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'Topics to be covered

 Record of decision

* Process to reach selected alternative
» General Bridge Permit update
* Funding plan update
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Questions

What's the process to amend the FEIS, and what would be the
implications to this project?

Couldthe US Coast Guard bridge permit or Army Corps permits
(water quality, levee, navigation) or FAA permit require a change
fo the EIS/ROD?

What are the implications of amending the FEIS in terms of time,
cost, the New Starts grant, other?

What is WSDOT doing to reach out to affected businesses, and
develop a plan to keep them in business during construction?



Federal Register Filinz of Record of Decision

Publication of Final EIS

Selection of Preferred Alternative

Formal Comment Pericd and Public Hearings

Release of Draft EIS Public Input

Environmental Impact Studies

Public Scoping Meetings

Development of Project
Purposc and Need Statement

Federal Register Filing of
Motice of Intent to Prepare an EIS
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The Record of Decision

This I-5 Columbia River Crossing Project Record of Decision is hereby approved.

Daniel M. Mathis Phillip Ditzler R.F. Krochalis
FHWA Washington FHWA Oregon Division FTA Regional Administrator,
Division Administrator Administrator Region 10
rd -"/’ /
(2 Jo7 [200] (2 /o1 [2ol1 'z 07 /1
Date of Approval Date of Approval Date of Approval

« Re-confirms the purpose and need
 Reviews and validates technical work to date

* Reviews and validates the process used to select a preferred
alternative

« Approves the mitigation measures to be used where there are
unavoidable environmental impacts

- End of the planning stage; indicates the end of the NEPA
process
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Current work: Construction outreach
planning

- Committed to working directly with property owners and
businesses to mitigate construction impacts

« Commitments in Record of Decision include:

Engage businesses and community to develop a construction transportation
management plan

Implement programs to help businesses during construction such as marketing,
promotions to generate patronage in construction areas and business planning
assistance

Where possible, limit or concentrate construction work areas to minimize
disruptions to business access

Identify, provide and/or advertise temporary parking locations during
construction

Provide temporary signage to businesses affected by detours or temporary
closures

 This fall we will focus on sharing plans to lessen impacts and
talk with businesses and community about further
developing and refining those plans
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Questions

What was the decision-making that led to the current
design?

How did the project get to the LRT decision?

10
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Early alternatives and screening
timeline

2005 2006 2008

Vigkon and Vahgs

Problem Defnition N

Evalatien Criverla [N

and Fr:lmcwi:-rli: ' ?n I;:u:umrui:una-nh

Seluticna aid ! ! L ! ! !
Erroceming I."n-mi:mnr'nl Srcresning _ H H H :

12 H:n rrEaNtalva ﬂ.“‘ﬂrl'lal-.l:l.lFlE. ; ; i :
mtﬂlm"E‘ F'HCH-E]I&E- _ 13 Eumpnﬂr:nt:] - - 1 H H

E Altcrmitives Analysis — : : 5 5 !

Fourth Alternative Euu-:nmmmt&a -

| : LT FuHIsh Dran dis *
i : DEIS mramanm Selartion : L Ay 2008 ;
Enviranmansal : : : : d ! H !

Impaci : : : i :
3 art : i - i Prelimimary DEIEiﬂ.rulj'sls and F|r||:||r|,g,=. : : : 1 1D-|:d|'_l."

| ; | Locally Proforred Aternative IS 5rTTES

TREH I"I:IHI:E HEETlﬁJEE = 1 ' ' ' ' '
.—'_-"'-'.—"-' .—.""- - H-. -"'. »—-9- - o 4 & ] 4 .

Apency : ! : : : : : : E
and Public : HEE‘ULI’.TI:IH'I" LZENLCY CWC"HHE H{:E AINTS : : : :
Involvemaint i i :.i. i ' Y ] | s i i & ; A

TOTAL OUTREACH M EETINGS | : 156 : : 731 : ) T !




