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The above artistic design of  Third Bridge I-305 Freeway Corridor Across the Columbia River is looking eastward towards the I-5

bridges and Mt. Hood.  * (The BNSF rail Bridge is absent only because of visually  confusing as art.)

The Freemont Bridge I-405 an 8-lane freeway

corridor over the Willamette River.
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Transit:
� Provide a phased light rail loop in Clark County in the vicinity of the I-5,

SR500/4th Plain and I-205 Corridors.
� Provide peak-hour, premium express bus service in the I-5 and I-205

Corridors to markets not well served by light rail.
� Increase transit service in the Corridor over the next 20 years called for

in regional transportation plans.

Interstate 5:
� The I-5 freeway between the Fremont Bridge in Portland and the I-205

interchange in Vancouver will be a maximum of 3 through lanes in each
direction.   This includes widening I-5 to 3 lanes between Delta Park and
Lombard, and 99th St. to I-205 in Vancouver.

� Designate one of the 3 through lanes for use as a high occupancy
vehicle (HOV) lane during the peak period, in the peak direction.

� Add a new supplemental or replacement bridge across the Columbia
River with up to 2 auxiliary and/or arterial lanes in each direction, and 2
light rail tracks.

� Improve interchanges between SR 500 and Columbia Blvd to address
safety and capacity problems -- including making Columbia Blvd into a
full interchange.

� In adding river crossing capacity and making interchange improvements
every effort should be made to:  1) avoid displacements and
encroachments, 2) minimize the highway footprint and 3) minimize the
use of the freeway for local trips.

Additional Rail Capacity:
� Pursue the rail infrastructure improvements required to accommodate

anticipated 20 year freight rail growth in the I-5 Corridor and frequent,
efficient intercity passenger rail service.

� Establish a public/private Bi-State rail forum to advise regional decision
makers about prioritizing, scheduling and funding of needed rail
improvements.

� The rail forum and regional decision-makers should encourage funding
for:
� Additional inter-city passenger rail service in the Pacific Northwest

High Speed Rail Corridor
� High Speed Rail service in the Corridor; and
� The replacement of the existing “swing span” with a “lift span”

located closer to the center of the river channel

Land Use:
� Adopt and implement a Bi-State Coordination Accord to protect existing

and new capacity and support economic development.
� Jurisdictions in the Corridor will develop and agree on a plan to manage

land development to avoid adversely impacting I-5 or the Region’s
growth management plans.

   Final Recommendations at a Glance



Transportation Demand and System Management:
� Commit to a comprehensive use of TDM/TSM strategies -- alternative

modes, work-based strategies, policies and regulatory strategies, pricing
and TSM strategies -- and pursue additional funding for transit and
TDM/TSM strategies.

� Prepare an “I-5 TDM/TSM Corridor Plan” with guidance from the proposed
“Bi-State Coordination Committee”

� Fund and implement additional TDM/TSM strategies now to encourage
more efficient use of the transportation system.

Environmental Justice   
� Establish a Community Enhancement Fund for use in the impacted areas in

the I-5 Corridor in Oregon and Washington
� Map low-income and minority communities in the corridor.
� Take list of potential impacts identified by representatives of environmental

justice communities into the EIS for the Bridge and Bridge Influence Area
as a starting point for more analysis.

� Work with affected communities to explore ways to offset impacts and/or
bring benefits to the community.

� Develop a public outreach plan for EIS process that includes special
outreach to low-income and minority communities.

� Form and coordinate two working groups for the EIS -- one for public
involvement and one for environmental justice.

Finance
� OR, WA and the Portland/Vancouver region should develop a financing plan

for transit and highway capital projects
� Tri-Met and C-Tran need to increase revenues for a significant expansion of

transit service, starting within the next five years.
� Establish regional transit financing commitments that will allow for:

� an aggressive bi-state TDM program and
� an expansion of transit service to support the light rail loop.

� Seek funding to widen I-5 to 3 lanes: Delta Park to Lombard after
environmental and design work is completed.

Next Steps/Implementation

� Fall 2002:  SW Washington Regional Transportation Council and Metro
review and amend the Regional Transportation Plans to incorporate
recommended I-5 corridor improvements.

� Delta Park to Lombard:  widen I-5 to 3 lanes
- Summer 2002-2004:  Conduct environmental assessment and

design work
- Post 2004:  Construction of Delta Park to Lombard

� 2003 – 2009:  Environmental Impact Study on Bridge Influence Area
(new supplemental or replacement bridge, interchange improvements between
SR 500 and Columbia Blvd., including light rail between Expo Center and downtown
Vancouver)

� 2010+:  Construct improvements in Bridge Influence Area.
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Action Requested

Our Community had projects removed from an Environmental Impact Statement of the Columbia River
Crossing on March 22, 2006 4 months into the EIS study. The staff removed RC-14 and 70 
components. A Vancouver Port Commissioner invited to speak by the vendor, made faults and totally 
inaccurate statements about the outcome of the I-5 Partnership EIS study. He personally believed it to 
be the wrong direction to allowing the EIS to STUDY more bridges. Even though capacity across the 
Columbia River with a supplemental or replacement bridge if necessary was the recommendation from 
the I-5 Partnership EIS. It recommended a supplemental bridge adjacent to the BNSF rail bridge for 
further study too.  The Co-Chairs of the CRC Citizen Advisory Task Force is on video not following 
the National Environmental Policy Act requirement. The alternatives brought in during NEPA Scoping 
must be Thoroughly studied benefits and impacts through construction and operations.

We are requesting that The Honorable Sean Duffy US Secretary of Transportation immediately contact 
the Bridge Replacement Project, Project Signatory Agencies. Informing them that you are requiring a 
full, independent, and equal study of the alternatives removed. That the current Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement must immediately widen to include the alternatives, an independent 
seismic evaluation, and full independent bridge inspection. The Project Sponsor Council must included 
Portland City Council members for local control. Meet regularly and have oversight.   

