarivercrossing.com

To: mailto:Sharonnasset@aol.comSharonnasset@aol.com

Sent from the Internet (Details)
 
 
st1\:*{behavior:url(#default#ieooui) }  
Dear Ms. Nasset, 
Thank you for your comments at the CRC Task Force meeting last night.  
The following email you sent on November 26 was forwarded to me. After reading your message, I am 
not sure if you are making a specific request for materials from the Columbia River Crossing project. If so, 
please contact CRC at feedback@columbiarivercrossing.org and your request will be processed. You are 
also welcome to contact me directly or to cc me if you would like to request documents or have any 
questions or comments about the project. 
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Thank you, 
Danielle Cogan 
Danielle Cogan 
Communications and Public Outreach 
Columbia River Crossing 
700 Washington Street, Suite 300 
Vancouver, WA 98660 
Desk: 360-816-8857/503-256-2726 ext. 8857 
Cell: 360-904-4863 
Fax: 360-737-0294 
E-mail: cogand@columbiarivercrossing.org 
From: Sharonnasset@aol.com 
Date: Mon, 26 Nov 2007 02:20:00 -0500 
Subject: Your immediate attention is requested (thanks) 
To: pauloedgar@qwest.net; bill.burgel@hdrinc.com; tbillbarnes@hotmail.com; William.A.Pratt@uscg.mil; 
walter@harbor-properties.com; markgraft@columbiarivercrossing.org; 
TEDDIE.A.BAKER@odot.state.or.us; steve.stuart@clark.wa.gov; sen.tedferrioli@state.or.us; 
sen.ryandeckert@state.or.us; sen.rodmonroe@state.or.us; sen.rickmetsger@state.or.us; 
sen.larrygeorge@state.or.us; schrader.sen@state.or.us; sen.katebrown@state.or.us; 
zarelli_jo@leg.wa.gov; sen.ginnyburdick@state.or.us; sen.garygeorge@state.or.us; 
benton_do@leg.wa.gov; sen.brucestarr@state.or.us; samadams@ci.portland.or.us; rqa@deainc.com; 
libertyr@metro.dst.or.us; russell@ortrucking.org; degraffr@columbiarivercrossing.org; 
rgustafson@sojpdx.com; burkholderr@metro.dst.or.us; rep.waynescott@state.or.us; 
rep.scottbruun@state.or.us; rep.mikeschaufler@state.or.us; rep.georgegilman@state.or.us; 
rep.terrybeyer@state.or.us; wallace.deb@leg.wa.gov; rep.davehunt@state.or.us; 
nbaker@PortVanUSA.com; nmpras@comdt.uscg.mil; matthew.l.garrett@state.or.us; 
Mary_Gautreaux@wyden.senate.gov; Marc.Boldt@clark.wa.gov; lpaulson@PortVanUSA.com; 
Julie.F.RODWELL@odot.state.or.us; jimhowell89@hotmail.com; jill@clfuture.org; 
JEFFREY.GRAHAM@fhwa.dot.gov; jason.a.tell@odot.state.or.us; HHHewitt@stoel.com; 
dengerin@vancouver.wsu.edu; Frederick.C.EBERLE@odot.state.or.us; everett.matias@dot.gov; 
dean.lookingbill@rtc.wa.gov; bragdond@metro.dst.or.us; chris@chrissmith.us; bcc@co.clackamas.or.us; 
bill.wyatt@portofportland.com; wbganley@comcast.net; BettySue.Morris@co.clark.wa.us; 
IvanovB@wsdot.wa.gov; AMiller@PortVanUSA.com; agardner@schn.com; Tom.Ryll@Columbian.com; 
lars@larslarson.com; kelly.love@mail.house.gov; jimmayer@news.oregonian.com; 
dwightjaynes@portlandtribune.com; phillip.ditzler@fhwa.dot.gov; mpatrick@vbjusa.com; 
ed@edgarren.us; bob_dingethal@cantwell.senate.gov 
 
 
Your immediate attention is requested (thanks) 
 
The Columbia River Crossing (CRC) project is heading into its' third year. In a transportation project maps 
are very important as well as complete description of the area being studied. I have been unable to find 
certain maps of your transportation project on your web site.  
 
Please email the web site address or a copy of the following maps:  
 
CRC's official map of entire study area. 
 
The CRC complete study area described in CRC documents as the north end being junction of I-5 and I-
205 in Washington. The southern end is described as the junction of I-5 and I-84 in Oregon. . The East 
and West boundaries are commonly known as being those of the I-5 corridor: I-205 to the East and the 
Ports of Portland and Vancouver to the West. 
 
CRC's official map of the entire Bridge Influence Area. 
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The I-5 Trade and Transportation Partnership created and defined the "Bridge Influence Area" as the I-5 
Corridor for the East and West. The I-5 Corridor boundaries are commonly accepted to be I-205 to the 
East and the Ports of Portland and Vancouver to the West. The North end was defined as SR-500 in 
Washington, and the South end was defined as Columbia Blvd. in Oregon.  
 
CRC's official map of the limited project Bridge Influence Area 
 
The description of the North end was defined as SR-500 in Washington, and the South end was defined 
as Columbia Blvd. in Oregon. I have been unable to find the written description of the exact East and 
West boundaries. Please send the written boundary description, who created the boundaries map and a 
copy of the man. 
 
Thank you in advance to your prompt action in making these maps available. 
 
Sincerely,  
Sharon Nasset 
503.283.9585 
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Subj: Response to CRC Related Message  
Date: 11/28/07 6:37:32 PM Pacific Standard Time 
From: cogand@columbiarivercrossing.com

To: mailto:Sharonnasset@aol.comSharonnasset@aol.com
Sent from the Internet (Details)
 
 
st1\:*{behavior:url(#default#ieooui) }  
Dear Ms. Nasset, 
Thank you for your comments at the CRC Task Force meeting last night.  
The following email you sent on November 26 was forwarded to me. After reading your message, I am 
not sure if you are making a specific request for materials from the Columbia River Crossing project. If so, 
please contact CRC at feedback@columbiarivercrossing.org and your request will be processed. You are 
also welcome to contact me directly or to cc me if you would like to request documents or have any 
questions or comments about the project. 
Thank you, 
Danielle Cogan 
Danielle Cogan 
Communications and Public Outreach 
Columbia River Crossing 
700 Washington Street, Suite 300 
Vancouver, WA 98660 
Desk: 360-816-8857/503-256-2726 ext. 8857 
Cell: 360-904-4863 
Fax: 360-737-0294 
E-mail: cogand@columbiarivercrossing.org 
From: Sharonnasset@aol.com 
Date: Mon, 26 Nov 2007 02:20:00 -0500 
Subject: Your immediate attention is requested (thanks) 
To: pauloedgar@qwest.net; bill.burgel@hdrinc.com; tbillbarnes@hotmail.com; William.A.Pratt@uscg.mil; 
walter@harbor-properties.com; markgraft@columbiarivercrossing.org; 
TEDDIE.A.BAKER@odot.state.or.us; steve.stuart@clark.wa.gov; sen.tedferrioli@state.or.us; 
sen.ryandeckert@state.or.us; sen.rodmonroe@state.or.us; sen.rickmetsger@state.or.us; 
sen.larrygeorge@state.or.us; schrader.sen@state.or.us; sen.katebrown@state.or.us; 
zarelli_jo@leg.wa.gov; sen.ginnyburdick@state.or.us; sen.garygeorge@state.or.us; 
benton_do@leg.wa.gov; sen.brucestarr@state.or.us; samadams@ci.portland.or.us; rqa@deainc.com; 
libertyr@metro.dst.or.us; russell@ortrucking.org; degraffr@columbiarivercrossing.org; 
rgustafson@sojpdx.com; burkholderr@metro.dst.or.us; rep.waynescott@state.or.us; 
rep.scottbruun@state.or.us; rep.mikeschaufler@state.or.us; rep.georgegilman@state.or.us; 
rep.terrybeyer@state.or.us; wallace.deb@leg.wa.gov; rep.davehunt@state.or.us; 
nbaker@PortVanUSA.com; nmpras@comdt.uscg.mil; matthew.l.garrett@state.or.us; 
Mary_Gautreaux@wyden.senate.gov; Marc.Boldt@clark.wa.gov; lpaulson@PortVanUSA.com; 
Julie.F.RODWELL@odot.state.or.us; jimhowell89@hotmail.com; jill@clfuture.org; 
JEFFREY.GRAHAM@fhwa.dot.gov; jason.a.tell@odot.state.or.us; HHHewitt@stoel.com; 
dengerin@vancouver.wsu.edu; Frederick.C.EBERLE@odot.state.or.us; everett.matias@dot.gov; 
dean.lookingbill@rtc.wa.gov; bragdond@metro.dst.or.us; chris@chrissmith.us; bcc@co.clackamas.or.us; 
bill.wyatt@portofportland.com; wbganley@comcast.net; BettySue.Morris@co.clark.wa.us; 
IvanovB@wsdot.wa.gov; AMiller@PortVanUSA.com; agardner@schn.com; Tom.Ryll@Columbian.com; 
lars@larslarson.com; kelly.love@mail.house.gov; jimmayer@news.oregonian.com; 
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dwightjaynes@portlandtribune.com; phillip.ditzler@fhwa.dot.gov; mpatrick@vbjusa.com; 
ed@edgarren.us; bob_dingethal@cantwell.senate.gov 
 
 
Your immediate attention is requested (thanks) 
 
The Columbia River Crossing (CRC) project is heading into its' third year. In a transportation project maps 
are very important as well as complete description of the area being studied. I have been unable to find 
certain maps of your transportation project on your web site.  
 
Please email the web site address or a copy of the following maps:  
 
CRC's official map of entire study area. 
 
The CRC complete study area described in CRC documents as the north end being junction of I-5 and I-
205 in Washington. The southern end is described as the junction of I-5 and I-84 in Oregon. . The East 
and West boundaries are commonly known as being those of the I-5 corridor: I-205 to the East and the 
Ports of Portland and Vancouver to the West. 
 
CRC's official map of the entire Bridge Influence Area. 
 
The I-5 Trade and Transportation Partnership created and defined the "Bridge Influence Area" as the I-5 
Corridor for the East and West. The I-5 Corridor boundaries are commonly accepted to be I-205 to the 
East and the Ports of Portland and Vancouver to the West. The North end was defined as SR-500 in 
Washington, and the South end was defined as Columbia Blvd. in Oregon.  
 
CRC's official map of the limited project Bridge Influence Area 
 
The description of the North end was defined as SR-500 in Washington, and the South end was defined 
as Columbia Blvd. in Oregon. I have been unable to find the written description of the exact East and 
West boundaries. Please send the written boundary description, who created the boundaries map and a 
copy of the man. 
 
Thank you in advance to your prompt action in making these maps available. 
 
Sincerely,  
Sharon Nasset 
503.283.9585 
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From: Sharonnasset@aol.com

To: Columbia River Crossing; 

CC: jeff.mize@columbian.com; Thirdbridgenow@aol.
com; 

Subject: Open Meetings Law March 1, 2008.pdf

Date: Tuesday, July 01, 2008 1:42:38 PM

Attachments: Emailing Wednesday March 1 2008.pdf.msg 
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before the metro council



			FOR THE PURPOSE OF PROVIDING METRO COUNCIL GUIDANCE TO THE COLUMBIA RIVER CROSSING TASK FORCE CONCERNING THE RANGE OF ALTERNATIVES TO BE ADVANCED TO A DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT


			)
)
)



)



)



)



))


			


			resolution no. 07- 3787



Introduced by Councilor Robert Liberty












WHEREAS, the Oregon Department of Transportation and the Washington State Department of Transportation have initiated an analysis of the I-5 bridges crossing the Columbia River and I-5 between State Route 500 on the north and Columbia Boulevard on the south and nearby lands, known as the Columbia River Crossing (CRC) Project; and, 



WHEREAS, as part of the CRC project, thirty-seven transportation modes or design options were identified, analyzed, variously eliminated and combined into twelve alternative project packages studied up until now; and, 




WHEREAS, CRC staff have recommended to the CRC Task Force, that only three alternatives go forward for study in the draft environmental impact statement; (1) “no action”; (2) the construction of a new 10 to 12 lane freeway bridge with bus rapid transit, and demolition of the existing bridges; and (3) the construction of a new 10 to 12 lane freeway bridge with light rail, and demolition of the existing bridges, and




WHEREAS, the recommended alternatives provide a choice only between no action and two very similar alternative projects that could each cost between $2 billion and $6 billion; and




WHEREAS, the Oregon part of the Portland metropolitan region has already identified a shortfall of about $6 billion for new capital projects in the current Regional Transportation Plan; and




WHEREAS, the Metro Council has endorsed goals to achieve Smart Government and Great Places which place an emphasis on prudent stewardship of the public's tax dollars and creating livable communities with a balance of transportation modes and to use these goals to shape Metro plans; and, 



WHEREAS, careful consideration of the financial implications, or fiscal constraints, upon all transportation projects is a guiding principle of the current update to the Regional Transportation Plan; and,



WHEREAS, in its October 19, 2006 letter to the Columbia River Crossing, the Metro Council stated that “…we believe that transportation solutions must take into consideration cost, feasibility, and the place any one project may have in the overall transportation improvement picture.  .. The Metro Council will be fiscally responsible when considering all public investments.  Project cost and a comparison with the other projects proposed within the same horizon will need to be considered;” and 



WHEREAS, the financing of either of the new freeway bridge alternatives could oblige the Council, and the Joint Policy Advisory Committee on Transportation to eliminate, delay or scale-back other important regional transportation investments; and



WHEREAS, it is inappropriate to eliminate, or fail to study alternatives, before determining and comparing the fiscal, economic, social and environmental costs and benefits of those alternatives; and



WHEREAS, the project Purpose and Need Statement and project area were defined so narrowly that many other potentially good alternatives were never studied because they did not conform to the Purpose and Need statement or were outside the study area; and



WHEREAS, the Metro Council in its letter to the CRC Task Force dated October 19, 2006 stated “We believe a wider range of alternatives must be studied in order to find the solutions that deliver the best results at the lowest costs,” and




WHEREAS in the same letter the Metro Council stated that “… in the absence of compelling information to the contrary, alternatives included in the environmental impact statement should include: 1) an alternative that reuses the present bridges” and no such alternative is recommended for further study; and



WHEREAS in the same letter the Metro Council stated: “We.. .believe that options that involve even greater coordination, including possible improvements to the railroad bridge, should be further explored,”  and no alternatives involving improvements to the railroad bridge were analyzed; and



WHEREAS in the same letter the Metro Council stated: “we believe that alternatives should be considered in the draft environmental impact statement that include both capital intensive and alternative approaches – unless it is clearly demonstrated during the current phase of analysis that such approaches are not viable” and all of the alternatives studied were capital intensive; and 



WHEREAS, in the same letter the Metro Council urged the CRC Task Force, consistently with one of the five principles adopted in the I-5 Transportation and Trade Partnership Strategic Plan, to “explore how land use changes could help address the problem,,” and also recommended “that all transportation alternatives be evaluated for their land use implications’ but no land use alternative was considered and no study of differential land use impacts were used to evaluate the alternatives proposed for elimination for further study; and 



WHEREAS, in the same letter the Council urged the CRC Task Force to develop alternatives that achieved more outcomes that just congestion relief, including maintaining and improving air quality in the corridor and creating a “dazzling waterfront and gateway for boths sides of the River…. Including actions that the Metro area could take to support the City of Vancouver’s efforts to preserve and enhance [its] downtown,” but that neither set of outcomes was used to develop an alternatives or to evaluate among the alternatives that were analyzed; and



WHEREAS, in the same letter the Council stated:  “We recommend that you consider each problem element and related goal and determine how important it is compared with the others,” but in eliminating many of the alternatives the goals were given equal and decisive weight; and




WHEREAS, members of the Clark County Commission have declined to endorse the CRC staff recommendation; and 



WHEREAS, the Metro Council, through the Regional Transportation Plan, is charged with planning the region's transportation system, including the I-5 freeway through the region to the Washington State line and of which the CRC project is a portion and will, along with other units of government, be required to act on the final recommendation of the CRC Task Force; and,



WHEREAS, there remains as much as $60 million left for future study of CRC alternatives; and



WHEREAS, given the regional significance of the decision to be made by the CRC Task Force, the Metro Council believes it has a responsibility to provide clear guidance to the CRC Task Force prior to its action on the staff recommendation, (currently scheduled for February 27, 2007); now therefore




BE IT RESOLVED,



1.
A draft environmental impact study analyzing only the three alternatives in the CRC staff recommendation will not provide an adequate basis for the Metro Council to support an amendment to the Regional Transportation Plan endorsing any of those alternatives; and



2.
In order for the Metro Council to have a proper basis for making choices regarding the best investment of limited transportation funds for a thoughtful and integrated approach to increased mobility, accessibility, economic opportunity, and quality of life, the Council respectfully requests that the CRC Task Force, working in conjunction with those members of the Task Force, Metro and other interested units of government, to develop and explore additional, lower priced alternatives for analysis in the draft environmental impact statement, including:



(a)
A non-capital intensive alternative, or a major element of an alternative, that emphasizes investments in and system management for I-5 and I-205, to increase flow and capacity on both bridges, including special arrangements for long-distance freight movement; and



(b) A land use alternative, or a major land use element for an alternative, that reduces the amount of peak-hour commuting across the Columbia River sufficiently to reduce the overall project cost; and



(c)
A supplemental bridge built to current seismic standards to carry cars, trucks, light rail, bicycle and pedestrians, that is part of an alternative that retains the existing I-5 bridges for freeway travel, with incremental improvements to the existing I-5 bridges and the key access ramps, to improve flow and increase safety on I-5; and   



(d)
An analysis of what kinds of improvements to the downstream railroad bridge could be part of a lower cost alternative, including, moving the swing span from the northern side of the bridge to a location that better aligns with the existing I-5 shipping channel spans, or building a parallel bridge, and accepts the existence of lift spans on all bridges; and



(e) An alternative emphasizing transit investments, including analysis of light rail using the I-205 bridge and a more comprehensive investment in transit in Vancouver, North Portland and Northeast Portland, sufficient to provide cost effect congestion relief on I-5.



