
From: Markgraf, Peter
To: Dilley, Doyle
Cc: Humphrey, George; Williams, Mike (CRC)
Subject: RE: Draft MOA/Master Agreement (UNCLASSIFIED)
Date: Wednesday, July 18, 2012 5:06:22 PM
Attachments: PMBM Draft Sec 408_CRC_Draft Sec 214 MOA 7_9_12.docx

Small changes are in the attached.

There are several instances where it talks about advanced funding. Has that been resolved?

Article V, section B.1, changed Article V to Article VI.

This agreement can be terminated by either party, but it does not have an end date. That is not typical.

As written this requires an itemized budget estimate (Article VI p3), which is not typical for the master
agreements we have worked on where the work would be authorized by task (SA in this agreement).

-----Original Message-----
From: Dilley, Doyle
Sent: Wednesday, July 18, 2012 1:47 PM
To: Humphrey, George; Markgraf, Peter
Cc: Williams, Mike (CRC)
Subject: FW: Draft MOA/Master Agreement (UNCLASSIFIED)
Importance: High

George and Peter,

Here is a copy of the USACE draft of a master agreement for providing review services for the CRC
project Section 408 approval process and Section 404 permits. This is a combination of the Draft MCDD
master template I sent them and language from an ODOT and USACE agreement for similar services

Please review and provide comment back to me ASAP. I have to have a finished draft to them Friday
(7/20).

Thanks

Doyle Dilley
Consultant Services - HQ/CRC
360-705-7107 - Olympia
360-816-4036 – Vancouver CRC
360-878-0313 - Cell

-----Original Message-----
From: Wills, Heather
Sent: Monday, July 16, 2012 9:21 AM
To: Morrow, Steve; Mabey, Raymond; Dilley, Doyle
Subject: FW: Draft MOA/Master Agreement (UNCLASSIFIED)
Importance: High

-----Original Message-----
From: Johnson, Marci E NWP [mailto:marci.e.johnson@usace.army.mil]
Sent: Monday, July 16, 2012 7:07 AM
To: Wills, Heather

mailto:/O=CRC/OU=FIRST ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=MARKGRAFP
mailto:DilleyD@columbiarivercrossing.com
mailto:humphreyg@columbiarivercrossing.com
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[bookmark: OLE_LINK5][bookmark: OLE_LINK6]MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT

BETWEEN

THE STATE OF WASHINGTON DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

AND

THE U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS, PORTLAND DISTRICT





ARTICLE I - PURPOSE AND AUTHORITY



This Memorandum of Agreement (“MOA” or “Agreement”) is entered into by and between the Portland District, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (“Corps") and the State of Washington by and through its Department of Transportation (“WSDOT”) (together “the parties”) for the purpose of establishing a mutual framework governing the respective responsibilities of the parties for the acceptance and expenditure of funds provided by WSDOT to expedite evaluation of proposed major Columbia River Federal Navigation Channel and levee modifications in accordance with 33 U.S.C. § 408[footnoteRef:1] (“Section 408”), in connection with the Columbia River Crossing Project (“CRC”).  This Agreement is entered into pursuant to Section 214 of the Water Resources Development Act of 2000 (WRDA 2000, Pub. L. No. 106-541), as amended.   [1:  33 U.S.C. § 408 provides authority to the Secretary of the Army to grant permission for the alteration or modification of Corps projects when in the judgment of the Secretary such alteration or modification will not be injurious to the public interest and will not impair the usefulness of the project.   ] 




Section 214 authorizes the Secretary of the Army, after public notice, to accept and expend funds contributed by a non-federal public entity to expedite the evaluation of a permit application of that entity related to a project or activity for a public purpose under the jurisdiction of the Department of the Army.  In doing so, the Secretary must ensure that the use of such funds will not impact impartial decision making with respect to permits, either substantively or procedurally.  The authority provided in Section 214 is in effect from October 1, 2000 to December 31, 2016.



ARTICLE II - SCOPE



The Corps’ Operation and Maintenance, Inspection of Completed Works, are funded through the Corps’ Civil Works program in the annual Federal budget.  Funding within the Inspection of Completed Works a component of the Operation and Maintenance budgets of the Corps’s Portland District, is insufficient to completely fund the technical and policy reviews required in connection with the Chief of Engineers’ approval of major Federal navigation channel and levee modifications undertaken pursuant to Section 408.  The additional funds from WSDOT under this Agreement, therefore, will be used to permissibly augment the Operation and Maintenance budgets of the Portland District and other supporting Districts (if required) in accordance with the provisions of Section 214 of WRDA 2000, as amended.  Funding to the supporting Districts may be required to facilitate independent reviews by staff outside the Portland District. 

 

Funds will be expended primarily on the direct labor and overhead of Corps’ Civil Works personnel working with, and evaluating the engineering plans and report prepared by engineering consultants to, WSDOT in connection with CRC-related Section 408.  Such review and processing activities include, but are not limited to, the following: technical analyses and writing, real estate evaluation, risk analysis, copying or other clerical/support tasks, acquisition of GIS data, site visits, training, travel, coordination activities, additional personnel (including support/clerical staff), technical contracting, environmental documentation preparation and review.  Funds will not be used for drafting, negotiating, or issuing any real estate instruments that may be necessary, as all such real estate-related efforts are and shall remain WSDOT’s sole responsibility.   



ARTICLE III - SUPPORT AGREEMENTS (“SA”) 



	In response to requests from WSDOT for CORPS assistance under this MOA, the CORPS and the WSDOT shall conclude mutually agreed upon written SAs.  Those SAs must be on either Engineer Form 4914-R or similar document containing the same information as Department of Defense Form 1144.  An SA must include:



	-a detailed scope of work statement;

	-schedules;

	-a funding arrangement stating that funding must be received by the Corps 30-days in advance of obligation; OMB Circular A-34 does not allow for reimbursement;

	-the amount of funds required and available to accomplish the scope of work as stated above; and

	-the WSDOT’s fund citation, and the Corps’s fund citation upon which the cited funds expire for obligation purposes;



In addition, the following must be addressed in each SA:



	-identification of individual project managers;

	-identification of types of contracts to be used (if known);

	-types and frequencies of reports;

	-identification of which party is to be responsible for government-furnished equipment, contract administration, records maintenance, rights to Corps’s, software and intellectual property, and contract audits;

	-procedures for amending or modifying the SA; and

	-such other particulars as are necessary to describe clearly the obligations of the parties with respect to the requested goods and services.



	Goods or services shall be provided under this MOA only after an appropriate SA has been signed by a representative of each party authorized to execute that SA.  Upon signature by each party's representative, a SA shall constitute a valid order under Section 214.  In the case of conflict between this MOA and a SA, this MOA shall control.





ARTICLE IV - INTERGOVERNMENTAL COMMUNICATIONS



To provide for consistent and effective communication between the Corps and WSDOT, each party shall appoint a Principal Representative to serve as its central point of contact on matters relating to this Agreement.  Additional representatives may also be appointed to serve as technical points of contact for the Section 408 review.



ARTICLE V - RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE PARTIES



A.	Responsibilities of the Corps of Engineers



1. The Corps shall provide WSDOT with services in accordance with the purpose, terms, and conditions of this MOA.  



2. The Corps shall provide detailed periodic progress, financial, and other reports to the WSDOT as agreed to by the Principal Representatives.  Financial reports shall include information on all funds received and expended and on forecast expenditures.



3. The Corps will establish one or more separate financial accounts to track receipt and expenditure of funds associated with this Agreement.  Corps employees will charge their time against this account when doing work to expedite the processing of WSDOT’s major levee and navigation channel modifications 408 review.



[bookmark: OLE_LINK7][bookmark: OLE_LINK8]4. The Corps will follow procedures to ensure impartial decision-making.  Final approval of WSDOT’s proposed Section 408 modifications shall be at the Corps’s Director of Civil Works level.  In order to ensure that funds provided to the Corps pursuant to this Agreement will not impact its impartial decision-making, the following procedures will apply: 



a. The Corps will comply with all applicable laws and regulations.  

b. Section 214 funds provided pursuant to this Agreement will be expended only to  provide for priority review and processing of CRC-related Sections 408 applications.   

c. Though the Corps will expedite its processing of CRC-related Sections 408 matters by reason of this Agreement, it will not eliminate or truncate any evaluation or decision making processes required for these kinds of discretionary actions. 

d. Draft technical documents or draft decision documents resulting from Corps efforts funded pursuant to this Agreement will be reviewed and approved by one or more Corps reviewers not so funded.  

e.  No funds received by the Corps pursuant to this Section 214 Agreement shall be expended for the Portland District Commander’s or the Division Commander’s evaluation, consideration, or recommendation to the Corps’s Director of Civil Works regarding the CRC-proposed Section 408 modifications.   

f. All final Corps CRC-related Sections 408 decisions made in connection with matters funded pursuant to this Section 214 Agreement shall be made publicly available on the Portland District web page.  



B.	Responsibilities of the WSDOT



1. Upon receipt of this signed agreement, WSDOT will transmit an advance payment equal to estimated funding in Article VI. 



2. WSDOT will coordinate with the Corps, through their Principal Representative or engineering consultant, a schedule of required submittals and reviews.



3. WSDOT will submit, through their Principal Representative or engineering consultant, all required engineering and environmental documents required by the Section 408 guidance provided by the Corps including an Independent External Peer Review report.





ARTICLE VI - FUNDING



WSDOT shall pay all costs associated with the Corps’s provision of services under this Agreement. The funding estimated to support the services described in Article II – Scope is estimated to be $____________.  An itemized budget estimate is attached.  Funds for the services to be provided by the Corps shall be provided by a check payable to “FAO, USAED PORTLAND”.  Funds will be deposited with the US Treasury prior to incurrence of any obligation by the Corps.



If the Corps forecasts its actual costs under this MOA to exceed the amount of funds available, it shall promptly notify WSDOT of the amount of additional funds necessary to complete the work.  WSDOT shall either provide the additional funds to the Corps or the parties will agree to terminate this agreement.  See Article XII – Amendment, Modification, or Termination for additional information on termination of the Agreement.

  

Within 90 days of completing the work under this Agreement, the Corps shall conduct an accounting to determine the actual costs of the work.  Within 30 days of completion of this accounting, the Corps shall return to WSDOT any funds advanced in excess of the actual costs as then known, or WSDOT shall provide any additional funds necessary to cover the actual costs as then known.  Such an accounting shall in no way limit WSDOT’s duty in accordance with Article IX to pay for any costs which may become known after the final accounting.





ARTICLE VI - APPLICABLE LAWS



This MOA and all documents and actions pursuant to it shall be governed by the applicable statutes, regulations, directives, and procedures of the United States.    



ARTICLE VIII - DISPUTE RESOLUTION



The parties agree that, in the event of a dispute between the parties (excluding a dispute regarding the Corps’ final decision on WSDOT’s permit application), WSDOT and the Corps shall use their best efforts to resolve that dispute in an informal fashion through consultation and communication, or other forms of non-binding alternative dispute resolution mutually acceptable to the parties. 



As a condition precedent to a party bringing any suit for breach of this Agreement, that party must first notify the other party in writing of the nature of the purported breach of this Agreement and seek in good faith to resolve the dispute through negotiation.  If the parties cannot resolve the dispute through negotiation, they may agree to a mutually acceptable method of non-binding alternative dispute resolution with a qualified third party acceptable to both parties.  Each party shall pay an equal share of any costs for the services provided by such a third party as such costs are incurred.  The existence of a dispute shall not excuse the parties from performance pursuant to this Agreement.

 

 

ARTICLE IX - RESPONSIBILITY FOR COSTS



If liability of any kind is imposed on the United States relating to the Corps’ provision of services under this Agreement, the Corps will accept accountability for its actions, but WSDOT shall remain responsible as the program and CRC proponent for providing such funds as are necessary to discharge the liability, and all related costs. This obligation extends to all funds legally available to discharge this liability, including funds that may be made legally available through transfer, reprogramming or other means.  Should WSDOT have insufficient funds legally available, including funds that may be made legally available through transfer, reprogramming or other means, they remain responsible for seeking additional funds. 



Notwithstanding the above, this Agreement does not confer any liability upon WSDOT for claims payable by the Corps under the Federal Torts Claims Act.  Provided further that nothing in this Agreement is intended or will be construed to create any rights or remedies for any third party and no third party is intended to be a beneficiary of this Agreement.



ARTICLE X - PUBLIC INFORMATION



In general, WSDOT is responsible for all public information . WSDOT or the Corps shall make its best efforts to give the other party advance notice before making any public statement regarding work contemplated, undertaken, or completed pursuant to this Agreement.  



ARTICLE X - MISCELLANEOUS



	A.	Other Relationships or Obligations



	This Agreement shall not affect any pre-existing or independent relationships or obligations between WSDOT and the Corps.



	B.	Severability



	If any provision of this Agreement is determined to be invalid or unenforceable, the remaining provisions shall remain in force and unaffected to the fullest extent permitted by law and regulation.



ARTICLE XII - AMENDMENT, MODIFICATION AND TERMINATION



	  This Agreement may be modified or amended only by written, mutual agreement of the parties.  Either party may terminate this Agreement by providing written notice to the other party.  The termination shall be effective upon the sixtieth calendar day following notice, unless a later date is set forth.  In the event of termination, WSDOT shall continue to be responsible for all costs incurred by the Corps’ under this Agreement and for the costs of closing out or transferring any on-going contracts.  If the Agreement is terminated prior to the Corps’ completion of the processing of WSDOT’s major modification application, the Corps’ remaining work on WSDOT’s major modification application will be handled like that of any other applicant requesting a major levee modification.



ARTICLE XIII - EFFECTIVE DATE



	This MOA shall become effective when signed by both WSDOT and the Corps.



WSDOT,					 	U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS

				



                                               										                                                                        

		

							John W. Eisenhauer

Colonel, Corps of Engineers	

									Portland District Engineer					



DATE:                            				DATE:						                           
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Subject: FW: Draft MOA/Master Agreement (UNCLASSIFIED)
Importance: High

Classification: UNCLASSIFIED
Caveats: NONE

Heather,
I believe I sent this to the wrong person.....I am so sorry.
I know that this is late notice....

Marci E. Johnson
Planning and Outreach Specialist
Planning Branch
503.808.4765

-----Original Message-----
From: Johnson, Marci E NWP
Sent: Monday, July 09, 2012 2:22 PM
To: 'Will'
Subject: Draft MOA/Master Agreement (UNCLASSIFIED)

Classification: UNCLASSIFIED
Caveats: NONE

Heather,
Per our discussion this afternoon, attached is our draft of the MOU/Master Agreement.  We tried to
combine 3 separate agreements into one that made the most sense.  The agreement is definitely  open
for discussion!
Marci

Marci E. Johnson
Planning and Outreach Specialist
Planning Branch
503.808.4765

Classification: UNCLASSIFIED
Caveats: NONE

Classification: UNCLASSIFIED
Caveats: NONE

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



From: Dilley, Doyle
To: Mabey, Raymond
Cc: Morrow, Steve; Wills, Heather; Williams, Mike (CRC); "Johnson, Marci E NWP"
Subject: RE: USACE
Date: Thursday, October 04, 2012 12:13:30 PM

Ray,
 
The scope of work for the first task has been circulated here within CRC and is ready to go. The only
comments I received were those from Steve Morrow and from you that agreed we will want the
work of the first task (which is meeting(s) with the Corps to develop the detailed scope of work) to
move quickly.
 
I talked to Marci on the phone regarding the initial scope back in September after Steve and I
talked about  compressing the time. This first scope was intended to cover meetings as needed for
up to 6 months. Her anticipation, is that we should be able to develop the scope for the first phase
of work and reviews in the first meeting or two. The scope and budget developed from those first
meetings will become Task 2.
 
The Task Assignment Document form that will be used for the first and subsequent tasks is an
exhibit  to the Master Agreement and is part of the AAG’s review.
 
Once the master agreement is approved by the AAG, the scope will be attached to the TAD form
and sent to the Corps with the master agreement for their signatures.
 
Please also keep in mind that the master agreement may (most likely will) come back from the AAG
with comments that will need to be addressed before she will sign it. I am prepared to see that any
comments are addressed quickly.
 

Doyle Dilley
Consultant Services - HQ/CRC
360-705-7107 - Olympia
360-816-4036 – Vancouver CRC
360-878-0313 - Cell
 
From: Mabey, Raymond 
Sent: Thursday, October 04, 2012 9:38 AM
To: Dilley, Doyle
Subject: USACE
Importance: High
 
Doyle,
 
I understand the master agreement is immanent from AG. What is the status of the first work order?
 
Thanks,
 

mailto:/O=CRC/OU=FIRST ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=DILLEYD
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Ray



From: Johnson, Marci E NWP
To: Wills, Heather
Cc: Erickson, Donald L NWP; Hicks,Laura L NWP; Berger, Edmund H NWP; Zinszer, Shawn H NWP; Yballe, Dominic

P NWP; Marshall, Judith NWP
Subject: (UNCLASSIFIED)
Date: Tuesday, August 14, 2012 9:57:46 AM

Classification: UNCLASSIFIED
Caveats: NONE
 
Heather,
To make Friday’s meeting more productive we are hoping that you can provide us with some
information prior to the meeting regarding how CRC proposes to provide the Corps with the
funds for the proposed mitigation of the bridge.  We are unaware of any specific authority
allowing us to legally accept funding from either Federal or State sources for the purpose of
modifying the Corps’s dredge. We believe that CRC will need to seek congressional
authorization that would allow the Corps to accepts funds for the proposed modification. 
 
We would also like to know CRC’s plan for avoiding and minimizing impacts to the federal
channel.  It is our assumption that those plans will be part of the impact analysis and we
would like the opportunity to review the report before continuing forward with mitigation
discussions. 
 
Also, as we discussed and informed CRC last week, we will need to stop work on the CRC
project very soon due to lack of funding.  The last correspondence from CRC regarding the
funding was a message from Doyle stating that he would have the master agreement re-write
to the Corps the afternoon of July 31st.  To date, we’ve not seen the re-write of the
agreement. As you know, we will need to go out with a 30 day public notice and then
anticipate taking another 30 days to review and respond to comments.  Unfortunately, that
shortens an already tight schedule by 2 months. It would be helpful if we could discuss your
plans for completing the master agreement at Fridays meeting.
 
Could you please also provide me with a list of the folks that will be coming to the meeting
on Friday as well as an agenda?
 
Thanks and see you Friday!
 
Marci
 
 
 
Marci E. Johnson
Planning and Outreach Specialist
Planning Branch
503.808.4765
 
 
 
Classification: UNCLASSIFIED
Caveats: NONE
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From: Wills, Heather
To: "randall.d.overton@uscg.mil"; "Johnson, Marci E NWP"
Subject: 404/408/general bridge permit
Date: Monday, July 16, 2012 9:58:21 AM
Importance: High

Hi Randy & Marci,
 
There were several emails that went around related to our permitting strategy.  We all have agreement
on the approach, but it wasn’t captured in one email.  This is my attempt to do so.  Please concur that this
is our agreed approach.
 

1.       The Columbia River Bridge crossing will be permitted with:
 

a.        a navigation 408 approval
 

b.       conditional 404 permit that says we must not include any commitment of resources to
require building of light rail bridge (example, laying of tracks)lay track on the main river
crossing until we receive the 404 permit and 408 levee approval. Not allowing track to
be placed on the CRB is intended to show independent utility for the CRB.

 
c.       a general bridge permit

 
2.       The North Portland Harbor bridges (ramps and local bridge) will be permitted with:

 
a.        a levee 408 approval

 
b.       a separate 404 for the North Portland Harbor bridges

 
c.       an amended general bridge permit (essentially, this is two bridge permits, but the

original project permit will be amended)
 
Thanks,
Heather
 
Heather Wills | Environmental Manager
 
Columbia River Crossing Project
o. 360.816.2199 | c. 360.635.1967
 

mailto:/O=CRC/OU=FIRST ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=WILLSH
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From: English-Young, Seth
To: Klassen, Russ; Deconcini, Nina; Saxon, Corey; Roberts, Kathy; Friesz, Anne; Brick, Jim; Saxton, Steve; Gehrke,

Linda; "John.McAvoy@dot.gov"; Callahan, Cindy; Vallette, Yvonne; Carey, Marion; Brindle, Frannie; Wills,
Heather; Heilman, Jeff; Hall, Bill; Green, Frank; Morrow, Steve; "Friesz, Anne R (DFW)"; Jim Brick;
"Dominic.P.Yballe@usace.army.mil"; "kstr461@ecy.wa.gov"; "Randall.d.overton@uscg.mil";
"anderson.peter@deq.state.or.us"; "william.warncke@state.or.us"; "gary.fish@state.or.us";
"jon.wagner@ci.vancouver.wa.us"; "mike.hayakawa@portlandoregon.gov";
"rachel.whiteside@portlandoregon.gov"; "William Warncke"; "Lovell, Kaitlin"; "Reese Cadigan,Elisabeth";
"Barthel, Susan"; "Nunamaker, Dave"; Marc.Liverman@noaa.gov; "marci.e.johnson@usace.army.mil";
"tom.loynes@noaa.gov"; "taalvik@cowlitz.org"; "melissa.brown@portlandoregon.gov";
"john.raasch@odot.state.or.us"; "kukesc@wsdot.wa.gov"; Roberts, Kathy

Subject: 7-25-12 Wetlands and Waterways meeting summary Final
Date: Friday, September 07, 2012 9:45:15 AM
Attachments: Wetlands and Waterways 7-25-12 Summary Final.pdf

Attached is the meeting summary from the 7-25-12 Wetlands and Waterways meeting. The next W

& W meeting is September 26th from 1-3pm.
 
Regards,
 
Seth English-Young, AICP
Planner - Environmental
Columbia River Crossing
englishs@columbiarivercrossing.org
360-816-2186
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 Meeting Summary 


MEETING: Wetlands and Waterways 


MEETING DATE: July 25th, 2012 


ATTENDEES: Steve Morrow, CRC 
Bill Hall, CRC 
Seth English-Young, CRC 
Anne Friesz, WDFW 
Dominic Yballe, USACE 
Bill Warncke, ODFW/ODOT 
Kathy Roberts, USFWS 
Russ Klassen, DSL 
Marc Liverman, NMFS 
Tom Loynes, NMFS/ODOT 
Kerry Carroll, Ecology 
Rachel Whiteside, Portland BDS 
Melissa Brown, Portland BES 


 


FROM: Seth English-Young 


The City of Portland provided clarification on their statements during the circulation of this meeting 
summary for review. This meeting summary incorporates the City’s clarifying statements.   


Action items are in bold. First and last names of meeting attendees are used only in the first instance in 
these notes. 


Meeting Summary 


Steve Morrow gave an introduction and review of meeting minutes from last month. There were no 


comments on last month’s meeting minutes. 


There was a discussion of follow-up action items from last month’s meeting. One action item was for 


CRC to send out a white paper on Habitat Equivalency Analysis (HEA). One purpose of HEA as used by 


CRC is for the project team to give agencies a better quantitative measure of project impacts to aquatic 


habitat. The following summarizes the discussion on the HEA: 


Russ Klassen asked if there was one number that is reported with the HEA. Bill Hall responded that there 


is an overall Discounted Service Acre-Year (DSAY) value for the entire project. However, DSAY values can 


be calculated for portions of the project (e.g. within Oregon) and can be tailored to the needs of each 


agency. Overall, the project has a benefit. Mr. Klassen added that DSL would want to see the entire 


calculation, not just the final number. 


Melissa Brown stated that the HEA model was developed for the purposes of evaluating NRD credits in 


Portland Harbor specifically around the Lower Columbia River and Upper Willamette River spring 


chinook juvenile life history. The Portland Harbor Trustees have expanded the HEA to apply to the five 


listed salmon and steelhead species in the Lower Willamette River.  Its use is only intended to evaluate 


and mitigate for injuries to species present in the Lower Willamette River – even when used to evaluate 







WETLANDS AND WATERWAYS 


 2G:\CRC\CRC WORKPAPER FILES\6.0 ENVIRONMENTAL\03_MEETINGSCOMM\04_AGENCY\INTERCEP\2012_07_25


NRD mitigation projects in the broader study area, which is defined roughly as the NW tip of Sauvie 


Island including Multnomah Channel to the NE tip of the Oregon Slough excluding East Hayden Island 


but including West Hayden Island, and the Willamette River up to Willamette Falls.  In other words, the 


‘credits’ only apply to debits against the Lower Willamette species, not other salmon species that may 


be present in the Broader Focus Area, even though benefits may also accrue to those other species.  The 


HEA model is not designed to capture those additional benefits.  Nor is HEA designed to evaluate 


impacts to those other species. 


 


Ms. Brown clarified that the City E-zone code is based on inventoried natural resource functions instead 


of single species or single habitat values.  As such, the HEA model is a good starting place but for use 


within the City code it would need to be expanded and modified to better address the inventoried 


functions.  Those functions include all fish species, including all listed salmon such as chum, sockeye, 


summer steelhead and others that are present in the Columbia but not the Willamette, as well as other 


native and resident fish such as eulachon, sturgeon, lamprey, bull trout and others.  The City is 


uncomfortable using the existing iteration of the Trustees HEA model to account for the impacts and 


benefits to other salmon species or the native and resident fish present in the Columbia River that 


weren’t analyzed by the Trustees or their peer-review team.  A quantitative expansion of the HEA model 


to address these additional species might not be possible because enough quantitative information 


might not be available.  A qualitative substitute can be proposed.  In addition, other functions such as 


riparian value and flood storage, which are inventoried functions at the CRC project impact site, would 


need to be added to the HEA model because they are not currently included in a way that addresses the 


full range of functions (to the extent they are included in the HEA model it only address functions as 


they relate to Lower Columbia/Upper Willamette juvenile salmon needs).   