(i
Cooperating agencies and InterCEP

Cooperating agencies: InterCEP:
— U.S. Army Corps of Engineers — National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS)
(USACE) — U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)
— US. Coast Guard (USCG) — U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)

— U.S. General Services Administration — U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)
(GSA) -

— Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)
— Washington State Department of — Washington State Department of Fish and
Archaeology and Historic Wildlife (WDFW)

Preservation (DAHP) Washington State Department of Archaeology
— National Park Service (NPS) and Historic
Preservation (DAHP)

— Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW)

— Oregon Department of Land Conservation and
Development (DLCD)

— Oregon Department of State Lands (DSL)

— Washington State Department of Ecology
(Ecology)

— Oregon State Historic Preservation Office
(SHPO)
Oregon Department of

— Environmental Quality (DEQ)
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problems

- Congestion
Growing travel demand exceeds capacity

 Public transit
Service and reliability are limited by congestion

* Freight
Mobility through the area is impaired

« Safety
Crash rates are too high

- Bicyclists and pedestrians
Paths and connections are inadequate

- Earthquake safety
Bridges don't meet current seismic standards

Purpose and Need: address six
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'Major steps in screening

1. Gather ideas (river crossing, transit,
interchanges and bike/ped)

2. Develop Evaluation Framework
— Pass/Fail criteria (Step A) - purpose and need
— Detailed Screening Criteria (Step B)

3. Apply Steps A and B to ideas (70 components)

4. Package remaining ideas into a “reasonable
range” of alternatives (12)

5. Evaluate alternatives against the screening
criteria

6. Carry forward promising alternatives into the
DEIS

14
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Replacement Bridge —

Downstream

— Low-level/Movable

— Mid-level

— High-level
Replacement Bridge —
Upstream

* Low-level/Movable

* Mid-level

* High-level
Supplemental Bridge —
Downstream

* Low-level/Movable

* Mid-level

e High-level
Supplemental Bridge —
Upstream

* Low-level/Movable

* Mid-level

* High-level

River crossing

iIdeas

Tunnelto Supplement|-5
New Corridor Crossing

New Corridor Crossing plus
widen existing I-5 Bridges

New Western Highway (1605)

New Eastern Columbia River
Crossing

I-205 Improvements

Arterial Crossing to Supplement
I-5

Replacement Tunnel
33rd Avenue Crossing

Non-Freeway multi-modal
Columbia River Crossing

Arterial Crossing with I-5
Improvements
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Replacement Bridge — High—Level

Advance:

Colurmbia River

Proposed
Bridge (west)

Partland
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Replacement Bridge — Low-Level

Advance:
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River crossing screening: Key

findings pertaining to lift spans

Collisions are three to four times more likely to occur
during a bridge lift

Bridge lifts occur, on average, once per day for
approximately 20 minutes; traffic congestion from
bridge lifts can take hours to recover

Higher maintenance and operations costs than exist for
a bridge without a lift span

Greater initial construction cost compared to higher
fixed span bridge

Adding a lift span to the proposed bridge type would
introduce unprecedented engineering design complexity
resulting in bridge type re-evaluation
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Advance:

Sauvie Island
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I-205 Improvements

-
RC-18
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Mashingion]
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' Arterial Crossing without I-5

Improvements

Advance:

Columbia River

Pzl CROSSING
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Replacement Bridge —
Downstream
—Low-level/Movable
— Mid-level
—High-level
* Replacement Bridge -
Upstream
+Low-level/Movable
* Mid-level
»—High-level
* Supplemental Bridge —
Downstream
+ Low-level/Movable
* Mid-level
»—High-lovel
* Supplemental Bridge —
Upstream
» Low-level/Movable
* Mid-level
«High-level

Columbia River

7l CROSSING

River crossing ideas dismissed
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'Alternatives for analysis in

Draft Environmental Impact Statement

No build

Replacement bridge with bus rapid transit
Replacement bridge with light rail
Supplemental bridge with bus rapid transit
Supplemental bridge with light rail

o kO~

All “pbuild” alternatives include interchange, freight, and
pedestrian/bicycle improvements between SR-500 and
Delta Park.