3. Furthermore, that these alternatives be designed and examined in such a way that;



(a) The ultimate recommended solution may reflect a blend derived from several alternatives that is cost-effective, multi-faceted and incremental; and 



(b) Each of these alternatives, and the alternatives recommended for further study by CRC staff, can be easily compared with each other, and with other projects in the region, across a full range of costs and benefits (including land use costs and benefits), and 



4.
The Metro Council would welcome the opportunity to work with the CRC Task Force to develop a method for developing, analyzing and reviewing these alternatives within the current budget and timeline for the project, including ways which build the level of confidence in the complete and objective nature of the analysis which is needed to assure a high level of agreement about, and support, for one of the region’s most important transportation decisions.



ADOPTED by the Metro Council this   _____     day of                 , 2007.



			





			David Bragdon, Council President








Approved as to Form:



Daniel B. Cooper, Metro Attorney
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BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL 
 
 

FOR THE PURPOSE OF PROVIDING 
METRO COUNCIL GUIDANCE TO THE 
COLUMBIA RIVER CROSSING TASK 
FORCE CONCERNING THE RANGE OF 
ALTERNATIVES TO BE ADVANCED TO A 
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
STATEMENT 

)
)
) 
) 
) 
) 
)
) 

RESOLUTION NO. 07- 3787 
 
 
 
 
Introduced by Councilor Robert Liberty 

 
 

 WHEREAS, the Oregon Department of Transportation and the Washington State 
Department of Transportation have initiated an analysis of the I-5 bridges crossing the Columbia 
River and I-5 between State Route 500 on the north and Columbia Boulevard on the south and 
nearby lands, known as the Columbia River Crossing (CRC) Project; and,  
 

WHEREAS, as part of the CRC project, thirty-seven transportation modes or design 
options were identified, analyzed, variously eliminated and combined into twelve alternative 
project packages studied up until now; and,  
 
 WHEREAS, CRC staff have recommended to the CRC Task Force, that only three 
alternatives go forward for study in the draft environmental impact statement; (1) “no action”; 
(2) the construction of a new 10 to 12 lane freeway bridge with bus rapid transit, and demolition 
of the existing bridges; and (3) the construction of a new 10 to 12 lane freeway bridge with light 
rail, and demolition of the existing bridges, and 
 
 WHEREAS, the recommended alternatives provide a choice only between no action and 
two very similar alternative projects that could each cost between $2 billion and $6 billion; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Oregon part of the Portland metropolitan region has already identified a 
shortfall of about $6 billion for new capital projects in the current Regional Transportation Plan; 
and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Metro Council has endorsed goals to achieve Smart Government and 
Great Places which place an emphasis on prudent stewardship of the public's tax dollars and 
creating livable communities with a balance of transportation modes and to use these goals to 
shape Metro plans; and,  
 

WHEREAS, careful consideration of the financial implications, or fiscal constraints, 
upon all transportation projects is a guiding principle of the current update to the Regional 
Transportation Plan; and, 
 

WHEREAS, in its October 19, 2006 letter to the Columbia River Crossing, the Metro 
Council stated that “…we believe that transportation solutions must take into consideration cost, 

Deleted: Rex Burkholder

Deleted: WHEREAS, the Interstate 5 
freeway (I-5) is the only continuous 
north/south interstate freeway on the 
West Coast, providing a critical national 
and international transportation link for 
motor vehicles and truck-hauled freight in 
the western-most United States, between 
the Canadian and Mexican borders; and, ¶
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feasibility, and the place any one project may have in the overall transportation improvement 
picture.  .. The Metro Council will be fiscally responsible when considering all public 
investments.  Project cost and a comparison with the other projects proposed within the same 
horizon will need to be considered;” and  
 

WHEREAS, the financing of either of the new freeway bridge alternatives could oblige 
the Council, and the Joint Policy Advisory Committee on Transportation to eliminate, delay or 
scale-back other important regional transportation investments; and 

 
WHEREAS, it is inappropriate to eliminate, or fail to study alternatives, before 

determining and comparing the fiscal, economic, social and environmental costs and benefits of 
those alternatives; and 

 
WHEREAS, the project Purpose and Need Statement and project area were defined so 

narrowly that many other potentially good alternatives were never studied because they did not 
conform to the Purpose and Need statement or were outside the study area; and 
 

WHEREAS, the Metro Council in its letter to the CRC Task Force dated October 19, 
2006 stated “We believe a wider range of alternatives must be studied in order to find the 
solutions that deliver the best results at the lowest costs,” and  

 
WHEREAS in the same letter the Metro Council stated that “… in the absence of 

compelling information to the contrary, alternatives included in the environmental impact 
statement should include: 1) an alternative that reuses the present bridges” and no such 
alternative is recommended for further study; and 

 
WHEREAS in the same letter the Metro Council stated: “We.. .believe that options that 

involve even greater coordination, including possible improvements to the railroad bridge, 
should be further explored,”  and no alternatives involving improvements to the railroad bridge 
were analyzed; and 

 
WHEREAS in the same letter the Metro Council stated: “we believe that alternatives 

should be considered in the draft environmental impact statement that include both capital 
intensive and alternative approaches – unless it is clearly demonstrated during the current phase 
of analysis that such approaches are not viable” and all of the alternatives studied were capital 
intensive; and  
 

WHEREAS, in the same letter the Metro Council urged the CRC Task Force, 
consistently with one of the five principles adopted in the I-5 Transportation and Trade 
Partnership Strategic Plan, to “explore how land use changes could help address the problem,,” 
and also recommended “that all transportation alternatives be evaluated for their land use 
implications’ but no land use alternative was considered and no study of differential land use 
impacts were used to evaluate the alternatives proposed for elimination for further study; and  
 

WHEREAS, in the same letter the Council urged the CRC Task Force to develop 
alternatives that achieved more outcomes that just congestion relief, including maintaining and 
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improving air quality in the corridor and creating a “dazzling waterfront and gateway for boths 
sides of the River…. Including actions that the Metro area could take to support the City of 
Vancouver’s efforts to preserve and enhance [its] downtown,” but that neither set of outcomes 
was used to develop an alternatives or to evaluate among the alternatives that were analyzed; and 
 

WHEREAS, in the same letter the Council stated:  “We recommend that you consider each 
problem element and related goal and determine how important it is compared with the others,” 
but in eliminating many of the alternatives the goals were given equal and decisive weight; and 
 
 WHEREAS, members of the Clark County Commission have declined to endorse the 
CRC staff recommendation; and  
 

WHEREAS, the Metro Council, through the Regional Transportation Plan, is charged 
with planning the region's transportation system, including the I-5 freeway through the region to 
the Washington State line and of which the CRC project is a portion and will, along with other 
units of government, be required to act on the final recommendation of the CRC Task Force; 
and, 
 

WHEREAS, there remains as much as $60 million left for future study of CRC 
alternatives; and 
 

WHEREAS, given the regional significance of the decision to be made by the CRC Task 
Force, the Metro Council believes it has a responsibility to provide clear guidance to the CRC 
Task Force prior to its action on the staff recommendation, (currently scheduled for February 27, 
2007); now therefore 
 
 BE IT RESOLVED, 
 
1. A draft environmental impact study analyzing only the three alternatives in the CRC staff 
recommendation will not provide an adequate basis for the Metro Council to support an 
amendment to the Regional Transportation Plan endorsing any of those alternatives; and 
 
2. In order for the Metro Council to have a proper basis for making choices regarding the 
best investment of limited transportation funds for a thoughtful and integrated approach to 
increased mobility, accessibility, economic opportunity, and quality of life, the Council 
respectfully requests that the CRC Task Force, working in conjunction with those members of 
the Task Force, Metro and other interested units of government, to develop and explore 
additional, lower priced alternatives for analysis in the draft environmental impact statement, 
including: 
 

(a) A non-capital intensive alternative, or a major element of an alternative, that emphasizes 
investments in and system management for I-5 and I-205, to increase flow and capacity 
on both bridges, including special arrangements for long-distance freight movement; and 
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(b) A land use alternative, or a major land use element for an alternative, that reduces the 
amount of peak-hour commuting across the Columbia River sufficiently to reduce the 
overall project cost; and 

 
(c) A supplemental bridge built to current seismic standards to carry cars, trucks, light rail, 

bicycle and pedestrians, that is part of an alternative that retains the existing I-5 bridges 
for freeway travel, with incremental improvements to the existing I-5 bridges and the key 
access ramps, to improve flow and increase safety on I-5; and    

 
(d) An analysis of what kinds of improvements to the downstream railroad bridge could be 

part of a lower cost alternative, including, moving the swing span from the northern side 
of the bridge to a location that better aligns with the existing I-5 shipping channel spans, 
or building a parallel bridge, and accepts the existence of lift spans on all bridges; and 

 
(e) An alternative emphasizing transit investments, including analysis of light rail using the 

I-205 bridge and a more comprehensive investment in transit in Vancouver, North 
Portland and Northeast Portland, sufficient to provide cost effect congestion relief on I-5. 

 
3. Furthermore, that these alternatives be designed and examined in such a way that; 
 

(a) The ultimate recommended solution may reflect a blend derived from several alternatives 
that is cost-effective, multi-faceted and incremental; and  

 
(b) Each of these alternatives, and the alternatives recommended for further study by CRC 

staff, can be easily compared with each other, and with other projects in the region, 
across a full range of costs and benefits (including land use costs and benefits), and  

 
4. The Metro Council would welcome the opportunity to work with the CRC Task Force to 
develop a method for developing, analyzing and reviewing these alternatives within the current 
budget and timeline for the project, including ways which build the level of confidence in the 
complete and objective nature of the analysis which is needed to assure a high level of agreement 
about, and support, for one of the region’s most important transportation decisions. 
 
ADOPTED by the Metro Council this   _____     day of                 , 2007. 
 
 
 
 
 

 
David Bragdon, Council President 

Approved as to Form: 
 
 
       
Daniel B. Cooper, Metro Attorney 
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From: Sharonnasset@aol.com

To: Columbia River Crossing; 

CC: jeff.mize@columbian.com; Thirdbridgenow@aol.com; 

Subject: Open meetins Law 5 March 19, 2008.pdf, Wednesday, March 19, 2008 (32)....

Date: Tuesday, July 01, 2008 1:59:10 PM

Attachments: Emailing Wednesday March 19 2008.pdf Wednesday March 19 2008 (32).pdf 
Wednesday March 19 2008 (31).pdf Wednesday March 19 2008 (30).pdf 
Wednesday March 19 2008 (29).pdf Wednesday March 19 2008 (28).pdf 
Wednesday March 19 2008 (27).pdf.msg 

This part of the public EIS record  
 
 
************** 
Gas prices getting you down? Search AOL Autos for fuel-efficient used cars. 
(http://autos.aol.com/used?ncid=aolaut00050000000007) 

*** eSafe scanned this email for malicious content ***
*** IMPORTANT: Do not open attachments from unrecognized senders  ***
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		Charlie Tindall

		To

		snasset@farrellrealty.com

		Recipients

		snasset@farrellrealty.com
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The message is ready to be sent with the following file or link attachments:



Wednesday, March 19, 2008.pdf

Wednesday, March 19, 2008 (32).pdf

Wednesday, March 19, 2008 (31).pdf

Wednesday, March 19, 2008 (30).pdf

Wednesday, March 19, 2008 (29).pdf

Wednesday, March 19, 2008 (28).pdf

Wednesday, March 19, 2008 (27).pdf

Wednesday, March 19, 2008 (26).pdf

Wednesday, March 19, 2008 (25).pdf

Wednesday, March 19, 2008 (24).pdf

Wednesday, March 19, 2008 (23).pdf
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Note: To protect against computer viruses, e-mail programs may prevent sending or receiving certain types of file attachments.  Check your e-mail security settings to determine how attachments are handled.
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Bomar, Audri

From: Charlie Tindall [Charlie@bluelinetrans.com]
Sent: Monday, June 30, 2008 2:43 PM
To: snasset@farrellrealty.com
Subject: Emailing: Wednesday, March 19, 2008.pdf, Wednesday, March 19, 2008 (32).pdf, 

Wednesday, March 19, 2008 (31).pdf, Wednesday, March 19, 2008 (30).pdf, Wednesday, 
March 19, 2008 (29).pdf, Wednesday, March 19, 2008 (28).pdf, Wednesday, March 19, 2008 
(27).pdf

Attachments: Wednesday, March 19, 2008.pdf; Wednesday, March 19, 2008 (32).pdf; Wednesday, March 
19, 2008 (31).pdf; Wednesday, March 19, 2008 (30).pdf; Wednesday, March 19, 2008 
(29).pdf; Wednesday, March 19, 2008 (28).pdf; Wednesday, March 19, 2008 (27).pdf; 
Wednesday, March 19, 2008 (26).pdf; Wednesday, March 19, 2008 (25).pdf; Wednesday, 
March 19, 2008 (24).pdf; Wednesday, March 19, 2008 (23).pdf; Wednesday, March 19, 2008 
(22).pdf

Wednesday, March 
19, 2008.pdf ...

Wednesday, March 
19, 2008 (32)...

Wednesday, March 
19, 2008 (31)...

Wednesday, March 
19, 2008 (30)...

Wednesday, March 
19, 2008 (29)...

Wednesday, March 
19, 2008 (28)...

Wednesday, March 
19, 2008 (27)...

Wednesday, March 
19, 2008 (26)...

Wednesday, March 
19, 2008 (25)...

Wednesday, March 
19, 2008 (24)...

Wednesday, March 
19, 2008 (23)...

Wednesday, March 
19, 2008 (22)...
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2008.pdf>>   <<Wednesday, March 19, 2008 (32).pdf>>   <<Wednesday, March 19, 2008 
(31).pdf>>   <<Wednesday, March 19, 2008 (30).pdf>>   <<Wednesday, March 19, 2008 
(29).pdf>>   <<Wednesday, March 19, 2008 (28).pdf>>   <<Wednesday, March 19, 2008 
(27).pdf>>   <<Wednesday, March 19, 2008 (26).pdf>>   <<Wednesday, March 19, 2008 
(25).pdf>>   <<Wednesday, March 19, 2008 (24).pdf>>   <<Wednesday, March 19, 2008 
(23).pdf>>   <<Wednesday, March 19, 2008 (22).pdf>>  
The message is ready to be sent with the following file or link attachments:

Wednesday, March 19, 2008.pdf
Wednesday, March 19, 2008 (32).pdf
Wednesday, March 19, 2008 (31).pdf
Wednesday, March 19, 2008 (30).pdf
Wednesday, March 19, 2008 (29).pdf
Wednesday, March 19, 2008 (28).pdf
Wednesday, March 19, 2008 (27).pdf
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Wednesday, March 19, 2008 (25).pdf
Wednesday, March 19, 2008 (24).pdf
Wednesday, March 19, 2008 (23).pdf
Wednesday, March 19, 2008 (22).pdf

Note: To protect against computer viruses, e-mail programs may prevent sending or 
receiving certain types of file attachments.  Check your e-mail security settings to 
determine how attachments are handled.
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*** IMPORTANT: Do not open attachments from unrecognized senders  ***
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Bomar, Audri

From: Charlie Tindall [Charlie@bluelinetrans.com]
Sent: Monday, June 30, 2008 2:45 PM
To: snasset@farrellrealty.com
Subject: Emailing: Page 9.pdf

Attachments: Page 9.pdf

Page 9.pdf (60 KB)

 <<Page 9.pdf>>
The message is ready to be sent with the following file or link attachments:

Page 9.pdf

Note: To protect against computer viruses, e-mail programs may prevent sending or 
receiving certain types of file attachments.  Check your e-mail security settings to 
determine how attachments are handled.
*** eSafe scanned this email for malicious content ***
*** IMPORTANT: Do not open attachments from unrecognized senders  ***
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From: Sharonnasset@aol.com

To: Columbia River Crossing; 

CC: jeff.mize@columbian.com; Thirdbridgenow@aol.
com; 

Subject: Comparations A Screening

Date: Tuesday, July 01, 2008 3:57:54 PM

Attachments: Tuesday July 01 2008.PDF.msg 

Please add to DEIS 
 
Is a chart concerning RC-14 and the Columbia River Crossing Screening A.   Screening A 
concerning RC-14 has missing information on the description of "the Bi-state Industrial 
Corridor RC-14" also known as the Port to Port.    
Screening A has conflicting information with previous transportation studies. 
Screening A has missing information about RC-14 that needs to be addressed 
Screening A has information that is incorrect and needs to be corrected and address.    
I would like to come to your office and have the data straighten out and address for our 
community, honesty, transparency, and fair dealings. 
Sharon Nasset 
 
 
************** 
Gas prices getting you down? Search AOL Autos for fuel-efficient used cars. 
(http://autos.aol.com/used?ncid=aolaut00050000000007) 

*** eSafe scanned this email for malicious content ***
*** IMPORTANT: Do not open attachments from unrecognized senders  ***
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Bomar, Audri 

From: Charlie Tindall [Charlie@bluelinetrans.com]

Sent: Tuesday, July 01, 2008 10:23 AM

To: snasset@farrellrealty.com

Subject: Tuesday, July 01, 2008.PDF

Attachments: Tuesday, July 01, 2008.PDF

Page 1 of 1Tuesday, July 01, 2008.PDF

7/1/2008

<<Tuesday, July 01, 2008.PDF>>  
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From: Sharonnasset@aol.com

To: Columbia River Crossing; 

CC: jeff.mize@columbian.com; Thirdbridgenow@aol.
com; 

Subject: 850 signatures on petitions

Date: Tuesday, July 01, 2008 4:31:51 PM

Attachments: Tuesday July 01 2008.PDF.msg 

Signatures petitions 
450 signatures stating that the NEPA process of a thorough evaluation of RC-14 Bi-State 
Industrial Corridor as required for federal funding must take place. 
 
