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Mid-Columbia

MCEDD

Economic DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT

Scott Turnoy

Freight Planning Program Manager
Oregon Department of Transportation
555 13th Street NE, Suite 2

Salem, OR 97301

Dear Scott,

The Mid-Columbia Economic Development District (MCEDD) submits this letter in
support of the Port of Hood River’s ConnectOregon VI project proposal, Aviation
Technology & Emergency Response Center to the Oregon Department of Transportation.

Annually, MCEDD develops a regional Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy
or CEDS. In the 2016 CEDS update, the need to address transportation infrastructure
emerged as a key element to economic stability and growth as an important part of our
economic development strategy.

Infrastructure improvements at the Ken Jernstedt Airfield will help address diverse
aviation transportation needs in our region. Most notable will be the ability to service the
growing aviation technology industry, a fast growing sector of our economy. The Airfield
improvements are also key to emergency response infrastructure and resiliency planning
as the Port states the proposed improvements will enable aircraft fire-fighting crews to
safely operate out of a dedicated location.

MCEDD supports the Port of Hood River in seeking a ConnectQOregon VI grant for its
proposed Aviation Technology & Emergency Response Center.

Sincerely,

Amanda Hoey
Executive Director

MCEDD is an equal opportunity employer, lender and provider.
Contact MCEDD at 541-296-2266; TTY 711

515 East Second Street » The Dalles, OR 97058 » (5417286-9266 Phone + (541) 296-3283 Fax * www.mcedd.org
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TURNOY Scott

From: Sen Burdick <sen.ginnyburdick@state.or.us>

Sent: Friday, April 22, 2016 2:21 PM

To: TURNOY Scott

Subject: Letter of support for the Red Electric Trail Connect Oregon grant
Attachments: Letter of Support - Red Electric Trail (Sen Burdick).docx

Dear Mr. Turnoy,

Attached is a letter of support signed by Senate Majority leader Ginny Burdick and House Majority Leader Jennifer
Williamson for the Connect Oregon grant that would provide funding to construct a segment of the Red Electric Trail.
If this trail is completed, it will link the downtown area and SW Portland with the Fanno Creek Regional trail in
Washington county. Doing so would provide much needed pedestrian and cycling infrastructure to the area.

Please let me know if you have any questions or concerns! I've mailed a hard copy of the letter as well.
Best,

Kate

Kate Grosswiler, Legislative Aide
Office of Senator Ginny Burdick
Senate Majority Leader

Serving District 18
sen.ginnyburdick@state.or.us
503-986-1718

1
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Dear Mr. Turnoy,

As legislators representing Southwest Portland, we urge your support of the Red Electric Trail
application for Connect Oregon VI funds.

The Red Electric Trail has been on the City of Portland’s “to do list” since the concept first
emerged as a partnership with the City of Beaverton and Washington County, among other local
governments, in 2003. The Fanno Creek Trail, which runs along the creek in Washington County
and is well-used for transportation, recreation, and exercise, ends at the county line. Meanwhile,
progress has been made on the Red Electric Train that could eventually connect the Fanno Creek
Trail to the Willamette River — creating a connection that will increase multimodal transportation
options in a time of dramatically increasing traffic.

The portions of the Red Electric Trail that would be funded by Connect Oregon VI run through a
part of Southwest Portland that has very little pedestrian and cycling infrastructure. Pedestrians
have limited and often indirect routes to leave the neighborhood, as sidewalks are few and far
between — even on busy streets. Bike commuters are forced to ride on busy streets without
shoulders, meaning that only the most experienced and bold riders feel comfortable leaving the
neighborhood by bike. Further, this part of Southwest Portland has very limited transit service.
The Red Electric follows an old rail line that would eventually create a direct route to the
Willamette River, and that avoids both the busy streets and the hills that make walking and
biking difficult and even dangerous.

The public health benefits are easy to imagine — even for the small portion of the larger Red
Electric Trail project proposed for Connect Oregon VI. Families with children could enjoy a ride
through the neighborhood, helping to create lifelong habits and hobbies. Currently, local kids
learn to ride their bikes in parking lots because there are no sidewalks on which to safely
practice. The Red Electric Trail will also connect the neighborhoods to local public schools, all of
which are on the proposed trail route. The segment that would be funded by Connect Oregon VI
includes improving pedestrian and bike access to Hayhurst School and Pendleton Park.

While this project would certainly benefit residents of Southwest Portland, it would also benefit
residents of Washington County and Beaverton. Fanno Creek Trail users could add just a few
miles onto their ride to enjoy shopping and recreation in Hillsdale, for example, when the project
is complete. Eventually, it would make it possible for one to bike commute from Washington
County to Downtown Portland without braving unprotected bike lanes on busy, high-speed
corridors — or no bike lines at all.

In the 13 years since the Red Electric Trail conversations began in earnest, the project has
attracted broad support from neighborhood groups. Federal and state funding has been
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identified for portions of the trail, including a bridge in the Hillsdale neighborhood. This is an
area of the state that is well-populated, but underserved by infrastructure. This project would
benefit thousands of people. | hope that you will be part of this exciting opportunity to make a
real difference for a neighborhood in need of safer routes to schools, work, shopping, and
recreation.

With gratitude for your consideration,

ﬂUM'SU\
)

Senate Majority Leader Ginny Burdick House Majority Leader Jennifer Williamson
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Received May 3, 2016

April 26, 2016

Commissioner Steve Novick
1221 SW 4th Ave., Suite 210
Portland, OR 97204

novick@portlandoregon.gov

Dear Commissioner Novick,

We at SERA Architects wish to express our strong support for the NW Flanders Street Greenway project.
We encourage you to lend your efforts to making these improvements real by supporting the
ConnectOregon grant to construct safer crossings at Naito Parkway and a pedestrian and bicycle bridge
over |-405. Ever since our founder, Bing Sheldon, helped create the 1972 Downtown Plan, which foresaw
the importance of reinvigorating downtown as a place for people first, SERA has firmly advocated for
investments and programs to make walking and biking the easiest and safest means of moving about
the Central City. Indeed NW Flanders Street has been identified for walking and bicycling improvements
ever since that 1972 Downtown Plan.

Our employees have embraced walking and biking to the office, but far too often find that a convenient
and intuitive route from NE or SW Portland suddenly ends upon reaching downtown. NW Flanders, with
easy access to and from the Steel Bridge, can be the premier east/west route for people on foot and bike
to travel from the West Hills through the bustling Alphabet District and Pearl to Old Town and connections
to the Willamette River and Waterfront Park. Through the several Downtown and Central City plans, the
City has acknowledged the importance of Flanders for connecting homes, businesses, hospitals, schools,
social services, and parks, and now is the time to realize that goal by making these improvements.

Two specific projects, both under consideration by ConnectOregon, are key to allowing NW Flanders to
achieve its full potential:

e Alegal and safe crossing of Naito Parkway and the railroad tracks to connect to the Tom
McCall Waterfront and across the Steel Bridge to the Eastbank Esplanade and Lloyd District.

e A pedestrian and bicycle bridge across the gaping I-405 cut. Everett and Glisan Streets are
both uncomfortable one-way options with inadequate sidewalks, dangerous intersections, and
numerous on/off-ramp conflicts. NW Flanders is the ideal location for this crossing and like so
many well-conceived infrastructure projects serves many users, not only walkers and bicyclists
but also emergency responders who could use it as a seismically robust crossing of 1-405 in case
of a major earthquake.