Dominic Yballe asked if HEA has been peer reviewed. Ms. Brown replied that within the Portland Harbor 


and Broader Study area, the HEA model is currently out for public review as part of the programmatic 


environmental impact statement for the Portland Harbor Trustees Restoration Portfolio.  The model has 


been used to evaluate proposals to date, but the model is regularly updated so it appears to be iterative 


and not a “final” model.Mr. Morrow asked Ms. Brown if there are any suggestions on other methods or 


models that she would suggest the project use instead. Ms. Brown stated that the Environmental 


Protection Agency is in the process of coming out with a HEA model next spring for trial use. However, it 


will be a couple years before it can be fully used. She added that the City should be able to work with 


CRC to build on the HEA. She cautioned against using the trustees’ model for the whole project. 


Marc Liverman asked if the values used in the HEA are the ones that came from the trustees. Mr. Hall 


answered yes, but the project added values for stormwater. Mr. Liverman added that it is only one tool 


that can be used, but it lets you have a structured conversation.  


Ms. Brown stated that the City has an issue with how HEA addresses the loss of riparian function. Mr. 


Liverman added that habitat values can be variable, even between fish.  Anne Friesz stated that about 


two years ago the InterCEP group had a subcommittee that looked at ways to evaluate impacts and 


uplifts. She asked if the project was going back to that effort and Mr. Morrow answered no.  
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The CRC project team has already taken a promising first step at modifying the HEA model to include 


stormwater.  This same approach can be used for these other elements in order to meet the City’s 


functional analysis to show compliance with the code.   


The City has addressed some of these issues that builds on the HEA model but is based on a functional 


habitat assessment. The provisional working model, called Functional Habitat Equivalency Analysis 


(FHEA), looks at how habitats function together, as opposed to functioning as separate units.  While we 


are not insisting that the CRC project use FHEA, and it is not in its final form, the City would be willing to 


share it with the project team to demonstrate how the City has modified the Trustees HEA model to 


address some of the functional analysis requirements by City Code.  The City has had initial 


conversations with the CRC team about working to build on the HEA and is happy to continue to do so 


prior due and after the pre-apps to facilitate the City’s permitting process. 


The City also should note that there is no provision in the code that allows for functions to be traded.  So 


a single Discounted Service Acre-Year (DSAY) number showing a credit would not be acceptable.  The 


HEA model must compare credits and debits within the functional areas (fish, riparian and flood storage) 


and not across the areas. 


Ms. Brown suggested that the recovery plans recommended by the InterCEP subcommittee were 


guidance documents. Ms. Friesz stated that the lower Columbia recovery plans are the main document 


that WDFW uses. Ms. Brown asked that since the primary impacts will be in-water, wouldn’t the 


mitigation requirements be left to Corps and NMFS? Mr. Morrow stated that it is the responsibility of 


the applicant to propose a mitigation plan and the federal agencies would agree with it or not. 


Although the Trustees have indicated they will use the HEA model in the Lower Willamette/Broader 


study area, it has not been approved, tested or peer reviewed for use outside of that area in other areas 


of the Willamette or Columbia.  Thus, if the CRC team was proposing to use the Trustees HEA model to 


evaluate the projects in Hood River or the Lewis River, it may not be appropriate, and the City of 


Portland would not recommend using it for that purpose without significant changes.  Ms. Brown later 


added that one such change the City would recommend is to add a distance modifier so that mitigation 


that occurs closer to the project site yields greater value.  Ms. Friesz responded that WDFW would 


disagree with that.   


Mr. Hall asked what the City’s position is on having the extended focus area for the Portland Harbor as 


proposed by the Portland Harbor Natural Resource Trustees extend downstream to Multnomah Channel 


and upstream to west Hayden Island. Ms. Brown responded that it is the same waterway. However, 


there are reservations about it. 


Mr. Morrow stated that the idea behind the HEA is to give permitting agencies quantification to 


augment their permit decisions. The project is trying to find out from the permitting agencies if they 


need HEA quantification, or if acreage of impacts and uplifts is enough. It is not defined with each 


agency. 
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Ms. Brown stated that in response to what they feel are shortcomings of HEA, the City is developing a 


similar model that is based on functional habitat assessment (FHEA). It looks at how habitats function 


together as opposed to separate units. However, it is still under development and it will be a while until 


it is ready for use. She stated that HEA is a good first shot at it and with some work and a discussion then 


she thinks the City can use it.  


Mr. Yballe said that USACE would appreciate any info that the applicant gives to them as to why they 


think the compensatory mitigation is satisfactory. If USACE is going to rely on HEA more heavily, then 


they would want to have a third party look at it. Without a third party review, they could still use the 


information but they would not be able to rely on it as heavily. 


Steve Morrow gave a presentation on phasing and permitting. The context is that the Governors’ have 


requested a proposal for phasing the project that would have a smaller initial cost and CRC has made a 


proposal that would phase the project. CRC’s efforts for funding and permitting would go toward the 


initial phase (CRB and approaches, and light rail). The goal is to submit applications for this first phase of 


the project late this fall and starting construction the end of 2014.  


There will be two USACE Section 408 approvals for modifying federal projects: 1) Navigation channels in 


river and 2) Levee system. The project will have two Section 404 permits, two Section 408 reviews, and 


two USCG General Bridge permits. 


CRC will be doing official pre-apps with each agency in addition to the Wetlands and Waterways 


meetings. There will be aspects that may differ between the applications, depending on the regulatory 


needs of the agency. 


The construction of the Hood River and Lewis River mitigation sites will be separate permits—the 


organizations that will be rehabilitating the sites will be getting the permits. CRC will reference those 


sites in their applications and provide preliminary plans as part of the application submittal, but the 


permits that CRC receives will not authorize the construction of the off-site mitigation sites.  The permit 


process for the mitigation sites will likely be completed by the start of construction of the CRC project. 


Mr. Klassen added that DSL will need a mitigation plan for their permit.  Mr. Morrow replied that the 


off-site mitigation plans will be at 30% design when the CRC application is submitted, so he thinks that it 


will be sufficient. 


Mr. Yballe said that USACE will give two public notices and describe two projects. Typically, USACE also 


issues public notice for the 401 agency. In this case project descriptions will be so different, so he will 


need help issuing the public notices to make sure that the descriptions suit the agencies needs. Mr. Hall 


remarked that CRC has to prepare a JARPA for the WA side and a JPA for the Oregon side, so that would 


be the best place to start for the project description and relevant language. 


Rachel Whiteside asked when the project anticipated pre-apps would happen. Mr. Morrow said the 


schedule says that federal permit applications will likely be submitted in November. The state permit 


applications would be submitted in late November/December and the cities’ applications submitted 


early next year. 







WETLANDS AND WATERWAYS 


G:\CRC\CRC WORKPAPER FILES\6.0 ENVIRONMENTAL\03_MEETINGSCOMM\04_AGENCY\INTERCEP\2012_07_25\WETLANDS AND WATERWAYS 7-25-12 SUMMARY 


FINAL.DOCX 5 


Ms. Brown asked when tolling start and Mr. Morrow replied that it is determined by the Washington 


and Oregon transportation committees. It may start prior to construction. 


Ms. Whiteside stated that the background info on what is the HEA will need to be part of the project 


submittal and evidence in the record. Ms. Brown said that as long as CRC can defend their results using 


the best available science, then it is hard to dispute. She added that the City of Portland would write up 


a formal memo describing their position on the HEA. 


Upcoming meetings 


August 8
th


: DEQ, DOE meeting on stormwater. CRC to send to Marc Liverman the invitation and 


meeting materials from the previous DEQ/DOE meeting  


August 29th: Wetlands and Waterways. Possible topic is a working group on HEA. 


Fall 2012: Wetland and Waterways meetings will include updates on mitigation sites. After CRC submits 


the applications this Wetlands and Waterways group will continue to meet monthly to work through any 


issues that arise during the permit process. 


Fall 2012: Pre-application conferences will likely be held with the individual agencies. 


Action Items 


• City of Portland to write up a formal memo describing their position on the HEA. 


• CRC to send to Marc Liverman the invitation and meeting materials from the previous 


DEQ/DOE meeting  


• CRC to send to Anne Friesz the as-built on the stormwater outfall east of I-5 on the 


Washington side.  


 







From: Wills, Heather
To: "Johnson, Marci E NWP"
Subject: 8_17_2102 Draft Meeting Notes mj USACE meeting re Yaquina (2) with hlw comment.docx
Date: Thursday, September 20, 2012 5:54:15 PM
Attachments: 8_17_2102 Draft Meeting Notes mj USACE meeting re Yaquina (2) with hlw comment.docx

I incorporated your edits, but deleted the sentence about us thinking a work plan was a good idea. 
We don’t recall saying this.  We can discuss a work plan and the necessity of it, but the one for
USCG served a very specific purpose.

mailto:/O=CRC/OU=FIRST ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=WILLSH
mailto:marci.e.johnson@usace.army.mil
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		MEETING:

		USACE/CRC Discussion of dredge Yaquina mitigation concept



		MEETING DATE:

		Friday, August 17, 2012



		ATTENDEES:

		Marci Johnson, USACE

Laura Hicks, USACE

Sheryl Carrubba, USACE

John Moriarty, US Coast Guard

Randy Overton, US Coast Guard

John McAvoy, FHWA

Steve Saxton, FTA

Kris Strickler, CRC

Heather Wills, CRC

Ben Anderson, Art Anderson Associates

Jay Lyman, CRC





		FROM:

		Heather Wills/Jay Lyman





Meeting agenda:

1. Introductions

1. Overview of Vessel Impact Analysis

1. Avoidance and minimization for Yaquina

1. Yaquina mitigation concept – technical discussion

1. Potential Funding issues

1. Next steps



Discussion summary:

The work plan to address US Coast Guard permit requirements was introduced.  It had been submitted to the USCG the previous day, and comments to the CRC were pending. The Corps expressed confusion as to why we were reviewing the USCG’s work plan and not the Corps work plan.  Ms. Johnson stated that during the August 8th, 2012 principals meeting Ms. Hammond indicated that the Corps could expect to see a Corps workplan the week of August 13th, 2012.  CRC indicated that they were unaware of the Corps workplan.  



It was noted that the project is seeking first to avoid impacts to river navigation, and then minimize and mitigate.  Because alternative bridge heights are currently being evaluated, it is not clear whether the height to be proposed in the permit application will impact the Corps of Engineers dredge Yaquina. However, since the project is on a very tight timeline, it was deemed to be prudent to consider potential mitigation based on an assumed bridge height of 95 ft. above 0 CRD. For the mitigation analysis, Ben Anderson, a naval architect with Art Anderson Associates, was granted permission to board and inspect the Yaquina. He subsequently prepared a conceptual mitigation strategy, which was forwarded to the Corps for their review.

There was a limited discussion about changes to the mitigation concept. For example, there would be a desire to maintain the radar at a higher elevation than is provided for in the concept.  

Much discussion focused on the administrative challenges associated with the Corps receiving funds from the project for mitigation.  The Corps is line-item project funded.  They do not have a general fund, and it’s unclear how they could accept funds from the project. In addition to the actual funding for design and vessel modifications, funds would be also needed for the Marine Safety Design Center to review and approve the mitigation concept, and would also be used to compensate the US Coast Guard for their reviews at both the district and national level.  The vessel would also need to be re-certified by the American Bureau of Shipping (ABS).  The question of funding needs to be resolved prior to further technical discussions about mitigation concepts. It was agreed that the Corps would look into the funding issue and report back.



The meeting also included a discussion of the schedule for resolving any mitigation needed for the Yaquina.  It is the Coast Guard position that a resolution to any mitigation needed would be required before the general bridge permit would be accepted. 



The Corps informed CRC that until funding is received, technical staff would not be able to attend any additional meetings.  CRC questioned why they are being asked to fund the Section 408 effort and Ms. Johnson explained that USACE guidance allows for funding from their inspection of completed work (ICW) program and if no funding is available from that program the Corps has been authorized to use it’s Section 214 authority to seek funding for the Section 408 review.  CRC asked if there are other districts using this authority and having projects funds the review and Ms. Johnson indicated that there were other districts using this authority.  Ms. Johnson offered to provide CRC with the 2006, 2008 and 2010 USCAE Section 408 guidance.  Ms. Johnson reiterated  the need to get the masteragreement finalized and Ms. Wills asked to have Ms. Johnson send her the Public Notice again for CRC review.
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From: Johnson, Marci E NWP
To: Morrow, Steve
Cc: Wills, Heather
Subject: Agenda and Attendees for tomorrow"s meeting? (UNCLASSIFIED)
Date: Tuesday, October 09, 2012 12:03:02 PM

Classification: UNCLASSIFIED
Caveats: NONE
 
Steve,
Can you provide me with the agenda and names of folks that I need to get into the building? 
Also, do you have the meeting notes from the last meeting?
 
Marci E. Johnson
Planning and Outreach Specialist
Planning Branch
503.808.4765
BB:  503.915.3551
 
 
 
Classification: UNCLASSIFIED
Caveats: NONE
 
 
 

mailto:marci.e.johnson@usace.army.mil
mailto:morrows@columbiarivercrossing.com
mailto:willsh@columbiarivercrossing.com


From: Morrow, Steve
To: marci.e.johnson@usace.army.mil
Cc: Wills, Heather
Subject: Agenda for July 20 update
Date: Wednesday, July 18, 2012 4:05:44 PM
Attachments: 7_20_12_CRC_Corps-MCDD_Agenda.docx

Marci:
 
Enclosed is the agenda for the Friday morning check in meeting.  From the CRC Heather, Seth
English-Young and I will attend to give updates.
 
Steve Morrow
Environmental Coordinator
Columbia River Crossing

700 Washington Street, Suite 300

Vancouver, WA 98660

(360) 816-8892

morrows@columbiarivercrossing.org

 

mailto:/O=CRC/OU=FIRST ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=MORROWS
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		MEETING:

		USC 33 Section 408 Bi-Monthly Meeting (CRC, USACE & MCDD)



		MEETING DATE:

		July 20, 2012; 9:30-11:30 pm  



		MEETING LOCATION

		Robert Duncan Plaza; Willamette Room, 10th Floor 333 SW First Ave. Portland, OR

Conference Call Number: 877-873-8018, 6526958#

Access code: 6365





		INVITEES:

		Marci Johnson (USACE), Jerry Otto (USACE), Doug Putnam (USACE), Jon Gornick (USACE), Jessica Stokke (USACE), Ed Berger (USACE), Mark Sawka (USACE), Shawn Zinzer (USACE), Gretchen Smith (USACE), Valarie Ringold (USACE),  Steve Bredthauer (USACE) , David Gesl (USACE), Steven Fink (USACE), Brad Bird (USACE), Jeremy Weber (USACE), Martin Hudson (USACE), Dominic Yballe (USACE), Dave Hendricks (MCDD), Byron Woltersdorf (MCDD), Randall Overton (USCG), John Moriarty (USCG)



CRC: Heather Wills, Mike Niemi, Lynn Rust, Frank Green, Casey Liles, Seth English-Young, 





		OPTIONAL INVITEES:

		Steve Saxton (FTA), John McAvoy (FHWA), 





		

		







Meeting Objective: 

· Regular coordination to prepare for Section 408 submittal to obtain understanding from Multnomah County Drainage District and US Army Corps of Engineers what would be relevant information on CRC project in order to facilitate timely review of technical and regulatory aspects of 408 process



Agenda:  

1. Introductions

2. Review and acceptance of May 11, 2012 meeting minutes

3. Status update on May 11, 2012 action items

4. General Project Updates:

a. Status of project approach to Section 408, 404 & General Bridge Permit

b. Status of IGA contracting (USACE & MCDD) and Public Notice Process

c. CRC Drilled Shaft/Driven Pile Test Program

d. CRC Project schedule and sequence

5. Q & A

6. Tentative agenda for next meeting
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From: Morrow, Steve
To: Johnson, Marci E NWP
Cc: Wills, Heather; Rust, Lynn; English-Young, Seth
Subject: Agenda for September 26 Meeting
Date: Tuesday, September 25, 2012 4:42:31 PM
Attachments: CRC_USACE 408_Meeting Agenda 9-26-12.docx

Marci:
 
Sorry for the delay in getting this agenda to you, I was up in Olympia most of the day today.  For
the lobby security people, the following people will be coming from CRC:
 
Seth English-Young
Lynn Rust
Mike Niemi
Steve Morrow
John McAvoy
Rich Hannan
Jeff Blank
 
I have enclosed an agenda for tomorrow’s meeting, the focus would be follow up from the July 20
meeting and begin discussion on the technical issues of 408, especially the navigation review. 
Thanks!
 
Steve Morrow
Environmental Coordinator
Columbia River Crossing

700 Washington Street, Suite 300

Vancouver, WA 98660

(360) 816-8892

morrows@columbiarivercrossing.org

 

mailto:/O=CRC/OU=FIRST ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=MORROWS
mailto:marci.e.johnson@usace.army.mil
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		MEETING:

		CRC Project – 408 Coordination



		MEETING DATE:

		September 26, 2011; 9:00-11:00 am  



		MEETING LOCATION:

		Robert Duncan Plaza; 6th Floor 333 SW First Ave. Portland, 

Oregon









Meeting Objective: 

· Provide Corps and MCDD staff an overview of the CRC project schedule and sequencing in order to facilitate discussion on 408 process and approach

· Determine a path forward for the project through Section 408 



Agenda:  

1. Introductions

2. Overview of meeting agenda – Steve Morrow

3. Review of July 20 meeting minutes and action items - Steve Morrow

4. CRC Project Status – Steve Morrow/Lynn Rust

5. Status of Master Agreements between WSDOT/USACE and WSDOT/MCDD – Steve Morrow

6. 408 Review Timelines – Steve Morrow/Rich Hannan

7. 408 Levee update

a.  Geotech/utilities boring within/near levee for 408 data collection – Steve Morrow

8. 408 Navigation 

a. Preparation of Review Plan for Proposed Navigation Changes (Work Plan) – Steve Morrow/Rich Hannan

b. Hydraulic & hydrologic analysis – Rich Hannan/Jeff Blank

9. Identify Action Items
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From: Wills, Heather
To: "Johnson, Marci E NWP"
Subject: Availability
Date: Wednesday, August 01, 2012 2:00:05 PM

Hi Marci,
 
It looks like Monday afternoon (8/13) and anytime on Tuesday are good days for us.  We can also
make Thursday or Friday work.
 
Thanks,
HW
 
Heather Wills | Environmental Manager
 
Columbia River Crossing Project
o. 360.816.2199 | c. 360.635.1967
 

mailto:/O=CRC/OU=FIRST ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=WILLSH
mailto:marci.e.johnson@usace.army.mil


From: Wills, Heather
To: "Johnson, Marci E NWP"
Subject: call tomorrow?
Date: Tuesday, July 31, 2012 2:05:05 PM

Hi,  What time shall I call you tomorrow to discuss the follow up meeting?  I am available from 9am
to noon and then 130 to 4.
 
Heather Wills | Environmental Manager
 
Columbia River Crossing Project
o. 360.816.2199 | c. 360.635.1967
 

mailto:/O=CRC/OU=FIRST ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=WILLSH
mailto:marci.e.johnson@usace.army.mil


From: Johnson, Marci E NWP
To: Wills, Heather
Subject: Columbia River Treaty and CRC (UNCLASSIFIED)
Date: Friday, September 28, 2012 6:40:32 AM
Importance: High

Classification: UNCLASSIFIED
Caveats: NONE
 
Heather,
After the discussion yesterday regarding the treaty, I talked with our folks here and would
like to offer to CRC and Jay the opportunity to talk with our CRT team regarding some of
the work they have been doing for the treaty.  Please let me know ASAP if you would be
interested in talking with them.
Marci
 
Marci E. Johnson
Planning and Outreach Specialist
Planning Branch
503.808.4765
BB:  503.915.3551
 
 
 
Classification: UNCLASSIFIED
Caveats: NONE
 
 
 

mailto:marci.e.johnson@usace.army.mil
mailto:willsh@columbiarivercrossing.com


From: Johnson, Marci E NWP
To: Wills, Heather
Subject: Comments on Meeting Notes (UNCLASSIFIED)
Date: Tuesday, September 18, 2012 6:55:28 AM
Attachments: USACE NEPA 8-8-12 Mtg Summary Draft for external review mj edits.docx

8_17_2102 Draft Meeting Notes mj USACE meeting re Yaquina.docx

Classification: UNCLASSIFIED
Caveats: NONE
 
Heather,
Attached are the two draft meeting notes from August 8th and August 17th.  Please don’t
hesitate to call me if you have any questions.
Marci
Marci E. Johnson
Planning and Outreach Specialist
Planning Branch
503.808.4765
BB:  503.915.3551
 
 
 
Classification: UNCLASSIFIED
Caveats: NONE
 
 
 

*** eSafe scanned this email for malicious content ***
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		MEETING:

		USACE and CRC NEPA and Schedule



		MEETING DATE:

		August 8, 2012



		ATTENDEES:

		Ted Uyeno, FTA

Randy Overton, USCG

Mike Ott, USACE

Steve Saxton, FTA

Gretchen Smith, USCGUSACE

Steve Morrow, CRC

Byron Woltersdorf, MCDD (Left after expressing his levee concerns) maybe we should be clear that he was asked to leave after expressing his levee concerns.

Misty Latcu, USACE

Jerry Otto, USACE

Rayann Speakman, FHWA

John McAvoy, FHWA

Ed Berger, USACE

Marci Johnson, USACE

Jodi Marshall, USACE

Nancy Ellen, FTA

Heather Wills, CRC





		FROM:

		Seth English-Young





Action items are in bold. First and last names of meeting attendees are used only in the first instance in these notes.

Meeting Summary



John McAvoy stated that the focus of today’s meeting is the USACE 408 process and how the project impacts the levee. USACE has illustrated concerns over the existing NEPA document and how it gets adopted into the respective 408 and 404 processes. This meeting will allow the attendees to hear the additional concerns USACE has. The hope is that CRC and USACE can come to an agreement today on NEPA elements of the process, then talk about how to move forward. If there is time after that then CRC and USACE can talk about the schedule and the Federal Dashboard (dashboard).

Marci Johnson stated that Mr. McAvoy mentioned the levee impacts, but the USACE would like bring navigation into this discussion as well. Rayann Speakman stated that CRC would like to focus on the levee impacts. Misty Latcu replied that the navigation impacts are more immediate.  Ms. Johnson said that to get to agreement, USACE would need navigation and levee included in the discussion. 

Ms. Speakman said that she has spoken to USACE and USCG counsel. A number of attorneys came to the conclusion that the information needed for a NEPA decision may be different than what is needed for the permit approval.  There is an understanding of critical distinctions. She asked if there is concern that our NEPA document is inadequate. Ms. Johnson said for USACE needs we believe the NEPA is incomplete. Ms. Speakman added that CRC cannot enter into permitting process if they have an inadequate NEPA document, so parties need to be careful with language that is being used. 

Heather Wills stated that the CRC NEPA document was for FHWA and FTA’s decision and it is adequate for that decision.  Ed Berger said yes.

Mr. McAvoy said that the intent of being a cooperating agency (CA) is it allows the CA to adopt the NEPA document in their action. His understanding is that USACE says that they do not feel that they can adopt the document for their decision.

Ms. Johnson asked for more discussion about being a CA.

Mr. McAvoy said that the intention of the CRC NEPA process was to produce a document that could be adopted by USACE-maybe it missed the mark. Ms. Latcu said one of the issues is that the document does not address the impacts for the permitting actions that project would go through. There are gaps in that document. Mr. Berger asked if USACE can state that the document is insufficient for Corps purposes. Ms. Speakman said that project did not have all the information that is necessary for the 408 process included in the CRC document. Ms. Johnson added that there is only one sentence in the EIS about impacts.  There are other impacts that aren’t covered. Ms. Wills said that the project didn’t have that level of detail and Ms. Johnson said that USACE believes CRC should have had that level of detail.

 Ms. Speakman outlined the different processes on the whiteboard. She said there is the CRC NEPA ROD, then later there is USACE NEPA and there is also USACE 408 approval. CRC believes that they have examined everything needed for the USACE NEPA. Marci Ms. Johnson responded that USACE looks at NEPA according to their attorneys as if USACE had written the document.

Ms. Speakman asked if USACE is saying that they need to have final construction plans before they issue the USACE NEPA document, Ms. Johnson replied that the Corps does not need final construction plans for NEPA, but will need them to complete the Section 408 process.

Jody Marshall said that USACE Corps has two regulations: The Civil Works regulations that the 408 is linked to and the 404 regulations. The 404 regulations NEPA requirements can have limited scope. The 408 has to consider the civil works realm. 

Ms. Speakman said she wanted to confirm—CRC is going to get a lot of information for the 408 process, but USACE doesn’t need that for their NEPA?  CRC needs to figure out what is needed for the USACE NEPA document. Ms. Johnson said USACE is not asking for any additional design plans, but there are flood risk issues, water quality issues, emergency response. CRC will have huge impact. Ms. Wills replied that the USACE 408 approval process does not allow us to increase risk. Jerry Otto agreed that CRC cannot increase risk. 

Ms. Johnson said that USACE is looking for narrative—a discussion of the impacts. Steve Morrow said to discuss those impacts, CRC would need a level of design that is higher than was available at NEPA. Mr. McAvoy added that the level of design that happens post 30% allows the engineers to make proper decisions on what that impact is going to be. 

Mike Ott said there is an inherent risk the moment you modify an existing system.  Recognizing that there is a risk and trying to document that risk is the appropriate level of detail for the USACE. 

Ms. Johnson said she is trying to help CRC understand that this is a USACE division and headquarters decision—if the local USACE does not believe that the impacts were discussed, then division and headquarters can’t make the decision.

Ms. Speakman suggested that CRC will be producing a re-evaluation to evaluate the additional information generated through the various approval and permitting processes, and suggested that the re-evaluation combined with the original CRC NEPA document would be sufficient for the USACE and USCG NEPA decisions. FTA and FHWA re-evaluation regulations allow the USDOT agencies to look at new information that is provided through permitting. Provided there are not new significant impacts, then the agencies can determine that original document was adequate. She said that FTA and FHWA believe that 1) their NEPA document was adequate as it evaluated impacts to levees and navigation, and 2) they can do a re-evaluation for any new information gathered from the 408 approval process.