In April 2013 concerns raised by two Forensic Accountant had a coalition of Washington State Senators
calling for a formal investigation of the Columbia River Crossing Environmental Impact Statement. An
audit including contracts, spending records and process.  The EIS was estimated at $50-million

and ended up at over $200-million with several missing receipts.  An audit has not taken place and the 
final cost of the Columbia River Crossing is still unknown.  The current vendor for the Bridge 
Replacement Project a Supplemental EIS for the Columbia River Crossing also was the vendor who did
the original Columbia River Crossing EIS.

  

The Formal Request of The Honorable Sean Duffy

That the current Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement Bridge Replacement Project must 
immediately widen to include the following

1. Alternatives and components removed from the Columbia River Crossing EIS must 
immediately be studied in an EIS that is independent, equal, and complete.  

2. An independent professional bridge seismic evaluation of the bridges' stating different levels of 
retro-fitting and cost. 

3. Full independent bridge inspection showing the bridges need to be replace right now for safety 
reasons.  

4. The Project Sponsor Council must included Portland City Council members for local control, 
meet regularly, and be a true oversight committee    



5. A formal investigation of the Columbia River Crossing Environmental Impact Statement. An 
audit including contracts, spending records and process.  The EIS was estimated at $50-million
and ended up at over $200-million with several missing receipts. 

6. Both Oregon and Washington have project requirements of at least three bids on public projects.
They are required to take the lowest bid.  Was the winning bid $50-million for the EIS honest or
too low?  

The SEIS Process is still open and modeling a project with the current programming takes only a few 
weeks. The alternatives and components qualified and the vendor had no right to remove alternatives 
from the competition.  The community is waiting for the study results of our recommendations to solve 
the transportation problems that have plague us for decades. 

Thank you  for your attention concerning this very important matter.  Have a lovely day.  

    



  A Little Background On Our Current Transportation Issue

We are in A Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) that started in 2019 as a 
Supplemental to the Columbia River Crossing (CRC) Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). The 
currant SEIS has been stalled for several years. The inability to receive community support, permits, 
and having funding issues plagued the process.  The CRC FEIS was unable to get support or any 
funding state, federal, or local and died in 2013.

The problems started in 2006 with the vendor ”staff” and how they ran the CRC EIS Process.  The 
Signatory Agencies sent representatives mostly elected officials to create the CRC Project Sponsor 
Council (PSC).  This was the only oversight committee for the CRC EIS.  The PSC and staff disagree 
on several major issues creating an extremely unpleasant working environment. 

Then the CRC Project Sponsor Council unable to affect the CRC EIS Process Boycotted their 
own committee meetings because:

The Purpose and Needs Statement, Problem Definition, Evaluation Criteria did not protecting 
the community as the previous I-5 Portland Vancouver Transportation and Trade Partnership 
EIS documents had.

The removal of alternatives and components from the EIS without a Thorough National 
Environmental Policy Act EIS Study showing benefits and impact through construction and 
operations as required in the formal EIS Process.  The CRC staff at a Governors’ a citizen 
advisory committee meeting had the CRC Citizen Advisory Taskforce Chair and Co-chair stated
they would be removed from the CRC EIS Process.   

The refusal to put alternatives and components back into the formal EIS even after receiving 
letters from Federal a officials, of both the States of Washington and Oregon who sat on 
Signatory Agency committees or on advisory steer committees to the CRC EIS. Oregon 
Legislators even attached a Budget Note to ODOT requiring more alternatives to be studied.

The complaints that the information provided by staff were inaccurate, misinformed, out-dated, 
and misleading. Staff continually came to meetings without specific data and information 
requested for by the committee members.  

The staff refused to have a complete, independent, and full inspection of the I-5 Columbia 
River Crossing bridges. The 2005 inspection gave more than 60 years left and there are no 
restrictions on the bridges.  

The staff refused to have a complete, independent, and full seismic inspection of the I-5 
Columbia River Crossing bridges showing different level of retrofitting and cost.  

The CRC Project Sponsor Council “Boycotted” they’re own Project Council Meetings refusing 
to meet with CRC staff.  They wanted independent analyses of all data, alternatives put back in 
the EIS, more citizen involvement, and proof that the bridges valued at about 1.5 billion dollars 
needed to be immediately replaced prior to construction other bridges. Does the condition of the
bridges require immediate replacement before other bridges can be constructed?    



The Outcome 

Staff, ODOT, WADOT, and FHWA continued during the boycott which is why the alternative is call 
“THE Staff Recommendation.  The only CRC Project Sponsor Council Oversight Committee set-
up by the CRC Signatory Agencies never met again.

** The CRC staff states it is unclear why the official oversight committee chose to “self-disband”
** Washington State’s Attorney General made the documents from the CRC PSC Null-Void for 

violating both Oregon, Washington, and federal Open Meeting Laws and Sunshine laws.
** The document Purpose and Need, Problem Definition, Evaluation Criteria the lead documents for 

both the CRC EIS and the current SEIS to the CRC the Bridge Replacement Project (BRP) have 
NO formally Adopted lead documents.  A Freedom Of Information Act (FIOA) to the Oregon 
Transportation Commission in the Spring of 2024 states they were unable to find hearings, were 
the citizens could address the government’s Signatory Agencies with their concerns about the lead 
documents or when the lead documents where actually Adopted. No records of formal Adoption 
could be found.

** The CRC Project Sponsor Council said they were bullied, lied to, disrespected, and their requests 
for information were ignored. 

**As for the how things are going this time with the current SEIS and the oversight committee?  
Well there is NO fights with the Signatory Agencies oversight committee because there is NO oversight
committee. That’s right all the committees associated with the current SEIS on the BRP are ONLY 
steering and advisory committees including the one’s with elected officials who sit on Signatory 
Agency committees.  