1.  RC-14 in is reasonable having been recommended in several transportation studies, and 
ins in the regional transportation plan.   
2. RC-14 was brought in during CRC scoping process and the CRC documents state that all 
reasonable alternatives brought in during scoping MUST go through A and B scoping. 
3. Absolute no creditable reason has been give for not following NEPA requirements   
4. RC-14 meets all of Purpose and Need Statement, alignment is in the center of the project 
area.  Inside the Bridge Influence Area and inside the I-5 Corridor.  
 
What is the reason that CRC has not followed the NEPA and have a thorough evaluation of 
RC-14 as stated in the Federal Register? 
 
Why has there been NO meeting or presentation of RC-14 allowed by myself (Sharon 
Nasset) ? 
 
Why when state comments that they get calls every week about that the third bridge crossing 
showed be studied that it is not study as NEPA requires? 
 
A comparison must be done now.  It is the right of the voter they have asked for it..   What 
are you afraid of? not will to have accurate information or create maps, drawing, or alignment 
RC-14.  I have had a complete RC-14 design for over three years in my mind and I was 
asked by the states of Oregon and Washington to bring my idea in.  It was excepted and I 
have been called the "competition" and not had the project give attention, or respect it 
desires.    
 
Sharon Nasset 
 
 
************** 
Gas prices getting you down? Search AOL Autos for fuel-efficient used cars. 
(http://autos.aol.com/used?ncid=aolaut00050000000007) 

*** eSafe scanned this email for malicious content ***
*** IMPORTANT: Do not open attachments from unrecognized senders  ***
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Bomar, Audri 

From: Charlie Tindall [Charlie@bluelinetrans.com]

Sent: Tuesday, July 01, 2008 10:21 AM

To: snasset@farrellrealty.com

Subject: Tuesday, July 01, 2008.PDF

Attachments: Tuesday, July 01, 2008.PDF

Page 1 of 1Tuesday, July 01, 2008.PDF

7/1/2008

<<Tuesday, July 01, 2008.PDF>>  
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From: sharonnasset@aol.com

To: Columbia River Crossing; 

CC:

Subject: Bi-State Industrial Corridor map

Date: Tuesday, July 01, 2008 11:12:06 PM

Attachments: SKMBT_C25007092911040.pdf 

this map shows location CRC staff t replace the map they download of off Thirdbridgenow.com with 
the main map that idenified locations.  CRC staff did a diserves all involved the process not make any 
maps of several of the project they studied.  Downloading a citizen map with highly paid staff 
availible was tacky at best. 
 
 
23 projects where studied for over a year.  Where is the data? At a million to a million and a half 
dollars a month.  Where is all the new data develped at that time?  How much money was spent on 
evualating each of the 23 projects?  How many hour where spent on each of the 23 projects?  How 
many member of staff worked on each project? 
 
Sharon 
 
 
 
  

Get the Moviefone Toolbar. Showtimes, theaters, movie news, & more! 
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From: sharonnasset@aol.com

To: Columbia River Crossing; 

CC:

Subject: Fwd: JB highly urbanized and very expensive

Date: Tuesday, July 01, 2008 11:24:37 PM

Attachments: Resoluation to NEPA.doc 
Jantzen Beach highly urbanized properties do not include.doc 

 
 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: sharonnasset@aol.com 
To: ColumbiaRiverCrossing@columbiarivercrossing.com; jeff.mize@columbian.com 
Sent: Tue, 1 Jul 2008 11:18 pm 
Subject: JB highly urbanized and very expensive 
 
Resolution to NEPA issues

Get the Moviefone Toolbar. Showtimes, theaters, movie news, & more! 

Get the Moviefone Toolbar. Showtimes, theaters, movie news, & more! 
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Resolution to the current challenge of not meeting National Environmental Policy Act requirements and Historical Resources 4 (f) requirements.

The States of Oregon and Washington Transportation Departments invited the public to participate in a new transportation study of ideas and alternatives concerning I-5 Freeway congestion which  poses challenges to our region’s economy, safety, and to the environment.


The Bi-State Industrial Corridor (BIC or RC-14) was accepted into the Columbia River Crossing Project during the Environmental Impact Study.  The Bi-State Industrial Corridor creates a new corridor inside the current I-5 Corridor at  the very center of trade and transportation in our area.   The Alignment of the Bi-State Industrial Corridor is recommended in the Regional Transportation Plan, in several transportation studies including the I-5 Transportation and Trade Partnership in 2002, and in the SW Regional Transportation Council’s 2007 Regional Vision Corridor Study.  The alignment of the Bi-State Industrial Corridor provides direct access to several of our major freight arterials including: Marine Dr., Columbia Corridor, Lombard St., HWY.30, Jantzen Beach Dr., Mill Plain Extension and the I-5 Freeway.  The BIC  (RC-14) connects existing arterial and major freight routes to each other and to I-5--- removing surface freight, commercial, and commuter vehicles off of neighborhood streets adjacent to I-5  and industrial areas.  

The majority of the land is vacant, publicly owned, and may provide additional capacity to residential, retail, industrial, heavy rail and local access between Vancouver and Portland. 


--The National Environmental Policy Act requires a thorough study for Federal funding.

--Oregon Context Sensitive Solution requires equal evaluation. 


--Joint Accord required following States’ requirements.


I have sent in data from CRC stating that the Bi-State Industrial Corridor was removed from the study and the majority of the requirements for a thorough NEPA evaluation were not performed --and therefore NEPA requirements for funding were not met.  Federal requirement Historical Structure 4(f) for funding and avoidance have not been followed.


The Bi-State Industrial Corridor was accepted to the NEPA process which requirements clearly state the alternative has a right to finish the race once it has been accepted into the process. It has a right to win, place or show  !   A thorough study has a specific list of criteria to which the alternatives are to be evaluated; there is no guess work involved….. But it was not thoroughly evaluated according to NEPA criteria.    Whether you agree with the project or not is not the issue.  It qualified and was accepted on it’s own merits and that is enough.


There is no excuse to accept less than the requirements under NEPA.   There is no reason to not have a range of alternatives with comparable data, as is also required.  

I would like to meet as soon as possible with Columbia River Staff so that information can be developed for a thorough study onfthe Bi-State Industrial.  I am available to start immediately so the process can move forward to a Locally Preferred Alternative, one which will have met the NEPA requirements for federal funding and Historic Resource 4(f) requirements

Thank you,


Sharon Nasset



Funding expenses that can be avoided:

Values of highly urbanized Jantzen Beach properties do not include, relocation, moving inventory, staff, retraining, finding a new location or removal of property and hazardous asbestos, flaggers, added congestion and associated expenses .  By contrast, the land west of the BNSF rail line is bare, vacant and publicly owned.   Here a few of the properties next to the I-5 freeway:

$7,666,750           909 N Hayden Dr.   Hotel


$1,570,000                                            Taco Bell


$1,808,720                                             Burger King


$1,172,270                                              Chevron Station


$11,182,570                                             Safeway


$2,300,000



          Hooters




$4,715,230                                            (three properties  Club house 2 small retail)

$1,436,020                                            Zupan’s                     


$1,340,210                                             Car Wash  


$15,126,450       12226 N Janzten         


$1,339,006        12240 N Jantzen     

In the Bi-State Industrial Corridor  the  cost for land on Jantzen Beach  is  ZERO! Or very close!              

This above list does not include; a strip mall west of freeway, Newport Bay, Denny’s, McDonalds, Standford,s  a Pizza place, a westside hotel, 30 residences, or street right of ways.The removal of the CRC Bridge will cost at least 100-150 million dollars plus congestion.This added expense of acquiring  private property is avoided on Janzten Beach  because the majority of the Bi-State Industrial Corridor is vacant and publicly owned land.  Thus saving millions in purchase price of land.  


Vancouver with a viaduct over Mill Plain will have  fewer negative impacts than the Replacement Bridge.  The viaduct connection from I-5 to Port of Vancouver will remove freight, commerce, and commuters from neighborhood streets. Mill Plain is near capacity now and has spilled over to 4th Plain, 39th and 78th;---- the new viaduct would remove traffic from the streets, provide for future growth of the Port.  Removing freight traffic off of Mill Plain will reconnect the residential neighborhoods with downtown Vancouver.  These costs need to be clearly identified in the NEPA.    



Funding expenses that can be avoided: 
 
Values of highly urbanized Jantzen Beach properties do not include, relocation, 
moving inventory, staff, retraining, finding a new location or removal of property and 
hazardous asbestos, flaggers, added congestion and associated expenses .  By contrast, 
the land west of the BNSF rail line is bare, vacant and publicly owned.   Here a few of 
the properties next to the I-5 freeway: 
$7,666,750           909 N Hayden Dr.   Hotel 
$1,570,000                                            Taco Bell 
$1,808,720                                             Burger King 
$1,172,270                                              Chevron Station 
$11,182,570                                             Safeway 
$2,300,000              Hooters   
$4,715,230                                            (three properties  Club house 2 small retail) 
$1,436,020                                            Zupan’s                      
$1,340,210                                             Car Wash   
$15,126,450       12226 N Janzten          
$1,339,006        12240 N Jantzen      
 
 
In the Bi-State Industrial Corridor  the  cost for land on Jantzen Beach  is  ZERO! Or 
very close!               
 
This above list does not include; a strip mall west of freeway, Newport Bay, Denny’s, 
McDonalds, Standford,s  a Pizza place, a westside hotel, 30 residences, or street right 
of ways.The removal of the CRC Bridge will cost at least 100-150 million dollars plus 
congestion.This added expense of acquiring  private property is avoided on Janzten 
Beach  because the majority of the Bi-State Industrial Corridor is vacant and publicly 
owned land.  Thus saving millions in purchase price of land.   
 
Vancouver with a viaduct over Mill Plain will have  fewer negative impacts than the 
Replacement Bridge.  The viaduct connection from I-5 to Port of Vancouver will 
remove freight, commerce, and commuters from neighborhood streets. Mill Plain is 
near capacity now and has spilled over to 4th Plain, 39th and 78th;---- the new viaduct 
would remove traffic from the streets, provide for future growth of the Port.  
Removing freight traffic off of Mill Plain will reconnect the residential neighborhoods 
with downtown Vancouver.  These costs need to be clearly identified in the NEPA.     
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Resolution to the current challenge of not meeting National Environmental Policy Act 
requirements and Historical Resources 4 (f) requirements. 

 
The States of Oregon and Washington Transportation Departments invited the public to participate in 
a new transportation study of ideas and alternatives concerning I-5 Freeway congestion which  poses 
challenges to our region’s economy, safety, and to the environment. 
 
The Bi-State Industrial Corridor (BIC or RC-14) was accepted into the Columbia River Crossing Project 
during the Environmental Impact Study.  The Bi-State Industrial Corridor creates a new corridor inside 
the current I-5 Corridor at  the very center of trade and transportation in our area.   The Alignment of 
the Bi-State Industrial Corridor is recommended in the Regional Transportation Plan, in several 
transportation studies including the I-5 Transportation and Trade Partnership in 2002, and in the SW 
Regional Transportation Council’s 2007 Regional Vision Corridor Study.  The alignment of the Bi-State 
Industrial Corridor provides direct access to several of our major freight arterials including: Marine Dr., 
Columbia Corridor, Lombard St., HWY.30, Jantzen Beach Dr., Mill Plain Extension and the I-5 Freeway.  
The BIC  (RC-14) connects existing arterial and major freight routes to each other and to I-5--- 
removing surface freight, commercial, and commuter vehicles off of neighborhood streets adjacent to I-
5  and industrial areas.   
The majority of the land is vacant, publicly owned, and may provide additional capacity to residential, 
retail, industrial, heavy rail and local access between Vancouver and Portland.  
 
--The National Environmental Policy Act requires a thorough study for Federal funding. 
--Oregon Context Sensitive Solution requires equal evaluation.  
--Joint Accord required following States’ requirements. 
 
I have sent in data from CRC stating that the Bi-State Industrial Corridor was removed from the study 
and the majority of the requirements for a thorough NEPA evaluation were not performed --and 
therefore NEPA requirements for funding were not met.  Federal requirement Historical Structure 4(f) 
for funding and avoidance have not been followed. 
 
The Bi-State Industrial Corridor was accepted to the NEPA process which requirements clearly state the 
alternative has a right to finish the race once it has been accepted into the process. It has a right to win, 
place or show  !   A thorough study has a specific list of criteria to which the alternatives are to be 
evaluated; there is no guess work involved….. But it was not thoroughly evaluated according to NEPA 
criteria.    Whether you agree with the project or not is not the issue.  It qualified and was accepted on 
it’s own merits and that is enough. 
 
There is no excuse to accept less than the requirements under NEPA.   There is no reason to not have a 
range of alternatives with comparable data, as is also required.   
 
I would like to meet as soon as possible with Columbia River Staff so that information can be 
developed for a thorough study onfthe Bi-State Industrial.  I am available to start immediately so the 
process can move forward to a Locally Preferred Alternative, one which will have met the NEPA 
requirements for federal funding and Historic Resource 4(f) requirements 
 
Thank you, 
Sharon Nasset 
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From: Sharonnasset@aol.com

To: Columbia River Crossing; jeff.mize@columbian.com; 
Thirdbridgenow@aol.com; 

CC:

Subject: Historic Resources 4(f) funding

Date: Tuesday, July 01, 2008 11:45:58 PM

Attachments: historic3.ZIP 

 
 
 
**************Gas prices getting you down? Search AOL Autos for 
fuel-efficient used cars.      (http://autos.aol.com/used?ncid=aolaut00050000000007) 
 
*** eSafe scanned this email for malicious content *** 
*** IMPORTANT: Do not open attachments from unrecognized senders  *** 
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Subj:


Fwd: Earthquake & Bridges from the Oregonian





Date:


12/20/06 6:42:47 PM Pacific Standard Time





From:


mailto:Sharonnasset

INCLUDEPICTURE  \d  \z "aoldbimg:online"


HYPERLINK "mailto:Sharonnasset"
Sharonnasset





To:


Martinj@metro.dst.or.us





BCC:


mailto:Sharonnasset

INCLUDEPICTURE  \d  \z "aoldbimg:online"


HYPERLINK "mailto:Sharonnasset"
Sharonnasset







Hi, would you please make this newspaper article in paper for citizen comment at the next JPACT for me. 
Thank you 
Sharon
-----------------
Forwarded Message: 



Subj:
Fwd: Earthquake & Bridges from the Oregonian



Date:
12/20/06 6:19:31 PM Pacific Standard Time



From:




To:
, 



To:
, 



To:
, , 



To:
, 



To:
, 



To:
, 



To:
, 



To:
, 



To:
, 



To:
, 



To:




To:




To:




To:




To:




BCC:




Please email this newspaper article out. The 2002 inspection of the Columbia River Crossing finding were. An A-1 is structurally sufficient and meets all requirements. The taxpayers have spent 17 million dollars to paint, lift gate updates and electrical updates have also been completed. The Federal government has a lot of laws about checking out all alternative before making change to a registered Historic Structure the First Pacific Highway Bridge an engineering marvel of its time has steel as thick as the original specified of 90 years ago. It is projected to have 50 years of serviceable life left. The last bridge "span" style bridge on the old Pacific Highway, maybe we will get visitors. 
Thanks
-----------------
Forwarded Message: 



Subj:     Earthquake & Bridges from the Oregonian



Date:    12/20/06 1:10:31 PM Pacific Standard Time



From: jkarlock@ipns.com (jim karlock)
To: sharonnasset@aol.com (Sharon Nasset)

URL: 
http://docs.newsbank.com/openurl?ctx_ver=z39.88-2004&rft_id=info:sid/iw.newsbank.com:NewsBank:ORGB&rft_val_format=info:ofi/fmt:kev:mtx:ctx&rft_dat=100A3BF9AA1BE15D&svc_dat=InfoWeb:aggregated4&req_dat=8CE642B8CA5C4083BE84A2539D6E1A73

PORTLAND BRIDGES
Oregonian, The (Portland, OR)
February 8, 2004
Author: MICHAEL MODE - The Oregonian, SOURCES: The Portland Bridge 
Book; Oregon Department of Transportation;
Multnomah County
Estimated printed pages: 2

The 10 Willamette River bridges in Portland vary in their 
vulnerability in a major earthquake.

ST. JOHNS BRIDGE

Owner: State of Oregon

Completed: 1931

Type: Two tower steel suspension

Original cost: $3.9 million

The suspended deck's built-in flexibility is helpful, but the height 
of the towers could be a liability in a major quake. A $33 million 
renovation under way includes a new deck, sidewalks, electrical 
system and paint, but no earthquake protection.

BROADWAY BRIDGE

Owner: Multnomah County

Completed: 1913

Type: Double leaf bascule

Original cost: $1.6 million

TriMet added some bracing to the east approach that Interstate MAX 
trains will pass under, but the brige has no other seismic 
protection. A $26 million improvement project now under way includes 
no seismic improvements.

MORRISON BRIDGE

Owner: Multnomah County

Completed: 1958

Type: Double leaf bascule

Original cost: $12.9 million

Lift decks are supported by concrete rather than steel beams, making 
them more susceptible to crumbling. Tall, slim piers and eastside 
approaches are potential liabilities. Portalnd and the county plan a 
$2 million multiuse path improvement in 2005, but no money is slated 
for seismic improvements.

HAWTHORNE BRIDGE

Owner: Multnomah County

Completed: 1910

Type: Vertical lift

Original cost: $500,000

Eastside approaches stand on soft fill. Two 450-ton counterweights 
above the left span increase damage risks in a prolonged quake. A 
$21.3 million improvement project completed in 1999 added no seismic 
strengthening.

ROSS ISLAND BRIDGE

Owner: State of Oregon

Completed: 1926

Type: Steel deck cantilvever truss

Original cost: $1.9 million

The bridge's 123-foot height over the river makes it more vulnerable 
to seismic activity. A $12.5 million improvement project completed in 
2001 added no seismic strengthening.

FREMONT BRIDGE

Owner: State of Oregon

Completed: 1973

Type: Steel tied arch

Original cost: $82 million

The span is considered earthquake-worthy, but approaches probably 
would not survive a major quake. No improvements planned.