 Ms. Johnson added that in the re-evaluation, USACE needs more than what is in the document right now. USACE can work with CRC for what is needed to be included in the re-evaluation. Ms. Wills stated that since the 408 approval process will not allow an increase in risk with alterations to the federal project (levee or navigation channel), the outcome cannot be a new significant impact, therefore CRC can document this information in a re-evaluation process.  

Ms. Marshall said that the meeting also needs to cover the navigation issue, because with the bridge height, USACE cannot do their upriver dredging.

There was a discussion of what issues needed to be covered in the re-evaluation. Ed Berger stated that there needed to be recognition of the big issues. Gretchen Smith said she did not think there was enough info gathered (for the USACE needs) about flood plain impacts if there was a levee breach—the focus was on the structure itself. Also, are communities displaced or are there environmental impacts specific to the levee. Other impacts to be covered are hydraulic, flood plain, flood risk, water quality and emergency response. Byron Woltersdorf added that a major MCDD issues is whether during construction that MCDD has the ability to get in and flood fight like they need to. There are blanket statements that can be made to cover this. Ms. Smith added that the re-evaluation needs to look at impacts during construction and after construction.

When asked, Jerry Otto stated that the standard that the levee must be built to varies by project--500 or 100 year flood level.

Ms. Speakman said that CRC talked about the re-evaluation with USCG lawyers, and they agreed that CRC can go through re-evaluation and that will suffice. She added that the USACE ROD would be after the re-evaluation, so when USACE adopts its ROD, it would incorporate CRC’s re-evaluation. 

Ms. Latcu asked if USCG’s plan is to adopt the CRC EIS and whatever comes out of the reevaluation. Ms. Speakman answered that if through the re-evaluation there are no new significant impacts identified, then USCG would issue its ROD after the re-evaluation. 

Ms. Johnson re-stated that there needs to be a discussion of navigation. Ms. Speakman said that CRC  would likely do two re-evaluations: one for navigation impacts and one for levee impacts. Ms. Smith asked if the re-evaluation would look at all alternative or just the selected alternative and Ms. Speakman answered just the selected alternative.

The topic of Cooperating Agency  (CA) status came up. (Note: CRC sent a letter in 2005 asking USACE if they would be a CA. USACE sent a letter in 2009 stating that they would be a CA. Both letters are attached). Note:  The CA discusses only being a CA from a regulatory/environemental standpoint and not the EIS specifically)

Ms. Marshall stated that the USACE regulatory branch agreed to be CA, but that does not cover 408. Ms. Wills said that the letter that CRC received from USACE said it covered both Clean Water Act and Rivers and Harbors Act. Ms. Marshall said she would defer to the attorneys. Ms. Latcu said that since the regulatory branch signed it, then it doesn’t cover 408. Ms. Speakman said that FHWA has been in that situation before and they ended up being comfortable being a CA where the intent of the CEQ regulations surrounding CA status have been met.

Ms. Johnson said that, unfortunately, the regulatory branch took action from 2005 and went with it. The guidance on 408 came out in 2006. What happened was the EIS CA was focused on the regulatory office. Ms. Wills said the InterCEP agreement was in 2006, and it was signed by Colonel Donovan. Ms. Johnson said that there were things that shouldn’t have happened and USACE admits that. 

Ms. Marshall brought up the navigation impacts. She said the USACE has issues on how to get their equipment upstream. Ms. Speakman asked if CRC fixed that issue, is USACE still worried about CA status. Her view is that USACE walked and talked like a CA, so they were a CA. She said that CRC is going to address USACE concerns for levee. If CRC took care of the navigation impacts, then would that solve USACE problem?

Ms. Marshall asked what the CRC navigation impacts are. Mr. Morrow said that the USACE 408 approval 408 precludes any adverse impacts--that is the purpose of it. Ms. Marshall asked if the re-evaluation would consider raising the height of the bridge.

Mr. Ott stated that USACE is concerned with the dredge itself and the safety of the crew navigating during construction. He asked if, long term, will this project affect the ability to do the dredging upstream.  Ed Berger added the concern about maintaining the navigation channel. 

Ms. Johnson said that CRC should do the re-evaluation for the bridge height and one for levee and navigation impacts, and USACE can use them to supplement their NEPA needs. Ms. Marshall added that they could use them if they meet the USACE needs and the HQ agrees with them. She asked if USACE needs to recirculate the NEPA document. CEQ states that if an agency is a CA and the document meets your the agency needs, then you can adopt. However, if it doesn’t meet your adopting agency needs, then you have to recirculate as a draft and a final. Ms. Wills said that if the navigation impact analysis determines that there are significant impacts then CRC would have to recirculate the NEPA document.

Ms. Marshall said that the USACE regulatory branch is a CA, her division is not. Ms. Latcu said they want to make sure they are complying with procedures in case there is litigation. Ms. Wills said she didn’t understand the risk of USACE saying that they are a CA. Ms. Latcu said that someone could say USACE cannot adopt the NEPA without recirculating.

Ms. Marshall said that the regulatory branch became cooperating agency before 408 came into play. Ms. Johnson said that her branch didn’t feel like they were a CA, but regulatory might have. Last fall, they asked CRC not to issue the ROD, but they felt like they were ignored. Ms. Marshall said CEQ talks about how a CA should be engaged in the process. Ms. Speakman said she understands and FHWA has been in that situation. She believes that the USACE concerns can be addressed through the re-evaluation process. If USACE cannot consider themselves a CA, they need to think about what that means for the schedule and talk to CRC about it.  Ms. Marshall said that if USACE is not a CA, they would have to recirculate the document. The best case scenario is figure out how USACE can be a CA and incorporate your document. The worst case scenario is USACE cannot be a CA and they would have to recirculate the EIS. Ed Berger said that plaintiffs are not going to care if USACE are a CA. Whichever way USACE decides, they need to make sure the administrative record is pristine. USACE team stated that if they believed they needed to supplement and recirculated the EIS, then it would severly impact CRC’s schedule.  Ms. Speakman indicated that would be USACE’s problem and USACE indicated that it would be CRC’s problem.

Ms. Love said that CRC couldn’t foresee that there would be the 408 issues. Ms. Johnson said that was USACE’s issue. CRC’s coordination was done in good faith.

Nancy Ellen brought up the topic of schedule. The CRC project will be a dashboard project. She knows that the Office of Management and Budget will circle back with schedule. She asked if everyone is comfortable with the schedule. Ms. Marshall said that USACE will need to discuss that internally. As far as the dashboard, the 408 and 404 approvals are contingent on NEPA decision. Ms. Ellen said that there is a worst case scenario and whatever schedule USACE sign off on can incorporate the worst case scenario. Once the milestones go up on the dashboard, every agency is going to meet those milestones.

Ms. Johnson said that USACE needs a schedule from CRC that details milestones, so they can work out the schedule on their end.  Ms. Ellen said that she is nervous that the schedule will go up on the dashboard before USACE can get to a level of comfort. She asked if the USACE needs extra time in this schedule. Ms. Speakman added that the USCG has same concerns and they have been able to work out their schedule. It can mean heavy lifting on the project sponsor. If the CRC can do what it needs to do, then can the USACE agree to the schedule? Ms. Johnson said that they are looking for schedule that works for them. They will need to see that to agree to it.

John McAvoy suggested that the group wrap up the levee discussion.  Ms. Wills stated that CRC will be doing a reevaluation and it will include language levee impacts. With levee approval being three years out CRC will not have the level of design to discuss all the information that will be obtained for the 408 approval process. CRC will also do a re-evaluation for navigation impacts. The outcome of that re-evaluation will determine what CRC needs to do moving forward.

Ms. Johnson said they believe there is more info needed regarding levee and navigation impacts. She asked if USACE concerns would be wrapped into your re-evaluations and Ms. Wills answered yes. The re-evaluations will look at new information, compare it to the EIS, and will address the changes in the project.

There will likely be three re-evaluations total: bridge height, navigation and dredging, and levee.

The discussion moved back to navigation impacts.

Mr. Ott listed some of the concerns that USACE has. He said that there is an operations and maintenance concern and there is concern of realigning the channel elsewhere. There are upstream dredging concerns. Moving the channel might require public comment and it might require a congressional action.  Ms. Johnson asked if there are environmental concerns. Mr. Ott said the water quality aspect will be covered in Hydraulics and Hydrology piece. There could be secondary concerns regarding the USACE biological opinion for the Columbia River deepening project.  Ms. Marshall added that there could be additional shoaling—USACE did not forecast shoaling and it would need to be figured out. Mr. Morrow said there won’t be adverse effects from the CRC or else we couldn’t get a 408 approval. Mr. Ott said that if there are any changes to the navigation channel, then USACE and CRC will need to coordinate. And if USACE moves the channel and there are secondary effects, then that will need to be look at also. Ms. Marshall said that whenever USACE has an EIS and BO and Water Quality certifications, USACE need to be consistent with those commitments in those documents. 


USACE mentioned another example of a navigation issue, if USACE begins maintaining the channel to that authorized additional depth, then what does that mean? Mr. Morrow said that during the bridge demolition if pilings in the riverbed were exposed or less than 5 feet below the authorized depth, they would be removed. Mr. Ott said that if the channel is dug deeper there would have to be side slope adjustments.

Ms. Johnson said that USACE can provide Hydraulics and Hydrology concerns to CRC once they are vetted through the USACE district office.

Mr. Morrow said that CRC is in process of preparing their scope and budget and schedule with their 408 consultant and he handed out the draft 408 schedule. He said the dates don’t correspond, but he asked if USACE thought the durations were OK. Ms. Johnson said that USACE will look at the durations and get back to CRC. 

Mr. McAvoy explained about the federal dashboard support website—the MAX site. The MAX site has activities and permits section then supporting documentation site. On the MAX site there is a single line for permit, start and finish date. I think what happened was there was new documentation on the site, but people were referencing the old supporting documentation. Now the MAX site matches the supporting documentation.

Ms. Latcu said I have concerns about the 404 permits. If there are going to be two then the first project needs to have independent utility from the second. The application must be for the bridge replacement with no light rail on the bridge. The LRT brings in the levee impacts. First permit would have no LRT. If USACE is going to give the bridge approval in 2014; then they should not be entertaining any LRT documentation prior to 2014. Ms. Speakman said that this would be something to discuss with Shawn Zinzser and Dominic Yballe. 

Ms. Johnson said that the USCG has committed to have their permit decision in 2013. Mr. Yballe would have a letter of intent by August 31, 2013 so USCG could get permit out by Sept 2013. Ms. Wills said that CRC does not have a problem moving that date out.

Ms. Marshall asked if there will be two NEPA documents for the 408. Ms. Love said that FHWA looks at this that if they have a NEPA document that even if it has different phases, it would clear the whole project for NEPA.

Mr. Morrow asked why does the USACE require two 404 for two 408. Why not just one 404 for two 408?

Ms. Marshall said that if USACE is making a decision on one element but not the whole project, it appears pre-decisional. USACE’s NEPA document needs to contain all the information for each decision. Ms. Latcu said that for USACE’s permitting action they cannot segment what they authorize. She said that to issue the bridge 404 permit, then the LRT would need to be uncertain. Ms. Marshall said that USACE needs to think about it as two NEPA decisions (for two 408 and 404 permits)

Steve Saxton said he is uncomfortable with the idea that LRT is uncertain. Ms. Latcu said that any submittals on the mainland connector permit need to be after USACE issues the 408 approval and 404 permit for the bridge.

Ms. Johnson said that USACE asked to move the 408 anticipated approval dates out.  Mr. McAvoy said that he heard that USACE HQ agreed with the dates on the paper. Ms. Johnson said the first one is July (2013), and the second is August (2014). USACE wanted them moved. Mr. McAvoy said his understanding is that only date that changed was Section 9 General Permit for mainline bridge from August 31, 2013 to September 30, 2013. Ms. Johnson said that USACE asked for draft 408 approval and final 408 approval dates. The final 408 approval for the river crossing needs to change to July 30, 2014. This would allow for time in case USACE needs to go to worst case scenario. 

Mr. McAvoy said that USACE does not need to add time. They need to remember who is asking USACE for the expedited schedule, it is not CRC or FHWA or FTA, it’s the White House. Ms. Ellen said this project is a federal priority and there will be heavy lifting. Ms. Wills said that CRC will work with USACE to make the schedule.

Ms. Marshall said that she doesn’t know how USACE is being funded, but everyone has to take into account when that funding arrives, we have to think how we are going to address the expedited schedule. To tighten the schedule you need to either add more resources or more money. Ms. Johnson added that she will need to see the contract to see the funding. USACE is close to having to stop work.  The USACE Portland district is funded by projects. As of September 30, 2012 USACE will have no more funding to work on the CRC project. Ms. Speakman added that CRC does not want to hold up the schedule for funding issues.

Randy Overton said that there needs to be a statement of principles put onto the MAX dashboard, then if the statement of principles are not met, then USCG cannot meet this schedule. There are issues that need to be on the dashboard for USCG to agree to the dashboard (navigational impact analysis and alternatives analysis). USCG is looking for timeline for this analysis. USCG needs to know the timeline of the re-evaluation. He asked that if CRC does not know now, when will they know. All these things are contingent with agreeing with dashboard dates. 

Ms. Latcu said that the difference in dates from first 404 and second 404 is only a year and asked why the CRC project couldn’t just have one permit. Ms. Wills stated that CRC is going to get a design builder on board, and to minimize risk and cost CRC want all Tier I permits in hand to get the design builder on board.

Ms. Latcu said that if July 30, 2014 is the date for bridge 408 approval, then levee impact piece has to wait until after that date. Ms. Wills asked if it was possible to see if there are other projects that are built in phases. Ms. Latcu said usually the phases have independent utility. Ms. Johnson said that CRC can phase their construction, but USACE cannot segment their approval.

Ms. Johnson asked if CRC could provide USACE with a project that has phases with 404 permits.

Ms. Wills said that CRC wants the conditions for the design build contractor’s contract, not necessarily the permit itself. Ms. Johnson said the 408 approvals are OK, but you need to have independent utility for the 404. Mr. Saxton stated that the Full Funding Grant Agreement is for the entire project.

Ms. Johnson said that the USACE will look at schedule and get back to Ms. Wills by end of Thurs. 

Ms. Marshall asked if USACE should assume funding is coming and Ms. Ellen responded yes.

Ms. Johnson: We can’t start talking about levee 408s in this navigation piece since the Mr. Woltersdorf was asked to leave.

Mr. Overton asked Mr. McAvoy to address the question about the impact analysis. USCG cannot approve the dashboard unless the navigation impact analysis is on the schedule. Mr. McAvoy said that they will coordinate after this meeting.

Ms. Johnson said that USACE needs to give CRC their comments on the schedule and their navigational concerns.

[bookmark: _GoBack]Ms. Wills asked USACE when they will respond to CRC about the CA status. Ms. Johnson said she wouldn’t anticipate until next week—they will work on the schedule first.
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		MEETING:

		USACE/CRC Discussion of dredge Yaquina mitigation concept



		MEETING DATE:

		Friday, August 17, 2012
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		Marci Johnson, USACE
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Kris Strickler, CRC

Heather Wills, CRC

Ben Anderson, Art Anderson Associates

Jay Lyman, CRC





		FROM:

		Heather Wills/Jay Lyman





Meeting agenda:

1. Introductions

1. Overview of Vessel Impact Analysis

1. Avoidance and minimization for Yaquina

1. Yaquina mitigation concept – technical discussion

1. Potential Funding issues

1. Next steps



Discussion summary:

The work plan to address US Coast Guard permit requirements was introduced.  It had been submitted to the USCG the previous day, and comments to the CRC were pending. The Corps expressed confusion as to why we were reviewing the USCG’s review plan and not the Corps review plan.  Ms. Johnson stated that during the August 8th, 2012 principals meeting Ms. Hammond indicated that the Corps could expect to see a Corps workplan the week of August 13th, 2012.  CRC indicated that they were unaware of the Corps workplan, but thought that it would be a good idea.    



It was noted that the project is seeking first to avoid impacts to river navigation, and then minimize and mitigate.  Because alternative bridge heights are currently being evaluated, it is not clear whether the height to be proposed in the permit application will impact the Corps of Engineers dredge Yaquina. However, since the project is on a very tight timeline, it was deemed to be prudent to consider potential mitigation based on an assumed bridge height of 95 ft. above 0 CRD. For the mitigation analysis, Ben Anderson, a naval architect with Art Anderson Associates, was granted permission to board and inspect the Yaquina. He subsequently prepared a conceptual mitigation strategy, which was forwarded to the Corps for their review.

There was a limited discussion about changes to the mitigation concept. For example, there would be a desire to maintain the radar at a higher elevation than is provided for in the concept.  

Much discussion focused on the administrative challenges associated with the Corps receiving funds from the project for mitigation.  The Corps is line-item project funded.  They do not have a general fund, and it’s unclear how they could accept funds from the project. In addition to the actual funding for design and vessel modifications, funds would be also needed for the Marine Safety Design Center to review and approve the mitigation concept, and would also be used to compensate the US Coast Guard for their reviews at both the district and national level.  The vessel would also need to be re-certified by the American Bureau of Shipping (ABS).  The question of funding needs to be resolved prior to further technical discussions about mitigation concepts. It was agreed that the Corps would look into the funding issue and report back.



The meeting also included a discussion of the schedule for resolving any mitigation needed for the Yaquina.  It is the Coast Guard position that a resolution to any mitigation needed would be required before the general bridge permit would be accepted. 



The Corps informed CRC that until funding is received, technical staff would not be able to attend any additional meetings.  CRC questioned why they are being asked to fund the Section 408 effort and Ms. Johnson explained that USACE guidance allows for funding from their inspection of completed work (ICW) program and if no funding is available from that program the Corps has been authorized to use it’s Section 214 authority to seek funding for the Section 408 review.  CRC asked if there are other districts using this authority and having projects funds the review and Ms. Johnson indicated that there were other districts using this authority.  Ms. Johnson offered to provide CRC with the 2006, 2008 and 2010 USCAE Section 408 guidance.  Ms. Johnson reiterated  the need to get the masteragreement finalized and Ms. Wills asked to have Ms. Johnson send her the Public Notice again for CRC review.
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Attachments: Answers to Questions for the crew of YAQUINA.docx

Classification: UNCLASSIFIED
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Marci E. Johnson
Planning and Outreach Specialist
Planning Branch
503.808.4765
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Columbia River Crossing		AAA questions for vessel

Questions for the crew of YAQUINA

Although we’ve attempted to answer the questions below, we want to make stress that the Corps has not agreed to accept any type of mitigation that would result in modifications to the dredge YAQUINA as a result of the proposed CRC project. 

1. What are your capabilities regarding ballasting within vicinity of the Columbia River I-5 Bridge (assuming a general transit with no operational restrictions)?  

Answer:  Water ballast in hopper is the only option.  Putting water in the hopper has only a small effect on the after draft (one foot or less), thus does not have much effect on the overall draft. 



2. Other than USCG regulated navigational (and operational) lights, is there any other critically positioned equipment that would need to be moved?  I see from photos online that several antennas will be affected (specifically the P&S whip antennas).  Of these, are there ones that you feel cannot be relocated?

Answer:  Several antennas need to be as high as possible and the GPS antennas need as unrestricted view of the horizon as possible, but there are no absolute height requirements for these antennas.   As long as their general aspect is maintained, they can be lower.  This does, however have an adverse affect have on the range of VHF radios as they are line of sight one that the Corps needs for dredge operations.  



3. Are your 28 reported annual passages under the bridge evenly distributed throughout the year?

Answer: For the impact analysis data request, the Corps reported 2 passages per month Oct to July and 4 per month Aug to Sept, which was assembled from data over many years of maintenance dredging for both routine and non-routine events. This should not imply that the dredge averages 28 passages per year. The Corps mission is to be responsive in the event of an emergency of the need to dredge upstream if critical shoaling occurs upstream at any time of year, and the Corps dredge must be able to remove that shoaling when it occurs at any time of year. 



4. Have you looked into getting permits into the USCG regarding repositioning your navigational lights?  Any hesitation in doing that, if needed? 

Answer:  The Corps has not requested from the USCG permission to lower the lights.   Any permits and funding needs related to the permits and actual construction to include downtime for the dredge and subsequent contracts to complete needed dredging work (in the absence of the YAQUINA) will be the responsibility of the requesting agency.
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Importance: High
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Doyle,
Attached is the Corps edits to the Master Agreement.  Please let me know if we need to meet
to discuss any of the changes.  I will be out of the office and unavailable from August 30 to
through September 11, returning to work September 12th. 
Also, can either you, Steve or Heather advise on your review of the public notice and when
you anticipate completing your review?  I am concerned about the schedule and funding.  The
PN needs to go out for 30 days and we will need 15-30 days to review and respond to any
comments and that puts us out to at least Nov 1, 2012 before we could potentially see any
funding from CRC.
Have a great weekend,
Marci
 
Marci E. Johnson
Planning and Outreach Specialist
Planning Branch
503.808.4765
BB:  503.915.3551
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MASTER INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT


BETWEEN


THE U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS, PORTLAND DISTRICT


AND


THE STATE OF WASHINGTON DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

WORK DONE BY TASK ASSIGNMENTS

THIS MASTER AGREEMENT is entered into this ___________day of ______________, 2012, by and between the Portland District, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (“CORPS") and the Washington State Department of Transportation (“WSDOT”), together (“the PARTIES”).  The funds contributed by WSDOT for the CORPS expedited evaluation of permits under this MASTER AGREEMENT shall not exceed $2,300,000 without a SUPPLEMENTAL AGREEMENT.

RECITALS:


WHEREAS, the WSDOT has entered into a cooperative agreement with the Oregon State Department of Transportation (ODOT) to mutually address congestion, safety, and mobility problems through the Interstate 5 (I-5) corridor between Portland, Oregon and Vancouver, Washington, commonly referred to as the Columbia River Crossing (CRC) project [hereinafter “PROJECT”]; and


WHEREAS, the WSDOT, by mutual agreement with ODOT and other PROJECT participants is currently acting as the lead agency regarding development, approvals and permit applications for the PROJECT; and

WHEREAS, the WSDOT proposes the replacement of the existing Columbia River Bridge (CRB), which will impact the Columbia River Navigation Channel (CRNC); and

WHEREAS, the WSDOT proposes to alter, modify or otherwise impact the Federal Flood Protection system along the Columbia River [hereinafter “LEVEE”], within the limits of the PROJECT; and


WHEREAS, the CORPS is responsible for the federally authorized  CRNC and the LEVEE (PEN 1 and PEN 2) along the Columbia River in accordance with 33 U.S.C. § 408 [hereinafter “Section 408”]; and

WHEREAS, WSDOT is seeking approval from the CORPS under Section 408 for the changes to the CRNC necessary for the CRB replacement; and


WHEREAS, WSDOT is seeking approval from the CORPS under Section 408 for the changes, modifications and/or impacts to the LEVEE necessary for the addition of structures connecting Hayden Island to the Oregon mainland within the PROJECT; and


WHEREAS, Section 214 of the Water Resources Development Act of 2000 (P.L. 106-541) [hereinafter “Section 214”], as amended, allows the Secretary of the Army, after public notice, to accept and expend funds contributed by non-Federal public entities to expedite the evaluation of a permit of that entity related to a project or activity for a public purpose under the jurisdiction of the Department of the Army;  


WHEREAS, Section 214, as amended, requires that the Secretary ensures that the use of the funds will not impact impartial decisionmaking with respect to permits, either substantively or procedurally  and will utilize the same procedures for decision that would otherwise be required for evaluation of permits for similar projects or activities not carried out using funds authorized under this section;


WHEREAS, The Secretary of the Army has delegated his authority to the Chief of Engineers and his authorized representative;


WHEREAS, the Chief of Engineers has authorized District and Division Commanders to accept and expend funds contributed by non-Federal public entities subject to the limitations described in the Chief of Engineers’ Implementation Guidance dated October 1, 2008;

NOW, THEREFORE, pursuant to Title 39 RCW and Title 47 RCW, the above recitals that are incorporated herein as if fully set forth below, and in consideration of the terms, conditions, and performances contained herein, and the attached hereto are incorporated and made a part hereof,


IT IS MUTUALLY AGREED AS FOLLOWS:


ARTICLE I - PURPOSE AND AUTHORITY




This MASTER AGREEMENT is entered into pursuant to Section 214, as amended, for the purpose of establishing a mutual framework governing the respective responsibilities of the PARTIES. This framework is for the CORPS’ acceptance and expenditure of funds provided by WSDOT to expedite evaluations of proposed major Columbia River Federal Navigation Channel and levee modifications in connection with the PROJECT.  These evaluations are in accordance with Section 408
.

Section 214 authorizes the Secretary of the Army, after public notice, to accept and expend funds contributed by a non-federal public entity to expedite the evaluation of permits under the jurisdiction of the Department of the Army.  In doing so, the Secretary must ensure that the use of such funds will not impact impartial decision making with respect to permits, either substantively or procedurally.  The authority provided in Section 214 is currently in effect from October 1, 2000 through December 31, 2016.


The Washington State Secretary of Transportation, or their designee, acting by and through the WSDOT is authorized by Title 39 RCW, Title 47 RCW and specifically RCW 47.08.130, to enter into agreements with agencies of the United States government, other state agencies, sub-agencies or municipalities, as well as other states and/or their agencies, sub-agencies or municipal entities, for mutual benefit with regards to the business and purposes of the WSDOT. This MASTER AGREEMENT addresses the method of compensation for, and the description of actions the funds may be expended on by the CORPS in evaluating PROJECT impacts on navigation and levee modifications on and/or along the Columbia River within the PROJECT limits.