***That is why the official lead documents for the current SEIS now in it’s 6th year has NO formally 
Adopted Purpose and Needs Statement, Problem Definition, and Environmental Criteria, 

Money

Oregon and Washington both require at least three bids on large public works and are required to go 
with the lowest bidder. The CRC vendor stated the EIS at $50-million. Spending over $200-milllion on 
the EIS study, without stakeholder support, and mostly without an oversight committee’s approval  
What did the other two bids look like?

We spent $1-million dollars on an Independent Review Panel of the CRC EIS Process.  They 
recommended everyone associated with the process be replaced including the departments of 
transportation, and to start a new process with citizen involvement.  What happened? It was ignored.  
We have the same vendor, and several of the transportation employees, and they boost about continuity.

A Washington State Senate coalition of leaders calling for formal, independent investigation of the 
CRC contracts, spending records on April 12, 2013.  The final amount that was spent is unknown. The 
CRC EIS was $50-million and ended up over $220-million with millions in missing receipts.  The 
Washington State Senators’ request for a full audit of the CRC process and funding has not been 
granted.

***That is why the official lead documents for the current SEIS now in it’s 6th year has NO formally 
Adopted Purpose and Needs Statement, Problem Definition, and Environmental Criteria, No oversight 
committee to hold hearings.
***Totally focused on tolls they have not looked at other funding sources.

We are asking that the Supplemental EIS widening to include alternatives that do not have the same problems 
that have stalled the current project.



Arch Miller
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=jdnbvv6Rtgg

This video is former Vancouver Port Commissioner Arch Miller telling the CRC Task Force citizen 
advisory committee to remove and not study the Third Bridge Corridor (RC-14) brought in during 
NEPA Scoping violating the NEPA EIS. The fact that an elected official would brazenly stand up and 
tell the Official Governors’ CRC Task Force and community that “HE” Thinks and What “HE” wants 
and what “HE” believes.  That we MUST do as we are told! Totally scrap having a fair and honest 
process or a comparable alternative. The Port of Vancouver Commissioner’s statements about the I-5 
Partnership recommendation were false

Removal of alternatives and components community supported in the EIS by staff and co-chairs 
citizen  advisory task force      

Several elected officials from Oregon and Washington give a news conference.
http://couv.com/crc-light-rail-project/smarter-bridge-news-event
 This video is not meant to imply that speakers are members of the concerned citizen Smarter Bridge 
Committee. After the Record Of Decision on the CRC none of the elected officials or bodies where 
willing to provide any funding and the ROD died







Video links

GeorgeBentonAsk.
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=7fI74enogME
Joint Oregon and Washington Senators' hearing on the CRC Process, staff makes false statement 

Project Sponsor Signatory Agency Portland Metro February 22, 2007 
Metro Councilor Brain Newman comments after over 2 hours of citizens talking about poor treatment 
by CRC project members and problems with the process.
www.PortlandDocs.com/CRC/Newman-070222-2.wmv

Jerri Williams Environmental Justice Representative CRC Task Force testimony
www.PortlandDocs.com/CRC/JerriWilliams-070222.wmv

Portland Business Alliance representative
www.PortlandDocs.com/CRC/Newman-070222-1.wmv

 Elected Officials who public stated concerns during the Columbia River Crossing process 

Elected officials during the CRC that made public comments that the CRC project had provided false,
inaccurate, missing, misleading, false data, conflicting data, and/or information. This list does not 
include current elected officials who had made the statements then for comfort because they are 
currently involved in the process and working with staff. This is a broad list of elected officials in 
several levels of oversight, in both states, and both parties. 

US Rep. Jamie Herrera Beutler, Mayors of Vancouver Pollard, Leavitt, Vancouver Council Members 
Bill Turlay, Jeanne Stewart, Pat Campbell, Portland Mayor Sam Adams, Clark County Commissioners 
Betty Sue Morris, Steve Stuart, Marc Bolt, Tom Mielke, David Madore, Multnomah County 
Commissioner Serena Cruz, WA Senators Pam Roach, Bob Morton, Jim Honeyford, Bob McCaslin, 
Don Benton, WA Rep Bruce Chandler, Vancouver Port Commissioner Jerry Oliver, Oregon Senators 
Gary George, Larry George, Oregon Representatives Dennis Richardson, Mitch Greenlick, Jim 
Thompson, Metro President David Bragdon, Councilors Robert Liberty, Bob Stacy    

There are several formal letters from elected officials and agencies that state a list of concerns 
including what might be illegitimate actives concerning CRC EIS Process.  I have only include a very 
few letters  from members of Signatory Agencies with oversight responsibilities as Metropolitan 
Planning Organization (MPO) designated by the US Congress.  



































David Bragdon Statement Before C.R.C. Review Panel 

May 19, 2010 

 

The Metro Council, along with JPACT, is the MPO for the Oregon portion of the region. We also 

perform sub‐contract work for other agencies, including TriMet and ODOT, pertaining to EIS 

preparation, modeling and forecasting.  We are also democratically elected to represent the 

people of the Oregon side of the region – the people who pay the taxes and fees, rely on the 

freight, depend on the jobs, live in the neighborhoods, receive the paychecks and breathe the 

air which this project would affect for the coming decades.  

In all these roles – MPO, sub‐contractor to the highway divisions, representative of people ‐ we 

have been intimately involved in the CRC, just as we have been involved in other major 

transportation projects of the past decades.  We take our professional and political 

responsibilities seriously, do not reach conclusions without extensive study, and we have a 

track record of successful regional inter‐agency collaboration, including completion of projects 

which successfully engage multiple cities, special districts, and a myriad of state and federal 

agencies.  

My personal involvement dates to 2007 when the LPA proposal drafts first came to our Council. 

I was subsequently appointed to the project sponsors’ council, and like other local officials I 

have spent countless hours endeavoring to shape this project in a positive direction, and 

develop a proposal which our region can afford and embrace. 