Our office is on NW Flanders Street and it is encouraging imagining just a few years from now so many
more people traveling past our windows on a safe, comfortable, and convenient route through the heart of
NW Portland. We hear about the need to improve this route not just from our SERA coworkers but also
from our development partners constructing the projects that will bring thousands more residents to NW
Portland and further underscores the need for strong connectivity options. The NW Flanders Greenway is
a top priority of ours and we urge you to support the grant proposals for both the Naito Crossing and [-405
Bridge.
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Thank you for your leadership and vision on this project and so many others in the city.

Sincerely,

Joe Pinzone Kurt Schultz

cc: Reza Farhoodi, Pearl District Neighborhood Association — rmichael87@gmail.com
Mark Lear, Portland Bureau of Transportation — mark.lear@portlandoregon.gov
Zef Wagner, Portland Bureau of Transportation — zef.wagner@portlandoregon.gov
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Received May 3, 2016

The Honorable Steve Novick
Portland City Council

1221 SW 4th Avenue, Suite 210
Portland, OR 97205

Dear Commissioner Novick;

I am writing to add our endorsement to the chorus of business, neighborhood advocates and individuals who have voiced
strong support for the Connect Oregon application of the NW Flanders Neighborhood Greenway Project and Active
Transportation Bridge. We respectfully urge you to prioritize this significant proposal and work for its full funding.

While there are many reasons to support a proposal like this which supports and advances important Portland values, here
are just a few of the reasons for our support:

1. NW Flanders Greenway strengthens and enhances Portland Neighborhoods. The project would create an important
piece of urban infrastructure that would improve the local connection between dense and growing Portland
Neighborhoods. For 10 years, Zoom+ has located its on-demand clinics in Portland's neighborhoods and we have come to
see how Portland's families have responded to local improvements that enhance their neighborhood livability.

2. NW Flanders Greenway encourages mobility and healthy lifestyles. At Zoom+ we have a fundamental commitment
to helping people achieve their top health potential. Movement and active lifestyles are essential to today's primary care
and we applaud the project's promotion of the shared agenda of transportation mobility and healthy lifestyles.

3. NW Flanders Greenway supports Urban employment goals. Safe Transportation options for employees who prefer
walking and biking allows Zoom+ and other urban employers to attract and retain valued employees. By the end of this
year, Zoom+ will move its company headquarters -- we call it our Base Camp -- to the Pearl West building in the Pearl
District and the development of the NW Flanders Neighborhood Greenway will have tremendous appeal to the creative
and engaged workers who will help make Portland the national leader in the movement to reshape the delivery of health
care services.

In sum, we are happy to endorse this project and the multiple benefits it will bring in connecting urban neighborhoods and
providing safe and accessible transportation options for people who live, work and play in Portland. We respectfully urge
your support for this application as a high priority Connect Oregon project.

Sincerely

Dave Sanders, MD
Co-founder and CEO
503-449-8964 (m)
503-819-4134 (Adriana Daoust)
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Commissioner Steve Novick

1221 SW 4th Ave., Suite 210 .
Portland, OR 97204 Received May 3, 2016

April 19, 2016
Dear Commissioner Novick,

| wish to express my strong approval for the Flanders Street Greenway project and urge you to prioritize
efforts to make it a reality by supporting the Connect Oregon grant applications that would construct a
safer crossing of Naito Parkway and a bicycle/pedestrian-only bridge across Interstate 405. As more
commuters embrace alternative forms of transportation, these improvements would help facilitate greater
biking and walking and allow our company to attract and retain top employees.

Northwest Portland — from Old Town/Chinatown, to the Pearl District, and to the Northwest District — hosts
a diverse and dense population that provides key local and regional services, employers, educational
institutions, and housing for all income ranges. Improved bike and pedestrian safety is desperately
needed to support these populations, businesses, and institutions. With the high concentration of
residents and businesses, it is essential for the entire city to have safe multimodal connections to
Northwest. The reality is that commuters from the east side of our city are able to follow safe routes until
they reach the west side of the river and are dumped directly into busy city traffic.

Currently there is no safe east-west route for people to walk and bike from the River to the West Hills.
This lack is why multiple city plans, going back to the 1972 Downtown Plan, have designated NW
Flanders Street as a priority neighborhood greenway. To achieve its potential, though, Flanders needs
critical improvements, specifically:

o A safe, legal crossing of Naito Parkway to the bicycle/pedestrian path on the Steel Bridge and to
the regional trail system at Tom McCall Waterfront Park and the Eastbank Esplanade.

e A bridge that crosses the 1-405 freeway canyon for both pedestrians and bicycles. Current
sidewalks on Everett and Glisan Street are grossly inadequate and lead to dangerous crossings
across speeding traffic. Existing bicycle facilities on those streets also have dangerous conflicts
with freeway on- and off-ramps.

These improvements help create a unified east-west corridor that is comfortable for both pedestrians and
bicyclists, and provide a direct connection for thousands of bicycle commuters stretching from NW 23
Avenue to Tom McCall Waterfront Park and the Eastbank Esplanade. This will create a safe and
attractive route that stretches from the West Hills to Boring, Oregon via the Springwater Corridor trail.

In addition, the Flanders bridge at 1-405 would be built to modern seismic design standards and provide a
lifeline for emergency vehicles in case of a major earthquake.

This project is a top priority for us. | urge you to support the grant proposals for both the at-grade crossing
at Naito Parkway, as well as the Flanders Crossing bridge across 1-405.

Thank you in advance for your leadership and support.
Sincerely,

Michael Starzec

10 Barrel Brewing Co.

General Manager, Portland Pub

1411 NW Flanders St., Portland, OR 97209
503-224-1700
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Www.mercycorps.org

Commisioner Steve Novick
1221 SW 4th Ave., Suite 210
Portland, OR 97204

April 15, 2016

Dear Commissioner:

Mercy Corps has recently learned about the Flanders Street Greenway project and would like to
express our support. We understand that Connect Oregon grant applications are pending that
would construct safe and access across of Naito Parkway and a bicycle-and-pedestrian-only
bridge across 1-405.

Mercy Corps has an avid and active year-round bike commuter community, as do many
businesses in our area. We endorse efforts that support environmentally sensitive commuting
options, which is one of the reasons we located our Global Headquarters in Portland.

We’re excited about the possibility of a safer pedestrian and bicycle route from Naito Parkway to
the west hills. We urge your support of the grant proposals for the safe crossing at Naito Parkway
and the Flanders Crossing bridge across [-405.

Thank you in advance for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Hugh Donnelly
Director
Administration + Facilities

Global Headquarters tel 503.896.5000
45 SW Ankeny Street fax 503.896.5011
Portland OR 97204
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Commissioner Steve Novick
Portland City Council

1221 SW 4th Ave., Suite 210
Portland, Oregon, 97204
USA

April 20, 2016

Flanders Street Greenway Project

Dear Commissioner Novick,

We wish to express our strong approval for the Flanders Street Greenway project
and urge you to prioritize efforts to make it a reality by supporting the Connect
Oregon grant applications that would construct a safer crossing of Naito Parkway
and a bicycle/pedestrian-only bridge across Interstate 405. As more commuters
embrace alternative forms of transportation, these improvements would help
facilitate greater biking and walking and allow our company to attract and retain top
employees.