23
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DEIS key findings for river crossings

* Replacement river crossing better meets the
project’s purpose and need than the supplemental
crossing because it provides:

— Better congestion relief

— Safer highway design

— Better mobility for freight

— Safer and more direct connections for bicyclists and pedestrians
— Better navigation for river traffic

24
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Transit ideas considered and
dismissed

- Express Bus in General Purpose *—Ferry-Service
Lanes —leneratl Systere

- Express Bus in Managed Lanes s+ _MagneticLevitationRailway
- Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) — Lite + CommuterRailin BNSE

- Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) - Full Frackage

- Light Rail Transit (LRT) *+—HeavyRail
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DEIS key findings for transit mode

« Travel time and reliability
— Better for LRT, not subject to highway congestion
- Ridership
— Higher with LRT, fewer transfers
 Capital, maintenance and operation costs
— BRT costs less to build but more to operate
— Light rail costs more to build but less to operate
— LRT would cost about 25% less per rider (more cost effective)
 Land use
— LRT likely to attract more development
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LPA endorsement and adoption

 July 2008 - All 6 local sponsor agencies vote in
favor of LPA resolutions
— Some held public hearings in advance of vote

* Represents regional agreement

« Some sponsor agency leaders had questions for the

FEIS process, including:
— Need independent review of travel demand analysis

— Need independent review of GHG analysis
— Raised concern over induced growth and costs

« Adopted into MTP and RTP in July 2008

27
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Locally preferred alternative

* Replacement |-5 bridge D
 Improvements to closely-spaced 5 % i
highway interchanges 3 T
- Lightrail extension to N i
| ancouver : ~
Vancouver SR / /
- Pedestrian and bicycle facility L -
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LPA refinements
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'LPA refinements—Bridge type and
design

- 2 bridge structures |

« Open web box bridge

« Covered multi-use \
path on river crossing §

« 3 through lanes and 2
add/drop in each
direction on river
crossing

« Composite deck truss
bridge type

Composite decktruss

Columbia River

7l CROSSING
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LPA refinements—Transit

- 22-member Vancouver Working Group, 2009-2010

— Represented downtown businesses, neighborhoods, transit-users
and commuters

— Recommendations on LRT alignment, station location and park
and ride size and locations in downtown Vancouver have been
integrated into the project’s design

« 23-member Vancouver Transit Advisory Committee, 2010-
2012

— Members are property owners along the Vancouver light rail
alignment, neighborhood and business associations, transit-
dependent populations, commuters and design-oriented
specialists

— Recommendations on design elements for Vancouver light rail
stations and streetscape options and design themes for three
Vancouver park and ride facilities

.
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Questions

What is the status of Coast Guard permit on bridge height
and other bridge height issues?

What are the FAA concerns regarding bridge height?

33
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'Coast Guard authority

- Has statutory authority to approve location and
clearance for all bridges over navigable waterways.

* Must preserve the public right of navigation and
bridges are permitted only when they serve the
needs of land transportation.

 Must promote and expedite projects that facilitate
national/international commerce and provide for the
reasonable needs of present and prospective land
and marine transportation.

» Must provide for the reasonable needs of
navigation, not all needs.

.

Columbi |vc|-:'r
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'Securing a permit

« CRC must obtain a permit for the main span
crossing the Columbia River prior to beginning
construction

« Application must demonstrate a balanced approach
to meeting needs of all modes of transportation

* Provide analyses and documentation to show that
reasonable needs of navigation are addressed

G 36
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'Work plan

 Fully incorporates and respects the needs and
requirements of the USCG

* Also acknowledges and respects the years of work
from local, state, and federal partners developing a
locally preferred alternative with a mid-range bridge
height

« Will produce a thorough, detailed analysis of mid-
range bridge height alternatives on river users,
freight, transit, aviation and local communities

G 37
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1.

N

3.
/L,
5.
6.
7.
8.

Work plan tasks

Coordinate between USCG/USACE/CRC/ODOT/
WSDOT/FHWA/FTA/FAA

Demonstrate that vertical clearance proposed in
application avoids impacts to navigation as much as is
reasonable practicable

Analyze vessel impacts

Evaluate mitigation options and costs

Document economic benefits of the project

Coordinate with FAA regarding obstructions to aviation
Conduct NEPA re-evaluation

Prepare draft permit application and submit to USCG
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'Work to date and draft findings

1. Completed preliminary engineering analyses
to assess technical feasibility, cost and
iImpacts associated with vertical clearance
alternatives of 95, 100, 105 and 110 ft. to avoid
some impacts to users

— Draft finding: Adjustments up to 110 ft. appear to be
technically feasible, with moderate costincreases and
without significant additional environmental impacts

2. Completed extensive survey of potentially
affected vessels
— Draft finding: Mid-level bridge appears to address

navigation needs for all but a small number of river
users
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Work to date and draft findings

3. Inspected USACE dredge Yaquina and prepared
conceptual mitigation plan for USACE review

— Draft finding: Conceptual mitigation plan appears to provide
a cost-effective solution that would allow unimpeded travel
under the new bridge

4. Completed preliminary analysis of future river user
needs

— Draft finding: Anticipated future uses are generally
consistent with existing types of vessels and clearance
requirements

40
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Work to date and draft findings

d.