STEEL BRIDGE

Owner: Union Pacific Railroad

Completed: 1912

Type: Double deck vertical lift

Original cost: $1.7 million

This bridge was built sturdy enough to carry the weight of railroad 
trains. Yet it has no specific seismic bracing and its large towered 
counter-weights could cause catastrophic damage in a quake strong 
enough to cause lateral swaying.

BURNSIDE BRIDGE

Owner: Multnomah County

Completed: 1926

Type: Double leaf bascule

Original cost: $3 million

Identified in regional disaster plans as an emergency route. Seismic 
bracing added in 2002 on its static trusses. Work in 2005 would make 
the center lift decks less vulnerable to earthquakes.

MARQUAM BRIDGE

Owner: State of Oregon

Completed: 1966

Type: Double deck through canti lever truss

Original cost: $14 million

Probably the safest bridge. Restraining devices added in the 1990s 
tie the decks to piers, reducing the chance of decks collapsing. 
Additional bracing was added to eastside approaches.

SELLWOOD BRIDGE

Owner: Multnomah County

Completed: 1925

Type: Four-span continuous deck truss

Original cost: $541,000

Probably Portland's least-safe bridge. Noted for its narrow width and 
light construction materials. Suffers from earth movement at west 
approaches. Replacement cost: $90 million.
Map.
Edition: SUNRISE
Section: GRAPHICS
Page: B04
Index Terms: List
Copyright (c) 2004 Oregonian Publishing Co.
Record Number: 0402090180
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<> 





----------------------- Headers --------------------------------
Return-Path: <jkarlock@ipns.com>
Received: from rly-xn06.mx.aol.com (rly-xn06.mail.aol.com [172.20.83.119]) by air-xn04.mail.aol.com (v114.2) with ESMTP id MAILINXN43-7574589a67f22e; Wed, 20 Dec 2006 16:10:31 -0500
Received: from pop-gadwall.atl.sa.earthlink.net (pop-gadwall.atl.sa.earthlink.net [207.69.195.61]) by rly-xn06.mx.aol.com (v114.2) with ESMTP id MAILRELAYINXN65-7574589a67f22e; Wed, 20 Dec 2006 16:09:20 -0500
Received: from dialup-4.242.210.216.dial1.seattle1.level3.net ([4.242.210.216] helo=up2.ipns.com)
by pop-gadwall.atl.sa.earthlink.net with esmtp (Exim 3.36 #1)
id 1Gx8gb-0006Lt-00
for sharonnasset@aol.com; Wed, 20 Dec 2006 16:09:13 -0500
Message-Id: <7.0.1.0.0.20061219151858.047cbeb0@ipns.com>
X-Mailer: QUALCOMM Windows Eudora Version 7.0.1.0
Date: Tue, 19 Dec 2006 15:20:50 -0800
To: "Sharon Nasset" <sharonnasset@aol.com>
From: jim karlock <jkarlock@ipns.com>
Subject: Earthquake & Bridges from the Oregonian
Mime-Version: 1.0
Content-Type: multipart/alternative;
boundary="=====================_46050024==.ALT"
X-AOL-IP: 207.69.195.61
X-AOL-SCOLL-SCORE: 0:2:283965197:13421772
X-AOL-SCOLL-URL_COUNT: 0
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Subj:


Fwd: Earthquake & Bridges from the Oregonian





Date:


1/4/07 12:11:37 PM Pacific Standard Time





From:


mailto:Sharonnasset

INCLUDEPICTURE  \d  \z "aoldbimg:online"


HYPERLINK "mailto:Sharonnasset"
Sharonnasset





To:


pauloedgar@qwest.net, jkarlock@earthlink.net, budlogan@spiritone.com, charlie@bluelinetrans.com, Teamster37, BROTAX, wallyh@cbnorthwest.com, mailto:Sharonnasset

INCLUDEPICTURE  \d  \z "aoldbimg:online"


HYPERLINK "mailto:Sharonnasset"
Sharonnasset, mark@staroilco.net, sallyrich000@yahoo.com, sylvermiche@yahoo.com, susan.morton@neilkelly.com, rswaren2002@comcast.net, jbmiinc@comcast.net, Jmzweerts, SalmonCreekCocoa, District18Rep@msn.com








-----------------
Forwarded Message: 



Subj:     RE: Earthquake & Bridges from the Oregonian



Date:    1/4/07 8:16:50 AM Pacific Standard Time



From: William.A.Pratt@uscg.mil (Pratt, William)
Sender: William.A.Pratt@uscg.mil
To: Sharonnasset@aol.com

Sharon

The Coast Guard has no jurisdiction over seismic integrity of bridges. Our focus is navigation. We have no final design as yet to review. We will evaluate the retention of any of the old structures when we have a final design. Our concern is with the configuration of these existing dual bridges with the downstream rail drawbridge as it confronts navigation, and not with the seismic status of any of the three structures.

Austin Pratt
Bridge Administrator
13th Coast Guard District

PS I'm not a Commander but a civilian administrator

-----Original Message-----
From: Sharonnasset@aol.com [mailto:Sharonnasset@aol.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, January 03, 2007 7:26 PM
To: Pratt, William
Cc: pauloedgar@qwest.net; jkarlock@earthlink.net; budlogan@spiritone.com; charlie@bluelinetrans.com; Teamster37@aol.com; BROTAX@aol.com; wallyh@cbnorthwest.com; Sharonnasset@aol.com; mark@staroilco.net; sallyrich000@yahoo.com; sylvermiche@yahoo.com; susan.morton@neilkelly.com; rswaren2002@comcast.net; jbmiinc@comcast.net; Jmzweerts@aol.com; SalmonCreekCocoa@aol.com; District18Rep@msn.com
Subject: Fwd: Earthquake & Bridges from the Oregonian

Hi
Attached is what CRC staff is telling elected officials after the Sept. 
20th hearings. It is not what I heard at the hearings. What is the truth?
Thank you,
Sharon Nasset
503.283.9585 



< PTSIZE="10" 





----------------------- Headers --------------------------------
Return-Path: <william.a.pratt@uscg.mil>
Received: from rly-yd06.mx.aol.com (rly-yd06.mail.aol.com [172.18.141.70]) by air-yd04.mail.aol.com (v114.2) with ESMTP id MAILINYD41-779459d285e272; Thu, 04 Jan 2007 11:16:50 -0500
Received: from smtp-mailhub-1.uscg.mil (smtp-mailhub-1.uscg.mil [152.121.49.12]) by rly-yd06.mx.aol.com (v114.2) with ESMTP id MAILRELAYINYD63-779459d285e272; Thu, 04 Jan 2007 11:16:30 -0500
Received: from SMTPout-gateway-1.uscg.mil (SMTPout-gateway-1.uscg.mil [192.168.49.69]) by smtp-mailhub-1.uscg.mil with ESMTP for Sharonnasset@aol.com; Thu, 4 Jan 2007 16:16:30 Z
Received: from SMTPout-gateway-1.uscg.mil (SMTPout-gateway-1.uscg.mil-vscanner [127.0.0.1])
by SMTPout-gateway-1.uscg.mil (8.12.11.20060308/8.12.8) with ESMTP id l04GGTqS017249
for <sharonnasset@aol.com>; Thu, 4 Jan 2007 16:16:29 GMT
Received: from OSC-EXGW-M-001.main.ads.uscg.mil (osc-exgw-m-001.main.ads.uscg.mil [192.168.49.83])
by SMTPout-gateway-1.uscg.mil (8.12.11.20060308/8.12.8) with ESMTP id l04GGTXh017244
for <sharonnasset@aol.com>; Thu, 4 Jan 2007 16:16:29 GMT
Received: from D13-EXMB-M-004.main.ads.uscg.mil ([10.13.8.10]) by OSC-EXGW-M-001.main.ads.uscg.mil with Microsoft SMTPSVC(6.0.3790.1830);
Thu, 4 Jan 2007 11:16:29 -0500
Subject: RE: Earthquake & Bridges from the Oregonian
MIME-Version: 1.0
Content-Type: text/plain;
charset="us-ascii"
Content-Transfer-Encoding: quoted-printable
Date: Thu, 4 Jan 2007 08:16:27 -0800
Content-class: urn:content-classes:message
X-MimeOLE: Produced By Microsoft Exchange V6.5
Message-Id: <c59f5fec819fb44da9c671ddf885c5be458089@d13-exmb-m-004.main.ads.uscg.mil>
In-Reply-To: <539.10cf36de.32cdcdce@aol.com>
X-MS-Has-Attach: 
X-MS-TNEF-Correlator: 
Thread-Topic: Earthquake & Bridges from the Oregonian
Thread-Index: AccvsB0fEuJlepfYQDqdiJr6f23lCAAacuVA
From: "Pratt, William" <william.a.pratt@uscg.mil>
To: <sharonnasset@aol.com>
X-OriginalArrivalTime: 04 Jan 2007 16:16:29.0437 (UTC) FILETIME=[B0F3DAD0:01C7301B]
Sender: William.A.Pratt@uscg.mil
X-AOL-IP: 152.121.49.12
X-AOL-SCOLL-SCORE: 0:2:506362148:6710886
X-AOL-SCOLL-URL_COUNT: 0








earth email to moeller.doc

Subj:


Fwd: Earthquake & Bridges from the Oregonian





Date:


1/3/07 1:08:57 PM Pacific Standard Time





From:


mailto:Sharonnasset

INCLUDEPICTURE  \d  \z "aoldbimg:online"


HYPERLINK "mailto:Sharonnasset"
Sharonnasset





To:


IvanovB@wsdot.wa.gov





BCC:


pauloedgar@qwest.net, jkarlock@earthlink.net, budlogan@spiritone.com, charlie@bluelinetrans.com, Teamster37, BROTAX, wallyh@cbnorthwest.com, mailto:Sharonnasset

INCLUDEPICTURE  \d  \z "aoldbimg:online"


HYPERLINK "mailto:Sharonnasset"
Sharonnasset, mark@staroilco.net, sallyrich000@yahoo.com, sylvermiche@yahoo.com, susan.morton@neilkelly.com, rswaren2002@comcast.net, jbmiinc@comcast.net, Jmzweerts, SalmonCreekCocoa, District18Rep@msn.com







Hi,
elected officials and the governor's assistant have said that the bridge are unsafe and have been told that in several meeting with CRC staff that they must be replaced. I would like to get the FHWA on the seismic and the condition of the bridge on record and then require that CRC staff correct the false statements ever publicly.
I hope all is well for you. I would really like help with getting this is an official statement. Unfortunately I am going to have to contact DC because of FHWA here is not being forth coming with quality information. CRC keeps saying that they can't get answers on the bridges from local FHWA.
Peace be with you,
Sharon Nasset
503.283.9585
-----------------
Forwarded Message: 



Subj:     RE: Earthquake & Bridges from the Oregonian



Date:    12/21/06 6:53:08 PM Pacific Standard Time



From: Moeller.Jim@leg.wa.gov (Moeller, Rep. Jim)
To: Sharonnasset@aol.com

Hi Sharon:
Thanks for your email. I understand the bridge needs to be demolished due to river traffic safety concerns at the insistence of the US Coast Guard. Additionally, I understand the lift towers to be unstable and at risk of falling during an earthquake.

Thanks for writing.
Rep. Jim Moeller

________________________________

From: Sharonnasset@aol.com [mailto:Sharonnasset@aol.com]
Sent: Wed 12/20/2006 6:39 PM
To: IvanovB@wsdot.wa.gov; burkholderr@metro.dst.or.us; parkr@metro.dst.or.us; newmanb@metro.dst.or.us; hostickac@metro.dst.or.us; mclains@metro.dst.or.us; metrocouncil@metro-region.org; trans@metro-region.org; webmaster@metro-region.org; patwagner8026@msn.com; source@pacifier.com; clark@northwestwatch.org; alan@northwestwatch.org; jgarner@paifier; captbradley@earthlink.net; agardner@schn.com; bobd@andersen-const.com; davidwoodman@oregoncc.org; neportabate@yahoo.com; lotilive@msn.com; gcardwell@nwcontainer.com; richard@westernmachine.com; ppatterson@herc.com; dave_f@columbiasteel.com; nvanhousten@conmet.com; efailano@ups.com; MACasswell@aol.com; schandler@jdwhite.com; mlampros@alliance-steel.com; Malcantar1@aol.com; nscovill@triadpdx.com; pgiles@windermere.com; Moeller, Rep. Jim; jim.crawford@ci.vancouver.wa.us; ross@cfst.org; JerryGBW@aol.com; mcabrera@swinerton.com; stevepayne@freightliner.com; sales@portlandcc.com; clarkclc@workingfamilies.com; willmacht@gorge.net; david.c.beach@usace.army.mil; bobp@reason.org; MarsTami@aol.com; rnelson@newedgenetworks.com; dparisi@psn.net; nminsterpc@gbronline.com; toshijim@attibi; tdechenne@nbsrealtors.com; spurgeon@pbworld.com; BoydP@wsdot.wa.gov
Subject: Fwd: Earthquake & Bridges from the Oregonian





<> 





----------------------- Headers --------------------------------
Return-Path: <moeller.jim@leg.wa.gov>
Received: from rly-xm03.mx.aol.com (rly-xm03.mail.aol.com [172.20.83.104]) by air-xm02.mail.aol.com (v114.2) with ESMTP id MAILINXM24-604458b48802b1; Thu, 21 Dec 2006 21:53:08 -0500
Received: from netaccessb.leg.wa.gov (netaccessb.leg.wa.gov [198.238.208.2]) by rly-xm03.mx.aol.com (v114.2) with ESMTP id MAILRELAYINXM310-604458b48802b1; Thu, 21 Dec 2006 21:52:50 -0500
Received: from netaccessh.leg.wa.gov ([161.240.47.195]) by netaccessb.leg.wa.gov with Microsoft SMTPSVC(6.0.3790.1830);
Thu, 21 Dec 2006 18:52:48 -0800
X-MimeOLE: Produced By Microsoft Exchange V6.5
Content-class: urn:content-classes:message
MIME-Version: 1.0
Content-Type: text/plain;
charset="iso-8859-1"
Content-Transfer-Encoding: quoted-printable
Subject: RE: Earthquake & Bridges from the Oregonian
Date: Thu, 21 Dec 2006 18:48:04 -0800
Message-ID: <8637866ab8a7e64bbae2ee94d8953ed302c2219c@legmail2h.leg.wa.lcl>
X-MS-Has-Attach: 
X-MS-TNEF-Correlator: 
Thread-Topic: Earthquake & Bridges from the Oregonian
Thread-Index: Acckq0cP6S3iulq1TLGREisBePE+HAAyFNNO
References: <589.63b4b5d.32bb4dde@aol.com>
From: "Moeller, Rep. Jim" <moeller.jim@leg.wa.gov>
To: <sharonnasset@aol.com>
X-OriginalArrivalTime: 22 Dec 2006 02:52:48.0460 (UTC) FILETIME=[43A3F0C0:01C72574]
X-AOL-IP: 198.238.208.2
X-AOL-SCOLL-SCORE: 0:2:516326062:13421772
X-AOL-SCOLL-URL_COUNT: 0








historic3.doc

It’s the Law



Federal transportation agencies cannot approve the change (or use) of 4 (f) resources.



Significant historical sites such as Fort Vancouver, northbound CRC Bridge, The Apple Tree, Native American Archeological sites, Also Delta Park encroachment, qualify as 4 (f).



Unless



1. There is no Feasible OR Prudent alternative.



AND



2. The project includes ALL possible planning to minimize harm



Columbia River Crossing project is BREAKING THE LAW ! ! ! !



( It is Feasible to build a new bridge across the Columbia River.  



It is Prudent to build a Third Bridge.



     The Third Bridge alignment is in the Bridge Influence Area, next to the BNSF rail line, in the Port of Vancouver and meets all of the Purpose and Need statement. 



· The Third Bridge alignment proposal is currently recommended in transportation documents in both states.   



· The Third Bridge alignment is recommended in documents in ODOT, SW Washington, SW Washington Regional Transportation Council 2030 Regional System Improvement Visioning Corridors 11/15/07, Metro’s corridors of significant, PDOT, Regional Transportation Plan, the Portland Freight Master Plan, St. Johns’ Truck Strategy, I-5 Trade and Transportation Partnership, and other transportation documents.   



It is Prudent  



  ( The I-5 Trade and Transportation Partnership recommended this alignment for further study because of its merits. 



( It significantly helps freight mobility, transit, and communities adjacent to I-5.   



( Local access bridge between Vancouver/Portland without using I-5.



( Removes traffic from the I-5 Freeway considered to be over capacity since the 1980’s.



( We have fewer bridges the similar size US cities and suffer from extreme congestion. 



It is SO Prudent and Financially Responsible Too !



(The Majority of the alignment is bare, vacant, and Publicly owned land.



(No historic properties.  



(No demolishing of downtown Vancouver



(No interruption of traffic on I-5 Freeway during construction.   



(No destruction of businesses, or residences on Jantzen Beach, Hayden Island.



 It’s the LAW



Historic Properties are protected by the LAW !



The Columbia River Crossing project is BREAKING the LAW and hiding information. Call the Governors of Washington and Oregon Demand CRC follows the LAW !







It’s the Law 
 

Federal transportation agencies cannot approve the change (or use) of 4 (f) resources. 
Significant historical sites such as Fort Vancouver, northbound CRC Bridge, The Apple Tree, 
Native American Archeological sites, Also Delta Park encroachment, qualify as 4 (f). 
                 

Unless 
1. There is no Feasible OR Prudent alternative. 

AND 
2. The project includes ALL possible planning to minimize harm 

 

Columbia River Crossing project is BREAKING THE LAW ! ! ! ! 
 

: It is Feasible to build a new bridge across the Columbia River.   
 

It is Prudent to build a Third Bridge. 
 

     The Third Bridge alignment is in the Bridge Influence Area, next to the BNSF rail line, in 
the Port of Vancouver and meets all of the Purpose and Need statement.  
  

: The Third Bridge alignment proposal is currently recommended in transportation 
documents in both states.    

: The Third Bridge alignment is recommended in documents in ODOT, SW 
Washington, SW Washington Regional Transportation Council 2030 Regional System 
Improvement Visioning Corridors 11/15/07, Metro’s corridors of significant, PDOT, 
Regional Transportation Plan, the Portland Freight Master Plan, St. Johns’ Truck 
Strategy, I-5 Trade and Transportation Partnership, and other transportation 
documents.    