ARTICLE II - SCOPE


The CORPS’s Operation and Maintenance, Inspection of Completed Works, are funded through the CORPS’s Civil Works program in the annual Federal budget.  Funding within the Inspection of Completed Works, a component of the Operation and Maintenance budgets of the CORPS’s Portland District, is insufficient to completely fund the technical and policy reviews required in connection with the Chief of Engineers’ approval of major Federal navigation channel and levee modifications undertaken pursuant to Section 408.  The additional funds from WSDOT under this MASTER AGREEMENT, therefore, will be used to permissibly augment the Operation and Maintenance budgets of the Portland District and other supporting Districts (if required) in accordance with the provisions of Section 214 of WRDA 2000, as amended.  Funding to the supporting Districts may be required to facilitate independent reviews by staff outside the Portland District. 


Funds will be expended primarily on the direct labor and overhead of the CORPS’s Civil Works personnel working with, and evaluating the engineering plans and reports prepared by WSDOT in connection with CRC-related Section 408.  Such review and processing activities include, but are not limited to, the following: technical analyses and writing, real estate evaluation, risk analysis, copying or other clerical/support tasks, acquisition of GIS data, site visits, training, travel, coordination activities, additional personnel (including support/clerical staff), technical contracting, environmental documentation preparation and review, preparation of draft permit decision documents.  Funds will not be used for drafting, negotiating, or issuing any real estate instruments that may be necessary, as all such real estate-related efforts are and shall remain WSDOT’s sole responsibility. 


Work to be performed by the CORPS, for which these additional funds are to be provided shall be detailed in a scope-of-work statement, mutually agreed to by the PARTIES, which will be included along with a detailed estimate of cost in one or more Task Assignments as described in ARTICLE III, below.

ARTICLE III - AUTHORIZATION OF WORK – TASK ASSIGNMENTS

In response to requests from WSDOT for CORPS assistance under this MASTER AGREEMENT, the CORPS and the WSDOT shall enter into mutually agreed upon written Task Assignments.  Each Task Assignment shall be on a Task Assignment Document (TAD), a facsimile of which is attached hereto and incorporated herein as Exhibit #1. Each TAD shall contain the following information:


· a detailed scope of work statement;


· schedules; 


· the amount of funds required and available to accomplish the scope of work as stated above;


· a funding arrangement stating that upon execution of the TAD the CORPS will invoice WSDOT for the advanced funding amount equal to the first three months (90 calendar days) of the TAD estimate of cost, with the remaining amount of the estimate to be invoiced at 30 day increments until the full amount of the TAD estimate has been invoiced; 


· a statement to the effect that these advance funds will be received by the CORPS prior to initiation of the scope of work; and


· the WSDOT’s fund citation, and the CORPS’s fund citation upon which the cited funds expire for obligation purposes.

In addition, the following must be addressed in each TAD:


· identification of individual project managers;


· identification of types of contracts to be used (if known, applies to construction contracts);


· types and frequencies of reports;


· identification of which party is to be responsible for government-furnished equipment, contract administration, records maintenance, rights to CORPS’s, software and intellectual property, and contract audits;


· procedures for amending or modifying the TAD; and


· such other particulars as are necessary to describe clearly the obligations of the PARTIES.


Funds shall be provided under this MASTER AGREEMENT only after an appropriate TAD has been signed by a representative of each party authorized to execute that TAD.  Upon signature by each party's representative, a TAD shall constitute a task assignment under Section 214.  

Amendments or modifications to an existing TAD under this MASTER AGREEMENT may be requested by either party when it is determined necessary to the obligations and/or goals of either party. All changes to the provisions of a TAD shall be in writing, on a TAD Amendment and must be by mutual agreement.


Within 30 (thirty) calendar days of completing all anticipated work covered by a TAD, the CORPS shall conduct an accounting to determine the final actual costs of all work authorized by that TAD.  Within 30 (thirty) calendar days of completion of this accounting, the CORPS shall notify WSDOT regarding the balance of any funds remaining on that TAD account, or any amount due WSDOT. WSDOT shall initiate a TAD Amendment that will adjust the TAD to actual cost. Upon execution of the TAD Amendment, the CORPS will credit any remaining funds due WSDOT to another active TAD under this MASTER AGREEMENT, if one exists. If no currently active TAD exists, the CORPS will return any funds in excess of the actual costs as then known. 


Should there be any remaining amount due the CORPS, the CORPS shall invoice WSDOT for the remaining amount due and WSDOT shall provide any additional funds necessary to cover the actual costs as then known. 


In accordance with the provisions for a final accounting by the CORPS described in ARTICLE VI – FUNDING, if there are funds due the CORPS, a final TAD shall be executed between the PARTIES to describe the uncompensated work and covers the amount due. Upon execution of the Final TAD, the CORPS shall invoice the WSDOT for the amount due and the WSDOT shall promptly pay the remaining amount due. As per the provisions of ARTICLE VI – FUNDING, any amount due the WSDOT shall be returned to the WSDOT.

Such an accounting shall in no way limit WSDOT’s duty to pay for any PROJECT related costs which may become known after the final accounting. However, the CORPS will not knowingly incur additional costs under this MASTER AGREEMENT without first notifying the WSDOT and without the execution of an additional TAD.

In the case of conflict between the provisions covered in this MASTER AGREEMENT and a TAD, this MASTER AGREEMENT shall control. Any modification to the provisions in this MASTER AGREEMENT shall be done by Supplemental Agreement per ARTICLE X - CHANGES, MODIFICATIONS AND TERMINATION, below.

ARTICLE IV - INTERGOVERNMENTAL COMMUNICATIONS


To provide for consistent and effective communication between the CORPS and WSDOT, each party shall appoint a Principal Representative to serve as its central point of contact on matters relating to this MASTER AGREEMENT.  Additional representatives may also be appointed to serve as technical points of contact for the Section 408 review.


ARTICLE V - RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE PARTIES


A.
Responsibilities of the CORPS:

1. The CORPS shall accept and expend funds in accordance with the purpose, terms, and conditions of this MASTER AGREEMENT.  

2. The CORPS shall provide an invoice to the WSDOT upon execution of each TAD for the Section 214 advanced funds, and subsequent invoices as described above in ARTICLE III - AUTHORIZATION OF WORK – TASK ASSIGNMENTS.

2. The CORPS shall provide detailed periodic progress, financial, and other reports to the WSDOT as agreed to by the Principal Representatives.  Financial reports shall include information on all funds received and expended and on forecast expenditures.


3. The CORPS will establish one or more separate financial accounts to track receipt and expenditure of funds associated with each TAD in connection with this MASTER AGREEMENT.  CORPS employees will charge their time against this account when doing work to expedite the processing of WSDOT’s major levee and navigation channel modifications Section 408 review.




4. Per the requirements of Section 214, the CORPS shall ensure that the use of funds accepted will not impact impartial decisionmaking with respect to permits, either substantively or procedurally and shall utilize the same procedures for decisions that would otherwise be required for the evaluation of permits for similar projects or activities not carried out using funds authorized under Section 214.  The CORPS must comply with procedures to ensure impartial decision-making, including those provided in the Chief of Engineer’s October 1, 2008 Implementation Guidance.  Final approval of WSDOT’s proposed Section 408 modifications shall be at the CORPS’s Director of Civil Works level.  In order to ensure that funds provided to the CORPS pursuant to this MASTER AGREEMENT will not impact its impartial decision-making, the following procedures shall apply: 


a. The CORPS will comply with all applicable laws and regulations.  


b. Section 214 funds provided pursuant to this MASTER AGREEMENT will be expended only to provide for priority review and processing of PROJECT related Section 408 applications.  


c. Though the CORPS will expedite its processing of PROJECT related Section 408 matters by reason of this MASTER AGREEMENT, it will not eliminate or truncate any evaluation or decision making processes required for these kinds of discretionary actions. 


d. Draft technical documents or draft decision documents resulting from CORPS efforts funded pursuant to this MASTER AGREEMENT will be reviewed and approved by one or more CORPS reviewers not so funded.  


e.  No funds received by the CORPS pursuant to this Section 214 Agreement shall be expended for the Portland District Commander’s, Division Commander’s, or Director of Civil Works’ evaluation, consideration, or recommendation to the CORPS’s Director of Civil Works regarding the PROJECT’s proposed Section 408 modifications. 


f. All final CORPS PROJECT related Section 408 decisions made in connection with matters funded pursuant to this Section 214 MASTER AGREEMENT shall be made publicly available on the Portland District web page.  


B.
Responsibilities of the WSDOT


1. Upon execution of each TAD, WSDOT will transmit to the CORPS a funding amount as provided in ARTICLE III - AUTHORIZATION OF WORK – TASK ASSIGNMENTS above, per the provisions further described in Article VI – FUNDING, below. 


2. WSDOT will coordinate with the CORPS, through their Principal Representative or engineering consultant, a schedule of required submittals and reviews.


3. WSDOT will submit, through their Principal Representative or engineering consultant, all required engineering and environmental documents required by the Section 408 CORPS.

4.  WSDOT will provide a both a draft and final Section 408 application package for CORPS review.  

ARTICLE VI - FUNDING


The WSDOT funding source is Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) National Highway System (NHS) Program funds, authorized under SAFETEA-LU Section(s): 1101(a)(2), 1103, 6006 and 23 USC 103, 104(b)(1).

WSDOT shall pay all costs associated with the CORPS’s expedited evaluation of permits under this MASTER AGREEMENT as described in ARTICLE II - SCOPE. The full budgetary estimate of cost to support the expedited evaluation of permits under this MASTER AGREEMENT is $2,300,000. The sum total of all TAD authorizations shall not exceed this amount without a supplement to this MASTER AGREEMENT.  

Funds for the CORPS’ expedited evaluation of permits under this MASTER AGREEMENT  shall be provided by a check or electronic deposit payable to “FAO, USAED PORTLAND”.  Funds will be deposited with the US Treasury prior to incurrence of any obligation by the CORPS.


If the CORPS forecasts its actual costs under this MASTER AGREEMENT to exceed the amount of funds available, it shall promptly notify WSDOT of the amount of additional funds necessary to complete the work.  WSDOT shall either provide the additional funds to the CORPS by means of an additional TAD, TAD Amendment, or the PARTIES will agree to terminate this MASTER AGREEMENT.  See Article X – CHANGES, MODIFICATIONS AND TERMINATION for additional information on termination of this MASTER AGREEMENT.


Within 90 (ninety) calendar days of completing all anticipated work covered by this MASTER AGREEMENT, the CORPS shall conduct an accounting to determine the final actual costs of all work previously authorized by TADs.  Within 30 (thirty) calendar days of completion of this accounting, the CORPS shall return to WSDOT any funds advanced in excess of the actual costs as then known.  The processes described in ARTICLE III – AUTHORIZATION OF WORK – TASK ASSIGNMENTS shall be followed to make a final adjustment to actual costs. Such an accounting shall in no way limit WSDOT’s duty to pay for any PROJECT related costs which may become known after the final accounting.


ARTICLE VII - APPLICABLE LAWS


This MASTER AGREEMENT and all documents and actions pursuant to it shall be governed by the applicable statutes, regulations, directives, and procedures of the United States.  Unless otherwise provided under Federal law, if the applicable statutes, regulations, directives and procedures of the United States are silent on, or defer to the appropriate state, the applicable statutes, regulations, directives and procedures of the State of Washington shall apply.

Venue - In the event that either Party deems it necessary to initiate legal action or proceedings to enforce any right or obligation under this MASTER AGREEMENT, the PARTIES agree that, unless otherwise provided under Federal law, any such action or proceedings shall be brought in Thurston County Superior Court. Further, the PARTIES agree that each will be solely responsible for payment of its own attorney fees, witness fees, and other associated costs.

ARTICLE VIII - DISPUTE RESOLUTION


As a condition precedent to a party bringing any suit for breach of this MASTER AGREEMENT, that party must first notify the other party in writing of the nature of the purported breach of this MASTER AGREEMENT and seek in good faith to resolve the dispute through negotiation.  If the PARTIES cannot resolve the dispute through negotiation, they may agree to a mutually acceptable method of non-binding alternative dispute resolution with a qualified third party acceptable to both PARTIES.  Each party shall pay an equal share of any costs for the services provided by such a third party as such costs are incurred.  The existence of a dispute shall not excuse the PARTIES from performance pursuant to this MASTER AGREEMENT.






ARTICLE X - CHANGES, MODIFICATIONS AND TERMINATION


This MASTER AGREEMENT may be modified only by a written SUPPLEMENTAL AGREEMENT through mutual consent of the PARTIES.  Either party may terminate this MASTER AGREEMENT by providing written notice to the other party.  The termination shall be effective upon the sixtieth (60th) calendar day following notice, unless a later date is set forth. Provisions shall be made to negotiate the closing of any open TADs. In the event of termination, WSDOT shall continue to be responsible for all costs incurred by the CORPS for obligations under this MASTER AGREEMENT through the effective date of termination, and for the costs of closing out any open TADs.  

If this MASTER AGREEMENT is terminated prior to the CORPS’ completion of the processing of  a WSDOT major modification application, the CORPS’ remaining work on WSDOT’s major modification application will be handled like that of any other applicant requesting a major levee or navigation modification under the CORPS Section 408 authority.


ARTICLE XI - AUDITS, INSPECTION AND RETENTION OF RECORDS


The WSDOT, the Washington State Auditor’s Office, and/or the federal government, and any of their authorized representatives, shall have full access to, and the right to examine, during normal business hours, and as often as they deem necessary, all of the CORPS’s records pertaining to and limited to financial records related to the Section 408 effort under this MASTER AGREEMENT and/or any TAD issued under this MASTER AGREEMENT.  This Article does not apply to documents which may comprise the CORPS’ administrative record for the processing of the permit(s) or any documents which the CORPS deems privileged under Federal law.  Such representatives shall be permitted to audit, examine, and make excerpts or transcripts from such records and to make audits of all contracts, invoices, materials, payrolls, and other matters pertaining to the CORPS’ financial records related to the Section 408 efforts under this MASTER AGREEMENT and/or any TAD. All documents, papers, accounting records, and other material pertaining to costs incurred under this MASTER AGREEMENT  shall be retained by the CORPS for six (6) years after the all work provided under this MASTER AGREEMENT is complete. Copies thereof shall be furnished if requested. 


If any litigation, claim or audit is commenced, the records and accounts along with supporting documentation shall be retained until all litigation, claim and/or audit findings have been resolved even though such litigation, claim or audit continues past the six-year retention period.


ARTICLE XII –  RELATIONSHIP OF PARTIES

 In the exercise of their respective rights and obligations under this Agreement, the Government and WSDOT each act in an independent capacity, and neither is to be considered the officer, agent, or employee of the other.




This MASTER AGREEMENT shall not affect any pre-existing or independent relationships or obligations between WSDOT and the CORPS.


ARTICLE XIII - SEVERABILITY

If any provision of this MASTER AGREEMENT is determined to be invalid or unenforceable, the remaining provisions shall remain in force and unaffected to the fullest extent permitted by law and regulation.


ARTICLE XIV - EFFECTIVE DATE


This MASTER AGREEMENT shall become effective when signed by both WSDOT and the CORPS, and shall automatically terminate no later than June 20, 2022 unless extended by written agreement of the PARTIES prior to that date. 

SIGNATURES:

		WASHINGTON STATE 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

		UNITED STATES ARMY
CORPS OF ENGINEERS



		

____________________________________

		

_____________________________________



		Nancy Boyd, P.E., L.E.G.
WSDOT Director
Columbia River Crossing Project

		John W. Eisenhauer
Colonel, Corps of Engineers
Portland District Engineer



		
____________________________________

		
_____________________________________



		Date

		Date



		

		



		Approved As To Form:


____________________________________

		Approved:


_____________________________________



		Washington State Asst. Attorney General

		USACE Legal



		
____________________________________

		
_____________________________________



		Date

		Date



		

		



		

		





� 33 U.S.C. § 408 provides authority to the Secretary of the Army to grant permission for the alteration or modification of Corps projects when in the judgment of the Secretary such alteration or modification will not be injurious to the public interest and will not impair the usefulness of the project.


� 33 U.S.C. § 408 provides authority to the Secretary of the Army to grant permission for the alteration or modification of Corps projects when in the judgment of the Secretary such alteration or modification will not be injurious to the public interest and will not impair the usefulness of the project.
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From: Johnson, Marci E NWP
Subject: Corps of Engineers Portland District Special Public Notice PM-F-WSDOT-2012 (UNCLASSIFIED)
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Classification: UNCLASSIFIED
Caveats: NONE
 
 
Marci E. Johnson
Planning and Outreach Specialist
Planning Branch
503.808.4765
BB:  503.915.3551
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Caveats: NONE
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SPECIAL PUBLIC NOTICE

PROPOSAL TO ACCEPT FUNDS FROM 

WASHINGTON STATE DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION



		Issue Date: September 17, 2012

			Expiration Date: October 17, 2012

                                                                                                      Corps Reference: PM-F-WSDOT-2012

30-Day Notice					









This Public Notice announces the preliminary intent of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ Portland District (Corps) to accept funds from the Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT) for the Columbia River Crossing (CRC) Project for the review of two Section 408 permits to modify or alter a portion of Peninsula Drainage District 1 and 2 federal flood protection systems and to modify the federally authorized navigation channel in the Columbia River near the existing Interstate 5 bridge.  



Portland District would allocate funds internally and to other supporting Corps district to expedite the Department of the Army processing of a joint WSDOT and the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) proposed request to modify a federal flood protection system (levee) and federally authorized navigation channel in accordance with Section 408, subject to a series of limitations specified below. 



The Corps may accept and expend these funds pursuant to Section 214 of the Water Resources Development Act of 2000 (“WRDA 2000”) (Public Law No. 106-541), as amended, which provides that the Secretary of the Army, after public notice, may accept and expend funds contributed by a non-federal public entity to expedite the evaluation of a permit of that entity related to a project or activity for a public purpose under the jurisdiction of the Department of the Army.  In doing so, the Secretary must ensure that the use of such funds will not impact impartial decision making with respect to permits, either substantively or procedurally. The authority provided in Section 214 is in effect from October 1, 2000 to December 31, 2016.



The Secretary of the Army has delegated this Section 408 approval responsibility to the Chief of Engineers and his authorized representatives, including district commanders of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. 



Authorized representatives of the Corps’ Portland District Commander are negotiating an agreement with WSDOT to accept and expend funds to expedite review and evaluation of a Section 408 request to modify a federal flood protection system and federally authorized navigation channel. 









  33 USC § 408 provides authority to the Secretary of the Army to grant permission for the alteration or modification of Corps projects when in the judgment of the Secretary such alteration or modification will not be injurious to the public interest and will not impair the usefulness of the project.





Definition of non-federal public entities: Non-federal public entities are defined for Section 214 purposes as state and local governmental agencies and Indian tribal governments. ODOT and WSDOT meet this definition.



How the Portland District’s acceptance of funds from WSDOT is expected to expedite the processing of the Columbia River Crossing’s Section 408 request to modify a federally constructed flood risk reduction project and modification of the federal channel. The Corps’ Operation and Maintenance Inspection of Completed Works program and Channels and Harbors program are funded through the Corps’ Civil Works program in the annual federal budget.  Funding within the Inspection of Completed Works program and the Channels and Harbors fund is insufficient to completely fund the technical and policy reviews required for the Chief of Engineers’ approval of major modifications to federally constructed flood risk reduction projects and navigation channel undertaken under 33 U.S.C. Section 408.  The Portland District would receive additional funds from WSDOT and would add those funds to the Operation and Maintenance budgets and Inspection of Completed Works budget of the Portland District, in accordance with the provisions of Section 214 of WRDA 2000, as amended. 



Activities for which funds will be expended: Funds would be expended primarily on the direct labor and overhead of Corps’ Civil Works personnel evaluating the engineering plans, specifications and reports prepared by engineering consultants to the CRC project.  Such review and processing activities would include, but not be limited to, the following: technical analyses and writing, real estate evaluation, risk analysis, copying or other clerical/support tasks, acquisition of GIS data, site visits, travel, coordination activities, additional personnel (including support/clerical staff), technical contracting, environmental documentation preparation and review in support of the Section 408 permit review process.  Funds will not be used for drafting, negotiating or issuing any necessary real estate instruments. 



Funds provided by WSDOT that remain unexpended at the Corps’ acceptance of the completed modification will be returned to WSDOT.  If at any time during the review and approval process the CRC project wishes to withdraw their request to modify the flood risk reduction project and or the federal navigation channel, the Corps will return unexpended funds to WSDOT.  



Procedures to be used to ensure impartial decision-making:  Approval of the WSDOT Section 408 permit applications has been determined to be at the Director of Civil Works level. To ensure the funds will not impact impartial decision-making, the following procedures would apply:



a. No funds received under a Section 214 agreement shall be expended for the District Commander or the Division Commander’s consideration and recommendation to the Director of Civil Works regarding the CRC project Section 408 request to modify a federally constructed flood risk reduction project and federal navigation channel. 



b. Draft technical documents, draft decision and recommendation documents resulting from the use of funds obtained from WSDOT under Section 214 will be reviewed and signed by a reviewer who is not funded by funds received under Section 214 for the CRC project permit application. 



c. All final permit decisions for cases where Section 214 funds are used will be made available on the Portland District website. 



d. The Corps will not eliminate any procedures or decisions that would otherwise be required for that type of project and permit application request under consideration. 



e. The Corps will comply with all applicable laws and regulations. 



f. Section 214 funds will only be expended to provide priority review of the participating non-federal entity’s permit request to modify a federally constructed flood risk reduction project and federal navigation channel and if approved by the Director of Civil Works, Section 214 funds will also be expended to monitor the construction activities in order to render Corps acceptance of the modifications.



Impacts to the Civil Works Program: The Corps does not expect priority review of the CRC project to negatively impact the District’s Civil Works Programs, or to increase the time for evaluations of other projects. 



Consideration of Comments: The Corps is soliciting comments from the public, federal, state and local agencies and officials, and other interested parties on the proposed acceptance and use of funds using the Section 214 authority.  Comments will be part of the record, and considered in determining whether it would be in the public interest to proceed with this action.  If the Portland District Commander determines, after considering public comments, that the acceptance and expenditure of the funds is in compliance with Section 214 of WRDA 2000 and is not otherwise contrary to the general public interest, the Portland District will implement Section 214 of WRDA 2000, as amended, through a signed Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) and accept the funds from WSDOT.  



Provided that the purpose for accepting funds remains the same as that described in this notice, a new public notice is not required in the event that the MOA is amended to extend the term of the agreement; to modify the list of priority projects identified in the MOA; or to adjust the terms of the annual advance payment contemplated under the MOA.



Comments:  Interested parties may submit, in writing, any comments concerning this proposal. Comments should refer to Proposed Acceptance of Funds from WSDOT for CRC Project (PM-WSDOT-2012) and the date of this Public Notice, and be postmarked by the comment due date. Comments must be sent to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Portland District, ATTN: Marci E. Johnson, 333 SW 1st Ave/P.O. Box 2946, Portland, Oregon  97204-3495.  Alternatively, comments can be sent electronically to: marci.e.johnson@usace.army.mil, message subject MUST SAY:  Public Notice PM-F-WSDOT 2012.

		

For additional information, please call Marci Johnson at (503) 808-4765. This public notice is issued by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Portland District.
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From: Johnson, Marci E NWP
To: Morrow, Steve; Wills, Heather; Otto, Jerry L NWP; Ott, Michael E NWP; Gornick, Jon M NWP; Ringold, Valerie A

NWS; Hudson, Martin L NWD; Weber, Jeremy J NWD; Bird, Brad A NWD; Bredthauer, Stephen R NWD;
Zinszer, Shawn H NWP; Yballe, Dominic P NWP; Gesl, David W NWD; Putman, Douglas A NWP; Smith,
Gretchen V NWP; P&S Drainage; ByronWoltersdorf; Reed Wagner; Randall.D.Overton@uscg.mil; Moriarty, John;
Hanna, Rachel NWP

Cc: Saxton, Steve; "Cline, Shane K."; "Hannan, Richard"
Subject: CRC Bi-Monthly Meetings (UNCLASSIFIED)

Classification: UNCLASSIFIED
Caveats: NONE
 
Classification: UNCLASSIFIED
Caveats: NONE
 
All,
Per the Doodle Poll, Wednesday seemed to be the day that would for most of us.  I will provide the meeting rooms under a separate
message. Please forward to anyone else that you believe needs to attend the meetings.
Marci
 
 
Classification: UNCLASSIFIED
Caveats: NONE
 
 
 
 
Classification: UNCLASSIFIED
Caveats: NONE
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From: Johnson, Marci E NWP
To: Morrow, Steve; Wills, Heather; Byron Woltersdorf; P&S Drainage; Otto, Jerry LNWP; Gornick, Jon M NWP;

Stokke, Jessica B NWP; Yballe, Dominic P NWP; Zinszer, Shawn H NWP; Berger, Edmund H NWP;
"John.F.Moriarty@uscg.mil"; Overton, Randall; Sawka, Mark J NWP; Bredthauer, Stephen RNWD; Ringold,
Valerie A NWS; Gesl, David W NWD; Fink, Steven J NWD; Bird, Brad A NWD; Putman, Douglas A NWP; Smith,
Gretchen V NWP; Weber, Jeremy J NWD; Hudson, Martin L NWD; John.McAvoy@dot.gov

Subject: CRC/Corps Meeting Agenda for July 20 update (UNCLASSIFIED)
Date: Thursday, July 19, 2012 6:22:32 AM
Attachments: 7_20_12_CRC_Corps-MCDD_Agenda.docx

Classification: UNCLASSIFIED
Caveats: NONE

Marci E. Johnson
Planning and Outreach Specialist
Planning Branch
503.808.4765

Classification: UNCLASSIFIED
Caveats: NONE
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		MEETING:

		USC 33 Section 408 Bi-Monthly Meeting (CRC, USACE & MCDD)



		MEETING DATE:

		July 20, 2012; 9:30-11:30 pm  



		MEETING LOCATION

		Robert Duncan Plaza; Willamette Room, 10th Floor 333 SW First Ave. Portland, OR

Conference Call Number: 877-873-8018, 6526958#

Access code: 6365





		INVITEES:

		Marci Johnson (USACE), Jerry Otto (USACE), Doug Putnam (USACE), Jon Gornick (USACE), Jessica Stokke (USACE), Ed Berger (USACE), Mark Sawka (USACE), Shawn Zinzer (USACE), Gretchen Smith (USACE), Valarie Ringold (USACE),  Steve Bredthauer (USACE) , David Gesl (USACE), Steven Fink (USACE), Brad Bird (USACE), Jeremy Weber (USACE), Martin Hudson (USACE), Dominic Yballe (USACE), Dave Hendricks (MCDD), Byron Woltersdorf (MCDD), Randall Overton (USCG), John Moriarty (USCG)



CRC: Heather Wills, Mike Niemi, Lynn Rust, Frank Green, Casey Liles, Seth English-Young, 





		OPTIONAL INVITEES:

		Steve Saxton (FTA), John McAvoy (FHWA), 





		

		







Meeting Objective: 

· Regular coordination to prepare for Section 408 submittal to obtain understanding from Multnomah County Drainage District and US Army Corps of Engineers what would be relevant information on CRC project in order to facilitate timely review of technical and regulatory aspects of 408 process



Agenda:  

1. Introductions

2. Review and acceptance of May 11, 2012 meeting minutes

3. Status update on May 11, 2012 action items

4. General Project Updates:

a. Status of project approach to Section 408, 404 & General Bridge Permit

b. Status of IGA contracting (USACE & MCDD) and Public Notice Process

c. CRC Drilled Shaft/Driven Pile Test Program

d. CRC Project schedule and sequence

5. Q & A

6. Tentative agenda for next meeting



 (
360/737-2726         503/256-2726
WWW.COLUMBIARIVERCROSSING.ORG
700 WASHINGTON STREET, SUITE 300
, 
VANCOUVER
, 
WA
 
98660
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From: Johnson, Marci E NWP
To: Wills, Heather
Cc: Morrow, Steve
Subject: CRC has wrong e-mail for Colonel Eisenhauer (UNCLASSIFIED)
Date: Monday, September 24, 2012 4:13:00 PM

Classification: UNCLASSIFIED
Caveats: NONE
 
Heather/Steve,
We finally figured out why we haven’t been invited to the principal meetings; Colonel
Eisenhauer’s e-mail is incorrect, it should be:
John.w.eisenhauer@usace.army.mil.
Also, please remind folks to cc me on any meeting requests for the Colonel in order to ensure
that we properly coordinate his time/calendar.
 