I started this process with two basic principles, both of which once made me a supporter of the 

conditional Locally Preferred Alternative legislation which I marshaled through our Council in 

July 2008. Those principles are: 

My first assumption was that the north‐south corridor in our region is very important, and in 

need of improvements: portions of the system are congested at some periods during weekdays, 

freight is not granted the priority that its economic importance would warrant, transit service is 

limited, bicycle and pedestrian access is nearly impractical, some of the structural elements are 

old and worn, the draw span creates challenges to navigation and unreliability for vehicles, and 

the interchanges discourage optimal urban development. The status quo on Interstate 5 should 

not be acceptable – we need to act to address these significant disadvantages. No rational 

participant in this process would dispute that statement, though they may define the 

problem(s) in varying ways, or with differing areas of emphasis.  (Which may be part of our 

problem today – imprecision in problem statements.)  



My second hypothesis was that solutions in a complex corridor such as this one would of 

necessity be innovative and multi‐faceted, and could only be the result of collaboration and 

teamwork among a multitude of agencies and interests. Successful mega‐projects elsewhere, 

whatever their other merits or demerits, ranging from Boston’s Big Dig to Denver’s 

international airport, only come to fruition when the coalition in support of them consistently 

expands – and those coalitions only expand when issues are addressed in a meaningful, 

inclusive, and problem‐solving manner, and a variety of disciplines and creative solutions are 

brought to bear. By contrast, proposed mega‐projects tend to stall, as this one has, and fail, 

when they are imposed from above, are sold simply on the basis of platitudes not based in fact 

or financial rigor, or are the product of one agency’s or one professional discipline’s toolbox to 

the exclusion of all the other tools in the transportation toolbox. 

After my nearly three years of involvement – again, three years which started with me as a vote 

in favor of the conditional LPA – my reluctant conclusion is that the current CRC proposal by the 

state highway divisions dramatically fails both of those basic tests: it has not been proven to be 

a cost‐effective solution to the many challenges in this corridor, and it has not been planned 

and developed in an innovative or inclusive manner. As a result of the state highway divisions 

resisting any scrutiny or suggestions which did not fit their pre‐determined approach, 

confidence in the project, including my own, has been eroding at a time when a successful 

project would need to be gaining credibility.   

That credibility can only be restored by substantive changes in the product and its direction, 

not, I stress, not by more public relations efforts, which simply try to persuade the community 

that the current product is not so bad.  “Not so bad” is hardly sufficient compared to the great 

upside potential opportunity that a new crossing could present for our region, so the fix needs 

to be a technical, engineering, design, planning, financial fix – not another sales job.  We need 

Plan B, not more unending promotion and defense of a Plan A which has failed to pan out.  

Moreover, we need an expedited process to get us to Plan B quickly, through a collaborative 

governance model which makes the highway divisions participants in the process, a role for 

they are qualified, rather than being the manager of the process itself, a role they have shown 

they are not qualified for. That’s not a moral judgment or criticism; it’s just a matter of 

miscasting ‐ one of the institutional causes of the current stalemate is that the state highway 

divisions are simultaneously a contestant and a judge in the proceedings.   

The support will be there for a good product.  What’s missing is not the support – what’s 

missing is that good product. The support was there not so long ago, and local officials have 

repeatedly and constructively pointed the way for that support to be revived through re‐

direction of the project. It can be done, but only through the type of interagency collaboration 

which characterizes successful megaprojects in urban areas in the 21st century. In this case, the 



two state highway divisions’ unilateral control and limited mission has not only unnecessarily 

squandered the unprecedented degree of cooperation which exists at the local level, but has 

jeopardized our bi‐state region’s chances to capitalize on what should be a great opportunity.   

This metropolitan region has a remarkable – indeed, unprecedented ‐ degree of local 

collaboration. In 2008, governing boards of local governments on both sides of the river joined 

hands and cast votes on a conditional Locally Preferred Alternative containing elements which 

prior to 2008 had been matters of dispute rather than agreement, an accomplishment which 

we should celebrate: we affirmed our common commitment to a replacement bridge in the 

existing I‐5 alignment (rather than in some other alignment, or rather than a tunnel, etc. etc.), 

we affirmed that light rail transit was an integral part of a solution, we recognized that tolls 

were an ingredient for paying for and managing this new asset which we all wanted to enjoy.  

Amid the controversy today, it is worth pausing and remembering that as recently as 2008, that 

level of agreement among partner agencies was achieved.  

Those diverse boards all conditionally approved the Locally Preferred Alternative in a spirit of 

good faith, with mutual assurances that we would continue to work together to address the 

many unresolved issues inherent in as complex a project as this. (As I said in my second 

principle, as we were in the vanguard of supporters for a project, we knew the coalition needed 

to continue to expand, which can only be done by addressing valid concerns.)  Recognizing that 

different communities and different agencies have differing perspectives, or value different 

aspects of the project with varying degrees of emphasis, we nonetheless all resolved to 

continue working toward “yes.”   

The unresolved issues were all clearly stated in local resolutions and other communications, 

and done so in a constructive manner designed to reach solutions rather than stymie progress. 

You can read those communications quite plainly in the record from 2008 and before and since: 

Some interests were concerned about the impact of tolls on certain segments of the 

community, either economically or geographically. Other interests wanted to be shown more 

precisely how improvements would benefit trucking and commerce, beyond repetition of the 

unproven assertion that “more road capacity” automatically equates to “greater freight 

mobility,” in the absence of design or pricing features which actually grant preference to 

freight.  Other interests offered to help validate that a project would meet the two states’ 

greenhouse gas emissions laws. Other groups asked for assurances that interchange design 

would improve their business districts, as had been promised.  And everybody involved asked 

for a realistic finance plan, based on foreseeable fiscal capacity to pay, relative to other 

priorities.   