 

It is Prudent   
                    

  : The I-5 Trade and Transportation Partnership recommended this alignment for further 
study because of its merits.  
: It significantly helps freight mobility, transit, and communities adjacent to I-5.    
: Local access bridge between Vancouver/Portland without using I-5. 
: Removes traffic from the I-5 Freeway considered to be over capacity since the 1980’s. 
: We have fewer bridges the similar size US cities and suffer from extreme congestion.  
 

It is SO Prudent and Financially Responsible Too ! 
 

:The Majority of the alignment is bare, vacant, and Publicly owned land. 
:No historic properties.   
:No demolishing of downtown Vancouver 
:No interruption of traffic on I-5 Freeway during construction.    
:No destruction of businesses, or residences on Jantzen Beach, Hayden Island. 
 

 It’s the LAW 
Historic Properties are protected by the LAW ! 

The Columbia River Crossing project is BREAKING the LAW and hiding 
information. Call the Governors of Washington and Oregon Demand CRC follows the 

LAW ! 
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Subj: Fwd: Earthquake & Bridges from the Oregonian 
Date: 12/20/06 6:42:47 PM Pacific Standard Time 

From: mailto:SharonnassetSharonnasset
To: Martinj@metro.dst.or.us

BCC: mailto:SharonnassetSharonnasset
 
 
Hi, would you please make this newspaper article in paper for citizen comment at the next JPACT for me.  
Thank you  
Sharon 
----------------- 
Forwarded Message:  
Subj: Fwd: Earthquake & Bridges from the Oregonian 
Date: 12/20/06 6:19:31 PM Pacific Standard Time 
From:  
To: ,  
To: ,  
To: , ,  
To: ,  
To: ,  
To: ,  
To: ,  
To: ,  
To: ,  
To: ,  
To:  
To:  
To:  
To:  
To:  
BCC:  
Please email this newspaper article out. The 2002 inspection of the Columbia River Crossing finding were. An A-1 
is structurally sufficient and meets all requirements. The taxpayers have spent 17 million dollars to paint, lift gate 
updates and electrical updates have also been completed. The Federal government has a lot of laws about checking 
out all alternative before making change to a registered Historic Structure the First Pacific Highway Bridge an 
engineering marvel of its time has steel as thick as the original specified of 90 years ago. It is projected to have 50 
years of serviceable life left. The last bridge "span" style bridge on the old Pacific Highway, maybe we will get 
visitors.  
Thanks 
----------------- 
Forwarded Message:  
Subj:     Earthquake & Bridges from the Oregonian 
Date:    12/20/06 1:10:31 PM Pacific Standard Time 
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From: jkarlock@ipns.com (jim karlock) 
To: sharonnasset@aol.com (Sharon Nasset) 
 
URL:  
http://docs.newsbank.com/openurl?ctx_ver=z39.88-
2004&rft_id=info:sid/iw.newsbank.com:NewsBank:ORGB&rft_val_format=info:ofi/fmt:kev:mtx:ctx&rft_dat=100
A3BF9AA1BE15D&svc_dat=InfoWeb:aggregated4&req_dat=8CE642B8CA5C4083BE84A2539D6E1A73 
 
PORTLAND BRIDGES 
Oregonian, The (Portland, OR) 
February 8, 2004 
Author: MICHAEL MODE - The Oregonian, SOURCES: The Portland Bridge  
Book; Oregon Department of Transportation; 
Multnomah County 
Estimated printed pages: 2 
 
The 10 Willamette River bridges in Portland vary in their  
vulnerability in a major earthquake. 
 
ST. JOHNS BRIDGE 
 
Owner: State of Oregon 
 
Completed: 1931 
 
Type: Two tower steel suspension 
 
Original cost: $3.9 million 
 
The suspended deck's built-in flexibility is helpful, but the height  
of the towers could be a liability in a major quake. A $33 million  
renovation under way includes a new deck, sidewalks, electrical  
system and paint, but no earthquake protection. 
 
BROADWAY BRIDGE 
 
Owner: Multnomah County 
 
Completed: 1913 
 
Type: Double leaf bascule 
 
Original cost: $1.6 million 
 
TriMet added some bracing to the east approach that Interstate MAX  
trains will pass under, but the brige has no other seismic  
protection. A $26 million improvement project now under way includes  
no seismic improvements. 
 
MORRISON BRIDGE 
 
Owner: Multnomah County 
 
Completed: 1958 
 
Type: Double leaf bascule 
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Original cost: $12.9 million 
 
Lift decks are supported by concrete rather than steel beams, making  
them more susceptible to crumbling. Tall, slim piers and eastside  
approaches are potential liabilities. Portalnd and the county plan a  
$2 million multiuse path improvement in 2005, but no money is slated  
for seismic improvements. 
 
HAWTHORNE BRIDGE 
 
Owner: Multnomah County 
 
Completed: 1910 
 
Type: Vertical lift 
 
Original cost: $500,000 
 
Eastside approaches stand on soft fill. Two 450-ton counterweights  
above the left span increase damage risks in a prolonged quake. A  
$21.3 million improvement project completed in 1999 added no seismic  
strengthening. 
 
ROSS ISLAND BRIDGE 
 
Owner: State of Oregon 
 
Completed: 1926 
 
Type: Steel deck cantilvever truss 
 
Original cost: $1.9 million 
 
The bridge's 123-foot height over the river makes it more vulnerable  
to seismic activity. A $12.5 million improvement project completed in  
2001 added no seismic strengthening. 
 
FREMONT BRIDGE 
 
Owner: State of Oregon 
 
Completed: 1973 
 
Type: Steel tied arch 
 
Original cost: $82 million 
 
The span is considered earthquake-worthy, but approaches probably  
would not survive a major quake. No improvements planned. 
 
STEEL BRIDGE 
 
Owner: Union Pacific Railroad 
 
Completed: 1912 
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Type: Double deck vertical lift 
 
Original cost: $1.7 million 
 
This bridge was built sturdy enough to carry the weight of railroad  
trains. Yet it has no specific seismic bracing and its large towered  
counter-weights could cause catastrophic damage in a quake strong  
enough to cause lateral swaying. 
 
BURNSIDE BRIDGE 
 
Owner: Multnomah County 
 
Completed: 1926 
 
Type: Double leaf bascule 
 
Original cost: $3 million 
 
Identified in regional disaster plans as an emergency route. Seismic  
bracing added in 2002 on its static trusses. Work in 2005 would make  
the center lift decks less vulnerable to earthquakes. 
 
MARQUAM BRIDGE 
 
Owner: State of Oregon 
 
Completed: 1966 
 
Type: Double deck through canti lever truss 
 
Original cost: $14 million 
 
Probably the safest bridge. Restraining devices added in the 1990s  
tie the decks to piers, reducing the chance of decks collapsing.  
Additional bracing was added to eastside approaches. 
 
SELLWOOD BRIDGE 
 
Owner: Multnomah County 
 
Completed: 1925 
 
Type: Four-span continuous deck truss 
 
Original cost: $541,000 
 
Probably Portland's least-safe bridge. Noted for its narrow width and  
light construction materials. Suffers from earth movement at west  
approaches. Replacement cost: $90 million. 
Map. 
Edition: SUNRISE 
Section: GRAPHICS 
Page: B04 
Index Terms: List 
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Copyright (c) 2004 Oregonian Publishing Co. 
Record Number: 0402090180 
 
OpenURL Article Bookmark (right click, and copy the link location): 
PORTLAND  
BRIDGES 
http://docs.newsbank.com/openurl?ctx_ver=z39.88-2004&rft_id=info:sid/iw.new 
sbank.com:NewsBank:ORGB&rft_val_format=info:ofi/fmt:kev:mtx:ctx&rft_dat=100 
A3BF9AA1BE15D&svc_dat=InfoWeb:aggregated4&req_dat=8CE642B8CA5C4083BE84A2539 
D6E1A73 
 
 
<>  
 
 
----------------------- Headers -------------------------------- 
Return-Path: <jkarlock@ipns.com> 
Received: from rly-xn06.mx.aol.com (rly-xn06.mail.aol.com [172.20.83.119]) by air-xn04.mail.aol.com 
(v114.2) with ESMTP id MAILINXN43-7574589a67f22e; Wed, 20 Dec 2006 16:10:31 -0500 
Received: from pop-gadwall.atl.sa.earthlink.net (pop-gadwall.atl.sa.earthlink.net [207.69.195.61]) by rly-
xn06.mx.aol.com (v114.2) with ESMTP id MAILRELAYINXN65-7574589a67f22e; Wed, 20 Dec 2006 
16:09:20 -0500 
Received: from dialup-4.242.210.216.dial1.seattle1.level3.net ([4.242.210.216] helo=up2.ipns.com) 
by pop-gadwall.atl.sa.earthlink.net with esmtp (Exim 3.36 #1) 
id 1Gx8gb-0006Lt-00 
for sharonnasset@aol.com; Wed, 20 Dec 2006 16:09:13 -0500 
Message-Id: <7.0.1.0.0.20061219151858.047cbeb0@ipns.com> 
X-Mailer: QUALCOMM Windows Eudora Version 7.0.1.0 
Date: Tue, 19 Dec 2006 15:20:50 -0800 
To: "Sharon Nasset" <sharonnasset@aol.com> 
From: jim karlock <jkarlock@ipns.com> 
Subject: Earthquake & Bridges from the Oregonian 
Mime-Version: 1.0 
Content-Type: multipart/alternative; 
boundary="=====================_46050024==.ALT" 
X-AOL-IP: 207.69.195.61 
X-AOL-SCOLL-SCORE: 0:2:283965197:13421772 
X-AOL-SCOLL-URL_COUNT: 0 
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Subj: Fwd: Earthquake & Bridges from the Oregonian 
Date: 1/4/07 12:11:37 PM Pacific Standard Time 

From: mailto:SharonnassetSharonnasset

To: pauloedgar@qwest.net, jkarlock@earthlink.net, budlogan@spiritone.com, charlie@bluelinetrans.com, 
Teamster37, BROTAX, wallyh@cbnorthwest.com, mailto:SharonnassetSharonnasset, 
mark@staroilco.net, sallyrich000@yahoo.com, sylvermiche@yahoo.com, susan.morton@neilkelly.com, 
rswaren2002@comcast.net, jbmiinc@comcast.net, Jmzweerts, SalmonCreekCocoa, 
District18Rep@msn.com

 
 
 
----------------- 
Forwarded Message:  
Subj:     RE: Earthquake & Bridges from the Oregonian 
Date:    1/4/07 8:16:50 AM Pacific Standard Time 
From: William.A.Pratt@uscg.mil (Pratt, William) 
Sender: William.A.Pratt@uscg.mil 
To: Sharonnasset@aol.com 
 
Sharon 
 
The Coast Guard has no jurisdiction over seismic integrity of bridges. Our focus is navigation. We have no final 
design as yet to review. We will evaluate the retention of any of the old structures when we have a final design. Our 
concern is with the configuration of these existing dual bridges with the downstream rail drawbridge as it confronts 
navigation, and not with the seismic status of any of the three structures. 
 
Austin Pratt 
Bridge Administrator 
13th Coast Guard District 
 
PS I'm not a Commander but a civilian administrator 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Sharonnasset@aol.com [mailto:Sharonnasset@aol.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, January 03, 2007 7:26 PM 
To: Pratt, William 
Cc: pauloedgar@qwest.net; jkarlock@earthlink.net; budlogan@spiritone.com; charlie@bluelinetrans.com; 
Teamster37@aol.com; BROTAX@aol.com; wallyh@cbnorthwest.com; Sharonnasset@aol.com; 
mark@staroilco.net; sallyrich000@yahoo.com; sylvermiche@yahoo.com; susan.morton@neilkelly.com; 
rswaren2002@comcast.net; jbmiinc@comcast.net; Jmzweerts@aol.com; SalmonCreekCocoa@aol.com; 
District18Rep@msn.com 
Subject: Fwd: Earthquake & Bridges from the Oregonian 
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Hi 
Attached is what CRC staff is telling elected officials after the Sept.  
20th hearings. It is not what I heard at the hearings. What is the truth? 
Thank you, 
Sharon Nasset 
503.283.9585  
< PTSIZE="10"  
 
 
----------------------- Headers -------------------------------- 
Return-Path: <william.a.pratt@uscg.mil> 
Received: from rly-yd06.mx.aol.com (rly-yd06.mail.aol.com [172.18.141.70]) by air-yd04.mail.aol.com 
(v114.2) with ESMTP id MAILINYD41-779459d285e272; Thu, 04 Jan 2007 11:16:50 -0500 
Received: from smtp-mailhub-1.uscg.mil (smtp-mailhub-1.uscg.mil [152.121.49.12]) by rly-
yd06.mx.aol.com (v114.2) with ESMTP id MAILRELAYINYD63-779459d285e272; Thu, 04 Jan 2007 
11:16:30 -0500 
Received: from SMTPout-gateway-1.uscg.mil (SMTPout-gateway-1.uscg.mil [192.168.49.69]) by smtp-
mailhub-1.uscg.mil with ESMTP for Sharonnasset@aol.com; Thu, 4 Jan 2007 16:16:30 Z 
Received: from SMTPout-gateway-1.uscg.mil (SMTPout-gateway-1.uscg.mil-vscanner [127.0.0.1]) 
by SMTPout-gateway-1.uscg.mil (8.12.11.20060308/8.12.8) with ESMTP id l04GGTqS017249 
for <sharonnasset@aol.com>; Thu, 4 Jan 2007 16:16:29 GMT 
Received: from OSC-EXGW-M-001.main.ads.uscg.mil (osc-exgw-m-001.main.ads.uscg.mil 
[192.168.49.83]) 
by SMTPout-gateway-1.uscg.mil (8.12.11.20060308/8.12.8) with ESMTP id l04GGTXh017244 
for <sharonnasset@aol.com>; Thu, 4 Jan 2007 16:16:29 GMT 
Received: from D13-EXMB-M-004.main.ads.uscg.mil ([10.13.8.10]) by OSC-EXGW-M-
001.main.ads.uscg.mil with Microsoft SMTPSVC(6.0.3790.1830); 
Thu, 4 Jan 2007 11:16:29 -0500 
Subject: RE: Earthquake & Bridges from the Oregonian 
MIME-Version: 1.0 
Content-Type: text/plain; 
charset="us-ascii" 
Content-Transfer-Encoding: quoted-printable 
Date: Thu, 4 Jan 2007 08:16:27 -0800 
Content-class: urn:content-classes:message 
X-MimeOLE: Produced By Microsoft Exchange V6.5 
Message-Id: <c59f5fec819fb44da9c671ddf885c5be458089@d13-exmb-m-004.main.ads.uscg.mil> 
In-Reply-To: <539.10cf36de.32cdcdce@aol.com> 
X-MS-Has-Attach:  
X-MS-TNEF-Correlator:  
Thread-Topic: Earthquake & Bridges from the Oregonian 
Thread-Index: AccvsB0fEuJlepfYQDqdiJr6f23lCAAacuVA 
From: "Pratt, William" <william.a.pratt@uscg.mil> 
To: <sharonnasset@aol.com> 
X-OriginalArrivalTime: 04 Jan 2007 16:16:29.0437 (UTC) FILETIME=[B0F3DAD0:01C7301B] 
Sender: William.A.Pratt@uscg.mil 
X-AOL-IP: 152.121.49.12 
X-AOL-SCOLL-SCORE: 0:2:506362148:6710886 
X-AOL-SCOLL-URL_COUNT: 0 
 
 

03622 304 of 318



Subj: Fwd: Earthquake & Bridges from the Oregonian 
Date: 1/3/07 1:08:57 PM Pacific Standard Time 

From: mailto:SharonnassetSharonnasset
To: IvanovB@wsdot.wa.gov

BCC: pauloedgar@qwest.net, jkarlock@earthlink.net, budlogan@spiritone.com, charlie@bluelinetrans.com, 
Teamster37, BROTAX, wallyh@cbnorthwest.com, mailto:SharonnassetSharonnasset, 
mark@staroilco.net, sallyrich000@yahoo.com, sylvermiche@yahoo.com, susan.morton@neilkelly.com, 
rswaren2002@comcast.net, jbmiinc@comcast.net, Jmzweerts, SalmonCreekCocoa, 
District18Rep@msn.com

 
 
Hi, 
elected officials and the governor's assistant have said that the bridge are unsafe and have been told that in several 
meeting with CRC staff that they must be replaced. I would like to get the FHWA on the seismic and the condition 
of the bridge on record and then require that CRC staff correct the false statements ever publicly. 
I hope all is well for you. I would really like help with getting this is an official statement. Unfortunately I am going 
to have to contact DC because of FHWA here is not being forth coming with quality information. CRC keeps saying 
that they can't get answers on the bridges from local FHWA. 
Peace be with you, 
Sharon Nasset 
503.283.9585 
----------------- 
Forwarded Message:  
Subj:     RE: Earthquake & Bridges from the Oregonian 
Date:    12/21/06 6:53:08 PM Pacific Standard Time 
From: Moeller.Jim@leg.wa.gov (Moeller, Rep. Jim) 
To: Sharonnasset@aol.com 
 
Hi Sharon: 
Thanks for your email. I understand the bridge needs to be demolished due to river traffic safety concerns at the 
insistence of the US Coast Guard. Additionally, I understand the lift towers to be unstable and at risk of falling 
during an earthquake. 
 