Thanks,
Marci
 
Marci E. Johnson
Planning and Outreach Specialist
Planning Branch
503.808.4765
BB:  503.915.3551
 
 
 
Classification: UNCLASSIFIED
Caveats: NONE
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From: Johnson, Marci E NWP
To: McAvoy, John; Wills, Heather
Cc: Randall.D.Overton@uscg.mil; Moriarty,John
Subject: CRC Schedule (UNCLASSIFIED)
Date: Monday, August 13, 2012 8:14:07 AM

Classification: UNCLASSIFIED
Caveats: NONE
 
John/Heather,
Thank you very much for the schedule that you provided on Wednesday.  Our team will be
meeting today to discuss and conduct a risk analysis to ensure that we have the ability to
meet the scheduled dates.  However, what is missing from the schedule that Steve provided is
the NEPA re-evaluation dates.  I do realize that they were just discussed on Wednesday, but
in order for us to conduct our analysis I need to know the dates of when we can expect to see
the re-evaluation for both the bridge height, navigation impacts and levee impacts.
Thanks,
Marci 
 
Marci E. Johnson
Planning and Outreach Specialist
Planning Branch
503.808.4765
 
 
 
Classification: UNCLASSIFIED
Caveats: NONE
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mailto:willsh@columbiarivercrossing.com
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From: Johnson, Marci E NWP
To: McAvoy, John
Cc: Wills, Heather; Erickson, Donald LNWP; Hicks, Laura L NWP; Marshall, Judith NWP; Zinszer, Shawn H NWP;

Yballe, Dominic P NWP; Diaz, Lauren B HQ02; Otto, Jerry L NWP; Ott, Michael E NWP
Subject: CRC Schedule (UNCLASSIFIED)
Date: Monday, August 13, 2012 2:32:58 PM
Importance: High

Classification: UNCLASSIFIED
Caveats: NONE
 
John,
Per my earlier e-mail, the schedule that is presented on the dashboard is still incorrect.  The
Corps would like the dates of the Navigation Section 408 changed from 10 April 2014 to 30
July 2014 and the Levee Section 408 changed from 01 May 2015 to 30 Aug 2015.  These
changes were agreed to by all parties on 9:30am phone call on August 3rd 2012.  If these
changes are made the Corps will agree to that schedule.
 
The Corps would also like to remind you and CRC that there are several actions that need to
be completed by CRC as part of the 404 and Section 408 permits and if those actions cause
the CRC’s schedule to fall behind, the Corps schedule will not slip.  I will be providing a list
of those actions that have decision points that will be critical to the overall schedule under a
separate e-mail.
 
Please don’t hesitate to call me if you have any questions.
Marci
 
 
 
Marci E. Johnson
Planning and Outreach Specialist
Planning Branch
503.808.4765
 
 
 
Classification: UNCLASSIFIED
Caveats: NONE
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From: Johnson, Marci E NWP
To: McAvoy, John
Cc: Wills, Heather
Subject: CRC Schedule on MAX (UNCLASSIFIED)
Date: Thursday, August 02, 2012 7:34:14 AM

Classification: UNCLASSIFIED
Caveats: NONE
 
John,
Got your message and wanted to let you know that we have a meeting with CRC to discuss
the schedule next week.  When we asked for the schedule a couple of weeks ago, Heather let
us know they were still working on it and before I vote on MAX I want to make sure that
what is on MAX is the true schedule and allow my team the chance to review and modify as
necessary.
Marci
 
Marci E. Johnson
Planning and Outreach Specialist
Planning Branch
503.808.4765
 
 
 
Classification: UNCLASSIFIED
Caveats: NONE
 
 
 

mailto:marci.e.johnson@usace.army.mil
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From: Johnson, Marci E NWP
To: Wills, Heather; Dilley, Doyle; Morrow, Steve
Cc: Berger, Edmund H NWP; Otto, Jerry LNWP
Subject: CRC Section 214 Public Notice (UNCLASSIFIED)
Date: Thursday, July 19, 2012 7:19:22 AM
Attachments: FINAL CRC Public Notice July 2012.docx

Classification: UNCLASSIFIED
Caveats: NONE
 
All
Attached is the PN for the 214 acceptance of funds.
Please review and if you have any comments/corrections, please make them in track changes.
Thanks,
Marci
 
Marci E. Johnson
Planning and Outreach Specialist
Planning Branch
503.808.4765
 
 
 
Classification: UNCLASSIFIED
Caveats: NONE
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SPECIAL PUBLIC NOTICE

PROPOSAL TO ACCEPT FUNDS FROM 

WASHINGTON STATE DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION



		Issue Date: «TODAY4»

			Expiration Date: «TODAY34»

                                                                                                       Corps Reference: PM-WSDOT-2012

30-Day Notice					





Multnomah County Drainage District (“MCDD”) has requested the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ (Corps) assistance under 33 U.S.C. § 408[endnoteRef:1] (Section 408) Section 408 to modify or alter a portion of Peninsula Drainage District 1 and 2 (Penn 1 and 2) federal flood protection systems. Additionally, Columbia River Crossing (CRC) is requesting to modify the Federally authorized channel in the Columbia River.  The modification or alteration of Penn 1 and 2 and the navigation channel will be as a result of the CRC transportation project jointly owned by the Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT) and the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT).   [1: ] 




This Public Notice announces the preliminary intent of the Corps’, Portland District to accept funds from WSDOT. Portland District would allocate funds internally and distribute them to supporting Corps Districts to expedite the Department of the Army processing of a joint WSDOT and ODOT proposed request to modify a federally constructed flood risk reduction project and federally authorized navigation channel in accordance with Section 408, subject to a series of limitations specified below. 



The Corps may accept and expend these funds pursuant to Section 214 of the Water Resources Development Act of 2000 (WRDA 2000, Public Law No. 106-541) as amended, which provides that the Secretary of the Army, after public notice, may accept and expend funds contributed by a non-federal public entity to expedite the evaluation of a permit of that entity related to a project or activity for a public purpose under the jurisdiction of the Department of the Army.  In doing so, the Secretary must ensure that the use of such funds will not impact impartial decision making with respect to permits, either substantively or procedurally. The authority provided in Section 214 is in effect from October 1, 2000 to December 31, 2016.



The Secretary of the Army has delegated this responsibility to the Chief of Engineers and his authorized representatives, including district commanders of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. 



Authorized representatives of the Corps’ Portland District Commander are negotiating an agreement with WSDOT to accept and expend funds to expedite review and evaluation of a Section 408 request to modify a federally constructed flood risk reduction project and federally authorized navigation channel. 





  33 USC § 408 provides authority to the Secretary of the Army to grant permission for the alteration or modification of Corps projects when in the judgment of the Secretary such alteration or modification will not be injurious to the public interest and will not impair the usefulness of the project.





Definition of non-federal public entities: Non-federal public entities are defined for Section 214 purposes as state and local governmental agencies and Indian tribal governments. ODOT and WSDOT meet this definition.



How the Portland District’s acceptance of funds from WSDOT is expected to expedite the processing of the Columbia River Crossing’s 408 request to modify a federally constructed flood risk reduction project and modification of the federal channel. The Corps’ Operation and Maintenance Inspection of Completed Works program and Channels and Harbors are funded through the Corps’ Civil Works program in the annual federal budget.  Funding within the Inspection of Completed Works program and the Channels and Harbors fund is insufficient to completely fund the technical and policy reviews required for the Chief of Engineers’ approval of major modifications to federally constructed flood risk reduction projects and navigation channel undertaken under 33 U.S.C. § 408.  The Portland District would receive additional funds from WSDOT and would add those funds to the Operation and Maintenance budgets and Inspection of Completed Works budget of the Portland District, in accordance with the provisions of Section 214 of WRDA 2000. 



Activities for which funds will be expended: Funds would be expended primarily on the direct labor and overhead of Corps’ Civil Works personnel evaluating the engineering plans, specifications and reports prepared by engineering consultants to the CRC project.  Such review and processing activities would include, but not be limited to, the following: technical analyses and writing, real estate evaluation, risk analysis, copying or other clerical/support tasks, acquisition of GIS data, site visits, travel, coordination activities, additional personnel (including support/clerical staff), technical contracting, environmental documentation preparation and review in support of the Section 408 permit review process.  Funds will not be used for drafting, negotiating, or issuing any necessary real estate instruments. 



Funds provided by WSDOT that remain unexpended at the Corps’ acceptance of the completed modification will be returned by the Corps to WSDOT.  If at any time during the review and approval process the CRC project wishes to withdraw their request to modify the flood risk reduction project and or the federal navigation channel, the Corps will return unexpended funds to WSDOT.  



Procedures to be used to ensure impartial decision-making:  Approval of the WSDOT Section 408 permit applications has been determined to be at the Director of Civil Works level. To ensure the funds will not impact impartial decision-making, the following procedures would apply:



a. No funds received under a Section 214 agreement shall be expended for the District Commander or the Division Commander’s consideration and recommendation to the Director of Civil Works regarding the CRC project Section 408 request to modify a federally constructed flood risk reduction project and federal navigation channel. 



b. Draft technical documents, draft decision and recommendation documents resulting from the use of funds obtained from WSDOT under Section 214 will be reviewed and signed by a reviewer who is not funded by funds received under Section 214 for the CRC project permit application. 



c. All final permit decisions for cases where Section 214 funds are used will be made available on the Portland District website. 



d. The Corps will not eliminate any procedures or decisions that would otherwise be required for that type of project and permit application request under consideration. 



e. The Corps will comply with all applicable laws and regulations. 



f. Section 214 funds will only be expended to provide priority review of the participating non-federal entity’s permit request to modify a federally constructed flood risk reduction project and federal navigation channel and if approved by the Director of Civil Works, Section 214 funds will also be expended to monitor the construction activities in order to render Corps acceptance of the modifications.



Impacts to the Civil Works Program: The Corps does not expect priority review of the CRC project to negatively impact the District’s Civil Works Programs, or to increase the time for evaluations of other projects. 



Consideration of Comments: The Corps is soliciting comments from the public, federal, state and local agencies and officials, and other interested parties.  Comments will be part of the record, and considered in determining whether it would be in the public interest to proceed with this action.  If the Portland District Commander determines, after considering public comments, that the acceptance and expenditure of the funds is in compliance with Section 214 of WRDA 2000 and is not otherwise contrary to the general public interest, the Portland District will implement Section 214 of WRDA 2000 through a signed Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) and accept the funds from WSDOT.  



Provided that the purpose for accepting funds remains the same as that described in this notice, a new public notice is not required in the event that the MOA is amended to extend the term of the agreement; to modify the list of priority projects identified in the MOA; or to adjust the terms of the annual advance payment contemplated under the MOA.



Comments:  Interested parties may submit, in writing, any comments concerning this proposal. Comments should refer to Proposed Acceptance of Funds from WSDOT for CRC Project (PM-WSDOT-2012) and the date of this Public Notice, and be postmarked by the comment due date. Comments must be sent to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Portland District, ATTN: Marci E. Johnson, 333 SW 1st Ave/P.O. Box 2946, Portland, Oregon  97204-3495.  Alternatively, comments can be sent electronically to: marci.e.johnson@usace.army.mil, message subject MUST SAY:  Public Notice PM-WSDOT 2012.

		

For additional information, please call Marci Johnson at (503) 808-4765. This public notice is issued by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Portland District.


1



image1.wmf





From: English-Young, Seth
To: Klassen, Russ; Deconcini, Nina; Saxon, Corey; Roberts, Kathy; Friesz, Anne; Brick, Jim; Saxton, Steve; Gehrke,

Linda; "John.McAvoy@dot.gov"; Callahan, Cindy; Vallette, Yvonne; Carey, Marion; Brindle, Frannie; Wills,
Heather; Heilman, Jeff; Hall, Bill; Green, Frank; Morrow, Steve; "Friesz, Anne R (DFW)"; Jim Brick;
"Dominic.P.Yballe@usace.army.mil"; "kstr461@ecy.wa.gov"; "Randall.d.overton@uscg.mil";
"anderson.peter@deq.state.or.us"; "william.warncke@state.or.us"; "gary.fish@state.or.us";
"jon.wagner@ci.vancouver.wa.us"; "mike.hayakawa@portlandoregon.gov";
"rachel.whiteside@portlandoregon.gov"; "William Warncke"; "Lovell, Kaitlin"; "Reese Cadigan,Elisabeth";
"Barthel, Susan"; "Nunamaker, Dave"; Marc.Liverman@noaa.gov; "marci.e.johnson@usace.army.mil";
"tom.loynes@noaa.gov"; "taalvik@cowlitz.org"; "melissa.brown@portlandoregon.gov";
"john.raasch@odot.state.or.us"; "kukesc@wsdot.wa.gov"; "KLASSEN Russ"; Hall, Bill

Subject: CRC Wetlands and Waterways meeting summary 6-27-12
Date: Monday, July 23, 2012 11:37:41 AM
Attachments: CRC WW meeting notes 6-27-12 Final.pdf

062712draft WW presentation Revised.pdf

CRC Wetlands and Waterways meeting invitees,
 
Attached are:
-CRC Wetlands and Waterways Final meeting notes for the 6/27 meeting
-The presentation given at that meeting on Habitat Equivalency Analysis (HEA)
 
Please note that some additional slides were prepared and appended to the presentation. These
slides are meant to provide a little more background on how the acre-years, habitat values, and
discounted service acre-years are generally calculated. The habitat values presented are included
as the last slide. I sent a draft HEA white paper along with the agenda for the July 25 meeting to
this group on Friday.
 
 
Seth English-Young, AICP
Planner - Environmental
Columbia River Crossing
englishs@columbiarivercrossing.org
360-816-2186
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 Meeting Summary 


MEETING: Wetlands and Waterways—Habitat Equivalency Analysis 


MEETING DATE: June 27, 2012 


ATTENDEES: Kerry Carroll, Ecology 
Tom Loynes, ODOT 
Marc Liverman, NMFS 
Melissa Brown, BES 
Rachel Whiteside, BDS 
Jean Akers, City of Vancouver  
Russ Klassen, DSL 
Bill Warncke, ODOT 
Steve Morrow, CRC 
Bill Hall, CRC 
Seth English-Young, CRC 
 


FROM: Seth English-Young 


Action items are in bold. First and last names of meeting attendees are used only in the first instance in 
these notes. 


Meeting Summary 
Steve Morrow gave an introduction to this meeting and an overview of last month’s meeting. He gave 


an update of the three action items from that meeting:  


1) CRC to present preferred alternative of the off‐ site mitigation to the W & W group prior to submitting 


for permits. This will be done sometime in late 2012 or early 2013.  


2) DSL to review the restoration plans to determine that if the Hood River project is going to convert any 


wetlands, does the conversion require mitigation. Since last meeting, Russ Klassen emailed and stated 


that mitigation for the Hood River mitigation will not be necessary. 


3) CRC to do a functional assessment of existing conditions and proposed improvements at the Hood 


River site. A functional assessment of the site baseline and future condition will be completed and would 


be part of the mitigation plan on permit applications. 


Ms. Brown asked why all potential mitigation sites considered for selection weren’t analyzed using 


functional assessments. Mr. Morrow responded that it would not be practical to do a functional 


assessment of all sites considered for mitigation. The original guidelines and criteria were used to select 


the sites through the selection process. Quantifying the uplift is part of the application submittal. Ms. 


Brown stated that selecting a mitigation site to mitigate the impacts, without the baseline information 


seems like a step backwards. Every project on the chopping block should have been able to state their 


benefits. Mr. Morrow replied that every project went through the same screening process.  Only two 


projects fit all the stated goals and success criteria of the Guideline.  







WETLANDS AND WATERWAYS—HABITAT EQUIVALENCY ANALYSIS 
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Bill Warncke asked if the Hood River TAG meeting had been scheduled. Morrow replied that it is 


scheduled for June 28, 2012. The TAG will be asked, among other things, to review the criteria and 


scoring matrix that was used to rank the alternatives within the Hood River mitigation site. CRC will 


provide the Hood River mitigation criteria rankings to the Wetlands and Waterways group.  


Mr. Morrow gave a project update. CRC is currently doing the drilled shaft/driven pile test program. 


Purpose is to gain information about soil conditions in order to reduce uncertainty for potential 


contractors and therefore save the project money. The cost is about $5 million, but it has a potential to 


gain $60‐80 million in savings. On the Oregon side the shaft is 250 feet deep. The contractor had a two 


week delay due to crumpling of the drilled shaft.  


Tom Loynes asked how thick the steel is on the casing of the shaft and Mr. Morrow replied that it 


started out 1.25 inches thick and that shaft crumpled. The cutting head installed on the second shaft 


was 2” thick. Mr. Loynes asked how deep the casings are below substrate and Mr. Morrow replied that 


they will be advanced to 250 feet, and then they will left in place and become part of the shaft. 


Melissa Brown asked if there is a discussion of geotechnical stability after putting 800 holes in the 


ground (for the piles). Mr. Morrow: responded that where shafts are installed in the levee zones, as part 


of the 408 review process, the CRC will work with the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) on those 


issues. 


Mr. Morrow gave an overview of construction cost estimates and fund sources. The current estimate is 


$3.05‐3.45 billion. He reported that the project, at request of the Governor of Oregon, has been 


studying the potential of reducing costs through phasing. What that means for permitting is that the 


CRC will submit permit applications on a project with a reduced scope of improvements; then in the 


future, the CRC will come back to apply for permits with project elements that have been deferred. The 


tentative schedule is to go to the agencies for pre‐apps in early fall and submit applications in late fall 


(October/November). The construction of initial package is the main river crossing and is scheduled to 


start late 2014. 


Mr. Morrow stated that the three federal permits are tied to each other: the 408, 404 and USCG General 


Bridge permit. Essentially, each federal permitting agency would like to issue permits simultaneously. 


The 408 review takes the longest amount of time—18 months.  


Bill Hall then gave a presentation on the proposed use of Habitat Equivalency Analysis (HEA) for the 


project. The goal of HEA is to provide a quantification of fish habitat impacts/uplifts from the project in 


the project area. HEA looks at small polygons of habitat within the project area and designates a 


numeric value to each area before, during and after construction of the project. CRC has prepared an 


element tracking spreadsheet that quantifies the footprint of over 500 project elements in acres and   


estimates the time that those elements are in place, which allows for the calculation of acre‐years by 


element and jurisdiction. He stated that the project needed to be able to quantify temporary vs. 


permanent impacts and uplifts vs. impacts. Habitat values for each project element was needed. While 
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several draft models for the lower Columbia region have been published, most are very coarse and do 


not provide clear demarcations on a project‐site scale. CRC chose to use HEA values (coefficients) which 


came out of a process by the Portland Harbor Natural Resource Trustee Council and NOAA Fisheries. 


CRC to provide copy of the HEA coefficients to the Wetlands and Waterways group. A formula is then 


used to calculate Discounted Service Acre‐Years (DSAYs). The DSAY value shows whether a project has a 


positive impact (uplift) or negative impact on salmon habitat in the project area.  The HEA has buy‐in 


from NOAA Fisheries. It was also presented to City of Portland in May 2012 and they gave direction to 


proceed with the HEA as well. Rachel Whiteside stated that Kaitlyn Lovell had been presented with the 


HEA and she had some people that wanted to review it, but this was the direction that BES would like 


CRC to go. 


There were numerous questions and comments on HEA, which are summarized below. 


Mr. Morrow explained that the uplifts and impacts are calculated over the course of the project (2013 to 
2030). Permanent and temporary impacts are accounted for. Definition of shallow water is ‐20 feet in 
CRD. At the project location, Ordinary High Water is 15.8 feet CRD. 


Ms. Brown asked if there a modifier for the cumulative impacts based on multiple work structures in the 
river and Mr. Hall answered no. 


Ms. Whiteside asked what margin of error is. Mr. Morrow stated that all of the assumptions in the 
model err on the side of caution. If the assumption for duration of a particular temporary impact from 
the project is 10 months, then the model will assume a duration of 12 months. If the size of the impact is 
350 feet, then 400 is entered in the model. 


Mr. Warncke asked if there is measure of quality within each habitat type. For example, is all shallow 
river cobble habitat created equal in this model? Mr. Hall responded that the project wanted to use the 
coefficient from a neutral party, so there have not been variations in the value within a habitat type. Ms. 
Brown stated that in her opinion deep water habitat in the Willamette River (for which the habitat 
values were developed) is different than deep water in the mainstem of the Columbia. There was a 
discussion of deep water habitat. Mr. Loynes added that deep water with natural substrates might be 
rated 1 for sturgeon, but might be 0.1 for salmon. There might need to be different calculations for 
different species. 


Mr. Warncke asked whether an expert group could be formed to produce these HEA values specific for 


the CRC. Ms. Brown replied that the group that produced the values that the CRC is presenting took 


years to develop the methodology. Mr. Hall added that it would take too long and be too involved—the 


CRC moved forward with the methodology based on direction that it received. Ms. Brown added that 


the HEA model is pretty thorough, but one will never get a perfect model.  


Marc Liverman added that the HEA model used by CRC is still “salmon‐centric.” When NOAA Fisheries 


used a similar methodology for another project that is currently in consultation they used three 


different models (salmon, sturgeon, eulachon). He asked if the model could be tweaked based on 


sturgeon and eulachon. Mr. Hall replied that if the project does that revision, then other revisions might 


be requested, and it would become quite involved. 


Mr. Hall stated that there was not a value given in the model that was used as the example for 


hydroacoustic disturbance injury zones. CRC used 0.05, but it could be revised. There is also not a value 
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given for stormwater. CRC used a really small number so it would not overwhelm the other numbers. 


The stormwater treatment that the project will do is an improvement, but how much of an 


improvement is what needs to be determined. 


Mr. Warncke asked about the removal of floating homes and Mr. Morrow explained that a number of 


floating homes will be removed in the project area. It is likely that most of the floating homes will not be 


relocated; however some floating homes may relocate to an existing permitted slip. This project would 


not facilitate any new slip development. 


Mr. Warncke asked about if the value of the habitat was discounted if a bridge would be over the water. 


Mr. Morrow replied that since the bridges are high enough of the water there is not discounting for 


shading. Mr. Hall stated that in previous conversations with agencies, there was a consensus that 


bridges more than 35 feet above the water surface presented little opportunity for the abrupt light/dark 


interface that is conducive to predation on juvenile fish by ambush predators. 


Mr. Liverman stated that between Vancouver and the Columbia River, there are many tens of thousands 


of acres of water and it should be kept into perspective the size of the project impacts compared to the 


entire area of the river. 


Ms. Brown stated that she believes that it is important to look at a more than just single project to look 


at the jeopardy of a species. At some point an agency has to build the cumulative impact into the 


analysis.  


Mr. Morrow stated that the goal of the HEA was to develop a way of calculating impacts and uplifts from 


the CRC project. The project would like to get input from members here to improve this tool and to get 


approval that this is something that would be able to be used. Mr. Hall added that the project has a lot 


of data, but they will work with the permitting agencies to determine how much to submit. 


CRC will provide a write‐up on HEA prior to the July Wetlands and Waterways meeting. 


Mr. Hall showed a graphic and data on the total uplift/impacts of the project from 2013 to 2030, 


including uplifts from taking out floating homes and bridge and impacts from construction and new 


bridges in water. Mr. Liverman added that the data shown in the spreadsheet gives a false sense of 


precision. The original values have 1 or 2 significant digits, so you can’t create additional significant 


digits. 