For the Metro Council’s part, in addition to some of the issues I have just mentioned, I might 

highlight four major overriding concerns which were incorporated in our resolution of support – 



let me reiterate, this was a resolution of support, with conditions, in July 2008 ‐ four major 

concerns which have been raised repeatedly in communications from our technical staff or 

elected officials in one form or another dating from October 29, 2006 through February 24, 

2010, copies of which I will give you: 

 Concerns about how the size, operations and management of this segment of the 

interstate would impact other parts of the transportation system, including other 

segments of I‐5, the parallel I‐205, and north‐south arterials in the City of Portland. We 

have an adopted Regional Transportation Plan for our region which indicates which 

portions of the surface highway and street system are mature and are financially, 

physically and environmentally unlikely to expand, so it was important that the CRC fit 

that system rather than cause indirect disruption to it.  

 Proper application of 21st century forecasting and modeling techniques, particularly on 

the issue of how increased physical capacity would affect induced demand for single 

occupancy auto trips (not incidentally, the factor which is the biggest obstacle to freight 

mobility as well as the largest contributor to greenhouse gas generation) and ensure 

that the project will support the local jurisdictions’ adopted land use aspirations on both 

sides of the river. Oregon and Washington have very similar land use systems and 

planning practices, so it makes sense that a new transportation project be shown to 

support those goals in each state. (In fact, that’s the law in both states.)   

 Interchanges which fit the context and aspirations of our neighborhoods and business 

districts. 

 And, of course, a finance plan which would reveal what our citizens – whether they pay 

federal taxes, state taxes, a regional tax, and/or tolls – would pay for this project, and 

how their paying for this project would affect their ability (in effect, their Congressional 

and legislative delegations’ capacity) to also pay for the other major transportation 

capital projects we want and need.  

I think you would agree that these basic questions, like many others incorporated in the local 

governments’ conditional support of the LPA, are not just reasonable, but are basic and 

necessary. And I would add that the conditions ‐ while legally binding and therefore perhaps 

call the validity of the LPA into question since the conditions have not yet been fulfilled ‐ were 

not stated so much as questions or demands but rather as invitations – as invitations for the 

state agencies to work with us as partners. “Here are things we can do to make this the best 

project possible,” we were trying to say. When I cast my vote for the conditional LPA, I was not 

just casting my vote for the physical elements described in that document, I was also casting my 

vote to work with all the various agencies in good faith to resolve the remaining unresolved 

issues.  



I do not regret that vote, because as I stated in my first principle, the status quo in this corridor 

needs action and the basic elements of the LPA, I am persuaded, are sound. But, to be quite 

candid, as I look at that vote, I have come to conclude that my faith in the process was naïve 

and misplaced, and that avenues toward the mutual problem‐solving implicit in our conditional 

approval of the LPA have been closed, replaced with one‐way streets:  one way streets along 

which the highway divisions unilaterally define the problem (auto congestion at certain times of 

day) and then define the solution (more physical capacity) using a very limited range of tools 

from a small toolbox, without regard to economic cost or environmental externalities or 

impacts outside the narrowly defined problem area.  

 I and many others in our region are eager to be supporters of a project. We have demonstrated 

through our hours and hours of commitment and carefully crafted proposed work that we are 

more than ready to be team players.  I will leave you copies of communications, with which I 

am proud to be professionally associated, as I believe they represent the cutting edge of 

transportation planning issues in urban America today and could lay out the path toward a CRC 

of which we can all be proud. Those documents are:  

 An October 19, 2006 letter from our Council to the CRC task force, highlighting the same 

issues we are still raising today – many of which have not been addressed by the 

highway divisions despite the passage of more than three years.  

 The Metro Council’s July 17th, 2008 conditional approval of the LPA – again, this was an 

approval ‐ which lists suggestions and requests such as a truly independent evaluation 

of the induced demand issue and 21st century forecasting and modeling techniques – 

major conditions which the highway divisions have still not fulfilled even though the 

approval of the LPA was contingent on them.  

 The Metro Council’s February 5th, 2009 resolution, again expressing support for a 

project and advocating for performance measures and demand management 

techniques to be fully incorporated in the design and post‐construction phases – a 

suggestion which the highway divisions appear to have ignored until recently.  

 A “Road to Construction” policy statement of December 3, 2009 by Portland Mayor Sam 

Adams and myself, suggesting that fiscal capacity and performance measures be used in 

the refinement process – which the highway divisions had not done despite prior 

indications that they might.  

 The January 19, 2010 letter to the two Governors from the four elected officials on the 

Project Sponsors’ Council, again suggesting better performance measures and fiscal 

assessment as well as a truly independent look at assumptions – to which the Governors 

subsequently replied that they would essential stay the course and not permit a truly 

independent review. 



 The February 24, 2010 scope of work proposed after unprecedented collaboration 

among the professional staffs of the local jurisdictions, again in a demonstration of unity 

which should be considered an asset for a good project. Additionally, at local expense, 

our agency as well as other jurisdictions have engaged staff and consulting time on 

various other elements of the project including the proposed interchanges which many 

of our citizens understandably see as damaging to their communities and businesses. I 

believe Portland’s representative will speak next about the work they have 

commissioned by the URS firm, which we feel is useful and essential work, but it makes 

no sense different jurisdictions are having to commission this work in a fragmented way  

‐ but they are doing so due to a lack of faith in the state highway divisions’ process. It is 

unclear whether and how this local work would be assimilated into the work of the state 

highway divisions, if at all. Even after all these years and expenditure of public dollars, 

the inner workings of the project are opaque even to those of us supposedly most 

intimately involved.  

We feel these documents represent best practices for the era in transportation planning, design 

and engineering.  But my experience of the past several years is that rather than being met on 

the ground of policy, finance, engineering or design, the promoters of the current CRC proposal 

choose to engage primarily in the arena of spin and slogans. Rather than addressing issues by 

hiring an engineer or architect they tend to hire another lobbyist.  But spin and slogans are 

unlikely to generate the broad political and financial support a project like this needs.   