Northwest Portland - from Old Town/Chinatown, to the Pearl District, and to the
Northwest District - hosts a diverse and dense population that provides key local
and regional services, employers, educational institutions, and housing for all
income ranges. Improved bike and pedestrian safety is desperately needed to
support these populations, businesses, and institutions. With the high concentration
of residents and businesses, it is essential for the entire city to have safe multimodal
connections to Northwest. The reality is that commuters from the east side of our
city are able to follow safe routes until they reach the west side of the river and are
dumped directly into busy city traffic.

Currently, there is no safe east-west route for people to walk and bike from the River
to the West Hills. This lack is why multiple city plans, going back to the 1972
Downtown Plan, have designated NW Flanders Street as a priority neighborhood
greenway. To achieve its potential, though, Flanders needs critical improvements,
specifically:

-A safe, legal crossing of Naito Parkway to the bicycle/pedestrian path on
the Steel Bridge and to the regional trail system at Tom McCall Waterfront
Park and the Eastbank Esplanade.

888 Brannan Street

Fourth Floor

San Francisco, California 94103
United States
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888 Brannan Street
Fourth Floor

-A bridge that crosses the 1-405 freeway canyon for both pedestrians and
bicycles. Current sidewalks on Everett and Glisan Street are grossly
inadequate and lead to dangerous crossings across speeding traffic. Existing
bicycle facilities on those streets also have dangerous conflicts with freeway
on- and off-ramps.

These improvements help create a unified east-west corridor that is comfortable for
both pedestrians and bicyclists, and provide a direct connection for thousands of
bicycle commuters stretching from NW 23rd Avenue to Tom McCall Waterfront
Park and the Eastbank Esplanade. This will create a safe and attractive route that
stretches from the West Hills to Boring, Oregon via the Springwater Corridor trail.

In addition, the Flanders Crossing bridge at I-405 would be built to modern seismic
design standards and provide a lifeline for emergency vehicles in case of a major
earthquake.

This project is a top priority for us. We urge you to support the grant proposals for
both the at-grade crossing at Naito Parkway, as well as the Flanders Crossing bridge
across [-405.

Thank you in advance for your leadership and support.

Sincerely,

Cyrf Wang

San Francisco, California 94103

United States
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To: Christopher Cummings, ODOT

From: Dan Layden, Capital Program Manager, PBOT

Date: February 10, 2016

RE Coordination with ODOT on Flanders Crossing Project

The City of Portland has coordinated extensively with the ODOT Region One on the Flanders Crossing
project. We have coordinated both on the potential traffic impacts of a new signalized crossing and
potential impacts of construction of a new bridge on the retaining walls for Interstate 405.

PBOT and ODOT staff met several times to discuss the need for modeling traffic impacts of the potential
crossing at NW 16™ and Flanders. The City of Portland is currently conducting traffic counts and origin
destination studies in order to construct the analytical tools necessary to evaluate the crossing of NW
16" and Flanders. We anticipate completing this work before we begin design of the Flanders Crossing
if the project is funded.

PBOT staff also met with Region One structural engineers to discuss the requirement for constructing
bridge foundations. This work is documented in the Type, Size and Location report prepared for the
project (attached).

The City of Portland is committed to delivering this project in cooperation with ODOT Region One and
will continue to coordinate our efforts as we move forward on the project. We understand the timeline
for this project is somewhat longer than the typical timeline for the Connect Oregon program. However,
this is a significant project that will require some time to design and construct. The City is committed to
completing the project in the timeline specified in our application. We have completed 30% design and
are poised to move into final design if funding is approved.
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From: MAKLER Jon

To: Cummings Christopher J

Cc: art.pearce@portlandoregon.gov; BROOKS Kelly S; MITCHELL Dennis J
Subject: PBOT, Connect Oregon, Flanders Bridge

Date: Friday, February 05, 2016 9:59:48 AM

Attachments: image001.jpg

Chris,

I’'m writing to affirm that Region 1 has had extensive consultation with PBOT regarding their
proposal for a bike/ped bridge over I-405 at Flanders. As all parties would acknowledge, the issue is
not fully resolved. But the City has been a forthcoming and earnest partner in responding to ODOT
concerns, including commitment to and performance of traffic analysis specified by Region 1 staff.
The evaluation of their application should absolutely reflect consultation with ODOT on this issue.

Respectfully,
Jon

Jon Makler, AICP

Region 1 Planning Manager
Oregon Dept of Transportation
jon.makler@odot.state.or.us
Direct: (503) 731 —4753
Mobile: (971) 322 -5633
crosswalk

(-]
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Flanders Crossing

Feasibility Study + Alternatives Analysis

PBOT Bridges and Structures
November 2015
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PBOT has undertaken a feasibility study and alternatives analysis for a new active pedestrian and bicycle
bridge over I-405 at NW Flanders Street in Portland. The bridge is required to provide the residents of
the NW District and the Pearl District a safer active crossing over 1-405.

Six alternative designs were developed and assessed by both PBOT and Community stakeholders using
the Sustainable Development principles of the Triple Bottom Line (TBL). This approach places equal
emphasis on how the bridge design affects the equity of its constituents, the natural and built
environment, and short and long term economics of the project. This approach is also known as
balancing the needs of the 3 P’s: People, Planet and Prosperity.

It was recognized that in addition to selecting a bridge design that best satisfies the established TBL
criteria, the bridge should also be able to function as an alternate seismic resilient route for emergency
vehicles following an earthquake.

Artist rendering of Flanders Crossing Preferred Alternative C

After analyzing the feedback from the multi-disciplined evaluation team, the preferred alternative was
identified as ALTERNATIVE C — a 24 ft. wide, single span custom steel bridge as shown above, at an
estimated project cost of $6,009,656.

This bridge was generally seen as the ideal model for complying with Vision Zero safety principles, while
also minimizing the disruptive impacts on the public during construction. The bridge also has the
potential to be customized for local aesthetic appeal while still being relatively economical to build and
maintain over the long term. Lastly, the configuration can be planned to allow for use by both active
user and emergency vehicle responders during post-earthquake recovery operations.

Flanders Crossing
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Almost since the construction of the I-405 freeway in 1969, a safer connection for pedestrians and
bicyclists from NW District to Pearl District was warranted. The existing crossings over [-405 at NW
Everett St. and NW Glisan St. are highly congested at peak hours, do not provide adequate pedestrian
and bicycle facilities, and are located in the heart of a busy freeway ramp network.

In 2007, the City of Portland identified the NW Flanders St. (and its crossing over I-405) as a bike corridor
to serve an area with high potential for future non-motorized trips. The project is now envisioned as a
neighborhood greenway that will extend on Flanders St. from NW 24" Ave. to Naito Parkway. This
Feasibility Study & Bridge Alternatives analysis will solely focus on the crossing of NW Flanders at |-405.

