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Third Bridge Corridor Preliminary Benefit Analysis

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

e The Third Bridge Corridor provides most, if not all, of what is required of a preferred CRC project

e 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

e The Third Bridge Corridor provides route redundancy and improves safety in the area in case of
temporary disruption to other routes

e The Third Bridge Corridor would provide great benefit as a detour route during construction on
I-5

e 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

e 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

e 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

SHEA - CARR - JEWELL March 2011
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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
: . X X X X X X X
Assessment Final Report: January, 2000
Interstate 5 Columbia River Crossing Traffic Technical Report: January, X X X X X X X
2008
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.
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Section 4(f) at a Glance

What is Section 4(f)? Section 4(f) refers to the original section within the U.S.
Department of Transportation Act of 1966 which established the requirement for
consideration of park and recreational lands, wildlife and waterfowl refuges, and
historic sites in transportation project development. The law, now codified in 49
U.S.C. §303 and 23 U.S.C. §138, is implemented by the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) through the regulation 23 CFR 774.

When does Section 4(f) apply? Section 4(f) applies to projects that receive

funding from or require approval by an agency of the U.S. Department of
Transportation. Section 4(f) is considered by many to be a complex law.

What does Section 4(f) require? Before approving a project that uses Section 4(f)
property, FHWA must either (1) determine that the impacts are de minimis (see
discussion below), or (2) undertake a Section 4(f) Evaluation. If the Section 4(f)
Evaluation identifies a feasible and prudent alternative that completely avoids
Section 4(f) properties, it must be selected. If there is no feasible and prudent
alternative that avoids all Section 4(f) properties, FHWA has some discretion in
selecting the alternative that causes the least overall harm (see discussion below).
FHWA must also find that all possible planning to minimize harm to the Section 4(f)
property has occurred.

What are Section 4(f) properties? Section 4(f) properties include publicly owned

public parks, recreation areas, and wildlife or waterfowl refuges, or any publicly or
privately owned historic site listed or eligible for listing on the National Register of
Historic Places.

What is a use? Use of a Section 4(f) property occurs: (1) when land is permanently
incorporated into a transportation facility; or (2) when there is a temporary
occupancy of land that is adverse in terms of the statute's preservation purpose; or
(3) when there is a constructive use (a project's proximity impacts are so severe that
the protected activities, features, or attributes of a property are substantially
impaired). The regulation lists various exceptions and limitations applicable to this
general definition.

What is a de minimis impact? For publicly owned public parks, recreation areas,
and wildlife and waterfowl refuges, a de minimis impact is one that will not adversely
affect the activities, features, or attributes of the property. For historic sites, a de
minimis impact means that FHWA has determined (in accordance with 36 CFR Part
800) that either no historic property is affected by the project or that the project will
have "no adverse effect" on the historic property. A de minimis impact determination
does not require analysis to determine if avoidance alternatives are feasible and
prudent, but consideration of avoidance, minimization, mitigation or enhancement
measures should occur. There are certain minimum coordination steps that are also
necessary.

What is feasible? An alternative is feasible if it can be constructed as a matter of
sound engineering. Typically, alternatives that are studied in a draft environmental
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impact statement or environmental assessment are feasible; otherwise they would
not have been carried forward for detailed study.

What is prudent? An alternative is prudent if it meets the test in 23 CFR 774.17,
which includes factors assessing safety or operational problems; how well project
purpose and need are met; the severity of social, economic, or environmental
impacts; and the severity of impacts to environmental resources protected under
other Federal statutes. FHWA's evaluation of these factors begins with a "thumb on
the scale" in favor of protecting Section 4(f) property, and takes the relative value of
the Section 4(f) property into account.

What is least overall harm? If the analysis of avoidance alternatives concludes
that there is no feasible and prudent avoidance alternative, then the FHWA may only
approve the alternative that causes the least overall harm to the Section 4(f)
property. 23 CFR 774.3(c) includes a list of factors to consider in making this
determination of least overall harm. These factors include the ability to mitigate
adverse impacts to Section 4(f) property; the relative severity of remaining harm,
after mitigation, to Section 4(f) property; and the relative significance of each Section
4(f) property. For instance, will the project alternatives result in edge takes of a park
or will they cut through the middle? How will activities, features, or attributes of the 4
(f) property be affected by various alternatives and to what degree? If alternatives
are determined to cause "substantially equal" harm to Section 4(f) property, then
FHWA may choose any one.

Does Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act duplicate Section 4
()? Though enacted by Congress on the same day in 1966, they are two different

requirements. There is some overlap when historic properties are involved. A key
difference is Section 106 is essentially a consultative procedural requirement, while
Section 4(f) precludes project approval if the specific findings can not be made.

Who makes the 4(f) decision for highway projects? The FHWA is ultimately

responsible for making all decisions related to Section 4(f) compliance. These
include whether Section 4(f) applies to a property, whether a use will occur, whether
a de minimis impact determination may be made, assessment of each alternative's
impacts to Section 4(f) properties, and determining whether the law allows the
selection of a particular alternative after consulting with the appropriate officials with
jurisdiction.

For questions or feedback on this subject matter content, please contact MaryAnn
Naber. For general questions or web problems, please send feedback to the web
administrator.

FHWA Home | About Us | HEP Home | Site Map | Privacy Policy | Feedback
2 FHWA

United States Department of Transportation - Federal Highway Administration
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What protection does 4(f) provide?

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

* Federal transportation agencies cannot approve the change
(or ‘use’) of a 4(f) resource unless:

e There is no feasible or prudent alternative; and
e The project includes all possible planning to minimize harm
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What is feasible and prudent?

e Alternatives are feasibl/e if they are possible to engineer,
design and build.

e Alternatives are not prudent if they exhibit unique problems
of an extraordinary magnitude, including:
e Does not meet the project Purpose and Need
e QOperational or safety problems
e Social, economic, or environmental impacts
e Community disruption
e Additional cost

e Or, an accumulation of these factors that collectively have
adverse impacts of an extraordinary magnitude
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What factors are we considering to determine
“prudence”?

How would they affect:

e Traffic performance?

e Transit performance?

e Navigation safety and operations?
e Community and the economy?

e Natural resources?

How much do they cost?
What other considerations? (ownership)

Prudence is based on performance and impacts relative to
the non-avoidance alternatives
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