Where does that leave you? As a result, you, with all due respect, have been placed in a bind by 

your clients. You have been billed as an expert panel, which unquestionably you are. But the 

Governors and the highway divisions have also billed you as independent, which, again with all 

due respect, you would need to prove yourself to be. You have been hired by the highway 

divisions, given a very narrow scope of work by the highway divisions, and are being supervised 

and given information by the highway divisions. And so it is with no disrespect to you that many 

of us in the community believe it likely you are expected to rubber stamp what the highway 

divisions want you to tell them.  It was clear from the Governors’ letter that you are not 

allowed to consider the possibilities of an inclusive Plan B ‐ which this situation desperately 

needs – and are instead confined to implementing their Plan A.    

I hope that you can find a way to do the right thing for Vancouver and Portland, within the 

confines of your contract with your clients in Salem and Olympia.  But like I say, I think you’re in 

a bind.  

Whoever it is, if not you, unless somebody intervenes and helps get us all on the path to a 

workable Plan B, the impartial body deciding the fate of Plan A may not be you, but very well 

may be a federal judge – and federal judges don’t make good transportation planners and they 



don’t work very quickly.  But that is the path, to a federal court room, that this project and its 

current EIS is on now.  

Meantime, we will keep trying to do our job here, on behalf of the people we represent and the 

economic and environmental needs of our citizens and future generations. In the coming 

weeks, our Council will discuss whether or not to officially suspend our 2008 conditional 

approval of the LPA, in light of the highway divisions’ non‐compliance with its conditions. We 

will also have to evaluate whether our agency would be willing to sign an EIS if in our view it 

does not meet the standards for evaluation of alternatives that the law demands. Our Council 

will also have to weigh an amendment to our Regional Transportation Plan with regard to 

number of lanes, which would be required to enable a project to go forward, as well as a 

unique feature of Oregon transportation planning law called a Land Use Final Order, which the 

Metro Council also must vote on before a project can proceed.   

I would prefer that we be able to do our job, and vote on those decision points, in an 

atmosphere of collaboration and mutual problem‐solving with the state governments. That has 

not been the atmosphere over the past three years. Only by working together can we all 

achieve the potential that a good Columbia River Crossing project could achieve for all of us.  

 

 

 



David Bragdon May 5, 2021
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Hard earned lessons: Don’t repeat the mistakes of the failed CRC
By David Bragdon
10.5.2021

The Oregon and Washington highway departments are at it again, reviving the same half-
truths and propaganda that doomed their first Columbia River Crossing fiasco a decade
ago

Instead of fixing the real problems in the corridor, they’ll make the problems worse

A warning from one of Portland’s past leaders about the deceptive high pressure sales
tactics used to sell a bloated freeway boondoggle

Editor’s Note: David Bragdon was the President of the Metro Council, Portland’s
regional government, from 2003 to 2010. He led the agency at the time the Columbia
River Crossing was developed and was part of the local Project Sponsors Council. Since
2013, Bragdon has been Executive Director of TransitCenter, a New York based
foundation that works with leading transportation advocates and agencies in major cities
across the nation.

Legend has it that the Columbia River Crossing project died in 2013 only because a
handful of right-wing politicians in Washington State killed it. This inaccurate re-writing
of history was spun retrospectively by the project’s formidable public relations machine
to obscure the real reason their project failed: the incompetence and mendacity of the
project leadership at the Oregon and Washington State Highway Departments, ODOT
and WSDOT, who made a series of errors that doomed the project long before those
Washington State legislators administered the last rites. The first gentle pull on the plug
occurred in 2010, when a “blue ribbon panel” of highway and bridge experts in
engineering, finance, planning and design – handpicked by ODOT and WSDOT, with the
assumption they’d be told what they wanted to hear with a great big rubber stamp of
support – issued a damning report: the peers from agencies and firms from around the
country found that ODOT/WSDOT had selected an untested bridge type, had conjured a
finance and tolling plan that did not add up, had ignored or misled other agencies like the
Coast Guard, and had made countless errors, large and small. Among those fatal
mistakes, the two state agencies had poisoned their relationships with local agencies and
the community with a pattern of half-truths, untruths, and broken promises. It was this
pattern of deceit that weakened the CRC proposal to the point that the right-wingers in
Olympia could ultimately provide the death blow.



I know. I was an up-close witness to ODOT/WSDOT management’s bad faith for several
years. Leadership at ODOT frequently told me things that were not true, bluffed about
things they did not know, made all sorts of misleading claims, and routinely broke
promises. They continually substituted PR and lobbying gambits in place of sound
engineering, planning and financial acumen, treating absolutely everything as merely a
challenge of spin rather than matters of dollars or physical reality.

That history is important, because if you’re not honest about the patterns of the past, you
are doomed to repeat them. Unfortunately, I understand that’s exactly what’s going on
with the rebranded CRC: the same agencies, and even some of the same personalities
who failed so spectacularly less than a decade ago – wasting nearly $200 million and
building absolutely nothing – have inexplicably been rewarded for their failure by being
given license to try the very same task, using the very same techniques of
bamboozlement. It’s the definition of insanity. I ask the community members and elected
leaders of the Portland-Vancouver area in 2021 to take it from me, who learned it the
hard way 2007-10: do not fall for ODOT management’s chronic misrepresentations, or its
outdated technical methods rooted in the 1950s. You are being misled in the short-term,
and your constituents’ descendants will be stuck with a terrible project and debt for
decades. The I-5 / I-205 corridor between Oregon and Washington State has serious
challenges – too much congestion at peak hours and peak directions, old and out-moded
infrastructure, poor air quality in adjacent communities – but the two State Highway
Departments’ approach won’t fix any of those problems and will make some, like traffic
and emissions, worse than today.