Project location map View of existing project site

There are a number of unique challenges at this site that affect the type, size and location of the bridge
design selected. The following constraints were identified early on in the scoping process to avoid the
expenditure of time and resources on alternatives that would not be feasible:

Proposed bridge crosses over interstate freeway with approximately 100,000 vehicles per day
Traffic impacts during construction could adversely affect the freeway and local street users
Site requires approximately 200 foot long bridge

Required 17’-4” vertical clearance to freeway below limits structure types

New bridge should be built to current seismic design standards

Available “landing space” at NW 16" is limited for safe connections to transportation network
Partial demolition of existing ODOT retaining walls will be required
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In order to evaluate the proposed six bridge design alternatives, PBOT has used the guiding principles of
Sustainable Development, which was first explored in 1987 by the United Nations in a report called Our
Common Future. Initially defined as development that meets the needs of the present without
compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs, sustainable development has
evolved into the more defined Triple Bottom Line (TBL). The aim is to meet, with equal parity, the
following:

Equity of all constituents
Environmental concerns
Economic prosperity

They are presented in this study as the Three P’s: People, Planet, and Prosperity. Where these three
areas converge on an balanced solution, is likely to have a lasting sustainable design.

PEOPLE PLANET
Alternatives Environmental & Both short and long
evaluation will include  aesthetic impacts will term costs and
factors that consider be considered during financial risks will be
community safety and the alternatives included in the
construction impacts evaluation process evaluation criteria

The Triple Bottom Line criteria as outlined below, were used on this project as the basis for comparison
and evaluation of alternatives, and the selection of the locally preferred alternative.

PEOPLE

Bridge type embraces Vision Zero transportation safety principles: PBOT aims to make Portland’s
transportation system the safest possible and to move towards zero traffic-related deaths or serious
injuries. The Flanders Crossing Bridge should be designed to embrace Vision Zero principles by
incorporating crosswalk strategies and alignments to protect the most vulnerable transportation users.

Bridge type reduces construction delays and impacts on community: Traffic disruptions during
construction can increase travel times for users, as well as cause excessive noise and emissions locally.
The project aims to reduce the impacts to the traveling public during construction of the bridge.

Bridge type provides positive user experience and/or valuable use of public space: The Flanders
Crossing Bridge will not be designed for automobile use. It is desired that the design of this rare urban
public space be enhanced for its users, rather than simply designed to convey bicyclists and pedestrians
over the freeway.

Flanders Crossing

Page 35/177



PLANET

Bridge type provides aesthetic value: Not every bridge is considered equal when it comes to its
appearance. The look and feel of the bridge and how it interacts with the surrounding environment is an
important factor in alternatives development for the Flanders Crossing.

Bridge type limits carbon footprint and greenhouse gas emissions during construction: Alternatives
will be evaluated against their relative carbon footprint and greenhouse gas emissions during
construction. Materials selection and construction-induced congestion would have direct impacts to
greenhouse gas emissions and project carbon footprint.

Bridge type preserves local character: The ability of the bridge to suit the context and existing character
of the area is important. It should be designed and built to avoid incompatibility with character of the
locale.

PROSPERITY

Bridge type limits initial construction cost and risk: Ultimately, the economic bottom line is an
important factor in most transportation projects. As many transportation professionals aspire to design
and build signature type bridge projects, it is important to balance the project cost with the need.
Additionally, conventional design and construction methods generally result in lower risk to cost
increases during construction.

Bridge type minimizes future operation and maintenance costs: The ever increasing costs to operate
and maintain infrastructure assets to the end of their useful life is often not considered during the
design phase. Given the reduced budgets for the operation and maintenance of bridges, the cost to
perform such work should be considered during the alternatives evaluation process.

Bridge type provides capacity for sustainable growth: It is important that the bridge design selected
have sufficient capacity to accommodate user growth over the next century of continual use, as people
turn to active transportation to avoid the congestion of gridlocked streets.

Flanders Crossing
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Flanders Crossing | Alternatives Summary

Estimated Project Cost | $4,046,606

Alternative A
16 FT WIDE SINGLE SPAN STANDARD TRUSS BRIDGE

Estimated Project Cost | $6,917,414

ALTERNATIVE D
24 FT WIDE SINGLE SPAN CABLE-STAYED BRIDGE

Estimated Project Cost | $4,166,155

ALTERNATIVE B
16 FT WIDE TWO SPAN CONCRETE BRIDGE

Estimated Project Cost | $6,493,151

ALTERNATIVE E
14 FT WIDE SINGLE SPAN PARALLEL TRUSS BRIDGES
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Estimated Project Cost | $6,009,656

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

ALTERNATIVE C
24 FT WIDE SINGLE SPAN CUSTOM STEEL BRIDGE

Estimated Project Cost | $8,123,937

ALTERNATIVE F
60 FT WIDE TWO SPAN CONCRETE PLAZA BRIDGE



ALTERNATIVE A

The relatively narrow single span 16 foot
wide steel truss bridge consists of two steel
trusses on the outside of the bridge. There
are a number of examples of this bridge
type around Portland, such as along the
Springwater Corridor and at Chimney Park.
These bridges are often made using
weathering steel. This prefabricated bridge
could be built quickly and at a low cost.

ALTERNATIVE B

The most common bridge type built in the
region is a precast prestressed concrete
girder bridge. These bridges can be built
quickly and inexpensively. However,
prestressed girder bridges are generally
only adequate for shorter spans. Given this
constraint, the Flanders Crossing Bridge
would require a pier to be constructed in
the freeway median below. The
construction of the pier would be a major
disruption to traffic on 1-405.

ALTERNATIVE C

This alternative aims to provide the optimal
target width for active users on the bridge
and to clear span the freeway. The 24 foot
wide configuration would allow for parallel
6 foot wide sidewalks on the outside of the
bridge, and two 6 foot wide opposing
bicycle lanes in the center of the bridge.
The structure could be customized with
aesthetic features or simple elegance to
enhance its presence in the community.

Flanders Crossing
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ALTERNATIVE D

A signature bridge with iconic aesthetic
features can define the spirit of a location
and provide inspiration to those who witness
its grandeur. A cable stayed alternative is
presented in this study as the most suitable
signature bridge type given the project
constraints. It would complement the new
Tilikum Crossing. It would provide similar
safety benefits to Alternative C.

ALTERNATIVE E

The key feature to this alternative is the twin,
or parallel, bridge concept. The two bridge
configuration provides a directional
separation of bicycles that would improve
safety for all active users. Additionally, the
proposed pedestrian area would line up with
the approach sidewalks, which results in the
most ADA compatible layout. The bridges
could be off-the-shelf prefabricated bridges
to reduce cost and construction time.

ALTERNATIVE F

In an increasingly hectic world, accessible
public spaces become even more valuable.
The plaza alternative aims to provide a
worthwhile public space in addition to a
transportation facility. It is envisioned as a
respite for the neighborhood members from
the chaos of urban life. The 60 ft. width
would provide ample room for a safe
crossing for all active users.

Flanders Crossing
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Flanders Crossing | Alternative A
16 FT WIDE SINGLE SPAN STANDARD TRUSS BRIDGE

ESTIMATED COST: $4,046,606

EVALUATION CRITERIA
Bridge type
embraces Vision
Zero public
transportation
principles

Bridge type reduces
construction impacts
on community (e.g.
delays, congestion,
emissions, and
noise)

Bridge type provides
positive user
experience and/or
valuable use of
public space

Bridge type provides
aesthetic value

Bridge type limits
carbon footprint and
greenhouse gas
emissions during
construction

Bridge type
preserves local
character

DETAILS

Narrowest facility studied.
Combines bicycles and
pedestrians in both
directions.