Thanks for writing. 
Rep. Jim Moeller 
 
________________________________ 
 
From: Sharonnasset@aol.com [mailto:Sharonnasset@aol.com] 
Sent: Wed 12/20/2006 6:39 PM 
To: IvanovB@wsdot.wa.gov; burkholderr@metro.dst.or.us; parkr@metro.dst.or.us; newmanb@metro.dst.or.us; 
hostickac@metro.dst.or.us; mclains@metro.dst.or.us; metrocouncil@metro-region.org; trans@metro-region.org; 
webmaster@metro-region.org; patwagner8026@msn.com; source@pacifier.com; clark@northwestwatch.org; 
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alan@northwestwatch.org; jgarner@paifier; captbradley@earthlink.net; agardner@schn.com; bobd@andersen-
const.com; davidwoodman@oregoncc.org; neportabate@yahoo.com; lotilive@msn.com; 
gcardwell@nwcontainer.com; richard@westernmachine.com; ppatterson@herc.com; dave_f@columbiasteel.com; 
nvanhousten@conmet.com; efailano@ups.com; MACasswell@aol.com; schandler@jdwhite.com; 
mlampros@alliance-steel.com; Malcantar1@aol.com; nscovill@triadpdx.com; pgiles@windermere.com; Moeller, 
Rep. Jim; jim.crawford@ci.vancouver.wa.us; ross@cfst.org; JerryGBW@aol.com; mcabrera@swinerton.com; 
stevepayne@freightliner.com; sales@portlandcc.com; clarkclc@workingfamilies.com; willmacht@gorge.net; 
david.c.beach@usace.army.mil; bobp@reason.org; MarsTami@aol.com; rnelson@newedgenetworks.com; 
dparisi@psn.net; nminsterpc@gbronline.com; toshijim@attibi; tdechenne@nbsrealtors.com; 
spurgeon@pbworld.com; BoydP@wsdot.wa.gov 
Subject: Fwd: Earthquake & Bridges from the Oregonian 
 
 
<>  
 
 
----------------------- Headers -------------------------------- 
Return-Path: <moeller.jim@leg.wa.gov> 
Received: from rly-xm03.mx.aol.com (rly-xm03.mail.aol.com [172.20.83.104]) by air-xm02.mail.aol.com 
(v114.2) with ESMTP id MAILINXM24-604458b48802b1; Thu, 21 Dec 2006 21:53:08 -0500 
Received: from netaccessb.leg.wa.gov (netaccessb.leg.wa.gov [198.238.208.2]) by rly-xm03.mx.aol.com 
(v114.2) with ESMTP id MAILRELAYINXM310-604458b48802b1; Thu, 21 Dec 2006 21:52:50 -0500 
Received: from netaccessh.leg.wa.gov ([161.240.47.195]) by netaccessb.leg.wa.gov with Microsoft 
SMTPSVC(6.0.3790.1830); 
Thu, 21 Dec 2006 18:52:48 -0800 
X-MimeOLE: Produced By Microsoft Exchange V6.5 
Content-class: urn:content-classes:message 
MIME-Version: 1.0 
Content-Type: text/plain; 
charset="iso-8859-1" 
Content-Transfer-Encoding: quoted-printable 
Subject: RE: Earthquake & Bridges from the Oregonian 
Date: Thu, 21 Dec 2006 18:48:04 -0800 
Message-ID: <8637866ab8a7e64bbae2ee94d8953ed302c2219c@legmail2h.leg.wa.lcl> 
X-MS-Has-Attach:  
X-MS-TNEF-Correlator:  
Thread-Topic: Earthquake & Bridges from the Oregonian 
Thread-Index: Acckq0cP6S3iulq1TLGREisBePE+HAAyFNNO 
References: <589.63b4b5d.32bb4dde@aol.com> 
From: "Moeller, Rep. Jim" <moeller.jim@leg.wa.gov> 
To: <sharonnasset@aol.com> 
X-OriginalArrivalTime: 22 Dec 2006 02:52:48.0460 (UTC) FILETIME=[43A3F0C0:01C72574] 
X-AOL-IP: 198.238.208.2 
X-AOL-SCOLL-SCORE: 0:2:516326062:13421772 
X-AOL-SCOLL-URL_COUNT: 0 
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From: Sharonnasset@aol.com

To: Columbia River Crossing; jeff.mize@columbian.com; 

CC:

Subject: Lettter to Don Hamilton columbian and HCRC bridge Info safety

Date: Tuesday, July 01, 2008 11:55:40 PM

Attachments: earth email to moeller.ZIP 

History bridges safety and emails. 
 
 
************** 
Gas prices getting you down? Search AOL Autos for fuel-efficient used cars. 
(http://autos.aol.com/used?ncid=aolaut00050000000007) 

*** eSafe scanned this email for malicious content ***
*** IMPORTANT: Do not open attachments from unrecognized senders  ***

03622 307 of 318

mailto:Sharonnasset@aol.com
mailto:/O=CRC/OU=FIRST ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=FEEDBACK
mailto:jeff.mize@columbian.com



earth email to moeller.doc

Subj:


Fwd: Earthquake & Bridges from the Oregonian





Date:


1/3/07 1:08:57 PM Pacific Standard Time





From:


mailto:Sharonnasset

INCLUDEPICTURE  \d  \z "aoldbimg:online"


HYPERLINK "mailto:Sharonnasset"
Sharonnasset





To:


IvanovB@wsdot.wa.gov





BCC:


pauloedgar@qwest.net, jkarlock@earthlink.net, budlogan@spiritone.com, charlie@bluelinetrans.com, Teamster37, BROTAX, wallyh@cbnorthwest.com, mailto:Sharonnasset

INCLUDEPICTURE  \d  \z "aoldbimg:online"


HYPERLINK "mailto:Sharonnasset"
Sharonnasset, mark@staroilco.net, sallyrich000@yahoo.com, sylvermiche@yahoo.com, susan.morton@neilkelly.com, rswaren2002@comcast.net, jbmiinc@comcast.net, Jmzweerts, SalmonCreekCocoa, District18Rep@msn.com







Hi,
elected officials and the governor's assistant have said that the bridge are unsafe and have been told that in several meeting with CRC staff that they must be replaced. I would like to get the FHWA on the seismic and the condition of the bridge on record and then require that CRC staff correct the false statements ever publicly.
I hope all is well for you. I would really like help with getting this is an official statement. Unfortunately I am going to have to contact DC because of FHWA here is not being forth coming with quality information. CRC keeps saying that they can't get answers on the bridges from local FHWA.
Peace be with you,
Sharon Nasset
503.283.9585
-----------------
Forwarded Message: 



Subj:     RE: Earthquake & Bridges from the Oregonian



Date:    12/21/06 6:53:08 PM Pacific Standard Time



From: Moeller.Jim@leg.wa.gov (Moeller, Rep. Jim)
To: Sharonnasset@aol.com

Hi Sharon:
Thanks for your email. I understand the bridge needs to be demolished due to river traffic safety concerns at the insistence of the US Coast Guard. Additionally, I understand the lift towers to be unstable and at risk of falling during an earthquake.

Thanks for writing.
Rep. Jim Moeller

________________________________

From: Sharonnasset@aol.com [mailto:Sharonnasset@aol.com]
Sent: Wed 12/20/2006 6:39 PM
To: IvanovB@wsdot.wa.gov; burkholderr@metro.dst.or.us; parkr@metro.dst.or.us; newmanb@metro.dst.or.us; hostickac@metro.dst.or.us; mclains@metro.dst.or.us; metrocouncil@metro-region.org; trans@metro-region.org; webmaster@metro-region.org; patwagner8026@msn.com; source@pacifier.com; clark@northwestwatch.org; alan@northwestwatch.org; jgarner@paifier; captbradley@earthlink.net; agardner@schn.com; bobd@andersen-const.com; davidwoodman@oregoncc.org; neportabate@yahoo.com; lotilive@msn.com; gcardwell@nwcontainer.com; richard@westernmachine.com; ppatterson@herc.com; dave_f@columbiasteel.com; nvanhousten@conmet.com; efailano@ups.com; MACasswell@aol.com; schandler@jdwhite.com; mlampros@alliance-steel.com; Malcantar1@aol.com; nscovill@triadpdx.com; pgiles@windermere.com; Moeller, Rep. Jim; jim.crawford@ci.vancouver.wa.us; ross@cfst.org; JerryGBW@aol.com; mcabrera@swinerton.com; stevepayne@freightliner.com; sales@portlandcc.com; clarkclc@workingfamilies.com; willmacht@gorge.net; david.c.beach@usace.army.mil; bobp@reason.org; MarsTami@aol.com; rnelson@newedgenetworks.com; dparisi@psn.net; nminsterpc@gbronline.com; toshijim@attibi; tdechenne@nbsrealtors.com; spurgeon@pbworld.com; BoydP@wsdot.wa.gov
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Subj:


Re: Earthquake & Bridges from the Oregonian





Date:


12/27/06 9:52:25 AM Pacific Standard Time





From:


mailto:Sharonnasset

INCLUDEPICTURE  \d  \z "aoldbimg:online"


HYPERLINK "mailto:Sharonnasset"
Sharonnasset





To:


Moeller.Jim@leg.wa.gov, mailto:JerryGBW

INCLUDEPICTURE  \d  \z "aoldbimg:online"


HYPERLINK "mailto:JerryGBW"
JerryGBW





CC:


pauloedgar@qwest.net, jkarlock@earthlink.net, budlogan@spiritone.com, charlie@bluelinetrans.com, Teamster37, BROTAX, wallyh@cbnorthwest.com, mailto:Sharonnasset

INCLUDEPICTURE  \d  \z "aoldbimg:online"


HYPERLINK "mailto:Sharonnasset"
Sharonnasset, mark@staroilco.net, sallyrich000@yahoo.com, sylvermiche@yahoo.com, susan.morton@neilkelly.com, rswaren2002@comcast.net, jbmiinc@comcast.net, Jmzweerts, SalmonCreekCocoa, District18Rep@msn.com, jeffrey.graham@fhwa.dot.gov, IvanovB@wsdot.wa.gov, tteuscher6@hotmail.com, Marc.Boldt@clark.wa.gov (Marc Boldt)





BCC:


lars.larson@kxl.com







Hi Jim

I hope you are well and are enjoying the holidays. Thanks for the e-mail. I appreciate how busy you are.

I went to the US Coast Guard hearing for the Columbia River Crossing. I also went to the USCG Truman Hobbs grant hearing 3 years ago at the Port of Portland.
At the USCG hearing for CRC in September 21, 2006. I had the opportunity to hear testimony, give testimony, and speak with Commander Austin Pratt (OAN) Bridge Administration a hearing officer after the meeting. The USCG is not requiring anything done to the Historic Columbia River Crossing bridges, including seismic retrofitting.

Commander Austin Pratt did comment on how obsessed the CRC staff was with regard to seismic issues that were brought up in their presentation. Pratt commented that a seismic engineer obviously could not have overseen the project, as the footings were excessively large for suggested retrofitting of the bridges. Besides the size, there were too many footings. CRC Task Force member Jerry Grossnickle representing tugboats was present. 

USCG stated that any new bridge would have no lifts and therefore need to be high enough but not too close to any current bridges. They appeared to have no problem with a new high span bridge where BNSF rail line was and would be happy to see the rail bridges update and lift span changes.

Per The Federal Highway Administration in 2002, the HCRC bridges had a full inspection by FHWA who rated them sufficient and all requirements were met. FHWA found the steel construction to be as thick as the original 90-yr. old specification called for after the rust was removed. The bridges have 50 years of life left. Since that report, taxpayers have spent 17 million to paint and in addition, lift updates and electrical work has been completed. The FHWA is not requiring seismic unless changes are made to the HCRC bridges.

**This report stated that the HCRC bridges, like the majority of the bridges in our area, are not been seismically retrofitted. Because this study is referred to as a reference in the CRC meeting, it should be made available and as an on line download…. The entire report and it is not…. An Open Meetings Law violation.
** The recent meeting with seismic specialist was done without public notice, meeting notes, materials, who was present, when, where it took place. Summary of findings with the names of the engineer specialists that did the work. …This is an Open Meetings Law violation.

The unsafe issue on the bridge is the amount of cars and the speed for the closeness of intersections and lanes. The 2 lane bridges have been forced into 3 lanes with re-striping. The entire I-5 corridor through Portland, OR to Vancouver, WA. is considered antiquated and so are I-84 and WHY 26.

In 1980 the I-5 Corridor in Portland was considered to be at capacity. The HCRC bridges can handle about 85,000 -120,000 vehicles in 24 hours we currently are at 140,000 and a large percent of the vehicles are Freight trucks. As an international transportation hub, our industry is heavy rail and truck dependent. 

The Glen Jackson 205 Bridge is at capacity now, 9 years ahead of schedule. I do not think it is at current FHWA seismic standards. Glen Jackson wasn't constructed to carry light rail. 

Steel bridges are known for their strength and an earthquake significant enough to bring down the steel bridges would demolish the roads leading up to it. The Federal Government would come in and rebuild hospitals, roads, and bridges on their dime. Though an earthquake may not happen, gridlock has. 

Constructing a new corridor into our industrial areas, linking our ports, and creating direct access to I-5 is needed now for the economy, and for the environment and better living. And if it is 50 years before we experience an earthquake, we will have enjoyed our third corridor and its benefits during that time. The new bridges with I-5 access would be in our industrial areas, attracting new business. If an earthquake does occur, our economy would have a better chance of survival and we would have a foundation to build on. 

The I-5 Corridor through Portland is the most congested freeway in the United States. It received this first place wards almost a decade ago. The entire system lacks of infrastructure to access I-5 from our industrial areas in both states. A new corridor will provide jobs now, and attract business for future employment, local access between our states and removes traffic from I-5 and the neighborhoods of Vancouver and Portland. 

Commander Austin Pratt 206.220.7282

Open Meeting Laws have not been followed. None of the subcommittee meeting information is made available whose on the subcommittees, meeting notes, who participated, times, meet place etc. 
The Task Force Member are there to represent citizens and out reach. CRC will not provide public information for contact for the Task Force Member. How do you have out reach without if citizens can't reach back? All transportation meeting have sign in sheets. CRC meetings include Task Force Members, presenters, and staff in the meeting minutes and no citizens. All other transportation meeting include citizens so you can see how out reach is who attends and provide you attended for reference. Staff refused to put citizen present at meetings although they have been asked since the first meeting. Look at RTC, JPACT, and other government meeting. So, why won't they follow industry standards? Will most of the CRC meeting have 2 or 3 citizen rarely more than 5. Everyone else in the room is a transportation employee…… how is that out reach….. They don't want people reading the minutes to notice the total lack of citizen involvement.

The meetings are on Internet February and March 2006 will let you hear Commissioner Steve Stuart say he felt like a frog in a pot of water with the heat being turned up. Other saying they are steam rolled, citizen calling staff dishonest, cheats and liars. You will also hear Open Meetings Law violation
All the deliberation on emails and not in front of public. There are a lot of meetings like that on those tapes. 

Peace and thank again. 
Sharon






















Subj:


Re: Earthquake & Bridges from the Oregonian





Date:


12/27/06 9:52:25 AM Pacific Standard Time





From:


mailto:Sharonnasset

INCLUDEPICTURE  \d  \z "aoldbimg:online"


HYPERLINK "mailto:Sharonnasset"
Sharonnasset





To:


Moeller.Jim@leg.wa.gov, mailto:JerryGBW

INCLUDEPICTURE  \d  \z "aoldbimg:online"


HYPERLINK "mailto:JerryGBW"
JerryGBW





CC:


pauloedgar@qwest.net, jkarlock@earthlink.net, budlogan@spiritone.com, charlie@bluelinetrans.com, Teamster37, BROTAX, wallyh@cbnorthwest.com, mailto:Sharonnasset

INCLUDEPICTURE  \d  \z "aoldbimg:online"


HYPERLINK "mailto:Sharonnasset"
Sharonnasset, mark@staroilco.net, sallyrich000@yahoo.com, sylvermiche@yahoo.com, susan.morton@neilkelly.com, rswaren2002@comcast.net, jbmiinc@comcast.net, Jmzweerts, SalmonCreekCocoa, District18Rep@msn.com, jeffrey.graham@fhwa.dot.gov, IvanovB@wsdot.wa.gov, tteuscher6@hotmail.com, Marc.Boldt@clark.wa.gov (Marc Boldt)





BCC:


lars.larson@kxl.com







Hi Jim

I hope you are well and are enjoying the holidays. Thanks for the e-mail. I appreciate how busy you are.

I went to the US Coast Guard hearing for the Columbia River Crossing. I also went to the USCG Truman Hobbs grant hearing 3 years ago at the Port of Portland.
At the USCG hearing for CRC in September 21, 2006. I had the opportunity to hear testimony, give testimony, and speak with Commander Austin Pratt (OAN) Bridge Administration a hearing officer after the meeting. The USCG is not requiring anything done to the Historic Columbia River Crossing bridges, including seismic retrofitting.

Commander Austin Pratt did comment on how obsessed the CRC staff was with regard to seismic issues that were brought up in their presentation. Pratt commented that a seismic engineer obviously could not have overseen the project, as the footings were excessively large for suggested retrofitting of the bridges. Besides the size, there were too many footings. CRC Task Force member Jerry Grossnickle representing tugboats was present. 

USCG stated that any new bridge would have no lifts and therefore need to be high enough but not too close to any current bridges. They appeared to have no problem with a new high span bridge where BNSF rail line was and would be happy to see the rail bridges update and lift span changes.

Per The Federal Highway Administration in 2002, the HCRC bridges had a full inspection by FHWA who rated them sufficient and all requirements were met. FHWA found the steel construction to be as thick as the original 90-yr. old specification called for after the rust was removed. The bridges have 50 years of life left. Since that report, taxpayers have spent 17 million to paint and in addition, lift updates and electrical work has been completed. The FHWA is not requiring seismic unless changes are made to the HCRC bridges.

**This report stated that the HCRC bridges, like the majority of the bridges in our area, are not been seismically retrofitted. Because this study is referred to as a reference in the CRC meeting, it should be made available and as an on line download…. The entire report and it is not…. An Open Meetings Law violation.
** The recent meeting with seismic specialist was done without public notice, meeting notes, materials, who was present, when, where it took place. Summary of findings with the names of the engineer specialists that did the work. …This is an Open Meetings Law violation.

The unsafe issue on the bridge is the amount of cars and the speed for the closeness of intersections and lanes. The 2 lane bridges have been forced into 3 lanes with re-striping. The entire I-5 corridor through Portland, OR to Vancouver, WA. is considered antiquated and so are I-84 and WHY 26.