Mr. Liverman added that while HEA is a model to be complimented, he believes that there is a danger in 


the model that because it is so in‐depth, it could bring more criticism. Don’t give up on other lines of 


analysis (simpler analyses and a bigger picture).  In the big picture, there are other things that are bigger 


impacts to species. Also, be very cautious about changing HEA values unless you want to use a range. If 


you are tweaking the coefficients there will be complaints. He suggested that the OR DSL model ORWAP 


is a type of model that others use and it may be simpler. 


The July meeting will discuss project schedule/phasing. The August meeting will follow up with HEA. 
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Action Items 
 CRC will provide the Hood River mitigation criteria rankings to the Wetlands and Waterways 


group. 


 CRC to provide copy of the HEA coefficients to the Wetlands and Waterways group. 


 CRC will provide a write‐up on HEA prior to the July Wetlands and Waterways meeting. 
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• Alternatives to full build which include a 


smaller first phase foot print 


• A smaller capital investment 


• A smaller state investment for Oregon 


• A smaller state investment for 


Washington 


• Maintain the project’s purpose and need 


• Engineering feasibility matched with 


kinds of funds available and tightening 


fiscal realities 


Governor’s request to the CRC 
  















• Integrated temporary and permanent structures 


and activities into one accounting spreadsheet 


• Provides acre-year analysis by project element 


• Currently tracking 540 project elements (impacts 


and uplifts) in water by:  


State/Jurisdiction  


Habitat characteristics (water depth and substrate) 


Start date, end date 


Area (acres) affected 


 


 


Habitat Impact Analyses (What is it and why are we doing it?) 


Project Element Waterbody State Temp/Perm Impact/Uplift 
On-Site/Off-


Site Shallow/Deep Baseline Habitat Charateristics 


CR 2Work Platform CR OR Temp Impact On-Site Shallow shallow water, cobbles 


CR 2Cofferdam CR OR Temp Impact On-Site Shallow shallow water, cobbles 


CR 2Cofferdam CR OR Temp Impact On-Site Deep deep water with natural substrates  


CR 2Tower Crane CR OR Temp Impact On-Site Deep deep water with natural substrates  


CR 2Barge Moorings CR OR Temp Impact On-Site Deep deep water with natural substrates  







• Origins in NRDA and Desire/Need for Quantification 


• Uses: 


– Discounted Service Acre-Year (DSAY) 


– HEA – relative habitat values between 0 and 1 


– Short-term and long-term analysis and accounting 


• Several possibilities, but Portland Harbor trustee 


group convened a group of experts from NOAA 


Fisheries and other entities  


• Drafted set of habitat functions for Chinook salmon 


in the lower Willamette River 


• Revised draft habitat functions for all salmonids 


 


Habitat Equivalency  







• Not fine-grained 


• COP/Entrix shallow water habitat elements (0 to 3): 


– Nearshore/Bank Influence 


– Channel Margin Characteristics 


– Food Web 


– Large Wood/Channel Dynamics 


– Wildlife Movement Corridor 


• Draft HI NRI used relative qualitative ranks 


• Others – UW, PNNL/Battelle 


Other Indices Were Researched 


Site Activity  Structure V1 V2 V3 V4 V5 V6 V7 Riverine HIS 


CR New Bridge Pier 7 0.2 0.6 0.6 0.2 0.9 0.35 0.22 0.43857 


CR New Bridge Pier 6 0.2 0.6 0.6 0.2 0.9 0.35 0.22 0.43857 


CR Demo of Existing Pier 9 0.2 0.6 0.6 0.2 0.9 1 0.22 0.53142 


CR Demo of Existing Pier 10 0.2 0.6 0.6 0.2 0.9 0.45 0.22 0.45285 


CR Demo of Existing Pier 11 0.2 0.6 0.6 0.2 0.9 0.45 0.22 0.45285 







• Released in May 2012 


• Although currently in draft form, it represents 


best available science 


Habitat Equivalency Proposal 


Relative Chinook Salmon Lower Willamette 
Habitat Values Habitat* 


HEA_Lookup 


Habitat Characteristics 
Function 
Hab. Val 


Yrs Until Full 
Function  


Upland  
1 


forested, in hist. floodplain, >200 ft from 
ACM*  0.65 40 


  2 native forest, outside historic floodplain  0.5 40 


  4 vegetated, invasive spp. outside floodplain  0.05 5 


Main Channel (MC) 28 shallow water, gravel and finer substrates  1 1 


(if w/ pilings then 0.5 of the MC value) 29 shallow water, natural rock outcrop  1 1 


  30 shallow water, cobbles 1 1 


  31 shallow water with riprap or concrete  0.1 1 


  
32 shallow water with covering structures, 


suspended 0.1 


  
33 shallow water with covering structures, 


floating 0 1 


  34 deep water with natural substrates  0.1 1 


  35 deep water with artificial substrates  0.05 1 


36 Concrete 0 1 


Riparian  10 naturally vegetated forest, <200 ft from ACM  0.5 40 


  11 and in the historic floodplain  0.65 40 


  12 naturally vegetated, grass/shrub  0.2 5 


  13 and associated with historic flood plain  0.35 5 


  14 invasive species  0.1 3 







• DRAFT and in process 


• Covers year 2013 through 2030 by calendar year 


• Calculates acre-year and service acre-year 


• Still addressing “discounting” function in calcs 


• Will be modifying to make more user-friendly 


and adaptable to project scheduling software 


• Jump to spreadsheet… 


Review of Impact Analysis Table 
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700 Washington Street, Suite 300 


Vancouver WA, 98660 
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Oregon      503-256-2726 


Toll-Free      866-396-2726 


www.ColumbiaRiverCrossing.org 
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• Conceptual Representation of converting areas 


affected and time affected by existing and 


proposed habitat values  


– Affected area is footprint of each temporary and permanent 


project element (e.g., drilled shaft, barge, etc.) in acres. 


– Time is the period the project element is in place and at a 


specific habitat value per calendar year between 2013 and 


2030. 


– Habitat value is the “value” assigned to the habitat type. The 


value is between 0 and 1, and represents draft values assigned 


by experts associated with the Portland Harbor Natural 


Resources Trustees Group for young of the year Chinook 


salmon in the lower Willamette River. 


– Multiplying values provides estimate of “discounted service 


acre-years” (DSAYs). 


 


Clarifications of DSAY Process – 
Added on July 9, 2012 







Affected area and time can be accounted separately 


from DSAYs, allowing for separate acreage, time, 


and acre-year calculations by year and overall if 


those meet agency needs better. 


Calculations 


Affected 
Discounted 


Service Acre-
Year Value 


Acre-Years × 
Habitat 
Value = 


Time 
(in years) 


Affected 
Area 


(in acres) 
× = Acre-Years 







• When existing habitat values are greater than the 


proposed values, an impact from the project is 


realized 


• When existing habitat values are less than the 


proposed values, an uplift is realized  


Impact or Uplift Calculation 


Impacted 
or Uplifted 


DSAY 
= 


Existing 
DSAY 
Value 


Future 
DSAY 
Value 


− 







Draft Habitat Values Currently Being Used 
Habitat Habitat Characteristics 


Habitat 
Value 


Years Until 
Full Function  


Upland  


native forest, in hist. floodplain, >200 ft from ACM*  0.65 40 


native forest, outside historic floodplain  0.5 40 


native vegetation, grass/shrub outside floodplain  0.1 5 


native vegetation, grass/shrub in historic floodplain  0.2 5 


vegetated, invasive spp 0.1   


unvegetated/paved/buildings  0   


Riparian  


naturally vegetated forest, outside historic floodplain 0.5 40 


naturally vegetated forest, in historic floodplain  0.65 40 


naturally vegetated, grass/shrub and outside historic floodplain 0.2 5 


naturally vegetated, grass/shrub and in historic flood plain  0.35 5 


invasive species  0.1   


unvegetated/paved/buildings  0   


Active channel margin  
(ACM) 


Sloped (<5:1 or 11°), unarmored and vegetated (native) 1 3 


Sloped (<5:1 or 11°), unarmored and vegetated (invasive) 0.75   


Sloped (>5:1 or 11°), unarmored and vegetated  (native) 0.2 3 


Sloped (>5:1 or 11°), unarmored and vegetated (invasive) 0.09   


sloped (<5:1), unarmored and unvegetated 0.8 1 


sloped (>5:1), unarmored and unvegetated 0.1 1 


riprap 0.1 1 


sheetpile (seawall) 0   


covered structures over channel margins, suspended 0.1   


covered structures over channel margins, floating  0   


Main Channel (MC) 


shallow water, gravel and finer substrates  1 1 


shallow water, natural rock outcrop  1 1 


shallow water, cobbles 1 1 


shallow water with riprap or concrete  0.1 1 


shallow water with covering structures, suspended 0.1   


shallow water with covering structures, floating 0   


deep water with natural substrates  0.1 1 


deep water with artificial substrates  0.05 1 


Concrete (added by CRC) 0 1 


Off Channel 


Cold water tributary 1 1 


Warm water tributary 0.9 1 


side channel 1 1 


alcove or slough with tributary 1 1 


alcove or slough without tributary 0.8 1 


embayment (cove) with tributary 1 1 


embayment (cove) without tributary 0.8 1 


Hydroacoustic Disturbance  (draft, added by CRC) 0.05   


Stormwater 
untreated stormwater (draft, added by CRC) 0.001 1 


treated stormwater (draft, added by CRC) 0.002 1 
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"Dominic.P.Yballe@usace.army.mil"; "kstr461@ecy.wa.gov"; "Randall.d.overton@uscg.mil";
"anderson.peter@deq.state.or.us"; "william.warncke@state.or.us"; "gary.fish@state.or.us";
"jon.wagner@ci.vancouver.wa.us"; "mike.hayakawa@portlandoregon.gov";
"rachel.whiteside@portlandoregon.gov"; "William Warncke"; "Lovell, Kaitlin"; "Reese Cadigan,Elisabeth";
"Barthel, Susan"; "Nunamaker, Dave"; Marc.Liverman@noaa.gov; "marci.e.johnson@usace.army.mil";
"tom.loynes@noaa.gov"; "taalvik@cowlitz.org"; "melissa.brown@portlandoregon.gov";
"john.raasch@odot.state.or.us"; "kukesc@wsdot.wa.gov"

Cc: Deconcini, Nina
Subject: CRC Wetlands and Waterways mtg agenda and Draft HEA white paper
Date: Friday, July 20, 2012 2:04:32 PM
Attachments: 7_25_12_CRC_WW_draft Agenda.docx

DRAFT CRC_HEA_Primer.docx

Hello,
Attached please find the meeting agenda for the Wed. July 25 1-3pm Wetlands and Waterways
meeting at CRC.
 
Also attached is a draft Habitat Equivalency Analysis (HEA) white paper. During the June 27 Wetlands
& Waterways meeting the CRC project team provided a presentation and information on HEA as a
methodology to quantify potential project impacts and benefits to the functional values of natural
resources, especially aquatic and riparian habitat.  During the meeting there was some discussion
about the purpose and use of HEA for the project. A request was made to provide more information for
broader circulation within agencies on this approach.  This paper is a follow up to that request.

If you have questions on the paper, please contact Steve Morrow or Bill Hall.

Thanks,
Seth English-Young
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		MEETING:

		Wetlands and Waterways InterCEP subgroup



		MEETING DATE:

		July 25, 2012; 1:00-3:00 pm  



		MEETING LOCATION

		CRC Project Office, 700 Washington St, Vancouver, WA 98660, 3rd Floor South Conference Room

Conference Call Number: 360-905-1598

Access code: 9898

GoTo Meeting Link:  https://www1.gotomeeting.com/join/200760537 







		INVITEES:

		Tom Loynes (NMFS), Marc Liverman (NMFS), Russ Klassen (ODSL), Pete Anderson (DEQ), Steve Mrazik (DEQ), Dominic Yballe (USACE), Marci Johnson (USACE), Kathy Roberts (USFWS), Ann Friesz (WDFW), Bill Warncke (ODFW), Kerry Carroll (DOE), Steve Saxton (FTA), Dan Drais (FTA), Linda Gehrke (FTA), John McAvoy (FHWA), Cindy Callahan (FHWA), Taylor Aalvik (Cowlitz Tribe), Jon Wagner (City of Vancouver), Susan Barthel, (City of Portland), Caitlin Lovell (City of Portland), Rachel Whiteside (City of Portland)



		OPTIONAL INVITEES:

		Yvonne Vallette (EPA), Marion Carey (WSDOT), John Raasch (ODOT), Ken Cannon (ODOT)

CRC: Seth English-Young, Heather Wills, Jeff Heilman, Bill Hall, Frank Green 



		ORGANIZER:

		Steve Morrow







Meeting Objective: 

· Provide InterCEP members project updates and relevant information on CRC project in order to facilitate timely regulatory review



Agenda:  

1. Introductions and Project Update

2. Project Schedule Update

3. Follow up from June 27, 2012 meeting

4. Presentation: CRC Interim Construction Program

5. Q & A

6. Tentative schedule for upcoming Wetland & Waterway meetings





 (
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WWW.COLUMBIARIVERCROSSING.ORG
700 WASHINGTON STREET, SUITE 300
, 
VANCOUVER
, 
WA
 
98660
)InterCeP Summary – 03-08-2006	1	7/14/2009 
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		July 20, 2012



		TO:

		InterCEP Wetlands and Waterways Subgroup Members



		FROM:

		Steve Morrow and Bill Hall



		CC:

		



		SUBJECT:

		Proposed Use of Habitat Equivalency Analysis Methods for CRC Impacts and Benefits





On June 27, 2012, the Columbia River Crossing (CRC) project’s environmental team met with regulatory agency representatives of the Wetlands and Waterways subgroup. In this meeting, a concept for quantifying potential impacts and benefits to the functional values of natural resources was presented. A request was made to provide more information for broader circulation within agencies on this approach. This document attempts to provide that information.

The CRC project is a multimodal project focused on improving safety, reducing congestion, and increasing mobility of motorists, freight, bicyclists, and pedestrians along a 5-mile section of the I-5 corridor connecting Vancouver, Washington and Portland, Oregon, and extending the Yellow Line MAX from Delta Park in Portland to Clark College in Vancouver. The project area stretches from State Route 500 (SR 500) in northern Vancouver, south through downtown Vancouver, and over the I-5 bridges across the Columbia River and the North Portland Harbor to just north of Columbia Boulevard in north Portland.

The CRC Biological Assessment and FEIS provided a thorough description of each project component, including the locations of secondary project features. The upcoming permit applications will present these descriptions as well, with updated designs and sequencing. The general elements are presented below (Table 1), but are subject to change prior to formal submittal of permit applications.

Given the size and complexity of the project, thousands of separate project elements are being tracked. For example, the project team has quantified how many drilled shafts for in-water and landside bridges must be constructed, how wide and deep they will be, and when they would be started and finished. The CRC project is currently tracking over 500 project elements that occur in, on, or over water. 







Table 1: Summary of Likely Major In-Water Construction Elements in the Columbia River and North Portland Harbor as Proposed in the June 2010 Biological Assessment

		Project Element

		Columbia River Total

		North Portland Harbor Total

		Project
Total



		Permanent Impacts

		

		

		



		In-Water Piers or Bents (widened or new)

		6

		20

		26



		In-Water Piers Removed

		11

		0

		9



		Shafts

		88

		29

		117



		Shaft Caps

		12

		0

		12



		Net Change in Pollutant-Generating Impervious Surfaces

		N/A

		N/A

		Approx. +18 acres



		Net Change in Pollutant-Generating Surfaces Discharged Untreated 

		N/A

		N/A

		Approx. -168 acres (168 acres newly treated)



		Temporary Impacts

		

		

		



		Cofferdams

		11

		0

		11



		Pipe Piles

		

		

		



		  Load Bearing 18”-24”

		600

		225

		825



		  Load Bearing 36”-48”

		240

		124

		364



		  Non-Load Bearing 18”-24”

		384

		216

		600



		Total

		1,224

		565

		1,789



		Work Platforms, Bridges, and Support Structures

		18

		40

		58



		Barges

		Up to 12 (at a single time)

		Up to 9 (at a single time)

		Up to 21 (at a single time)





Due to the construction of the project within jurisdictional areas, including waters of the states, Shoreline Management Areas, and environmental overlay zones, assessing specific impacts and benefits from project elements will be necessary to determine overall effects of the project. One of the difficulties the CRC project and others face is the ability to quantify impacts and enhancement activities. While functional assessment methods have been published for wetland impacts, no standard method for riverine systems is currently in place or accepted by each of the regulatory agencies. Previous projects, such as Portland-Milwaukie Light Rail, have used a modified version of Habitat Equivalency Analysis (HEA). The HEA process relies on integration of habitat functions and areas over time, and is most often used in determining damages and restoration actions required in cases involving spills of oil and other hazardous materials. The CRC project is proposing to adapt HEA for its use at this time. The CRC project team is continuing to refine its analysis and will incorporate agency comments when they are received.

To quantify potential impacts, CRC proposes to emulate the process by which discounted service acre-years (DSAYs) are calculated under HEA. However, unlike its traditional use in quantifying impacts and restoration needs after an injury occurs, the CRC project has the opportunity to analyze and address impacts and benefits prior to the project being started. The major component of the DSAY is the concept of acre-years, which is the calculation of the area (in acres) impacted by one or more project elements over time (in years) as shown in Equation 1.



For example, the temporary piles associated with an oscillator support platform measure 50 square feet (0.001 acres) and will be in place for 25 days (0.068 years), so this one project element has a calculated impact of 0.000068 acre-years.  While one project element might be very small, hundreds of project elements do add up.  A total of approximately 0.54 acres of temporary piles and platforms will be placed in the Columbia River and North Portland Harbor over the life of the project, but each element might be in place for as little as 11 days to as much as 860 days. This results in a total value of 0.278 acre-years over the life of the project for those structures. Other elements being tracked include hydroacoustic effects, permanent bridge piers, removal of existing bridge piers, other structures such as floating homes and docks, on-site restoration activities, off-site restoration/mitigation activities, and upgraded stormwater treatment facilities. Currently, the CRC project team is tracking impacts and benefits between the years 2013 and 2030.

Each element can be calculated for acre-years, and when multiplied by the change in habitat value from the baseline to it proposed condition, the discounted service acre-year can be calculated for an indefinite period of time as shown in Equation 2. 



Using the temporary pile example from above, if the habitat value of the baseline condition is 1.0 (the highest value) and the habitat value while the pile is in place is 0.0 (the lowest value), the DSAY for this one project element decreases from 0.000068 DSAYs to 0 DSAYs. After removal of the pile from the sandy substrate, the recovery time back to 1.0 is almost immediate. Other habitat types might experience recovery times from one to forty years (for forest conditions). 

Proposed habitat values are presented in Table 2 below. This is a typical analysis for dealing with habitat impacts, particularly when impacted and restored/enhanced habitat types are the same or similar. However, there is a large measure of professional judgment included in determining habitat functions. Early in 2010, the Portland Harbor Natural Resource Trustees Group convened a group of experts from NOAA Fisheries and other entities to draft a set of habitat functions for juvenile Chinook salmon in the lower Willamette River.  This was publicly released in March 2010 for review and comment. A revised version of these values was released in June 2012[footnoteRef:1]. Although currently in draft form, it represents the best available quantification of habitat values by experts in the region, with the acknowledgement that the values are based on a single species and life stage. In addition, CRC has added four habitat characteristics that were not included in the expert panel product. These values are associated with concrete, hydroacoustic disturbance, untreated stormwater, and treated stormwater. With the exception of the “concrete” value of 0, the other added habitat characteristics are considered draft and open for discussion on whether they should be higher of lower. [1:  See: http://www.fws.gov/filedownloads/ftp_OFWO/PortlandHarborNRDAWebSupport/Documents/HEAvalues_0966.pdf for values and http://www.fws.gov/filedownloads/ftp_OFWO/PortlandHarborNRDAWebSupport/Documents/HabTermsHEA_0967.pdf for definitions.] 


By tracking area, time, and habitat value by project element, values for each of these values and their combined values can be calculated by element, by element category (e.g., temporary piles, permanent restoration, etc.), by calendar year, and by the overall project. By calculating all the DSAYs for the project elements, we can determine net impacts or net benefits. Generally, impacts are associated with placement of temporary and permanent structures, while benefits are associated with removal of existing structures, providing stormwater treatment for approximately 200 acres of existing impervious area, and on-site and off-site restoration. 

The CRC project team believes this proposed method of calculating natural resources values and impacts might help reviewing agencies better analyze the project’s effects. Please do not hesitate to contact Steve Morrow or Bill Hall for further information on this approach or to discuss other options and needs of your agency.




Table 2: Draft Habitat Values for CRC Project

		Habitat

		Habitat Characteristics

		Habitat Value

		Years Until Full Function 



		Upland 

		native forest, in hist. floodplain, >200 ft from ACM* 

		0.65

		40



		

		native forest, outside historic floodplain 

		0.5

		40



		

		native vegetation, grass/shrub outside floodplain 

		0.1

		5



		

		native vegetation, grass/shrub in historic floodplain 

		0.2

		5



		

		vegetated, invasive spp

		0.1

		 



		

		unvegetated/paved/buildings 

		0

		 



		Riparian 

		naturally vegetated forest, outside historic floodplain

		0.5

		40



		

		naturally vegetated forest, in historic floodplain 

		0.65

		40



		

		naturally vegetated, grass/shrub and outside historic floodplain

		0.2

		5



		

		naturally vegetated, grass/shrub and in historic flood plain 

		0.35

		5



		

		invasive species 

		0.1

		 



		

		unvegetated/paved/buildings 

		0

		 



		Active channel margin 

(ACM)

		Sloped (<5:1 or 11°), unarmored and vegetated (native)

		1

		3



		

		Sloped (<5:1 or 11°), unarmored and vegetated (invasive)

		0.75

		 



		

		Sloped (>5:1 or 11°), unarmored and vegetated  (native)

		0.2

		3



		

		Sloped (>5:1 or 11°), unarmored and vegetated (invasive)

		0.09

		 



		

		sloped (<5:1), unarmored and unvegetated

		0.8

		1



		

		sloped (>5:1), unarmored and unvegetated

		0.1

		1



		

		Riprap

		0.1

		1



		

		sheetpile (seawall)

		0

		 



		

		covered structures over channel margins, suspended

		0.1

		 



		

		covered structures over channel margins, floating 

		0

		 



		Main Channel (MC)

		shallow water, gravel and finer substrates 

		1

		1



		

		shallow water, natural rock outcrop 

		1

		1



		

		shallow water, cobbles

		1

		1



		

		shallow water with riprap or concrete 

		0.1

		1



		

		shallow water with covering structures, suspended

		0.1

		 



		

		shallow water with covering structures, floating

		0

		 



		

		deep water with natural substrates 

		0.1

		1



		

		deep water with artificial substrates 

		0.05

		1



		

		concrete(added by CRC, draft)

		0

		1



		Off Channel

		Cold water tributary

		1

		1



		

		Warm water tributary

		0.9

		1



		

		side channel

		1

		1



		

		alcove or slough with tributary

		1

		1



		

		alcove or slough without tributary

		0.8

		1



		

		embayment (cove) with tributary

		1

		1



		

		embayment (cove) without tributary

		0.8

		1



		Hydroacoustic

		Disturbance (added by CRC, draft)

		0.05

		 



		Stormwater

		untreated stormwater(added by CRC, draft)

		0.001

		1



		

		treated stormwater(added by CRC, draft)

		0.002

		1
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From: English-Young, Seth
To: "marci.e.johnson@usace.army.mil"; Wills, Heather; Morrow, Steve; McAvoy, John; Saxton, Steve;

"bwoltersdorf@mcdd.org"; "Rayann.Speakman@dot.gov"; "Yballe, Dominic P NWP"; "Zinszer, Shawn H NWP";
"Berger, Edmund H NWP"; "Gornick, Jon M NWP"; "John.McAvoy@dot.gov"; "Marshall, Judith NWP"; "Latcu,
Misty M NWP"; Ott, Michael E NWP; Love, Sharon; "DeRosa, Jason HQ @ NWD"; "Ted.Uyeno@dot.gov";
"gretchen.v.smith@usace.army.mil"

Subject: CRC-USACE NEPA mtg agenda
Date: Tuesday, August 07, 2012 12:26:41 PM
Attachments: NEPA mtg agenda 08-08-2012.pdf

Attached please find the meeting agenda for the August 8th CRC-USACE NEPA meeting.
 
Meeting is at CRC Office
700 Washington St. Suite 300
Vancouver, WA 98660
 
Conference call #360-905-1596
Pass: 9696
 
Directions
From I-5 Northbound
Cross the Interstate Bridge

Take the 6th Street Exit 1B to City
Center (just after crossing the

bridge). Loop under I-5, take the 1st

exit to LEFT onto 6th Street. Cross
Main and Washington streets and
take immediate RIGHT into Park n’
Go parking garage under the
building. Park on Level P1 or P2
toward the back where you’ll take

North office elevator to 3rd floor.
 
From I-5 Southbound
Take City Center/Mill Plain Exit to
the RIGHT (onto Mill Plain).
Travel several blocks and take a
LEFT on Washington Street (after
Main St.). Travel south several

blocks and take a RIGHT on 6th

(after 8th). Take immediate RIGHT
into Park n’ Go parking garage under
the building. Park on Level P1 or P2
toward the back where you’ll take

North office elevator to 3rd floor.
 
Several reserved project parking places available (4 hour limit) on Level P2, just past elevators,
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 Me e tin g  Ag e n d a  


MEETING TITLE: CRC-USACE NEPA Discussion 


DATE: August 8, 2012 


INVITEES: USACE: Marci Johnson, Dominic Yballe, Shawn Zinszer, Edmund Berger, Jon 
Gornick, Judith Marshall, Misty Latcu, Michael Ott, Jason DeRosa, Gretchen Smith 


CRC: Heather Wills, Steve Morrow, Seth English-Young 


FHWA: John McAvoy, Rayann Speakman, Sharon Love 


FTA: Steve Saxton, Ted Uyeno 


MCDD: Byron Woltersdorf 


LOCATION: CRC Columbia River South Conference Room. Call in: 360-905-1596. PIN: 9696 


 


AGENDA ITEM LEAD STAFF ACTION 


Introduction  John McAvoy, FHWA Major 
Project Manager 


 


CRC NEPA document/Re-evaluation Rayann Speakman, FHWA 
Legal Counsel 


 


USACE Concerns USACE Staff  


Process Moving Forward Heather Wills and Steve 
Morrow 
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against the far wall. Other parking in area is metered (most spaces @ .75 per hour).