Prefabricated single span
would have least amount
of impacts during
construction.

Provides little room for
public use. Primarily a
transportation facility.

Industrial look and feel.
Compatible with
warehouses nearby.
Conventional truss design.

Small footprint. Steel
material has low carbon
footprint.

Smallest footprint
considered. Open truss
design.

$4,046,606
Conventional construction
methods result in low risk.

Re-painting of truss
elements required every
30-40 years.

Narrowest bridge
alternative. Provides least
capacity for users.

1 61_0“ —

MULTI-USE PATH
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Example of a standard steel truss active user bridge at SE Lafayette Street in Portland, OR
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Typical user experience on a standard steel truss bridge with protective screen both sides.
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Flanders Crossing | Alternative B
16 FT WIDE TWO SPAN CONCRETE BRIDGE

ESTIMATED COST: $4,166,155

EVALUATION CRITERIA

Bridge type
embraces Vision
Zero transportation
safety principles

Bridge type reduces
construction impacts
on community (e.g.
delays, congestion,
emissions, and
noise)

Bridge type provides
positive user
experience and/or
valuable use of
public space

Bridge type provides
aesthetic value

Bridge type limits
carbon footprint and
greenhouse gas
emissions during
construction

Bridge type
preserves local
character

DETAILS

Narrowest facility studied.
Combines bicycles and
pedestrians in both
directions.

Requires pier construction
in freeway median.
Results in higher impact
during construction.

Provides little room for
public use. Primarily a
transportation facility.

Fits context of locale.
Does not increase
aesthetic value.

Relatively small footprint
limits greenhouse gas
emissions.

Design similar to Everett
and Glisan bridges nearby.

$4,166,155

Moderate risk due to
unconventional
construction methods
needed to construct pier.

Inspection would use
routine methods.
Maintenance costs would
be low.

Narrowest bridge
alternative. Provides least
capacity for users.
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Existing concrete bridge on Burnside Street adjacent to proposed crossing
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Typical protective Portland Screen installed on bridges over [-405
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Flanders Crossing | Alternative C
24 FT WIDE SINGLE SPAN CUSTOM STEEL BRIDGE

ESTIMATED COST: $6,009,656

EVALUATION CRITERIA

Bridge type
embraces Vision
Zero transportation
safety principles

Bridge type reduces
construction impacts
on community (e.g.
delays, congestion,
emissions, and
noise)

Bridge type provides
positive user
experience and/or
valuable use of
public space

Bridge type provides
aesthetic value

Bridge type limits
carbon footprint and
greenhouse gas
emissions during
construction

Bridge type
preserves local
character

DETAILS

Reduces conflicts by
separating bicycles and
pedestrians direction.

Prefabricated single span
would have least amount
of impacts during
construction.

Provides little room for
public gathering space.
Bracing members
overhead diminish user
experience.

Semi-industrial look and
feel. Compatible with
warehouses nearby.
Custom bridge options
possible.

Moderate footprint. Steel
material has low carbon
footprint.

Moderate footprint. Open
structure design.

$6,009,656

Relatively low risk due to
conventional construction
methods.

Re-painting of steel
elements required every
30-40 years.

Provides moderate
capacity for future
growth.

24'-0"

~
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The custom steel bridge allows for artistic flare and improved aesthetics
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The proposed layout of Alternative C would separate bikes and pedestrians for safety
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Flanders Crossing | Alternative D
24 FT WIDE SINGLE SPAN CABLE-STAYED BRIDGE

ESTIMATED COST: $6,917,414

EVALUATION CRITERIA

Bridge type
embraces Vision
Zero transportation
safety principles

Bridge type reduces

construction impacts

on community (e.g.
delays, congestion,
emissions, and
noise)

Bridge type provides
positive user
experience and/or
valuable use of
public space

Bridge type provides
aesthetic value

Bridge type limits
carbon footprint and
greenhouse gas
emissions during
construction

Bridge type
preserves local
character

DETAILS

Reduces conflicts by
separating bicycles and
pedestrians each
direction.

Construction impacts
would be relatively high
given complexity and
scale.

Provides little room for
public use, but aesthetic
appeal could serve as
gathering point.

Iconic design would
provide aesthetic focal
point for location.

Materials quantities
required would result in
higher greenhouse gas
emissions.

Bridge may distract from
local character.

$6,917,414

High risk due to complex
design & specialized
contractor needed.

Inspection of cables
would require special
inspection equipment and
methods.

Attractive design and
moderate width could
provide capacity for
future growth.

- 240"
6-0" —— i 60" 6-0" 60" —=
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Cable-Stayed Example | The recently built pedestrian bridge over I-5 in Eugene
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The look, feel and operation of Alternative D would be similar to the Tilikum Crossing: Bridge of the People
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Flanders Crossing | Alternative E
14 FT WIDE SINGLE SPAN PARALLEL TRUSS BRIDGES

ESTIMATED COST: $6,493,151

EVALUATION CRITERIA  DETAILS

Separates bicycle traffic
by direction. Safest
alternative for users.
Aligns with sidewalks each
end.

Bridge type
embraces Vision
Zero transportation
safety principles

Bridge type reduces Construction impacts are
(L I[ad [l | E(a <M moderate given dual

on community (e.g. bridge configuration.
delays, congestion,

emissions, and

noise)

I PERA RGO Provides little room for
positive user public use. Primarily a
experience and/or transportation facility. No
valuable use of truss members overhead.
public space

IR 55 Industrial look and feel.
aesthetic value Compatible with
warehouses nearby.
Conventional truss design.

e —— 14I_0" —— g 14'_0" ——

Bridge type limits
carbon footprint and
greenhouse gas
emissions during
construction

Bridge type
preserves local

Steel material has low
carbon footprint. Dual

bridge layout means twice

the carbon footprint.

Dual bridges to be built
rather than one. Open

ﬁ@ I @;.

g

character

truss design.

$6,493,151

Conventional design
concepts employed which
reduce financial risk.

Re-painting of truss
elements required every
30-40 years.

Provides enhanced
capacity for future
growth.
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Artist rendering of the parallel bridges proposed for Alternative E, facing east
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Sketch illustrating the ease of bridge alignment with connecting sidewalks for Alternative E
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Flanders Crossing | Alternative F
60 FT WIDE TWO SPAN CONCRETE PLAZA BRIDGE

ESTIMATED COST: $8,123,937

EVALUATION CRITERIA

Bridge type
embraces Vision
Zero transportation
safety principles

Bridge type reduces
construction impacts
on community (e.g.
delays, congestion,
emissions, and
noise)

Bridge type provides
positive user
experience and/or
valuable use of
public space

Bridge type provides
aesthetic value

Bridge type limits
carbon footprint and
greenhouse gas
emissions during
construction

Bridge type
preserves local
character

DETAILS

Separates bicycles and
pedestrians. Could result
in conflicts of event
related traffic. Aligns with
sidewalks each end.

Construction impacts are
very high due to pier in
freeway below and overall
width.

