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SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

• The Third Bridge Corridor provides most, if not all, of what is required of a preferred CRC project 
• The Third Bridge Corridor addresses many goals and policies identified by multiple planning 

agencies in the area – often better than the CRC I‐5 bridge project 
• The Third Bridge Corridor provides route redundancy and improves safety in the area in case of 

temporary disruption to other routes 
• The Third Bridge Corridor would provide great benefit as a detour route during construction on 

I‐5 
• The Third Bridge Corridor freeway concept has not yet been analyzed and properly vetted.  The 

high potential benefits of the Third Bridge Corridor warrant a more thorough review of the 
option as a part of the CRC DEIS 

• The CRC DEIS Project Team should re‐evaluate the RC‐14 option based on the Third Bridge 
Corridor conceptual plan to identify the full benefit of the proposal 

• The CRC DEIS Project Team should consider the possibility of implementing all or part of the 
Third Bridge Now project in conjunction with improvements to the Interstate 5 bridges and 
freeway 



 

 

APPENDIX A 
MAJOR DOCUMENTS REVIEWED/ELEMENTS COVERED 
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Transportation Corridor Visioning Study ‐ by Southwest Washington 
Regional Transportation Council (SWRTC): April, 2008 x x x x x
Regional Economic Effects of the I‐5 Corridor/Columbia River Crossing 
Transportation Choke Points: April, 2003 x x
Draft Strategic Plan Recommendation ‐ by Portland/Vancouver 
Transportation and Trade Partnership: January, 2002. x x x x x x

Final Draft Review of Regional Freight Plan: August, 2009 x x

Metro Draft Discussion Guide: November, 2008 x x x x x x

Atlas of Mobility Corridors Draft 1.0: April, 2009 x x x
St. Johns Truck Strategy Report and Recommendations ‐ by City of 
Portland: May, 2001 x x
Portland/Vancouver I‐5 Transportation and Trade Partnership Final 
Strategic Plan: June, 2002 x x x x x x x x
Impresa Economics Financial Analysis of the Columbia River Crossing: 
October, 2010 x x x

Preliminary Urban Growth Report: March and May, 2009

Congestion Management Process Monitering Report ‐ by SWRTC: 2009 x x x x

Clark County Freight Mobility Study Draft Tech Memo 4.B: May, 2010 x

City of Portland Freight Master Plan: May, 2006 x x x
The Cost of Congestion to the Economy of the Portland Region: 
December, 2005 x x x x x x x
Portland/Vancouver I‐5 Trade Corridor Freight Feasibility and Needs 
Assessment Final Report: January, 2000 x x x x x x x

Interstate 5 Columbia River Crossing Traffic Technical Report: January, 
2008

x x x x x x x

CRC Draft Components Step A Screening Report: March 22, 2006 x x x x x x x x x

Note:  This table represents many of the major studies reviewed for this report, but does not represent a complete listing of all available technical and planning studies.

Appendix A ‐ Major Documents Reviewed/Elements Covered



APPENDIX B 
SECTION 4(F) OVERVIEW 







63Task Force Meeting – September 27, 2006      

What protection does 4(f) provide? 

• 4(f) protected resources
• Publicly owned parks (Delta Park)
• Recreation area (Delta Park)
• Wildlife or waterfowl refuge (Oaks Bottom Wildlife Refuge)
• Significant historic site (Fort Vancouver, northbound bridge)

• Federal transportation agencies cannot approve the change 
(or ‘use’) of a 4(f) resource unless:
• There is no feasible or prudent alternative; and
• The project includes all possible planning to minimize harm



64Task Force Meeting – September 27, 2006      

What is feasible and prudent? 

• Alternatives are feasible if they are possible to engineer, 
design and build.

• Alternatives are not prudent if they exhibit unique problems 
of an extraordinary magnitude, including:
• Does not meet the project Purpose and Need
• Operational or safety problems
• Social, economic, or environmental impacts
• Community disruption
• Additional cost
• Or, an accumulation of these factors that collectively have 

adverse impacts of an extraordinary magnitude



67Task Force Meeting – September 27, 2006      

What factors are we considering to determine 
“prudence”?

• How would they affect:
• Traffic performance?
• Transit performance?
• Navigation safety and operations?
• Community and the economy?
• Natural resources?

• How much do they cost?
• What other considerations? (ownership)
• Prudence is based on performance and impacts relative to 

the non-avoidance alternatives