 
 
Seth English-Young, AICP
Planner - Environmental
Columbia River Crossing
englishs@columbiarivercrossing.org
360-816-2186

mailto:englishs@columbiarivercrossing.org


From: Lyman, Jay
To: "Johnson, Marci E NWP"
Cc: Wills, Heather; Heilman, Jeff
Subject: Declined: FW: Columbia River Treaty Discussion w/CRC (UNCLASSIFIED)

Marci – I’m booked for jury duty on Oct 22-23 and will be unable to attend.  If Heather and Jeff can make it CRC will be well
represented.

Thanks,

Jay
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From: Johnson, Marci E NWP
To: Gompers, Jerry NWP; Wills, Heather
Subject: Directions to Newport for Yaquina Visit (UNCLASSIFIED)
Date: Thursday, July 12, 2012 6:25:30 AM
Importance: High

Classification: UNCLASSIFIED
Caveats: NONE
 
Jerry,
Can you provide Heather with directions to where the YAQUINA will be docked in
Newport?
 
Heather,
Jerry and I will meet you at about 8:00 am at the dock on Tuesday morning.  We are still
pulling together the drawings of the ship for you.  Once we provide the drawing, I would ask
that you don’t disclose or forward the drawings to anyone other than your contractor and
please ask the same of him.
 
Thanks,
Marci
 
Marci E. Johnson
Planning and Outreach Specialist
Planning Branch
503.808.4765
 
 
 
Classification: UNCLASSIFIED
Caveats: NONE
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From: English-Young, Seth
To: "marci.e.johnson@usace.army.mil"; "bwoltersdorf@mcdd.org"; McAvoy, John
Cc: Morrow, Steve; Wills, Heather
Subject: Doodle poll for CRC/USACE/MCDD NEPA & Schedule meeting
Date: Monday, July 23, 2012 3:59:25 PM

Marci,
I have checked Heather and Steve’s calendars and I think the days and times that I have included in
the poll. Please forward this to people on your end and have them fill out the poll this week.
Thanks.
 
Byron and John,
Please fill out the doodle poll on your availability for the CRC NEPA and Schedule meeting.
 
Heather and Steve,
Please check the poll to make sure the times work for you.
 
CRC NEPA & Schedule Meeting:
http://doodle.com/v2796izqfa49ub65
 
Thanks,
 
Seth English-Young, AICP
Planner - Environmental
Columbia River Crossing
englishs@columbiarivercrossing.org
360-816-2186
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From: Johnson, Marci E NWP
To: Wills, Heather
Cc: Gompers, Jerry NWP
Subject: Dredge Visit (UNCLASSIFIED)
Date: Monday, July 09, 2012 11:04:25 AM
Importance: High

Classification: UNCLASSIFIED
Caveats: NONE
 
Heather,
I understand that you want to visit the dredge again?  I spoke with both Jim Mahar and
Sheryl Carrubba this morning and I will be helping to set up that visit with Jerry Gompers. 
Can you please give me a call?  The YAQUINA is in Coos Bay this week.
 
Marci E. Johnson
Planning and Outreach Specialist
Planning Branch
503.808.4765
 
 
 
Classification: UNCLASSIFIED
Caveats: NONE
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From: Morrow, Steve
To: Johnson, Marci E NWP; Wills, Heather; Byron Woltersdorf; P&S Drainage; Otto, Jerry LNWP; Gornick, Jon M

NWP; Stokke, Jessica B NWP; Yballe, Dominic P NWP; Zinszer, Shawn H NWP; Berger, Edmund H NWP;
"John.F.Moriarty@uscg.mil"; Overton, Randall; Sawka, Mark J NWP; Smith, Gretchen V NWP; Rust, Lynn;
Green, Frank; Liles, Casey; Wills, Heather

Cc: Bredthauer, Stephen R NWD; Ringold, Valerie A NWS; Gesl, David WNWD; Fink, Steven J NWD; Bird, Brad A
NWD; Putman, Douglas A NWP; Weber, Jeremy J NWD; Hudson, Martin L NWD; Degenhart, Mark; Peterson,
Laura; McAvoy, John; Saxton, Steve; English-Young, Seth

Subject: Follow up items from July 20 Meeting with CRC-USACE-MCDD
Date: Friday, July 20, 2012 3:09:09 PM
Attachments: Land Pile Driving Test Vibration and Acoustic Draft Report 7-20-2012.pdf

As follow up to the coordination meeting at the USACE Portland office this morning,
enclosed is the draft report of results of the noise and vibration monitoring conducted
during the driven pile portion of the CRC Drilled Shaft/Driven Pile Test Program that has
recently been concluded.  Pile driving and the associated monitoring was conducted only at
the Hayden Island location and not at the Vancouver location.

 

Steve Morrow

Environmental Coordinator

Columbia River Crossing

700 Washington Street, Suite 300

Vancouver, WA 98660

(360) 816-8892

morrows@columbiarivercrossing.org
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1 Summary 


1.1  Introduction 


The purpose of this vibration and sound analysis is to quantify ground vibration and airborne 
sound levels associated with land based pile driving that is expected to occur during construction 
of the new Interstate 5 (I-5) bridge.  These data are needed to help assess impacts to people in the 
vicinity of the proposed Columbia River Crossing (CRC) project.  Vibration and acoustic 
impacts from in-water pile driving are summarized in a report prepared by Earth Dynamics in 
April, 2011.  (Earth Dynamics, 2011) 


The analysis includes vibration and sound level measurements during installation of four 
“reaction” piles as part of the Foundation Test Project.  The test piles were installed in the 
Hayden Island interchange. Ground vibrations were measured at seven locations and airborne 
sounds were monitored at four locations.  The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), 
Federal Transit Administration (FTA), Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT), Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ), Washington Department of Transportation 
(WSDOT), American National Standards Institute (ANSI) and the International Standards 
Organization (ISO) have developed guidance for assessing vibration and noise.  The methods 
used for this study comply with the guidance documents for these agencies. 


The report includes discussion of the following elements:  


• Methodology used for monitoring and analysis 


• Existing vibration and noise conditions 


• Effects of land based pile driving on existing vibration and noise conditions 


1.2 Test Pile Program 


1.2.1 Purpose 


The CRC Project includes construction of a new I-5 bridge across the Columbia River.  
Construction of this bridge requires pile driving using vibratory and impact methods.  Many 
people live and work in the vicinity of the I-5 Bridge and endangered species use the Columbia 
River.  The objectives of the Foundation Test Project include: 


 
1. Determining end bearing resistance values of drilled shafts and driven piles for different 


soil and soft bedrock units necessary for design. 
2. Determining the side friction resistance values of drilled shafts and driven piles for 


different soil and soft bedrock units necessary for design.  
3. Conducting and evaluating static load tests necessary for design.  
4. Evaluating constructability of deep and/or large diameter shafts necessary for design. 







1-2 Interstate 5 Columbia River Crossing 
Hayden Island Interchange Foundation Test Project Vibration and Sound Monitoring Draft Report 


5. Determining airborne noise and ground vibration levels for temporary piles necessary for 
design specifications.  


6. Implementing methodology and procedures to help ensure that installation of test 
foundations will not diminish groundwater quality of the Troutdale Sole Source Aquifer.  


 
1.2.2 Project Description 


Vibrations were measured during installation of four “reaction” piles.  This site was selected to 
represent the substrate type that is expected to be encountered during construction of the bridge.  
Test pile locations are shown in Figure 1-1.  


The reaction piles are twenty-four inch diameter steel piles equipped with two inch thick end 
plates.  Each pile was installed in two sections to a depth of approximately 130’.  The piles were 
driven using an International Construction Equipment, LLC (ICE) Model I-62 Diesel impact 
hammer.    After forty-eight hours or more, each pile was re-struck with the same impact 
hammer to verify load capacity.   


1.3 Acoustic and Vibration Analysis 


1.3.1 Purpose 


The purpose of this acoustic and vibration analysis is to help fulfill objective 5 (Section 1.2.1) of 
the Foundation Test Program. 


1.3.2 Monitoring Locations 


Sound levels were monitored at four locations and vibrations were monitored at seven locations 
in the vicinity of the test pile program.  The acoustic monitoring locations are designated A11, 
A12, A13, and A14.  The vibration monitoring locations are designated VM11, VM12, VM13, 
VM14, VM15, VM16 and VM17.  The monitoring locations and test pile locations are shown in 
Figure 1-1.  Distances between the monitoring locations and the test piles are listed in Table 1-1.  
The monitoring locations were selected so that the attenuation of the sound and vibration energy 
could be determined. 
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Figure 1-1. Pile Test Site Plan 


 


 


VM17
VM16


VM13


VM14


VM16


VM11


VM12


A13


A14


A12 A11


Test Pile Locations


Vibration Monitoring Location


Acoustic Monitoring Location


N


Scale in Feet


0 300







1-4 Interstate 5 Columbia River Crossing 
Hayden Island Interchange Foundation Test Project Vibration and Sound Monitoring Draft Report 


Table 1-1.  Distance Between Monitoring Locations and Test Piles. 
Monitoring 
Location 


Distance (ft) 
Pile BP-2 Pile BP-3 Pile BP-4 Pile BP-5  


A11 74 93 82 99  
A12 174 182 185 193  
A13 586 585 574 537  
A14 298 322 301 324  


VM11 65 53 74 65  
VM12 102 115 112 124  
VM13 198 212 207 221  
VM14 300 324 303 326  
VM15 594 593 583 581  
VM16 727 749 732 754  
VM17 1,010 1,025 1,019 1,033  


  


1.3.3 Results and Recommendations 


Ambient airborne noise in the vicinity of the test program is dominated by vehicle traffic on I-5.  
People within three-quarters of a mile of pile driving may hear the impact hammer over the 
ambient noise field.  Noise from pile driving is expected to be distinctly perceptible to people 
who are outdoors within approximately 1,000 feet of pile driving.  People within 2,000 feet may 
feel ground vibrations from pile driving.  Ground vibration amplitudes are expected to be well 
below the amplitudes necessary to cause any damage to structures.  However, windows, dishes 
and loose items may rattle.   


It is recommended that all people within 2,000 feet of pile driving be notified well in advance of 
pile driving activities.  Residents should be advised to remove any fragile items from shelves, 
and to be sure pictures and other items are securely attached to walls.   
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2 Airborne Sound 


2.1 Sound Fundamentals 


Quantitative information of the effects of airborne sound on people is well documented.  Sound 
may adversely affect people in several ways depending upon the noise level, tonal characteristics 
and surrounding activity.  For example, noise at even low levels may interfere with sleep, speech 
communication, and tasks requiring concentration or coordination.  Louder noise may cause 
annoyance, physiological problems and hearing damage.  Several noise scales and rating 
methods are used to quantify the effects of noise on people.  These scales and methods consider 
such factors as loudness, exposure duration, time of occurrence, and changes in noise level with 
time.    


Sound is a fluctuation in air pressure.  Audible sound pressure ranges from 2 x 10-5 Pascal (Pa) to 
over 100 Pa.  This range spans more than six orders of magnitude, and it is cumbersome to report 
sound pressures using Pa units.  It is more convenient to convert Pa units to a logarithmic scale.  
The commonly used logarithmic scale is known as the decibel (dB).  A decibel is defined in 
Equation 2-1.  


20 log                                                                                  2 1 


 
  where:   P     = root-mean-square (RMS) sound pressure in Pascal (Pa)  
    Pref  = reference RMS sound pressure.  For airborne sound studies,  
              Pref is typically the threshold of human hearing (2 x 10-5 Pa).     


The character of the sound that we hear is determined by the frequency at which the air pressure 
fluctuates.  Frequency defines the fluctuation of sound pressure in terms of cycles per second.  
One cycle per second is known as one Hertz (Hz).  People can hear over a relatively limited 
range of sound frequencies, generally between 20 and 20,000 Hz.  The ear does not perceive all 
frequencies equally.  The human ear is most sensitive to sounds at the middle frequencies 
between 500 and 4,000 Hz.  To have a uniform sound measurement that simulates people’s 
perception of loudness and annoyance, the decibel measurement is weighted to account for those 
frequencies that are most audible to the human ear.  This is known as the A-weighted sound level 
or dBA.  In this report, all sound levels are reported as dBA values referenced to 2 x 10-5 Pa. 


The A-weighted sound levels associated with several typical noise sources are shown in Figure 
2-1 along with typical human response to various sound levels.  The threshold of human hearing 
is defined as 0 dBA.  Sound levels encountered in most activities of daily living range from 40 to 
70 dBA.  Levels above 70 dBA are generally considered noisy, loud, intrusive and deafening as 
we move up to scale to 140 dBA.  A noise level of 140 dBA is painful and can cause permanent 
injury after only short periods of exposure.   
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Figure 2-1. Typical Sound Levels. 


 


Changes in sound level of less than 3 dBA are generally not perceived by the human ear, while 
changes of 5 dBA are clearly noticeable.  An increase of 10 dBA is generally perceived as a 
doubling of loudness.  Since the dBA scale is logarithmic, a change of 10 dBA corresponds to 
one order of magnitude change in sound pressure.   


140
-


130
-


120
-


110
-


100
-


90
-


80
-


70
-


60
-


50
-


40
-


30
-


20
-


10
-
0


Physically Painful


dBA


Extremely Loud


Threshold of Physical Discomfort


Hearing Damage Critieria for an 8-hour Day


Most Residents Highly Annoyed


Accaptability Limit for Residential Development


Goal for Urban Areas


No Community Annoyance


Threshold of Human Hearing


Sonic Boom


Jet Takeoff (Near Runway)


Rock Band (Near Stage)


Piledriver at 50 feet


Freight Train at 50 feet
Ambulance Siren at 100 feet


Inside Boiler Room


Garbage Disposal in Home at 3 feet


Inside Sports Car at 50 mph


Average Urban Area
Inside Department Store


Typical Daytime Suburban Background


Inside Recording Studio







  Interstate 5 Columbia River Crossing 2-3 
  Hayden Island Interchange Foundation Test Project Vibration and Sound Monitoring Draft Report 


Use of a logarithmic scale precludes adding dBA values in an arithmetic manner when 
combining sound from different sources.  For example, two noise sources; a vacuum cleaner 
operating at 72 dBA and a telephone ringing at 58 dBA, do not combine to produce a sound level 
of 130 dBA (the equivalent of a jet airplane).  The logarithmic combination of these two noise 
sources yields a level of 72.2 dBA.  This increase is imperceptible, and it is likely that the 
ringing telephone would not be heard while vacuuming.  


Sound varies with distance.  In open air, sound attenuation is a function of spherical spreading of 
the acoustic energy (divergence), air absorption, ground reflection, reflection and absorption by 
structures, and environmental factors such as wind speed and direction and air temperature and 
humidity.  Divergence contributes the most to sound attenuation in air.  For point sources, 
divergence results in a 6 dBA decrease in sound level for each doubling of distance from the 
source.   


The sound pressure level unit of dBA describes a noise level at just one moment in time.  Few 
noises are constant in time.  Therefore, other ways of describing sound over extended periods is 
needed.  One way of describing fluctuating sound is to describe the fluctuating noise heard over 
a specific period as if it had been a steady, unchanging sound.  The descriptor used for this 
condition is called the Equivalent Sound Level (Leq).  Leq is the constant sound level that, in a 
given situation and period conveys the same sound energy as the actual time-varying sound.  It is 
customary to express equivalent sound level as Leq(X), where X is the time period in hours. 


Another useful noise level descriptor is the Day-Night Equivalent Sound Level (Ldn).  Ldn is 
defined as the 24-hour Leq, but with a 10 dB penalty assessed to noise events occurring between 
10:00 PM and 7:00 AM.  The effect of this penalty is that any noise event during the nighttime 
hours is equivalent to ten events during the daytime hours.  The nighttime events are more 
strongly weighted to reflect the fact that most people are more easily annoyed by noise during 
nighttime hours when background noise is lower and most people are sleeping. 


Many jurisdictions use Statistical Sound Levels (Ln) to monitor compliance with noise 
regulations.  The descriptor Ln is defined as the sound level that is exceeded n percent of the 
time.  For example, L25 = 60 dBA indicates that over a given monitoring period, the sound level 
exceeded 60 dBA twenty-five percent of the time. 


2.2 Noise Standards and Criteria 


2.2.1 Federal Guidelines 


The CRC project is subject to the requirements for Type I projects as described in FHWA 
Procedures for Abatement of Highway Traffic Noise and Construction Noise, 23 CFR 772, US 
Code of Federal Regulations.  The noise abatement criteria described in 23 CFR 772 are 
contained in Table 2-1.  These criteria are primarily applicable to noise produced by traffic, not 
construction activities.  FTA (2006) provides more detailed Federal guidance regarding 
construction noise.  For a “general assessment” the FTA recommends that noise from the two 
noisiest pieces of construction equipment should not exceed the levels listed in Table 2-2.  If a 
“detailed assessment” is conducted then the impacted area is defined by the sound levels 
described in Table 2-3.   
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Table 2-1  Noise Abatement Criteria (23 CFR 772)a 
Activity 


Category 
Leq(1) 


(dBA) 
One-hour L10 


(dBA) Description of Category 


A 57 
(exterior) 


60 
(exterior) 


Lands on which serenity and quiet are of 
extraordinary significance and serve an 
important public need and where the 
preservation of those qualities is essential if 
the area is to continue to serve its intended 
purpose. 
 


B 67 
(exterior) 


70 
(exterior) 


Picnic area, recreation area, playgrounds, 
active sports area, parks, residence, 
motels, hotels, schools, churches, libraries, 
and hospitals. 
 


C 72 
(exterior) 


75 
(exterior) 


Developed lands, properties, or activities 
not included in Categories A of B above. 
 


D   Undeveloped lands. 
 


E 52 
(interior) 


55 
(interior) 


Residences, motels, hotels, public meeting 
rooms, schools, churches, libraries, 
hospitals, and auditoriums. 


a Either Leq(1) or L10 (but not both) may be used on a project. 
 
 


Table 2-2.  Construction Noise Criteria for General Assessment. (FTA 2006) 


Land Use Leq(1)  (dBA) 
Day Night 


Residential 90 80 
Commercial 100 100 
Industrial 100 100 
 


 


 


Table 2-3  Construction Noise Criteria for Detailed Assessment. 


Land Use Leq(8) (dBA) Ldn (dBA) 
Day Night 30-day Average 


Residential 80 70 75a


Commercial 85 85 80b


Industrial 90 90 85b


a  In urban areas with very high ambient noise levels (Ldn> 65 dBA), Ldn from  
   construction operations should not exceed existing plus 10 dB. 
b Twenty-four hour Leq, not Ldn.  
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2.2.2 Washington State 


Maximum permissible environmental noise in Washington State is regulated in accordance with 
Washington Administrative Code WAC 173-60.  The requirements of WAC 173-60 are 
summarized in Table 2-4.  In Table 2-4, permissible noise depends upon the land use of the 
source and receiver.  Between the hours of 10:00 PM and 7:00 AM the values in Table 2-4 are 
reduced by 10 dBA for residential receivers.  The values in Table 2-4 may be exceeded for short 
periods of time as follows:    


  5 dBA for a total of 15 minutes in any one-hour period (L25) ; 


  10 dBA for a total of 5 minutes in any one-hour period (L8.3); or 


  15 dBA for a total of 1.5 minutes in any one-hour period (L2.5). 


For example, noise produced by an industrial source during the daytime may not exceed 60 dBA 
at neighboring residential properties except that sound levels of up to 65 dBA may be produced 
for fifteen minutes per hour and sound levels of up to 75 dBA may be produced for 1.5 minutes 
every hour.      


Table 2-4. Washington State Maximum permissible environmental noise levels. 
(WAC 173-60) 


Source Receiver 
Residential Commercial Industrial 


Residential 55 dBA 57 dBA 60 dBA 
Commercial 57 dBA 60 dBA 65 dBA 
Industrial 60 dBA 65 dBA 70 dBA 
 


2.2.3 Oregon State 


Environmental noise in the State of Oregon is regulated by the Oregon Department of 
Environmental Quality in accordance with Oregon Administrative Rules OAR 340-35.  Noise 
from industrial and commercial uses may not exceed the limits specified in Table 2-5 at 
appropriate receiver locations (usually the property boundary).  Impulse sounds my not exceed 
100 dB peak response between 7:00 AM and 10:00 PM and 80 dB between 10:00 PM and 7:00 
AM. 


Table 2-5.  Oregon Allowable Statistical Noise Levels in Any One Hour from 
Industrial.and Commercial Noise Sources. (OAR 340-35) 


Statistical Metric 07:00am – 10:00pm 10:00pm – 07:00am 
L50 55 dBA 50 dBA 
L10 60 dBA 55 dBA 
L1 65 dBA 60 dBA 
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2.2.4 Local Noise Ordinances 


The cities of Portland and Vancouver have zoning and planning ordinances that regulate noise 
within their respective jurisdictions.  Noise regulations for the City of Portland are described in 
the city’s Municipal Code Title 18, Noise Control.  Noise limits associated with construction 
activities are described in Section 18.10.060 of the municipal code.  Construction noise may not 
exceed 85 dBA, when measured 50 feet from the noise source.  Trucks, pile drivers, pavement 
breakers, scrapers, concrete saws and rock drills are exempt from this requirement except from 
6:00 PM to 7:00 AM and on weekends.  Section 18.10.010(F) prohibits impulsive sounds in 
excess of 100 dBA during the day and 80 dBA during night hours. 


The City of Vancouver has incorporated the state regulations described in Section 2.2.2 into the 
Vancouver Municipal Code (VMC) Title 20, Noise Impact Overlay District, with the exception 
that the maximum allowable residential-to-residential sound level is omitted. 


2.2.5 Applicability of Regulations 


Noise from pile driving is largely exempt from the regulations described in Sections 2.2.1 
through 2.2.4.  However, the regulations provide useful guidelines for reducing adverse impacts 
to the public from pile driving activities.  When construction noise is expected to exceed the 
limits described in Sections 2.2.1 through 2.2.4, or when construction activities are expected to 
produce sound in excess of 5 dBA above ambient conditions, it is advisable to notify impacted 
residents that unusually high noise levels are expected from certain construction activities.  
Public involvement can often eliminate or lessen the frequency of noise complaints. 


 


2.3 Acoustic Instrumentation       


A Larson-Davis Model 820 sound level meter (SLM) was installed at Location A11. Larson-
Davis Model 812 sound level meters were used at Locations A12, A13 and A14.  Each SLM is 
equipped with a Model 2560 microphone, Model PRM828 preamplifier and Model EPS2106 
environmental protection shroud.  Specific instrument details for each monitoring location are 
listed in Table 2-6.   


All noise measurements were taken in accordance with the American National Standards 
Institute (ANSI) procedures for community noise measurements as described in ANSI S1.13-
1971 (R1976).  All of the SLMs comply with the requirements of ANSI S1.4-1983 for Type 1 
integrating sound level meters.  Field calibration verification tests were completed prior to 
instrument installation and at the conclusion of the project using a Larson-Davis Model CAL200 
precision acoustic calibrator. 


The instruments were programmed to record A-weighed sound levels with a fast detector.  The 
following metrics were recorded in one one minute intervals: Leq, unweighted peak and SEL.  
Hourly values of Leq, SEL, Lmax, Lmin, Peak, unweighed Peak, and the statistical values L1, L10, 
L25, and L50. were also recorded.  In addition, the Model 820 SLM which was located at Location 
A11 recorded L3 and L8.  
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2.4 Monitoring Locations 


Sound levels were monitored at four locations for this project.  The latitude and longitude 
coordinates in degrees for each location were determined using Google Earth.  Latitudes and 
longitudes are converted into the Washington State Plane Coordinate System 1983, South Zone 
in US survey feet.  The U.S. Survey feet coordinates are converted to CRC Project Local Datum 
Plane (LDP) coordinates by multiplying Northings and Eastings by 1.0000576.  LDP coordinates 
are listed in Table 2-6 along with SLM installation details.  Acoustic monitoring locations are 
also indicated in Figure 1-1.  The distances between the acoustic monitoring locations and the 
test piles are listed in Table 1-1.  All microphones were mounted on ¾ inch PVC pipe masts 
approximately six feet above the ground surface.   


 


 


Table 2-6.  Sound Level Monitoring Instrument Location Details 


Loc. 
No. 


Coordinatesa Serial Numbers 
Easting 


(ft) 
Northing 


(ft) SLM Preamp Mic. 


A11 1082443 109406 1273 1855 3049 
A12 1082327 109429 0607 1819 3075 
A13 1083034 109158 0287 1049 2352 
A14 1082503 109641 0287 1049 2352 


a Coordinates are in CRC Project Local Datum Plane (LDP). To convert from LDP to      
Washington State Plane Coordinate system of 1983, South Zone (in U.S. Survey Feet) 
multiply Northings and Eastings by 1.0000576. 
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3 Ground Vibration  
3.1 Vibration Fundamentals 


When the ground is subjected to vibratory excitation, a disturbance propagates away from the 
excitation source.  The disturbance consists primarily of three types of seismic waves: 
“compression” or “primary” waves (P-waves), “secondary” or “shear” waves (S-waves) and 
surface or Rayleigh waves (R-waves).  The particle motion associated with a P-wave is a push-
pull motion parallel to the direction of the wave front.  The particle motion associated with S-
waves is perpendicular to the direction of the wave front.  Particle motion of R-waves is 
retrograde elliptical in planes normal to the surface and parallel to the direction of propagation.  
R-waves are confined to a zone near the ground surface that is approximately one-wavelength 
deep. 