Provides public gathering
space in addition to
transportation use.
Possible use for civic
events.

Fits context of locale.
Potential for public art.

Largest bridge alternative
results in largest carbon
footprint and greenhouse
gas emissions.

Widest bridge changes
current views. Overall
design is similar to
adjacent bridges.

$8,123,937
Substructure requires
accelerated construction
technology to limit
community impacts.

Inspection would use
routine methods.
Maintenance costs could
be moderate due to size.

Provides highest capacity
for growth. Plaza feel may
stimulate local
development.
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Artist rendering showing similar park or plaza concept over I-70 in Denver, CO
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An example of community plaza use for Brunch on the Hawthorne Bridge in Portland
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Cost Estimates

Estimated total project costs were generated for each of the six alternatives studied in order to inform
stakeholders and project decision-makers of the anticipated bottom line. The cost estimates include the
following components:

=  Preliminary Engineering
= Construction

=  Project Management

= Construction Engineering

The total project cost includes the cost to construct the bridge, in addition to estimated associated site
development costs. Also included in the estimate are line items for a new traffic signal at NW 16™ Ave.
and a new rapid flash beacon at NW 14" Ave.

Preliminary Engineering figures were adjusted for the anticipated financial risk of each alternative
considered. The base rate was based on the PBOT Civil Design Section’s template.

Quantities were measured from the conceptual drawings developed during alternatives analysis.

Unit prices for construction were based on similar projects recently built, ODOT historic average bid
prices, and the PBOT Civil Design Section’s cost estimate template. Prefabricated truss costs were
developed after consultation with a national truss manufacturer. Additionally, crane and rigging costs
were created in consultation with a regional crane company.

See below for a summary of estimated total project costs for each alternative. A breakdown of each
estimate is included in the Appendix.

Bridge Type Cost Estimate
ALTERNATIVE A T
16 FT WIDE SINGLE SPAN STANDARD TRUSS BRIDGE e
ALTERNATIVE B S
16 FT WIDE TWO SPAN CONCRETE BRIDGE T
ALTERNATIVE C
24 FT WIDE SINGLE SPAN CUSTOM STEEL BRIDGE TR
ALTERNATIVE D ThT
24 FT WIDE SINGLE SPAN CABLE-STAYED BRIDGE e
ALTERNATIVE E e
14 FT WIDE SINGLE SPAN PARALLEL TRUSS BRIDGES e
ALTERNATIVE F
$8,123,937

60 FT WIDE TWO SPAN CONCRETE PLAZA BRIDGE

Flanders Crossing | Feasibility Study + Bridge Alternatives Analysis
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Alternatives Evaluation Summary

PBOT assembled multi-disciplinary Technical and Citizen Advisory Committees to help evaluate the six
bridge alternatives. These committees included transportation engineers and planners from both PBOT
and ODOT, as well as community activists and property development professionals.

The Evaluation Criteria used by evaluators were based on the study’s Guiding Principles and Objectives.
An Alternatives Evaluation Worksheet (see Appendix) was developed for use in the evaluation of each
alternative. The worksheet included all Evaluation Criteria and a summary of information for each bridge
type. The scoring on the worksheet was based on a 5 point rating system as follows:

= 1=VeryPoor

= 2=Poor
= 3 =Fair
* 4=Good

= 5=Very Good
During each evaluation meeting, participants were asked to complete the Alternatives Evaluation
Worksheets, sum the rating scores for each alternative and report on the highest rated and lowest rated
bridge alternative.
Bridge Type 1st Place Ranking Distribution

ALTERNATIVE A 3 -
16 FT WIDE SINGLE SPAN STANDARD TRUSS BRIDGE

ALTERNATIVE B 0 I
16 FT WIDE TWO SPAN CONCRETE BRIDGE

e 17—
24 FT WIDE SINGLE SPAN CUSTOM STEEL BRIDGE

ALTERNATIVE D 0 I
24 FT WIDE SINGLE SPAN CABLE-STAYED BRIDGE

ALTERNATIVE E
14 FT WIDE SINGLE SPAN PARALLEL TRUSS BRIDGES 4 -

ALTERNATIVE F 2 -
60 FT WIDE TWO SPAN CONCRETE PLAZA BRIDGE

Preferred Alternative

Comparing the results of the multi-disciplined evaluation team of internal and external stakeholders, the
preferred bridge is ALTERNATIVE C — 24 FT WIDE SINGLE SPAN CUSTOM STEEL BRIDGE.

The preferred alternative combines optimal active user width (24 feet clear) a single span over the
freeway and tried and true construction methods. The steel materials used in the primary bridge
elements exhibit a generally low carbon footprint during construction. The bridge type limits impacts to
the motoring public during construction, given the ability to set the bridge in place in one overnight over
a limited term freeway closure. Additionally, the bridge can be customized to suit the aspirations of the
local community and provide a pleasing aesthetic feature over an urban interstate. Lastly, the
configuration can be planned to allow for shared vehicular traffic for emergency responders and active
users during post-earthquake recovery operations.

Flanders Crossing | Feasibility Study + Bridge Alternatives Analysis
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SEISMIC RESILIENCY

The physical condition and status of bridges in the Portland area following an earthquake becomes a
paramount factor in determining routes for emergency services, government operations, and the safe
mobility of the general public. This recognition rings especially true for the Pearl District, bounded by
the I1-405 freeway. The bridges and overpasses that support or span |-405 were built prior to current
seismic design standards. A new, seismically resilient crossing over 1-405 could be achieved through the
construction of the Flanders Crossing active bridge. The bridge could be designed to be used by vehicles
after a seismic event. Each bridge alternative would function at different levels due to their type and
geometry. See below for information on how each bridge alternative could be used after an earthquake.

Bridge Type
ALTERNATIVE A
16 FT WIDE
SINGLE SPAN
STANDARD TRUSS BRIDGE

ALTERNATIVE B
16 FT WIDE
TWO SPAN

CONCRETE BRIDGE

ALTERNATIVE C
24 FT WIDE
SINGLE SPAN
CUSTOM STEEL BRIDGE

ALTERNATIVE D
24 FT WIDE
SINGLE SPAN
CABLE-STAYED BRIDGE

ALTERNATIVE E
14 FT WIDE
SINGLE SPAN
PARALLEL TRUSS BRIDGES

ALTERNATIVE F
60 FT WIDE
TWO SPAN
CONCRETE PLAZA BRIDGE

Earthquake Recovery Operation

May accommodate only vehicles in earthquake recovery due to
narrow width (16 ft). It does not appear likely that there is enough
room for both emergency vehicles and active users.

May accommodate only vehicles in earthquake recovery due to
narrow width (16 ft). It does not appear likely that there is enough
room for both emergency vehicles and active users. (Same as
Alternative A)

Will accommodate both active and vehicle use in earthquake
recovery. Active users could share sidewalks, while vehicles use the
12 ft. clear space in the center of the bridge.

May not be able to accommodate vehicle use in earthquake
recovery due to steel cable and concrete tower configuration.

Could accommodate both active users and vehicles in earthquake
recovery. Modal splits between bridges are an option also.