Completed preliminary assessment of technical

feasibility and cost of adding a lift span to

proposed deck truss

— Draft finding: Appears that an added lift span would result in
structure of unprecedented complexity, increase construction

cost by approx. $250 million and require additional
environmental evaluation

Continue to conduct outreach to fabricators and
property owners
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' General Bridge Permit schedule

2012 2013

Avoidance and Minimization
4. Bridge slegrance abterratives analysls |
b. VessA impast anak'eis
Werify rneported data ]
Cocumenk impacts at 95 f: CRD [
Cocument impacts ak allcmative heights ]
Mitization Options and Costs ‘
a. Fabricatars
Determine sites and costs for fab relocation | [N 5 \
Evaluatz alternative fabrizetion processes I l"‘-.
b. Dredgas, constriection barges, ate, Praliminary assassmante by early August. )
Wessal retrofit options and costs I e Ongoing mitizatien discugeione will continua well inte 2013
. Resraational 2ailboats
Relocaton alernatives and costs e s : : ,r’{

Economic Benefits Analysis
Canfirm subcoisultanl, scope, budgel, schedule [

Prapare Draft Repart I

Final Repart |
FAA Coordination

Sulimit draft matesiale for proposed ket I

O aft respanse re: hazand: to alk nawgatlon

MEFA Re-evaluation

Submit Ganeral Bridge Parmit Application
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Questions

What changes were made in MAP-21 that could affect the
Columbia River Crossing Project?

How will $400 million from FHWA be funded?

What is the Federal Transit Administration process, and status of
grant request?
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FTA New Starts funding process

Primary

Alternatives
Analysis

RFEA Evaluation / Grant-Making / Oversight
ole:

Note: Activities shown are

A Approval for Entry Into
*Preliminary Engineering
representative and not

= Purpose & Needs \ intended to depict the
« Altemnatives Pre|iminary Approval for Entry Into complete set of activities
Analysis S . Final Design for each phase.
= LPA Selection ngineering
. = Cost Estimates _
. « Design Drawings Final Full Funding
= Request Entry = Mgt Plans Desian Grant Agreement
into PE . g
. = Risk Mgt Plan
» Request Entry - Risk Asgsessment Begin Revenue
; i Generating Operations
into FD = Baseline Cost Construction g op
Estimate
: = Pre-Construction and | ]
. Construction Services . Complete Before
\ Gate/Milestone ° . .
Phase , A / » Congressional = Project Oversight First 2 Y!"S of & After Study
Notification . Operation

= Construction
Completed

Columbia River
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Stable funding

e Program authorized through FY14 (September 30, 2014)
e Current law through end of FY12 (September 30, 2012)
* Most new provisions go into effect on October 15t

e Avg. annual funding at FY12 levels (plus minor inflation)

e Extends Highway Trust Fund taxes and ensures 2 years
of solvency for Highway Trust Fund (HTF)

e Substantial programmatic consolidation
e No earmarks
* Most discretionary programs eliminated
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*/’:I'ﬁ and tolling provisiﬂons

e Expanded and enhanced TIFIA program

TIFIA authorized for $750M in FY13, and $1B in FY14
TIFIA financing may now account for up to 49% of total project costs

Rolling applications - letters of Interest / applications accepted throughout
the year

Master credit agreement for programs of projects, phased single projects

Up to 10% setaside for rural projects; for these projects, increased
eligibility and lower interest rates

e Revisions to toll authorities

Mainstreams tolling/pricing of new capacity, including Interstate (but
generally requires current level of free capacity to remain unchanged)

In most cases, removes requirement for USDOT/State toll agreements
Extends toll pilots for value pricing and Interstate reconstruction
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