I can take you through ODOT’s old playbook, and you can tell me whether they are
running it again now:

The bum’s rush

I understand ODOT management has revived one of its favorite old falsehoods by
claiming they are facing an “imminent federal deadline,” and that if local leaders don’t
knuckle under to ODOT’s plan–and soon–the region will lose millions or tens of millions
of dollars forever.  Creating fictional “federal deadlines” and other federal processes as
an excuse for false urgency is a familiar ODOT tactic. From 2007 through 2013, ODOT
staff frequently but vaguely claimed that quick action was needed on certain approval
steps, and there “there is no more time to consider x or y” because of “impending federal
deadlines.” When asked to cite specifically what deadlines they meant, ODOT officials
would refuse to answer or parry with generalities. When Congressional staff would
inquire with the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) or other federal agencies
about what deadlines ODOT could possibly be referring to, nobody could say. ODOT
public relations staff had made it up.

In short, ODOT leadership’s claims that “federal deadlines” are urgently impending are
usually fabrications, created by ODOT PR staff (who dominate the agency) to force other
parties like local governments to go along with whatever ODOT staff is proposing
without scrutiny. (Ironically, ODOT itself rarely meets any real deadlines, and has a



terrible track record of doing anything on time. Yet ODOT management insists that
everybody else adhere to deadlines that don’t exist.)

One specific example: in the summer of 2010, ODOT public relations specialist Travis
Brouwer solemnly intoned that Congress was on the verge of passing a reauthorization
bill, and that it was essential that certain approval steps be taken for the CRC for it to be
included in this (supposedly) impending bill. Actually, as all Congressional staff knew,
and as Brouwer and State Highway Department Director Matt Garrett also must have
known, it was an election year and there was little likelihood of a bill passing in that time
frame. (Brouwer and Garrett, like much of ODOT management, are better versed in
politicking than engineering, being former Congressional staff experienced in lobbying
and propaganda. Like much of CRC’s senior team, they had little or no understanding of
modern engineering, planning or finance, beyond a 1956-era grasp.)

Some of the other ODOT falsehoods which were debunked during CRC v.1, and which
you can be on the lookout for again were:

We can’t consider less costly alternatives. When asked about projected costs, ODOT staff
claimed that federal law or regulation prevented them from considering cost and budget
when developing their plan. There could be no value engineering, they said, vaguely
handwaving at “federal regulations.” ODOT staff made this statement partly as an
evasion so they couldn’t provide a realistic tolling and revenue plan, claiming they were
“not allowed” to take realistic revenue availability or costs into account (the way transit
projects must, by the way). When US Representative Peter DeFazio, who knows a thing
or two about federal transportation law, scoffed at the claim, senior ODOT staff were
privately dismissive of him. But ODOT’s claim sounded absurd, and indeed it was:
through independent channels we learned that Obama Administration FHWA Director
Victor Mendez publicly stated the opposite of ODOT’s statement, and declared that in
practice FWHA was encouraging state governments to become more cost-conscious at all
stages of project development, not barring them from doing so. In short, ODOT claimed
the federal government prevented them from realistic budgeting, while in fact the top
highway official in the nation countered that he strongly encouraged it. (This is one of
those lies that cleverly twists a kernel of truth: agencies are barred from excluding
options from consideration based solely on cost, but that doesn’t mean they can’t use cost
as a criterion in choosing their ultimate action).

We can’t change anything in our plan without violating federal rules. ODOT also claimed
that design parameters such as ramps, grades, turning radii etc. could not be changed
because doing so would require FHWA to approve waivers, which ODOT said FHWA
was highly unlikely to do. They were adamant that an enormous interchange had to be
inflicted on Hayden Island, eroding property values and discouraging redevelopment,
because federal regulations required it. This excuse was debunked by ODOT/WSDOT’s
own hand-picked “blue ribbon” panel, when Chair Tom Warne (a veteran Utah state
highway official) observed that FHWA can be expected to routinely approve hundreds of
waivers like that on a project of this size. The problem was that ODOT staff, who have
not successfully built anything more complicated than a simple overpass for the past



thirty years, did not have the training or sophistication to deal with complex engineering
challenges, and just didn’t have the skills to be bothered. In the absence of technical
knowledge, ODOT leadership defaults to the one skill they do possess, word-spinning.
(To be fair, WSDOT has superior technical skills to ODOT, though most of its talent is
deployed in the Puget Sound region, not Southwest Washington.)

This is special money that can only be used for this project. Another ODOT staff
whopper was the repeated claim that federal money for the CRC was somehow special,
could not be used for other projects, and therefore lavish spending on CRC would not
deprive other priorities of funding. This claim was exposed as untrue when the project
was cancelled, and the money was quickly reprogrammed to other highway projects.
(Keep in mind, this claim that billions must – must! – be spent on overbuilding I-5 comes
from an agency that can’t seem to find a few nickels to fund passenger trains between
Portland or Eugene, or paint crosswalks or install signals to prevent pedestrians from
being killed on 82nd Avenue.)

OK, we’ll go along with what you want (Not really: fingers crossed). When under more
intense pressure, ODOT management will grudgingly make vague promises to “consider”
things, which over and over it proved it had no intent to do. (Or, as in the case of I-5 Rose
Quarter, create an advisory committee that it completely controls – or else.) ODOT
leadership routinely used its control of the technical process to renege on its
commitments. For example, to win support from the Metro Council, Mr Garrett pledged
to commission an independent review of the project staff’s highly questionable estimates
about greenhouse gas emissions. (This same Mr Garrett had a bad habit of recycling
untruths: he was later caught providing falsified GHG estimates to a legislative panel,
with the fantastical notion that more traffic leads to less GHG.) Within weeks of the
Metro Council accepting his pledge and voting to endorse the project, ODOT leadership
reneged on the promise of an independent review, with Garrett privately telling a Metro
official, “we just need to greenwash” this project. (Current ODOT management used a
similar technique recently, by bringing in an expert panel ostensibly to audit traffic
forecasts for their monstrous I-5 Rose Quarter proposal, but then forbidding the panel
from considering induced demand, the primary factor at issue. It’s like saying, “OK, OK,
OK, we’ll bring in independent experts to evaluate our claim that pigs can fly” but then
directing the experts to ignore the existence of gravity.)