Would provide the most space for active users and vehicles in
earthquake recovery due to width (60 ft.). Two —way traffic for all
modes could be safely accommodated.
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Additional information

It is anticipated that all temporary and permanent project actions will take place within the existing
public right of way. The surrounding streets appear to be City of Portland right of way. It is understood
at this time that the freeway and parallel retaining walls are located in ODOT right of way. The bridge
ends would be located near the interface between PBOT and ODOT'’s rights of way. Further investigation
will be necessary during future project phases to determine which parts of the bridge are proposed in
City of Portland vs. ODOT right of way.

ODOT and FHWA: The majority of any bridge configuration would be built in ODOT’s right of way. In
these locations, it is understood that, at a minimum, a Maintenance Agreement would be necessary to
identify which jurisdiction is responsible for maintenance and operations activities of each bridge
component.

Additionally, ODOT has had preliminary conversations the local FHWA division office to determine
whether or not FHWA approval is required for a bridge to be constructed over 1-405 at this location.
FHWA has initially determined that ODOT has the authority to approve the proposed bridge over 1-405.
FHWA'’s expectation is that ODOT and the City enter into an agreement that allows the use of the
Interstate airspace for the purpose of a bicycle and pedestrian facility. The execution of the agreement
by ODOT would be subject to FHWA'’s review.

Flanders Crossing
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In many transportation projects, environmental concerns can be a central component of the project.
Given the current planned scope for a new bridge at the project location and lack of natural
environment resources, environmental impacts are anticipated to be relatively minor. However
insignificant the impacts, the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process may be required if a
federal nexus is created. This typically happens by means of the funding source and/or required permits.
Given that the federal-aid project funding is not currently being pursued and an FHWA interstate access
permit approval does not appear to be required for the new crossing over the interstate, the NEPA
process may not be necessary. It is generally a best practice to identify the need for NEPA as early in the
project development as possible, given the duration of the process and the fact that coordination with
multiple state and federal agencies is usually required. Several common federal/NEPA permits required
for transportation projects are listed below. Based on the information available at this time, a
description of possible permit effects on the project are described:

Potential Environmental Permits

NEPA Not Likely Categorical Exclusion
Endangered Species Act Likely No Effect
Section 106 (NHPA) Not Likely No Historic Properties
Adversely Affected
Migratory Bird Treaty Act Required No Action
CWA Section 404 Not Likely -
Oregon Removal-Fill Permit Not Likely -
COP Environmental Review Not Likely -
Zoning: The existing area surrounding the project site is largely developed and is zoned . The

meaning of the zoning symbols is as follows:
EX stands for Central Employment and “allows mixed-uses,” according to the City of Portland’s
zone code, Title 33. It continues to state that “the development standards are intended to allow
new development which is similar in character to existing development.”
d indicates that the project falls within a Design Overlay Zone. According to Title 33, “The
Design Overlay Zone is applied to areas where design and neighborhood character are of special
concern.” The project may be exempt from design review because it will not require a building
or sign permit (33.420.045.]).
CC shows at least part of the project is located in the Central City plan district. Subsequently, the
regulation maps appear to show the east end of the project within the boundaries of the River
District Plan.

Summary: Overall it appears that the permitting process for the project would be relatively
straightforward. Lack of natural resources and the existing highly developed urban environment should
result in a low risk for permits to impact any project goals or objectives.

Flanders Crossing
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The proposed Flanders Crossing would tie into the existing street network on NW 15" Ave. and NW 16"
Ave. Given the new access point in the existing system, signal modification and installation would likely
be necessary and may impact traffic flow and operations in the area.

NW 16" Avenue

To provide a safe crossing for bicycles and pedestrians to and from the bridge, a new traffic signal is
proposed at NW 16™ Ave. and NW Flanders St. The signal may have impacts on traffic patterns in the
area, including the 1-405 southbound off-ramp at NW Glisan St. The PBOT Traffic Design Section is
analyzing the impacts and is consulting with ODOT on the signal warrant and operation. The findings of
the signal analysis will be published separately from this study.

NW 15" Avenue

It is our understanding that traffic volumes are relatively low at the intersection of NW Flanders St. and
NW 15 Ave. (east end of proposed bridge). While a crossing treatment and/or intersection control at
this location may be warranted, it is unlikely that a signal of any kind is necessary. The PBOT Traffic
Design Section is conducting an analysis of this intersection and will publish its findings separately from
this study.

NW 14" Avenue

Additionally, a crossing treatment may be warranted at NW Flanders St. and NW 14" Ave. The PBOT
Traffic Design Section is currently working to determine if a rapid flash beacon or full traffic signal is
warranted at that location.

The roadway portion of the project would be very limited in scope. The work would be confined to the
general alignment of the bridge and local improvements required to accommodate bicycles and
pedestrians.

Bridge Alignment: In order to best accommodate bicyclists and pedestrian expectations and safety, an
alignment along the centerline of NW Flanders St. appears the most desirable for the majority of bridge
alternatives. The centerline alignment would best accommodate bicycle movements which occur in the
street. This would result in a small amount of out of direction travel for pedestrians in the narrower
bridge concepts. However, if companion structures are built or the bridge is built out to the full width of
the right of way, they can be separated and aligned closely with the sidewalks on NW Flanders St. to
accommodate safer pedestrian crossings. This layout would not require any out of direction travel for
pedestrians.

Flanders Crossing
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Bridge Grade: Based on preliminary data, the bridge longitudinal grade would be in the 2.0% to 2.75%
range, depending on selected curb ramp style. This grade appears to meet requirements for stormwater
conveyance/drainage and ADA standards.

Stormwater and Drainage: The stormwater would be transported across the bridge from west to east
and discharged into the existing gutter on NW 15™ Ave., or into a new stormwater facility if required. In
preliminary discussions with BES, it was determined that a conventional swale or planter stormwater
management facility would not be feasible in this location. If a facility is feasible, it would be lined due to
its proximity to the existing ODOT retaining walls along I-405. If the facility is determined infeasible, an
in-lieu of fee may be required by BES.

ADA Accessibility: All aspects of the project should comply with the Americans With Disabilities Act
(ADA). The ADA most often applies to accessibility in the public right of way and affects curb ramp
requirements. In terms of the bridge, the following project components are expected to be impacted by
ADA:
Curb ramps: Curb ramps will be required at each end of the bridge. The curb ramps need to be
located and design with maximum grades which meet ADA requirements. The bridge concepts
could incorporate said curb ramps into the design by means of a “driveway” section in the
sidewalk. Future refinement will be required in consultation with PBOT’s ADA Coordinator to
ensure that the design is in compliance with ADA standards.
Longitudinal grade: The proposed longitudinal bridge grade in the 2% to 2.75% range is less
than the maximum 5% grade recommended by the ADA; therefore, intermittent landings would
not be required.
Bridge Width: All bridge concepts provide an accessible surface wider than 60 inches and would
meet any ADA clear throughway width requirements.
Alignment with existing sidewalks: Further analysis is warranted to determine ideal location for
curb ramps and any required mitigation to provide for appropriate crossing of NW 16" Ave. for
sight impaired pedestrians. In general, the wider bridge options or companion structures appear
to provide the most ideal alignments with existing sidewalks for the intents and purposes of
ADA. Crosswalk alignment could be mitigated with the installation channelizing handrails that
lead pedestrians to perpendicular curb ramps.