In 1980 the I-5 Corridor in Portland was considered to be at capacity. The HCRC bridges can handle about 85,000 -120,000 vehicles in 24 hours we currently are at 140,000 and a large percent of the vehicles are Freight trucks. As an international transportation hub, our industry is heavy rail and truck dependent. 

The Glen Jackson 205 Bridge is at capacity now, 9 years ahead of schedule. I do not think it is at current FHWA seismic standards. Glen Jackson wasn't constructed to carry light rail. 

Steel bridges are known for their strength and an earthquake significant enough to bring down the steel bridges would demolish the roads leading up to it. The Federal Government would come in and rebuild hospitals, roads, and bridges on their dime. Though an earthquake may not happen, gridlock has. 

Constructing a new corridor into our industrial areas, linking our ports, and creating direct access to I-5 is needed now for the economy, and for the environment and better living. And if it is 50 years before we experience an earthquake, we will have enjoyed our third corridor and its benefits during that time. The new bridges with I-5 access would be in our industrial areas, attracting new business. If an earthquake does occur, our economy would have a better chance of survival and we would have a foundation to build on. 

The I-5 Corridor through Portland is the most congested freeway in the United States. It received this first place wards almost a decade ago. The entire system lacks of infrastructure to access I-5 from our industrial areas in both states. A new corridor will provide jobs now, and attract business for future employment, local access between our states and removes traffic from I-5 and the neighborhoods of Vancouver and Portland. 

Commander Austin Pratt 206.220.7282

Open Meeting Laws have not been followed. None of the subcommittee meeting information is made available whose on the subcommittees, meeting notes, who participated, times, meet place etc. 
The Task Force Member are there to represent citizens and out reach. CRC will not provide public information for contact for the Task Force Member. How do you have out reach without if citizens can't reach back? All transportation meeting have sign in sheets. CRC meetings include Task Force Members, presenters, and staff in the meeting minutes and no citizens. All other transportation meeting include citizens so you can see how out reach is who attends and provide you attended for reference. Staff refused to put citizen present at meetings although they have been asked since the first meeting. Look at RTC, JPACT, and other government meeting. So, why won't they follow industry standards? Will most of the CRC meeting have 2 or 3 citizen rarely more than 5. Everyone else in the room is a transportation employee…… how is that out reach….. They don't want people reading the minutes to notice the total lack of citizen involvement.

The meetings are on Internet February and March 2006 will let you hear Commissioner Steve Stuart say he felt like a frog in a pot of water with the heat being turned up. Other saying they are steam rolled, citizen calling staff dishonest, cheats and liars. You will also hear Open Meetings Law violation
All the deliberation on emails and not in front of public. There are a lot of meetings like that on those tapes. 

Peace and thank again. 
Sharon
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Subj:


Information about the Structural Integrity of the I-5 Bridges





Date:


1/3/07 6:54:20 PM Pacific Standard Time





From: libertyr@metro.dst.or.us (Robert Liberty) To: Sharonnasset@aol.com 










Sharon

Thank you very much - this is very helpful. 

Robert

>>> <sharonnasset@aol.com> 01/03/07 12:54 PM >>>

Hello Councilor Liberty,

The www.wsdot.wa.gov/commission/agendasminutes/minutes/2004/oct.pdf. 
Pages 16-17

I was present in Olympia at the Washington Transportation Commission 
meeting during the Columbia Crossing Update. Don Wagner the Regional 
Administrator, Southwest Region, provided an update on the Columbia River Crossing. 

At that hearing this was recorded and is part of the Washington State 
archives. The update on the Columbia River Crossing was about the FHWA 
inspection just completed on the bridges. At the meeting, Don talked about the 
quality of work that went into the Columbia River Crossing. He talked about how 
impressive it was that after the rust had been removed the bridge's steel was as 
thick as the original specifications called for. That "Both of the bridges 
are structurally sufficient and meet all of the requirements." According to the 
FHWA most recent report.
I was present at RTC when WSDOT gave there information at that the 
Columbia River Crossing has had electric and lift maintenance completed and has 
approximately 50 years of life left. 
I have asked for the complete report and that a link is on CRC web site. 
Open Meetings Law requires all documents that are referred to must be made 
available to the public. This report has been referred to because it is the 
FHWA report that points out that it is not at current seismic standards.
I will be contacting the Washington DC FHWA to get states clarified. 

The FHWA gives contact information as Everett Matias (202) 366.6712 
everett.matias@dot.gov or Gary Moss (202) 366.4654 gary.moss@dot.gov

Is the FHWA requiring and repairs on the CRC bridges currently?
What are the current bridges rating?
Is the FHWA requiring that seismic retrofitting of the bridges if no changes 
are made to the bridges?
Don Wagner is a very nice man and I am sure he can answer any question you 
have.
Peace be with you,
Sharon Nasset
503.283.9585
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It's the law.doc

It’s the Law



Federal transportation agencies cannot approve the change (or use) of 4 (f) resources.



Significant historical sites such as Fort Vancouver, northbound CRC Bridge, The Apple Tree, Native American Archeological sites, Also Delta Park encroachment, qualify as 4 (f).



Unless



1. There is no Feasible OR Prudent alternative.



AND



2. The project includes ALL possible planning to minimize harm



Columbia River Crossing project is BREAKING THE LAW ! ! ! !



( It is Feasible to build a new bridge across the Columbia River.  



It is Prudent to build a Third Bridge.



     The Third Bridge alignment is in the Bridge Influence Area, next to the BNSF rail line, in the Port of Vancouver and meets all of the Purpose and Need statement. 



· The Third Bridge alignment proposal is currently recommended in transportation documents in both states.   



· The Third Bridge alignment is recommended in documents in ODOT, SW Washington, Metro’s corridors of significant, PDOT, Regional Transportation Plan, the Portland Freight Master Plan, and other transportation documents.   



It is Prudent  



  ( The I-5 Trade and Transportation Partnership recommended this alignment for further study because of its merits. 



( It significantly helps freight mobility, transit, and communities adjacent to I-5.   



( Local access bridge between Vancouver/Portland without using I-5.



( Removes traffic from the I-5 Freeway considered to be over capacity since the 1980’s.



( We have fewer bridges the similar size US cities and suffer from extreme congestion. 



It is SO Prudent and Financially Responsible Too !



(The Majority of the alignment is bare, vacant, and Publicly owned land.



(No historic properties.  



(No demolishing of downtown Vancouver



(No interruption of traffic on I-5 Freeway during construction.   



(No destruction of businesses, or residences on Jantzen Beach, Hayden Island.



Study the Third Bridge Now



 It’s the LAW



Historic Properties are protected by the LAW !



The Columbia River Crossing project is BREAKING the LAW 



and hiding information.



Call the Governors of Washington and Oregon Demand CRC follows the LAW !







newspapercolumbianHowdy Don.doc

Howdy Don, 



       I have always respected your work.  I would however like to say that I have been very surprise with the lock step, drum roll with Columbia River Crossing staff, instead of a well rounded approach.  After all, if it is really worth all of the sacrifice shouldn’t it sing and dance on it’s own.  The voice of the tax payers and happy clients don’t seem to be, being heard….. or don’t they exist?  CRC Task Force Members aren’t touting it’s wonders.



A replacement bridge will take approximately 100 homes or more in Vancouver, plus business.  Isn’t there a story there?  500 CRC impact letters went out with many citizens complaining they didn’t get a letter?  Or that the letter went to out of area owners.  Will this devastation be as large or larger then building the I-5 freeway?  Is the Academy and other historic properties affected?  Will any of the 25 downtown business that signed on wanting light rail have their business taken through imminent domain….. ?  Any of them making good money on this deal?  I am not imply anything on their integrity, however it is a good, and fair question. 



How do the neighborhoods feel about CRC putting park and rides in downtown encouraging commuters to head into crowded downtown on over capacity arterials instead of outside of downtown in neighborhood so users can walk or ride bikes to park and rides near their homes?  Those park and rides outside downtown can support future business needs in Vancouver not just Portland.  Are citizens around the park and rides worried about safety or the extra congestion? Have they been interviewed? Have I missed those stories?



The replacement bridge will cause congestion on street in downtown Vancouver and south of Columbia Blvd.  It will significantly increase spillover traffic on arterial adjacent to I-5 in both state. The 1999 I-5 Corridor Study findings called the current spillover traffic to be unsafe and unhealthy to the communities affected. What will even more do?  Is it the right direction?



So a recap….



Adds congestion to neighborhoods, doesn’t relieve congestion on I-5 Freeway except on the bridge that currently moves.



Historic properties, the bridges, fort, hospital, apple tree, and Native American archeological site are greatly affected.



100 over more homes in Vancouver and 27+ homes in Vancouver and dozen of businesses.



Tolls coming and going for Clark County plus a local tax,  a hardship on working families?  Oregonians who shop in Vancouver will the tolls stop them?



The CRC Purpose and Needs Statement “In the center of the project are, I-5 intersects with the Columbia River’s deep water shipping and barging, as well as two river-level, transcontinental rail lines.” How does that square with the CRC staff saying that the only reason they are not studying the third corridor it is outside the project area?  Have you asked about this statement?  



I have said the Open Meetings Law have been broken, yet have you followed up…?



The I-5 Trade and Transportation Partnership recommended further study because of significant benefit and merit. Considering the magnitude of the expense and devastation, shouldn’t every viable option be closely and fully studied?  Why will CRC staff not let anyone see RC-14, know about it, they have not even made a drawing, or written an accurate description.  Why are they afraid of doing a side by side comparison?  What would happen to actually see the truth?



The last time I a “housewife” from North Portland had a project accepted in to a formal study your paper interviewed me at less twice and called with questions.  Bill Steward had half a dozen articles and called regularly, the TV stations too.  Now not a word…..? I didn’t expect you to be afraid of not being lock step.



I went to the Columbian paper before you arrived with information to set straight incorrect statements.  The 2 men where rude, aggressive, interrupting, demanding, unwilling to accept information, incapable of being objective.  Your lack of curiosity has surprised me. 



 I am also surprised about the tag line your article recently had.  It said Sharon Nasset was unsuccessful? How are you measuring success?  2 project accepted into major transportation studies. Most if not all of the local, state, and federal official know me, and although they may not agree with me, they appear to respect me.  With no money I have lobbied everyone and have republics, and democrats sitting at the same table having coffee.  I have worked on opening up the process, transparency, equality, focused on the economy, CRC is having to change it tactics all the time. People openly say that it was rigged from the beginning and CRC just smiles.   



What is it I want.  An equal, fair, and honest process.  It supports our ports, industrial areas, local access bridge, freight out of neighborhoods, less amount of displacement, no displacements on Hayden Island, a new corridor, heavy rail, commuter rail, fix rail bridge, new parks, relieves congestion, no interruptions during construction, no historic properties, help land use, and removes air pollution from the I-5 Corridor.  



I have been lied to, yelled out in front of you by staff, when giving information, they have tried to discredit me in public, yet no information from them was supplied, called the opposition during an open process, and lied about.  I have persisted, continued showing up under pressure, I have be polite, pleasant, direct, patience, and have openly listened to all sides of the of the conversation from anyone who has engaged me.



Who am I ? What make me tick? What’s really driving me? Why do I consider myself to be successful?  What else do I have in my bag of tricks?



The press being embedded, doesn’t ask questions, check information, or sources documents, only reports…….. kinda reminds you of the Iraq War.



After all light rail is a religion…… and now The “Replacement Bridge” appears to be a religion is too,  if your not with them you’re the enemy.



When did it become that if you didn’t have the exact same view, you weren’t heard?  Only the really weak are afraid of letting all the information out.  Afraid of a level playing field…… CRC is shaking in their boots.  Why not study RC-14 fully to prove it isn’t the best?  The location after all is in the “Center of the project area”  In their own documents.   Like a challenge, I know your up to it.



“Courage is the resistance to fear not the absents” Mark Twain



PS. As far as “North Portland housewife” the cats and I have never committed.  Someone may wish to tell CRC staff that when they refer to me as “An old maid” without a life…… when those people me meet me it discredit staff, I’m a spinster an old maid is 55 year old or older.



Peace be with you,



Miss Sharon Joann Gerardine Cathlene Nasset 



Please feel free to call me Sharon or Sunshine.







It’s the Law 
 

Federal transportation agencies cannot approve the change (or use) of 4 (f) resources. 
Significant historical sites such as Fort Vancouver, northbound CRC Bridge, The Apple Tree, 
Native American Archeological sites, Also Delta Park encroachment, qualify as 4 (f). 
                 

Unless 
1. There is no Feasible OR Prudent alternative. 

AND 
2. The project includes ALL possible planning to minimize harm 

 

Columbia River Crossing project is BREAKING THE LAW ! ! ! ! 
 

: It is Feasible to build a new bridge across the Columbia River.   
 

It is Prudent to build a Third Bridge. 
 

     The Third Bridge alignment is in the Bridge Influence Area, next to the BNSF rail line, in 
the Port of Vancouver and meets all of the Purpose and Need statement.  
  

: The Third Bridge alignment proposal is currently recommended in transportation 
documents in both states.    

: The Third Bridge alignment is recommended in documents in ODOT, SW 
Washington, SW Washington Regional Transportation Council 2030 Regional System 
Improvement Visioning Corridors 11/15/07, Metro’s corridors of significant, PDOT, 
Regional Transportation Plan, the Portland Freight Master Plan, St. Johns’ Truck 
Strategy, I-5 Trade and Transportation Partnership, and other transportation 
documents.    

 

It is Prudent   
                    

  : The I-5 Trade and Transportation Partnership recommended this alignment for further 
study because of its merits.  
: It significantly helps freight mobility, transit, and communities adjacent to I-5.    
: Local access bridge between Vancouver/Portland without using I-5. 
: Removes traffic from the I-5 Freeway considered to be over capacity since the 1980’s. 
: We have fewer bridges the similar size US cities and suffer from extreme congestion.  
 

It is SO Prudent and Financially Responsible Too ! 
 

:The Majority of the alignment is bare, vacant, and Publicly owned land. 
:No historic properties.   
:No demolishing of downtown Vancouver 
:No interruption of traffic on I-5 Freeway during construction.    
:No destruction of businesses, or residences on Jantzen Beach, Hayden Island. 
 

 It’s the LAW 
Historic Properties are protected by the LAW ! 

The Columbia River Crossing project is BREAKING the LAW and hiding 
information. Call the Governors of Washington and Oregon Demand CRC follows the 

LAW ! 
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Subj: Fwd: Earthquake & Bridges from the Oregonian 
Date: 12/20/06 6:42:47 PM Pacific Standard Time 

From: mailto:SharonnassetSharonnasset
To: Martinj@metro.dst.or.us

BCC: mailto:SharonnassetSharonnasset
 
 
Hi, would you please make this newspaper article in paper for citizen comment at the next JPACT for me.  
Thank you  
Sharon 
----------------- 
Forwarded Message:  
Subj: Fwd: Earthquake & Bridges from the Oregonian 
Date: 12/20/06 6:19:31 PM Pacific Standard Time 
From:  
To: ,  
To: ,  
To: , ,  
To: ,  
To: ,  
To: ,  
To: ,  
To: ,  
To: ,  
To: ,  
To:  
To:  
To:  
To:  
To:  
BCC:  
Please email this newspaper article out. The 2002 inspection of the Columbia River Crossing finding were. An A-1 
is structurally sufficient and meets all requirements. The taxpayers have spent 17 million dollars to paint, lift gate 
updates and electrical updates have also been completed. The Federal government has a lot of laws about checking 
out all alternative before making change to a registered Historic Structure the First Pacific Highway Bridge an 
engineering marvel of its time has steel as thick as the original specified of 90 years ago. It is projected to have 50 
years of serviceable life left. The last bridge "span" style bridge on the old Pacific Highway, maybe we will get 
visitors.  
Thanks 
----------------- 
Forwarded Message:  
Subj:     Earthquake & Bridges from the Oregonian 
Date:    12/20/06 1:10:31 PM Pacific Standard Time 
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From: jkarlock@ipns.com (jim karlock) 
To: sharonnasset@aol.com (Sharon Nasset) 
 
URL:  
http://docs.newsbank.com/openurl?ctx_ver=z39.88-
2004&rft_id=info:sid/iw.newsbank.com:NewsBank:ORGB&rft_val_format=info:ofi/fmt:kev:mtx:ctx&rft_dat=100
A3BF9AA1BE15D&svc_dat=InfoWeb:aggregated4&req_dat=8CE642B8CA5C4083BE84A2539D6E1A73 
 
PORTLAND BRIDGES 
Oregonian, The (Portland, OR) 
February 8, 2004 
Author: MICHAEL MODE - The Oregonian, SOURCES: The Portland Bridge  
Book; Oregon Department of Transportation; 
Multnomah County 
Estimated printed pages: 2 
 
The 10 Willamette River bridges in Portland vary in their  
vulnerability in a major earthquake. 
 
ST. JOHNS BRIDGE 
 
Owner: State of Oregon 
 
Completed: 1931 
 
Type: Two tower steel suspension 
 
Original cost: $3.9 million 
 
The suspended deck's built-in flexibility is helpful, but the height  
of the towers could be a liability in a major quake. A $33 million  
renovation under way includes a new deck, sidewalks, electrical  
system and paint, but no earthquake protection. 
 
BROADWAY BRIDGE 
 
Owner: Multnomah County 
 
Completed: 1913 
 
Type: Double leaf bascule 
 
Original cost: $1.6 million 
 
TriMet added some bracing to the east approach that Interstate MAX  
trains will pass under, but the brige has no other seismic  
protection. A $26 million improvement project now under way includes  
no seismic improvements. 
 
MORRISON BRIDGE 
 
Owner: Multnomah County 
 
Completed: 1958 
 
Type: Double leaf bascule 
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Original cost: $12.9 million 
 
Lift decks are supported by concrete rather than steel beams, making  
them more susceptible to crumbling. Tall, slim piers and eastside  
approaches are potential liabilities. Portalnd and the county plan a  
$2 million multiuse path improvement in 2005, but no money is slated  
for seismic improvements. 
 