In another fingers-crossed promise, under pressure from the community due to the very
real probability of induced demand and an understandable community desire that Hayden
Island not be further obliterated beyond the existing highway blight, ODOT leadership
pretended to reduce the size of the Columbia River Crossing from a proposed 12 lanes to
10 lanes. It cleverly changed all the project’s promotional materials to describe the road
as a 10 lane facility. But it actually made no changes to the physical width of the roadway
and structures it planned to build. What it cheekily did do was to delete from the project’s
Final Environmental Impact Statement every single reference to the actual width of the
massive bridges it was proposing to build. A public records request forced WSDOT to
divulge plans showing that the supposed ten-lane bridge they had agreed to build was 180



feet wide-exactly the same width as it had been when ODOT described it as carrying 12
lanes.

ODOT and WSDOT’s manipulative tactics became more and more apparent as local
officials compared notes with each other in the first decade of the century. State officials
probably banked on local leaders from the two sides of the river never talking to each
other, but the more we did talk, the more we realized how we were being played off
against each other by the self-styled amateur Svengalis in Olympia and Salem. ODOT
would whisper to Oregonians, “don’t worry, the tolls are going to pay for it all, and light
rail is a must,” while at the very same moment WSDOT would whisper to
Washingtonians, “aw, don’t worry, the tolls are going to be low, and we’re going to get
rid of this light rail component, just go along for now.” (WSDOT was far more savvy
than their ODOT cousins too, by larding up the project with interchanges far to the north
that functionally had very little utility for true interstate traffic but were designed for
intra-Clark County short trips. WSDOT winked at their constituents and confided, “We
got those rubes down in Salem to fall for Oregon paying for 50 percent of our sprawling
suburban interchanges!”)

The revived CRC, aka “Interstate Bridge Replacement,” is more of the same

 In the past year, WSDOT and ODOT have been attempting to breathe new life into the
corpse of the expired Columbia River Crossing project. They’ve started by rebranding it
as the “Interstate Bridge Replacement.” The revived “IBR” project may have changed its
name, but hasn’t changed its bad faith efforts to peddle this multi-billion dollar project as
if it were the only possible solution to the very real challenges in this corridor. When
faced with a challenge, ODOT simply rebrands, without really changing anything. It’s the
same old soup in a new bowl, brewed by cynical chefs who, cigarettes dangling from
their lips, also cook the books on traffic forecasts, budgets and GHG modeling.

The new name itself is a distortion. It implies that they’re merely “replacing” the existing
bridge, when in fact that’s no more than 20 percent of this giant boondoggle, which is in
reality a 5 mile long, $5 billion 12 lane freeway that just happens to cross a river. The
reality looks like this:
 Animated GIF courtesy of Bike Portland.

This illustration shows not the new bridge, but the planned widening of I-5 south of the
bridge on Hayden Island. This is no “replacement.” It is as Congressman Peter DeFazio –
whose cautions ODOT routinely ignored during the first chapter of this saga, despite the
power and knowledge he has – aptly described it “ a gold-plated project,” with most of
the project’s cost being driven by highway department plans to widen long stretches of
freeway on either side of the bridge itself.

As City Observatory noted, the revived CRC project kicked off with an enormous lie and
yet another fictitious deadline. Project Manager Gregg Johnson told Oregon and



Washington Legislators that they’d have to repay the Federal Highway Administration
$140 million if they didn’t move ahead with the project by 2024. That, of course, isn’t
true, if Oregon and Washington choose a “no-build” alternative, FHWA regulations say
there’s zero repayment liability.

The Columbia River Crossing failed because state highway officials were simply
dishonest every step of the way in their efforts to sell this project. Their coverup was
essential to them, because as agencies whose main activity is rural, single-purpose
highways, they lacked the skills to plan and build a complex, urban, multimodal project
in a community that rightfully demands authentic engagement. In the face of that need,
they obscured real likely costs, either bungled or intentionally exaggerated tolling
forecasts, refused to release accurate renderings, and invariably substituted branding,
bullying and propaganda for problem-solving.

I’m saddened to see that almost a decade later the Governors of Oregon and Washington
have unleashed the same agencies again to use the same techniques and simply continue
this stupefying track record of incompetence and dishonesty. Those of us who were
leading the region 10-15 years ago learned a difficult and expensive lesson about the
perils of trusting ODOT and WSDOT management and their methods. We can only hope
that today’s leaders profit from our experience and not repeat our mistake of trusting the
phony sales pitches used to push this project, which is the wrong solution to a set of very
real problems.

While the two state highway departments are fixated on their 1950s style non-solution,
the I-5 corridor is beset by major challenges: high demand in certain directions at certain
hours, freight being delayed by an abundance of single-occupancy cars, one structure that
is now over a hundred years old, inadequate transit and biking and walking options, and a
legacy of harm inflicted on North Portland, Hayden Island and downtown Vancouver.
Those are very real challenges which can be addressed only with truth, creativity, first-
class planning and engineering and design, credibility with the public, and post-1950s
concepts like demand management. The two State Highway Departments have already
proven they have none of those attributes. Their proposal will not solve the real problems
and will actually exacerbate them, and their methods and lack of credibility will lead to
more wasted years and wasted money. Rather than being trusted and empowered, ODOT
and WSDOT should be removed from their role as project managers – which they’ve
amply proved they’re not qualified for – and replaced with an interagency team rooted in
the region that can get this important job done.

ODOT and WSDOT take one truth, and then extrapolate many untruths from it. ‘We need
to do something to fix the problems in this corridor,’ is true, but ‘Therefore we need to do
the most expensive, stupid something’ is not true.
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