P-, S-, and R-waves travel at different speeds.  The P-wave is fastest, followed by the S-wave, 
then the R-wave.  The speed of the R-wave is only slightly less than the speed of S-waves. 
Therefore, at close distances to seismic sources the arrival of S-waves is often indistinguishable 
from R-wave arrival.  About two-thirds of the seismic energy is transmitted in the R-wave.   


For perfectly elastic material the amplitudes of P- and S-waves along a free surface decay in 
direct proportion to the square of the distance from the source due to geometrical spreading of 
the seismic energy.  The amplitude of R-waves decreases in direct proportion to the square root 
of the distance from the source.  Since R-waves decay more slowly than P- and S- waves, and R-
waves contain most of the seismic energy, R-waves are the most significant disturbance along 
the ground surface (Richart, 1970).  R-waves are of primary concern in most construction 
environments because seismic sources and receivers that are typically associated with 
construction activities are located at or near the ground surface.  Even when the vibration source 
is below the ground surface, such as with pile driving, R-waves are formed within a few meters 
of the point on the surface directly above the source (Dowding, 1996).   


In addition to geometrical spreading, the amplitude of seismic waves is attenuated by internal 
friction in earth materials.  Internal friction consists of sliding of soil and sand particles, 
deformation of rocks, and fluid motion in pores as seismic waves travel through the ground.  
Many factors affect material damping in the ground, including soil type, moisture content, 
temperature, and the frequency of the vibration source(s).  More damping is typically observed in 
clays than in sandy soils.  Wiss (1967) proposed an attenuation equation that includes seismic 
damping from both geometrical spreading and internal friction.  Equation 3-1 is Wiss’s 
attenuation relation. 


                                                                          3 1 
 
  where:  V  = peak particle velocity (PPV) of the seismic wave 
   k   = value of velocity at one unit of distance 
   D  = distance from the vibration source 
   n  slope or attenuation rate 
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The “n” value in Equation 3-1 is a pseudo-attenuation coefficient that accounts for both 
geometric spreading and material damping.  Woods and Jedele (1985) developed values for “n” 
from construction data.  For hard soils such as dense compacted sand, dry consolidated clay, and 
consolidated glacial till rock that requires a pick to excavate, Woods and Jedele determined that 
an n-value of 1.1 is appropriate.  For softer material such as sandy or silty clay, gravel, silt and 
weathered rock, n = 1.5.   
 
In Equation 3-1, motion is described in terms of peak particle velocity (PPV).  Vibration in the 
ground or in structures is typically expressed in terms of particle motion.  Particle motion can be 
described in terms of displacement (D), velocity (V) or acceleration (A).  For simple harmonic 
motion these three terms are related by Equation 3-2.    
 
 


2 2                                                                         3 2 
 
 
Particle velocity is typically used to describe vibrations in construction environments because 
most construction seismographs use velocity transducers, and most vibration criteria are 
specified in terms of particle velocity.  PPV is generally accepted as the most appropriate 
descriptor for evaluating building damage potential.  However, for human response, average 
vibration amplitude is more appropriate because it takes time for the human body to respond to 
induced vibration.  Root-mean-square (RMS) amplitude is typically used to assess human 
response to vibration.  RMS values are always less than peak values.  The ratio of peak value to 
RMS value is termed the “crest factor”.  Crest factor depends upon the frequency characteristics 
of the vibration.  For pure tone sine waves, the crest factor is 1.414.  For random ground 
vibration such as from trains and vehicle traffic, the crest factor is 4.  For vibration from pile 
driving and other impulse sources, the crest factor cannot be readily defined because it depends 
upon the averaging time of the RMS measurement.  Crest factors of 8 or more are not uncommon 
for impulsive noise sources such as pile driving (FTA 2006).     
 
Velocity is typically measured in inches per second (ips) or millimeters per second (mmps).  
Decibels are sometimes used to compress the range of numbers required to describe vibration.  
Vibration velocity level (Lv) in decibels is defined in Equation 3-3.  
 
 


20 log                                                                         3 3 


 


Although not a universally accepted notation, the notation VdB is often used when vibration 
velocity is reported in decibels to reduce the potential for confusion with sound decibels.  In the 
United States, Vref is usually 1 x 10-6 ips.  Vibration in terms of PPV is referred to as vibration 
velocity amplitude, whereas vibration in terms of VdB is referred to as vibration velocity level.    


When discussing vibration amplitude, the direction of the particle motion must be considered.  
Vibration amplitude is typically described in terms of three orthogonal directions: vertical (V), 
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horizontal transverse to the vibration source (T), and horizontal longitudinally toward the source 
(L).  The total vibration can be described in terms of the vector sum of the three orthogonal 
components.  The vector sum is defined in Equation 3-4. 
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3.2 Vibration Standards and Criteria 


3.2.1 General 


There are no state or federal laws regulating construction vibrations.  Section 20.935.030 of the  
City of Vancouver municipal code (VMC) specifies that:  No development or use shall create 
off-site vibration impacts, discernible without instruments at the property line of the affected use. 
Numerous vibration standards and criteria have been proposed by researchers, organizations and 
governmental agencies over the years.  Jones and Stokes (2004) prepared a guidance manual on 
construction-induced vibrations for the California Department of Transportation.  The Jones and 
Stokes manual contains an extensive review of vibration impact studies to people and structures.  
Studies that are applicable to this test pile program are summarized below.  The summaries are 
separated into studies that are related to human response and to structural response to vibration.  


3.2.2 Human Response 


The effects of vibrations on people have been studied for many years.  Reiher and Meister (1931) 
completed one of the earliest studies on human response to vibration.  The results of Reiher and 
Meister (1931) are summarized in Table 3-1.  The data in Table 3-1 were acquired under steady-
state conditions when the people were expecting the vibration.  A later study by Wiss and 
Parmelee (1974) investigated the effects of transient vibrations on people.  Transient effects are 
summarized in Table 3-2.  Comparison of Table 3-1 to Table 3-2 suggests that thresholds for 
perception and annoyance are higher for transient vibration than for continuous vibration. 


Table 3-1.  Human Response to Steady State Vibration. (Reiher and Meister, 1931) 
PPV (ips) Human Response 


3.6 (at 2 Hz) – 0.4 (at 20 Hz) Very disturbing 
0.7 (at 2 Hz) – 0.17 (at 20 Hz) Disturbing 
0.10 Strongly perceptible 
0.035 Distinctly perceptible 
0.012 Slightly perceptible 
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Table 3-2. Human Response to Transient Vibration. (Wiss and Parmelee, 1974) 
PPV (ips) Human Response 
2.0 Severe 
0.9 Strongly perceptible 
0.24 Distinctly perceptible 
0.035 Barely perceptible 
 


The International Organization for Standardization (ISO) provides guidance on the magnitude of 
vibration at which adverse human response may begin to arise for various types of building uses.  
In ISO 2631 (2003) specific recommendations are presented for maximum vibration design 
values for workshops, offices, residential uses and critical uses such as hospital operating rooms 
and laboratories.  The recommendations are presented as one-third octave frequency spectra of 
RMS vibration.  ISO 2631 suggests that humans are most sensitive to particle velocity in the 
range of 8 to 80 Hz.  Below 8 Hz, the body is less sensitive to vibration.  A summary of the ISO 
guidelines over the frequency range of 8 to 80 Hz is contained in Table 3-3. The ISO guidelines 
represent the vibration levels at which no adverse comments are expected from occupants of the 
various building types.  However, the ISO acknowledges that “within residential areas there are 
wide variations in vibration tolerance.  Specific values are dependent upon social and cultural 
factors, psychological attitudes and expected interferences with privacy”.    


 


Table 3-3.  ISO 2631 Vibration Criteria. 


Building Use Vibration Velocity Level 
(VdB) 


RMS Vibration Velocity 
Amplitude (ips) 


Workshop 90 0.032 
Office 84 0.016 
Residence 78 day/ 75 night 0.008 day/ 0.006 night 
Hospital operating room 72 0.004 
 


The FTA (1995) has also developed vibration criteria based upon building use.  These criteria are 
based upon overall RMS vibration level expressed in VdB.  The FTA guidelines are listed in 
Table 3-4.  In Table 3-4, “frequent events” is defined as more than seventy events per day.  
“Infrequent events” is defined as fewer than seventy events per day. 


3.2.3 Structural Response 


The effects of vibration on structures has also been the subject of extensive research.  Much of 
the research originated in the mining industry where vibration from blasting is a critical issue.  
The U.S. Bureau of Mines (USBM) Report of Investigations #8507 (Siskind et al. 1980) 
computed structural damage probabilities due to ground vibration.  The USBM report includes 
data from nine quarry blasting studies by other agencies, and USBM data from 240 quarry blasts 
at seventy-six homes in six states.  A summary of the USBM results is shown in Table 3-5.  
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Table 3-4.  Federal Transit Administration Vibration Impact Criteria 


Land Use Category 
Frequent Events 


Vibration Velocity Level 
(VdB) 


Infrequent Events Vibration 
Velocity Level  


(VdB) 


 
Category 1: Buildings where low 
ambient vibration is essential for 
interior operations 
 


 
65 


 
65 


Category 2: Residences and 
buildings where people normally 
sleep 
 


72 80 


Category 3: Institutional land 
uses with primarily daytime use 


75 83 


 
 


Table 3-5.  USBM Vibration Damage Probability. 


Damage Type 
PPV (ips) 


5% 
probability 


10% 
probability 


50% 
probability 


90% 
probability 


Threshold damage: loosening 
of paint, small plaster cracks 
at joints between construction 
elements 
 


0.5 0.7 2.5 9.0 


Minor damage: loosening and 
falling plaster, cracks in 
masonry around openings 
near partitions, hairline to 3-
mm (0-1/8-in.) cracks, fall of 
loose mortar 
 


1.8 2.2 5.0 16.0 


Major damage: cracks of 
several mm in walls, rupture 
of opening vaults, structural 
weakening, fall of masonry, 
load support ability affected 


2.5 3.0 6.0 17.0 
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The main conclusions of USBM RI 8507 are that safe vibration levels are dependent upon the 
frequency of the vibration, and that no damage was observed at vibration levels below 0.5 ips for 
lath and plaster construction or 0.75 ips for modern drywall construction.  The 0.5/0.75 ips 
criterion is supported by the observation that human activities such as walking and closing doors 
produce strains in a residence which are equivalent to ground vibrations of 0.5 ips.  Stagg et al. 
(1984) determined that environmental effects such as wind gusts and changes in temperature or 
humidity can cause internal strains in a residence which are equivalent to ground motion up to 
1.2 ips.  There are three cases where the 0.5/0.75 ips criterion is not sufficient: 1) Areas where 
vibration sensitive activities or instruments are present, such as micro-electronics fabrication; 2) 
vibrations with frequencies below four Hertz (Hz) such as vibrations produced by earthquakes 
and large explosions; and 3) situations where resonance conditions exist.   


3.3 Vibration Monitoring Instrumentation 


For this project vibrations are monitored using Instantel MiniMate Plus seismographs.  The 
Instantel instrument is a stand-alone 3-channel seismograph capable of recording ground motion 
in three orthogonal directions.  The vibration transducer for the seismograph is installed with 
spikes in firm soil.   


The seismographs were programmed in one of three different recording modes: Histogram, 
Waveform and Histogram-Combo.  In the Histogram mode, the instrument monitors records the 
peak vibration level in any direction over a preset time interval of one minute.  In Waveform 
mode, the seismograph continuously monitors the vibration levels and when a preset trigger 
threshold is exceeded the instrument records full waveform data until the trigger level is no 
longer exceeded or the memory fills up.  In the Histogram-Combo mode, the seismograph 
monitors and records the peak vibration level in any direction over a preset time interval of one 
minute.  In addition, if the vibration levels exceed a preset threshold, full waveform data are 
recorded.  Full waveform data are used to compute spectral frequency values using the Fast 
Fourier Transform (FFT).  The seismographs were installed each day prior to pile driving. 


3.4 Vibration Monitoring Locations 


Vibrations were monitored at seven locations as shown in Figure 1-1.  The coordinates of the 
monitoring locations and installation details for transducer installation are listed in Table 3-6.   
The distances between monitoring locations and the test piles are listed in Table 1-1. 
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Table  3-6.  Vibration Monitoring Instrument Location Details. 


Loc. 
No. 


Coordinatesa Equipment Serial 
Numbers Monitoring 


Mode 
Installation 
Description Easting 


(ft) 
Northing 


(ft) Seismograph Geophone


VM11 1082418 109316 BE12641 
BE11554 


BT1709 
BT1664 


Histogram 
Waveform Spiked in Firm Soil 


VM12 1082401 109409 BE12602 
BE12642 


BT1710 
BT1708 


Histogram 
Waveform Spiked in Firm Soil 


VM13 1082352 109490 BE13752 
BE12320 


BT1663 
BT1346 


Histogram 
Waveform Spiked in Firm Soil 


VM14 1082503 109641 BE12644 BT1698 Hist-Combo Spiked in Firm Soil 
VM15 1083042 109156 BE12625 BG10612 Hist-Combo Spiked in Firm Soil 
VM16 1082326 110053 BE11220 BQ12710* Hist-Combo Spiked in Firm Soil 
VM17 1081825 110112 BE11220 BQ12710* Hist-Combo Spiked in Firm Soil 


a  Coordinates are in CRC Project Local Datum Plane (LDP). To convert from LDP to                        
Washington Coordinate system of 1983, South Zone (in U.S. Survey Feet) multiply Northings and 
Eastings by 1.0000576. 


b  10x gain geophone. 
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4 Results 


4.1 Acoustic Data 


Acoustic data from Locations A11 through A14 are contained in Appendix A.  The data in the 
appendix include one-minute Leq values and one-hour Ln values for the entire monitoring period.  
One-minute Leq values are reported rather than the more commonly used one-hour values in 
order to help distinguish pile driving sounds from other noise sources.  The plots in the 
appendices also contain notations of when pile driving activities occurred.   


4.2 Vibration Data 


Vibration data from the seven monitoring locations are contained in Appendix B.  Vibrations 
were continuously monitored and the peak vibration in one-minute intervals are reported or each 
orthogonal component.  The plots in the appendix also contain notations of when pile driving 
activities occurred.   


4.3 Environmental Data 


Environmental conditions encountered during the test period such as air temperature, wind 
conditions and precipitation are summarized in Appendix C.  The data in Appendix C were 
obtained from Weather Station KVUO at Pearson Field, WA. 
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5 Discussion 


5.1 Airborne Sound 


5.1.1 Existing Conditions 


Airborne sound was measured at four locations in the vicinity of the land based test pile 
program.  The distance between pile driving and monitoring locations ranged from 74 to 586 
feet. 


For the in-water pile test (Earth Dynamics, 2011), ambient one-hour Leq values were measured 
over several twenty-four hour periods at nine monitoring locations.  The range in ambient Leq(1) 
are listed in Table 5-1.  Monitoring Location A8 from the in-water test was within the Hayden 
Island Interchange.  For the land based pile test, the sound level meters were installed at four 
locations within the Hayden Island interchange.  Ambient Leq(1) was determined from 
measurements that were made when no pile driving or other unusual activity occurred.  Leq(1) at 
the land based test locations ranges from 68 to 74 dBA.  These values are consistent with the 
levels at Location A8.   


Table 5-1.  Summary of Ambient Sound Levels Over a 24-hour Period. 


Monitoring Location Leq(1) (dBA) 


A1 52 - 66 
A2 56 - 65 
A3 60 - 69 
A5 53 - 68 
A6 58 - 67 
A7 56 - 64 
A8 66 - 74 
A9 51 - 62 


 


5.1.2 Noise Impact from Pile Driving  


Analysis of the data in Appendix A indicates that sound from impact pile driving during the 
Hayden Island Interchange Foundation Test was greater than background levels at all acoustic 
monitoring locations.  Measured sound that is associated with impact pile driving is summarized 
in Table 5-2.  The data in Table 5-2 include the maximum measured sound level during pile 
driving along with the increase in sound level that was produced as a result of impact pile 
driving.   


One-minute Leq values are equal to one-hour values if the one-minute Leq values are constant 
over the period of one hour.  If it is assumed that pile driving is continuous over a period of one-
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hour (an unlikely condition), then Leq(1) is equal to the values listed in Table 5-2 for one-minute 
Leq.  If the maximum one-minute Leq is not maintained for an hour, then Leq(1) will be less than 
the one-minute Leq.  The sound levels listed in Table 5-2 are less than FTA guidelines (Table 2-
2) for construction noise. However, people may still be impacted by pile driving because pile 
driving will be heard by people in the vicinity of the project, and the noise may be annoying to 
some. 


The measured Leq values in Table 5-2 are plotted in Figure 5-1 as a function of distance from 
impact pile driving.  There is a general trend in the data in Figure 5-1 that is consistent with 
spherical spreading of sound energy from a point source (-6dB for each doubling of distance).  In 
Table 2-1, the FHWA recommends a Leq(1) of 67 dBA for residential uses.  The FHWA criteria 
are not directly comparable to the data in Figure 5-1 because the FHWA criteria are applicable to 
traffic noise, not construction noise.  However, a value of 67 dBA is a good guideline for 
measuring pile driving noise impact to people because 67 dBA is a common sound level found in 
urban environments and it is within the range of ambient sound levels in Table 5-1.  Leq(1) values 
in excess of 67 dBA are expected within 2,500 to 3,000 feet of impact pile driving. 
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 Figure 5-1. Pile Driving Sound Levels 
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   Table 5-2.  Summary of Sound Produced by Pile Driving 
Table 5-4. Continued 


Measurement 
Location Pile No. Section 


No. 
Distance      


(ft) 


Maximum  
One-minute 


Leq  
(dBA) 


Increase in Leq 
due to pile 


driving (dBA) 


A11 BP2 1 74 93 20 
 BP3 1 93 93 21 
 BP4 1 82 94 24 
 BP5 1 99 91 17 
 BP2 2 74 97 25 
 BP3 2 93   
 BP4 2 82 96 24 
 BP5 2 99 95 23 


A12 BP2 1 174 83 15 
 BP3 1 182 87 15 
 BP4 1 185 88 18 
 BP5 1 193 87 14 
 BP2 2 174 92 22 
 BP3 2 182   
 BP4 2 185 91 21 
 BP5 2 193 93 23 


A13 BP2 1 586 76 8 
 BP3 1 585   
 BP4 1 574 75 7 
 BP5 1 573   
 BP2 2 586 78 8 
 BP3 2 585   
 BP4 2 574 79 12 
 BP5 2 573   


A14 BP2 1 300   
 BP3 1 324 85 12 
 BP4 1 303   
 BP5 1 326 83 10 
 BP2 2 300   
 BP3 2 324   
 BP4 2 303   
 BP5 2 326 91 19 
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A more meaningful metric for assessing noise impact to people from pile driving is the increase 
in sound level produced by pile driving.  As reported in Section 2.1, most people cannot detect 
sound level changes of less than 3 dBA.  Therefore, there will be no impact to people at distances 
from pile driving activities where the increase in sound level is less than 3 dBA.   


Sound level increase values versus distance (Table 5-2) are plotted in Figure 5-2 along with the 
data from the 2011 in-water study.  There is considerable scatter in the data in Figure 5-2.  
Nevertheless, the data are useful for identifying potential impact distances.  Linear regression 
analysis of the data in Figure 5-2 indicate that there is a distinct difference between land based 
and in-water pile driving.  This difference maybe associated with the fact that a larger impact 
hammer was used for the in-water test.  People up to three quarters of a mile away from in-water 
impact pile driving may be able to hear the pile driver.  For land based pile driving the 
perception boundary is reduced to less than 1,000 feet.  It is recommended that the area within 
1,000 feet of land based pile driving be regarded as the impact area for pile driving noise.  This 
area is shown in Figure 5-3. 


The noise analysis described above is applicable to outdoor conditions.  Noise levels inside of 
homes and other structures are expected to be considerably less than the open air values.  
Reduction of 10 to 15 dB inside of homes is not uncommon.  The amount of attenuation depends 
upon a variety of factors such as structure type, design, condition of doors and windows, amount 
of insulation, etc.  Calculation of interior noise levels is beyond the scope of this project.    
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Figure 5-2.  Increase in Sound due to Pile Driving. 
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Figure 5-3.  Predicted Noise Impact Area from Pile Driving. 
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5.2 Vibration 


5.2.1 Existing Conditions 


Except for Location VM17, ambient vibrations at all monitoring locations are less than 0.02 ips.  
Vibration levels at Location VM17 exceeded 0.05 ips several times while there was no pile 
driving occurring.  Location VM17 is adjacent to N. Hayden Island Drive.  The higher measured 
vibrations at Location VM17 are most likely the result of traffic passing on the un-even road 
surface in the vicinity of VM17.   


5.2.2 Vibration Impact from Pile Driving 


Peak particle velocity versus distance for each section of the four reaction piles is plotted in 
Figure 5-4.  The solid black line in Figure 5-4 represents the results from linear regression 
analysis of the data.  The dashed lines are the 95% prediction bounds for the data set.  There is a 
95% probability that any future data will plot within these bounds.  The upper 95% prediction 
line indicates that the USBM criteria for threshold damage to lath and plaster construction (0.5 
ips) is not exceeded at distances greater than ninety feet from pile driving.  Since no structures 
are located within ninety feet of proposed pile driving for the CRC project it is expected that pile 
driving will not damage any structure.  Lath and plaster construction is generally more 
susceptible to vibration damage compared to other construction types.  Therefore, if the lath and 
plaster criteria is not exceeded, then it is unlikely that damage will occur to any structure 
regardless of construction type. 
 
FTA (2006) provides guidance for determining vibration attenuation with distance.  The FTA 
guidelines for PPV and RMS velocity are summarized in Equations 5-1 and 5-2.  In Equations  
5-1 and 5-2 the reference distances of twenty-five feet specified in FTA 2006 are replaced by a 
variable reference distance that can be adapted to specific project conditions.  Equation 5-1 is a 
restatement of Wiss’s attenuation relation (Equation 3-1) with n=1.5. 
 
 


 D


.
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 where:  Vppy = peak particle velocity at distance D 
  Vref = peak particle velocity at distance Dref 
  
  
 


20                                                 5 2 


 
 where:  Ly     =  RMS velocity in VdB at distance D 
  Lv(ref) = RMS velocity in VdB at distance Dref 
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Equation 5-1 is applicable when structural damage is a concern.  Structural damage is not 
expected to be a concern because pile driving will occur at distances that are sufficiently far from 
structures such that the vibration amplitudes will be well below the damage threshold values 
listed in Section 3.2.3.   


Equation 5-2 is used to help assess human annoyance or interference with vibration sensitive 
activities.  Equation 5-2 uses RMS vibration velocity values.  The metric recorded for this 
project is PPV.  Therefore, in order to apply Equation 5-2, PPV values must be converted to 
RMS values.  For this study RMS values were computed for over one hundred individual pile 
strikes using Blastware Version 10.31.  The RMS values for each pile at each distance were then 
averaged.  RMS vibration velocity is plotted as a function of distance in Figure 5-5 along with 
regression results for the data and a plot of Equation 5-2.  The data in Figure 5-5 indicate that 
vibration attenuation at the Hayden Island site is consistent with FTA guidelines (Equation 5-2).   


The ISO vibration criterion for daytime residential use (78 VdB) or the more conservative FTA 
criterion for frequent events in Category 2 areas (72 VdB) are applicable to this project.  Using 
these criteria and Figure 5-5, it is predicted that vibrations within approximately 1,000 feet of 
pile driving will exceed ISO criteria, and vibrations within approximately 2,000 feet will exceed 
FTA guidelines.  The ISO and FTA impact areas are shown in Figure 5-6 along with the 
alignment of the proposed new bridge.   


The impact area in Figure 5-6 covers a significant portion of the Hayden Island Mobile Home 
Community (HIMHC).  The structures in this community consist of a wide variety of mobile 
homes and a few permanent structures.  Aimone-Martin et al. (2003) compared the response of 
various structures to ground vibrations.  Single and double wide mobile homes (with and without 
add-on features), log, masonry, and traditional wood-frame structures were investigated.  
Aimone-Martin found that except for mobile homes, all the structures tend to respond at their 
natural frequencies.  The structural response of mobile homes is variable and depends upon the 
support system of the mobile home, the size of the mobile home and whether the mobile home 
includes any add-on structures such as sheds, stairs or decks.  Generally, Aimone-Martin found 
that mobile homes are more highly damped because of their lack of structure bonding.   
Therefore, it is expected that the response of mobile homes at HIMHC to pile driving vibrations 
will be variable.  Some people who are located within the impact area may “feel” pile driving 
vibrations more strongly than others. 
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Figure 5-4.  Peak Particle Velocity Attenuation. 
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Figure 5-5.  RMS Vibration Attenuation. 
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Figure 5-6.  Predicted Vibration Impact Area from Land-Based Pile Driving. 
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6 Recommendations 


6.1 Noise Considerations 


Previous studies by Minor (2008) and Earth Dynamics (2011) and this study have shown that 
ambient airborne noise in the vicinity of the test program is dominated by vehicle traffic on I-5.  
People within three-quarters of a mile of pile driving may hear the impact hammer over the 
ambient noise field when they are outdoors.  People within 1,000 feet of pile driving on land  
will definitely hear the impact hammer when they are outdoors and some people may be annoyed 
by the sound.  Complaints from residents in the vicinity of the project may be reduced if the 
residents are notified well in advance of pile driving activities.  Notification will allow residents 
to plan their outdoor activities.  Pile driving noise exposure will be greatly reduced when people 
remain indoors.    


6.2 Vibration Considerations 


People within 2,000 feet may also feel ground vibrations from pile driving.  Ground vibration 
amplitudes are expected to be well below the amplitudes necessary to cause any damage to 
structures.  However, windows, dishes and loose items may rattle.  It is recommended that all 
people within 2,000 feet of pile driving be notified well in advance of pile driving activities.  
Residents should be advised to remove any fragile items from shelves, and to be sure that 
pictures and other items are securely attached to walls.   
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