HAWTHORNE BRIDGE 
 
Owner: Multnomah County 
 
Completed: 1910 
 
Type: Vertical lift 
 
Original cost: $500,000 
 
Eastside approaches stand on soft fill. Two 450-ton counterweights  
above the left span increase damage risks in a prolonged quake. A  
$21.3 million improvement project completed in 1999 added no seismic  
strengthening. 
 
ROSS ISLAND BRIDGE 
 
Owner: State of Oregon 
 
Completed: 1926 
 
Type: Steel deck cantilvever truss 
 
Original cost: $1.9 million 
 
The bridge's 123-foot height over the river makes it more vulnerable  
to seismic activity. A $12.5 million improvement project completed in  
2001 added no seismic strengthening. 
 
FREMONT BRIDGE 
 
Owner: State of Oregon 
 
Completed: 1973 
 
Type: Steel tied arch 
 
Original cost: $82 million 
 
The span is considered earthquake-worthy, but approaches probably  
would not survive a major quake. No improvements planned. 
 
STEEL BRIDGE 
 
Owner: Union Pacific Railroad 
 
Completed: 1912 
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Type: Double deck vertical lift 
 
Original cost: $1.7 million 
 
This bridge was built sturdy enough to carry the weight of railroad  
trains. Yet it has no specific seismic bracing and its large towered  
counter-weights could cause catastrophic damage in a quake strong  
enough to cause lateral swaying. 
 
BURNSIDE BRIDGE 
 
Owner: Multnomah County 
 
Completed: 1926 
 
Type: Double leaf bascule 
 
Original cost: $3 million 
 
Identified in regional disaster plans as an emergency route. Seismic  
bracing added in 2002 on its static trusses. Work in 2005 would make  
the center lift decks less vulnerable to earthquakes. 
 
MARQUAM BRIDGE 
 
Owner: State of Oregon 
 
Completed: 1966 
 
Type: Double deck through canti lever truss 
 
Original cost: $14 million 
 
Probably the safest bridge. Restraining devices added in the 1990s  
tie the decks to piers, reducing the chance of decks collapsing.  
Additional bracing was added to eastside approaches. 
 
SELLWOOD BRIDGE 
 
Owner: Multnomah County 
 
Completed: 1925 
 
Type: Four-span continuous deck truss 
 
Original cost: $541,000 
 
Probably Portland's least-safe bridge. Noted for its narrow width and  
light construction materials. Suffers from earth movement at west  
approaches. Replacement cost: $90 million. 
Map. 
Edition: SUNRISE 
Section: GRAPHICS 
Page: B04 
Index Terms: List 
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Copyright (c) 2004 Oregonian Publishing Co. 
Record Number: 0402090180 
 
OpenURL Article Bookmark (right click, and copy the link location): 
PORTLAND  
BRIDGES 
http://docs.newsbank.com/openurl?ctx_ver=z39.88-2004&rft_id=info:sid/iw.new 
sbank.com:NewsBank:ORGB&rft_val_format=info:ofi/fmt:kev:mtx:ctx&rft_dat=100 
A3BF9AA1BE15D&svc_dat=InfoWeb:aggregated4&req_dat=8CE642B8CA5C4083BE84A2539 
D6E1A73 
 
 
<>  
 
 
----------------------- Headers -------------------------------- 
Return-Path: <jkarlock@ipns.com> 
Received: from rly-xn06.mx.aol.com (rly-xn06.mail.aol.com [172.20.83.119]) by air-xn04.mail.aol.com 
(v114.2) with ESMTP id MAILINXN43-7574589a67f22e; Wed, 20 Dec 2006 16:10:31 -0500 
Received: from pop-gadwall.atl.sa.earthlink.net (pop-gadwall.atl.sa.earthlink.net [207.69.195.61]) by rly-
xn06.mx.aol.com (v114.2) with ESMTP id MAILRELAYINXN65-7574589a67f22e; Wed, 20 Dec 2006 
16:09:20 -0500 
Received: from dialup-4.242.210.216.dial1.seattle1.level3.net ([4.242.210.216] helo=up2.ipns.com) 
by pop-gadwall.atl.sa.earthlink.net with esmtp (Exim 3.36 #1) 
id 1Gx8gb-0006Lt-00 
for sharonnasset@aol.com; Wed, 20 Dec 2006 16:09:13 -0500 
Message-Id: <7.0.1.0.0.20061219151858.047cbeb0@ipns.com> 
X-Mailer: QUALCOMM Windows Eudora Version 7.0.1.0 
Date: Tue, 19 Dec 2006 15:20:50 -0800 
To: "Sharon Nasset" <sharonnasset@aol.com> 
From: jim karlock <jkarlock@ipns.com> 
Subject: Earthquake & Bridges from the Oregonian 
Mime-Version: 1.0 
Content-Type: multipart/alternative; 
boundary="=====================_46050024==.ALT" 
X-AOL-IP: 207.69.195.61 
X-AOL-SCOLL-SCORE: 0:2:283965197:13421772 
X-AOL-SCOLL-URL_COUNT: 0 
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Subj: Fwd: Earthquake & Bridges from the Oregonian 
Date: 1/4/07 12:11:37 PM Pacific Standard Time 

From: mailto:SharonnassetSharonnasset

To: pauloedgar@qwest.net, jkarlock@earthlink.net, budlogan@spiritone.com, charlie@bluelinetrans.com, 
Teamster37, BROTAX, wallyh@cbnorthwest.com, mailto:SharonnassetSharonnasset, 
mark@staroilco.net, sallyrich000@yahoo.com, sylvermiche@yahoo.com, susan.morton@neilkelly.com, 
rswaren2002@comcast.net, jbmiinc@comcast.net, Jmzweerts, SalmonCreekCocoa, 
District18Rep@msn.com

 
 
 
----------------- 
Forwarded Message:  
Subj:     RE: Earthquake & Bridges from the Oregonian 
Date:    1/4/07 8:16:50 AM Pacific Standard Time 
From: William.A.Pratt@uscg.mil (Pratt, William) 
Sender: William.A.Pratt@uscg.mil 
To: Sharonnasset@aol.com 
 
Sharon 
 
The Coast Guard has no jurisdiction over seismic integrity of bridges. Our focus is navigation. We have no final 
design as yet to review. We will evaluate the retention of any of the old structures when we have a final design. Our 
concern is with the configuration of these existing dual bridges with the downstream rail drawbridge as it confronts 
navigation, and not with the seismic status of any of the three structures. 
 
Austin Pratt 
Bridge Administrator 
13th Coast Guard District 
 
PS I'm not a Commander but a civilian administrator 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Sharonnasset@aol.com [mailto:Sharonnasset@aol.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, January 03, 2007 7:26 PM 
To: Pratt, William 
Cc: pauloedgar@qwest.net; jkarlock@earthlink.net; budlogan@spiritone.com; charlie@bluelinetrans.com; 
Teamster37@aol.com; BROTAX@aol.com; wallyh@cbnorthwest.com; Sharonnasset@aol.com; 
mark@staroilco.net; sallyrich000@yahoo.com; sylvermiche@yahoo.com; susan.morton@neilkelly.com; 
rswaren2002@comcast.net; jbmiinc@comcast.net; Jmzweerts@aol.com; SalmonCreekCocoa@aol.com; 
District18Rep@msn.com 
Subject: Fwd: Earthquake & Bridges from the Oregonian 
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Hi 
Attached is what CRC staff is telling elected officials after the Sept.  
20th hearings. It is not what I heard at the hearings. What is the truth? 
Thank you, 
Sharon Nasset 
503.283.9585  
< PTSIZE="10"  
 
 
----------------------- Headers -------------------------------- 
Return-Path: <william.a.pratt@uscg.mil> 
Received: from rly-yd06.mx.aol.com (rly-yd06.mail.aol.com [172.18.141.70]) by air-yd04.mail.aol.com 
(v114.2) with ESMTP id MAILINYD41-779459d285e272; Thu, 04 Jan 2007 11:16:50 -0500 
Received: from smtp-mailhub-1.uscg.mil (smtp-mailhub-1.uscg.mil [152.121.49.12]) by rly-
yd06.mx.aol.com (v114.2) with ESMTP id MAILRELAYINYD63-779459d285e272; Thu, 04 Jan 2007 
11:16:30 -0500 
Received: from SMTPout-gateway-1.uscg.mil (SMTPout-gateway-1.uscg.mil [192.168.49.69]) by smtp-
mailhub-1.uscg.mil with ESMTP for Sharonnasset@aol.com; Thu, 4 Jan 2007 16:16:30 Z 
Received: from SMTPout-gateway-1.uscg.mil (SMTPout-gateway-1.uscg.mil-vscanner [127.0.0.1]) 
by SMTPout-gateway-1.uscg.mil (8.12.11.20060308/8.12.8) with ESMTP id l04GGTqS017249 
for <sharonnasset@aol.com>; Thu, 4 Jan 2007 16:16:29 GMT 
Received: from OSC-EXGW-M-001.main.ads.uscg.mil (osc-exgw-m-001.main.ads.uscg.mil 
[192.168.49.83]) 
by SMTPout-gateway-1.uscg.mil (8.12.11.20060308/8.12.8) with ESMTP id l04GGTXh017244 
for <sharonnasset@aol.com>; Thu, 4 Jan 2007 16:16:29 GMT 
Received: from D13-EXMB-M-004.main.ads.uscg.mil ([10.13.8.10]) by OSC-EXGW-M-
001.main.ads.uscg.mil with Microsoft SMTPSVC(6.0.3790.1830); 
Thu, 4 Jan 2007 11:16:29 -0500 
Subject: RE: Earthquake & Bridges from the Oregonian 
MIME-Version: 1.0 
Content-Type: text/plain; 
charset="us-ascii" 
Content-Transfer-Encoding: quoted-printable 
Date: Thu, 4 Jan 2007 08:16:27 -0800 
Content-class: urn:content-classes:message 
X-MimeOLE: Produced By Microsoft Exchange V6.5 
Message-Id: <c59f5fec819fb44da9c671ddf885c5be458089@d13-exmb-m-004.main.ads.uscg.mil> 
In-Reply-To: <539.10cf36de.32cdcdce@aol.com> 
X-MS-Has-Attach:  
X-MS-TNEF-Correlator:  
Thread-Topic: Earthquake & Bridges from the Oregonian 
Thread-Index: AccvsB0fEuJlepfYQDqdiJr6f23lCAAacuVA 
From: "Pratt, William" <william.a.pratt@uscg.mil> 
To: <sharonnasset@aol.com> 
X-OriginalArrivalTime: 04 Jan 2007 16:16:29.0437 (UTC) FILETIME=[B0F3DAD0:01C7301B] 
Sender: William.A.Pratt@uscg.mil 
X-AOL-IP: 152.121.49.12 
X-AOL-SCOLL-SCORE: 0:2:506362148:6710886 
X-AOL-SCOLL-URL_COUNT: 0 
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Subj: Fwd: Earthquake & Bridges from the Oregonian 
Date: 1/3/07 1:08:57 PM Pacific Standard Time 

From: mailto:SharonnassetSharonnasset
To: IvanovB@wsdot.wa.gov

BCC: pauloedgar@qwest.net, jkarlock@earthlink.net, budlogan@spiritone.com, charlie@bluelinetrans.com, 
Teamster37, BROTAX, wallyh@cbnorthwest.com, mailto:SharonnassetSharonnasset, 
mark@staroilco.net, sallyrich000@yahoo.com, sylvermiche@yahoo.com, susan.morton@neilkelly.com, 
rswaren2002@comcast.net, jbmiinc@comcast.net, Jmzweerts, SalmonCreekCocoa, 
District18Rep@msn.com

 
 
Hi, 
elected officials and the governor's assistant have said that the bridge are unsafe and have been told that in several 
meeting with CRC staff that they must be replaced. I would like to get the FHWA on the seismic and the condition 
of the bridge on record and then require that CRC staff correct the false statements ever publicly. 
I hope all is well for you. I would really like help with getting this is an official statement. Unfortunately I am going 
to have to contact DC because of FHWA here is not being forth coming with quality information. CRC keeps saying 
that they can't get answers on the bridges from local FHWA. 
Peace be with you, 
Sharon Nasset 
503.283.9585 
----------------- 
Forwarded Message:  
Subj:     RE: Earthquake & Bridges from the Oregonian 
Date:    12/21/06 6:53:08 PM Pacific Standard Time 
From: Moeller.Jim@leg.wa.gov (Moeller, Rep. Jim) 
To: Sharonnasset@aol.com 
 
Hi Sharon: 
Thanks for your email. I understand the bridge needs to be demolished due to river traffic safety concerns at the 
insistence of the US Coast Guard. Additionally, I understand the lift towers to be unstable and at risk of falling 
during an earthquake. 
 
Thanks for writing. 
Rep. Jim Moeller 
 
________________________________ 
 
From: Sharonnasset@aol.com [mailto:Sharonnasset@aol.com] 
Sent: Wed 12/20/2006 6:39 PM 
To: IvanovB@wsdot.wa.gov; burkholderr@metro.dst.or.us; parkr@metro.dst.or.us; newmanb@metro.dst.or.us; 
hostickac@metro.dst.or.us; mclains@metro.dst.or.us; metrocouncil@metro-region.org; trans@metro-region.org; 
webmaster@metro-region.org; patwagner8026@msn.com; source@pacifier.com; clark@northwestwatch.org; 
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alan@northwestwatch.org; jgarner@paifier; captbradley@earthlink.net; agardner@schn.com; bobd@andersen-
const.com; davidwoodman@oregoncc.org; neportabate@yahoo.com; lotilive@msn.com; 
gcardwell@nwcontainer.com; richard@westernmachine.com; ppatterson@herc.com; dave_f@columbiasteel.com; 
nvanhousten@conmet.com; efailano@ups.com; MACasswell@aol.com; schandler@jdwhite.com; 
mlampros@alliance-steel.com; Malcantar1@aol.com; nscovill@triadpdx.com; pgiles@windermere.com; Moeller, 
Rep. Jim; jim.crawford@ci.vancouver.wa.us; ross@cfst.org; JerryGBW@aol.com; mcabrera@swinerton.com; 
stevepayne@freightliner.com; sales@portlandcc.com; clarkclc@workingfamilies.com; willmacht@gorge.net; 
david.c.beach@usace.army.mil; bobp@reason.org; MarsTami@aol.com; rnelson@newedgenetworks.com; 
dparisi@psn.net; nminsterpc@gbronline.com; toshijim@attibi; tdechenne@nbsrealtors.com; 
spurgeon@pbworld.com; BoydP@wsdot.wa.gov 
Subject: Fwd: Earthquake & Bridges from the Oregonian 
 
 
<>  
 
 
----------------------- Headers -------------------------------- 
Return-Path: <moeller.jim@leg.wa.gov> 
Received: from rly-xm03.mx.aol.com (rly-xm03.mail.aol.com [172.20.83.104]) by air-xm02.mail.aol.com 
(v114.2) with ESMTP id MAILINXM24-604458b48802b1; Thu, 21 Dec 2006 21:53:08 -0500 
Received: from netaccessb.leg.wa.gov (netaccessb.leg.wa.gov [198.238.208.2]) by rly-xm03.mx.aol.com 
(v114.2) with ESMTP id MAILRELAYINXM310-604458b48802b1; Thu, 21 Dec 2006 21:52:50 -0500 
Received: from netaccessh.leg.wa.gov ([161.240.47.195]) by netaccessb.leg.wa.gov with Microsoft 
SMTPSVC(6.0.3790.1830); 
Thu, 21 Dec 2006 18:52:48 -0800 
X-MimeOLE: Produced By Microsoft Exchange V6.5 
Content-class: urn:content-classes:message 
MIME-Version: 1.0 
Content-Type: text/plain; 
charset="iso-8859-1" 
Content-Transfer-Encoding: quoted-printable 
Subject: RE: Earthquake & Bridges from the Oregonian 
Date: Thu, 21 Dec 2006 18:48:04 -0800 
Message-ID: <8637866ab8a7e64bbae2ee94d8953ed302c2219c@legmail2h.leg.wa.lcl> 
X-MS-Has-Attach:  
X-MS-TNEF-Correlator:  
Thread-Topic: Earthquake & Bridges from the Oregonian 
Thread-Index: Acckq0cP6S3iulq1TLGREisBePE+HAAyFNNO 
References: <589.63b4b5d.32bb4dde@aol.com> 
From: "Moeller, Rep. Jim" <moeller.jim@leg.wa.gov> 
To: <sharonnasset@aol.com> 
X-OriginalArrivalTime: 22 Dec 2006 02:52:48.0460 (UTC) FILETIME=[43A3F0C0:01C72574] 
X-AOL-IP: 198.238.208.2 
X-AOL-SCOLL-SCORE: 0:2:516326062:13421772 
X-AOL-SCOLL-URL_COUNT: 0 
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From: Sharonnasset@aol.com

To: Columbia River Crossing; jeff.mize@columbian.
com; 

CC:

Subject: Funding suggestions

Date: Wednesday, July 02, 2008 12:09:59 AM

Attachments:

RC-14 has may more options   
 
 
Start a scratch off time for the lottery only going to a new bridge. 
Sale bonds to support to business and residents who directly benefit 
Sale the bricks on the bike and ped path, with names and larger one with 
saying, lamp post and benches by making it a land bridge, yet it out for 
events, ask people to put together events, have radio station have 
congestion contest.  Making it really green can keep cost low.  So using 
bare, vacant, publicly owned land for most of the right away.  New Starts 
dollars paying for heavy commuter rail with new tracks and bridge 
upgrading current freight capacity and express buses. 
Funding it will be the easy part. It supports the Economy Satiety and the 
Environment. 
 
If light rail has to be backed up by keeping express buses..... the their us 
no reason not to do heavy commuter rail and do the same thing... both on 
new rail and new bridge, where will we get the most bang for the buck.... A 
longer commuter rail system support the economy, safety and the 
environment. 
 
Peace good night. 
Sharon 
 
 
************** 
Gas prices getting you down? Search AOL Autos for fuel-efficient used 
cars. 
(http://autos.aol.com/used?ncid=aolaut00050000000007)
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