
G-001-001

Since this letter was written, the Independent Review Panel and Bridge

Expert Review Panel reports have been published and thoroughly

reviewed and considered.  Chapter 2 of the FEIS outlines what the CRC

project has done with these recommendations and how they have

affected the project.  See below for responses to specific comments.
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G-001-002

Further analysis of these bridge types clarified greater differences in

costs than assumed by the Bridge Expert Review Panel and the notably

higher risks with the cable-stayed and deck truss bridges.

 

Columbia River Crossing

Appendix E - Public Comments Received during FEIS Review Period and CRC Responses December 2011



G-001-003

Since UDAG prepared this letter, consensus has developed among the

project partners and both governors around the composite deck truss

bridge, which is now part of the locally preferred alternative. Through a

NEPA re-evaluation, FTA and FHWA have considered the impacts of

this bridge type and have concluded that it fits within the design and

impact parameters evaluated in the DEIS. It does not require a

supplemental DEIS. See Chapter 2 of the FEIS for a discussion of both

of these topics. Through discussions with federal resource agencies it

has also been determined that the composite deck truss bridge is

covered by the existing Biological Opinion.
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G-001-004

The cable-stayed bridge may well be permittable, but it would have a

greater impact on aviation safety and risk than the composite deck truss.

It would be more costly and would not reduce overall environmental

impacts. 

 

G-001-005

See response above to comment G-001-003 regarding NEPA review

and why no supplemental DEIS is required for the composite truss

bridge.
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G-001-006

It is unknown whether the BO would have needed revisions with the

cable-stayed or deck truss bridges as these bridge types were not

selected. NMFS confirmed that revisions were not necessary to cover

the selected bridge type - the composite deck truss.

For cost savings purposes, the project has elected to keep the North

Portland Harbor bridges rather than replace them.
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G-001-007

As discussed in the FEIS, a replacement bridge over the Columbia River

will include dramatically improved bicycle and pedestrian facilities by

providing:

A new 16- to 20-foot multi-use pathway over the Columbia River

completely separated from vehicle traffic due to the design of the

Stacked Transit Highway Bridge;

•

Protections from traffic noise, exhaust, and debris for pedestrians

and bicyclists on the river crossing;

•

More direct connections on each side of the river, consisting of

stairs, ramps, and elevators, as well as pathway extensions that

connect in with existing or planned facilities and public transit; and

•

Many new or enhanced sidewalks, bike lanes, and crosswalks near

the bridge and throughout the project area.

•

Since the publication of the DEIS in May 2008, and the selection of the

LPA in July 2008, the CRC project team has continued to work with the

Pedestrian and Bicycle Advisory Committee and project partners to

refine route and facility design. The updated design, as described in

Chapter 2 (Section 2.2) of the FEIS, is the outcome of a long

collaboration process.

The Governors led a decision-making process regarding bridge type that

resulted in the selection of the composite truss bridge type. The selection

was understood to be driven largely by constructability and cost issues.

The bike/pedestrian pathway remains largely unchanged in this design

from that of the open web box. Designers will work to incorporate

overlooks/belvederes into the truss design.
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G-001-008

While the Bridge Review Panel report does rank the cable-stayed bridge

as a "1" and the composite deck truss as a "2", this is simply a

comparative risk analysis, and seismic predicted behavior was just one

of 15 factors ranked. It is not clear from the chart if the composite deck

truss would actually be more vulnerable to seismic events than the

cable-stayed bridge. The composite deck truss bridge would be built to

current seismic standards.

 

G-001-009

Mr. Warne is correct that much of the environmental work done through

2010 continued to be applicable to the project even after the bridge type

changed.

Also much of the concern regarding in-water work impacts on salmon is

not just about the area of the footprint. The more important issue that

affects impacts to salmon and other species is the duration and type of

in-water work that would occur. Please see the response above to

comment G-001-003 regarding NEPA compliance.
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G-001-010

Additional analysis of these bridge types identified more in-water work

for the cable-stayed bridge than was assumed by the Bridge Expert

Review Panel. The Panel also did not include any fish biologists or other

environmental experts so the Panel's report assumptions regarding

environmental impacts were not based on review or opinions by relevant

experts.

The project partners developed consensus to move forward with the

Selected Alternative in the ROD, which includes the composite deck

truss bridge.
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G-001-011

This appears to be an accurate account of the presentation.

 

G-001-012

The bridge type selected by the two Governors will still provide

opportunities for place-making and compelling aesthetics. The two

Governors chose the composite truss design because it is a more

appropriate bridge type for the engineering context, because it will not

interfere with Pearson Airfield or Portland International Airport, and

because it saves many millions of dollars.

As discussed in the FEIS, a replacement bridge over the Columbia River

will include dramatically improved bicycle and pedestrian facilities by

providing:

A new 16- to 20-foot multi-use pathway over the Columbia River

completely separated from vehicle traffic due to the design of the

Stacked Transit Highway Bridge, and

•

Protections from traffic noise, exhaust, and debris for pedestrians

and bicyclists on the river crossing.

•

While there are some who would prefer the unobstructed views of an

"above deck" bike facility, others prefer the under deck option which

buffers riders from vehicular noise and spray, and protects riders from

rain.
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G-001-013

The project is currently planning to use the Design-Build process for

bridge construction and potentially for construction of other elements.

The cable-stayed bridge was considered but not advanced, as discussed

in Chapter 2 of the FEIS.  This UDAG comment has outlined some

reasons that it should have been selected. Each is addressed as follows:

it would not speed the beginning of construction compared to the

composite truss type;

•

it's not clear that it has more support for funding;•

it provides no obvious advantage in terms of duration of

construction;

•

it would not have lower permitting and environment risks; and •

it would not be less expensive to construct than the composite truss.•
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