Flanders Crossing
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Flanders Crossing | Alternatives Evaluation Worksheet

BRIDGE TYPES

ALTERNATIVE A
16 FT WIDE
SINGLE SPAN
STANDARD TRUSS
BRIDGE

ALTERNATIVE B
16 FT WIDE
TWO SPAN

CONCRETE BRIDGE

ALTERNATIVE C
24 FT WIDE SINGLE
SPAN CUSTOM
STEEL BRIDGE

ALTERNATIVE D
24 FT WIDE SINGLE
SPAN CABLE-
STAYED BRIDGE

ALTERNATIVE E
14 FT WIDE SINGLE
SPAN PARALLEL
TRUSS BRIDGES

ALTERNATIVE F
60 FT WIDE
TWO SPAN

CONCRETE PLAZA
BRIDGE

Rate each criterion for each alternative based on the following rating scale:

Bridge type embraces
Vision Zero

transportation safety
principles

Narrowest facility
studied. Combines
bicycles and pedestrians
in both directions.

PEOPLE
Bridge type reduces
construction impacts on
community (e.g. delays,
congestion, emissions, and
noise)
Prefabricated single span

would have least amount of

impacts during
construction.

Bridge type provides
positive user experience
and/or valuable use of
public space

Provides little room for
public use. Primarily a
transportation facility..

Bridge type provides
aesthetic value

Industrial look and feel.
Compatible with
warehouses nearby.
Conventional truss design.

EVALUATION CRITERIA

I PLANET I

Bridge type limits carbon
footprint and greenhouse
gas emissions during
construction

Small footprint. Steel
material has low carbon
footprint.

Bridge type preserves
local character

Smallest footprint
considered. Open truss
design.

TOTAL
SCORE

$4,046,606
Conventional construction
methods result in low risk.

Re-painting of truss
elements required every
30-40 years.

Narrowest bridge
alternative. Provides least
capacity for users.

Narrowest facility
studied. Combines
bicycles and pedestrians
in both directions.

Requires pier construction
in freeway median. Results
in higher impact during
construction.

Provides little room for
public use. Primarily a
transportation facility.

Fits context of locale. Does
not increase aesthetic
value.

Relatively small footprint
limits greenhouse gas
emissions.

Design similar to Everett

and Glisan bridges nearby.

$4,166,155
Moderate risk due to

unconventional construction

methods needed to
construct pier.

Inspection would use
routine methods.
Maintenance costs would
be low.

Narrowest bridge
alternative. Provides least
capacity for users.

Reduces conflicts by
separating bicycles and
pedestrians direction.

Prefabricated single span

would have least amount of

impacts during
construction.

Provides little room for
public gathering space.
Bracing members overhead
diminish user experience.

Semi-industrial look and
feel. Compatible with
warehouses nearby.
Custom bridge options
possible.

Moderate footprint. Steel
material has low carbon
footprint.

Moderate footprint. Open
structure design.

$6,009,656

Relatively low risk due to
conventional construction
methods.

Re-painting of steel
elements required every
30-40 years.

Provides moderate capacity

for future growth.

Reduces conflicts by
separating bicycles and
pedestrians each
direction.

Construction impacts would

be relatively high given
complexity and scale.

Provides little room for
public use, but aesthetic
appeal could serve as
gathering point.

Iconic design would
provide aesthetic focal
point for location.

Materials quantities
required would result in
higher greenhouse gas
emissions.

Bridge may distract from
local character.

$6,917,414

High risk due to complex
design & specialized
contractor needed.

Inspection of cables would
require special inspection
equipment and methods.

Attractive design and
moderate width could
provide capacity for future
growth.

Separates bicycle traffic
by direction. Safest
alternative for users.
Aligns with sidewalks
each end.

Construction impacts are
moderate given dual bridge
configuration.

Provides little room for
public use. Primarily a
transportation facility. No
truss members overhead.

Industrial look and feel.
Compatible with
warehouses nearby.
Conventional truss design.

Steel material has low
carbon footprint. Dual
bridge layout means twice
the carbon footprint.

Dual bridges to be built
rather than one. Open
truss design.

$6,493,151

Conventional design
concepts employed which
reduce financial risk.

Re-painting of truss
elements required every
30-40 years.

Provides enhanced capacity

for future growth.

Separates bicycles and
pedestrians. Could
result in conflicts of
event related traffic.
Aligns with sidewalks
each end.

Construction impacts are
very high due to pier in
freeway below and overall
width.

Provides public gathering
space in addition to
transportation use. Possible
use for civic events.

Fits context of locale.
Potential for public art.

Largest bridge alternative
results in largest carbon
footprint and greenhouse
gas emissions.

Widest bridge changes
current views. Overall
design is similar to
adjacent bridges.

$8,123,937
Substructure requires
accelerated construction
technology to limit
community impacts.

Inspection would use
routine methods.

Maintenance costs could be

moderate due to size.

Provides highest capacity
for growth. Plaza feel may
stimulate local
development.

1=VERY POOR

2=POOR
3=FAIR
4 =G0O0OD

5 =VERY GOOD

Evaluator Name

Enter your SCORE in each box:

Add scores in each row for TOTAL SCORE
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CITY OF PORTLAND, OREGON
BUREAU OF TRANSPORTATION

Date: November 17, 2015

By: C. Glasgow

VALUES IN BLUE ARE PERCENT OF CONTRACT.

FEASIBILITY STUDY ENGINEER'S ESTIMATE FOR THE IMPROVEMENT OF FLANDERS CROSSING - ALTERNATIVE "A" - 16 FT TRUSS BRIDGE

#HHH#  BID ITEMS  #HHHH#HH#

CLASS
SPEC ITEM OF TOTAL TOTAL
NO. ITEMS OF WORK AND MATERIALS REFERENCE|| NUMBER |[ WORK UNIT ||QUANTITY| UNIT PRICE AMOUNT
1/MOBILIZATION 0210 0100000A n/a LS 1.000 § 166,286.61 | $ 166,286.61
2 TEMPORARY PROTECTION & DIRECTION OF TRAFFIC 0225 0100000A 13 LS 1.00| $ 33,257.32 | $§  33,257.32
TEMPORARY TRAFFIC CONTROL DEVICES 225 Special LS 1.000 $ 100,000.00 | $ 100,000.00
22| TEMPORARY CL-6R CHAIN LINK FENCE 0270 0137000F 12 FOOT 360.00| $ 17.60 | § 6,336.00
23 EROSION CONTROL 0280 0100000A 11 LS 1.00 $ 16,628.66 $  16,628.66
28| SEDIMENT FENCE, UNSUPPORTED 0280 0113000F 11 FOOT 280.00| $ 250 | $ 700.00
29|INLET PROTECTION 0280 0114000E 11 EACH 12.00| $ 88.00 | $ 1,056.00
30/ POLLUTION CONTROL PLAN 0290 0100000A 12 LS 1.00| $ 1,662.87 | $ 1,662.87
33/HASP/CMDP WORKPLANS 0291 1105000A 12 LS 1.00 $ 1,000.00 | $ 1,000.00
43 REMOVAL OF STRUCTURES & OBSTRUCTIONS 0310 0106000A 1 LS 1.00| $ 10,000.00 | $  10,000.00
45 /CLEARING AND GRUBBING 0320 0100000A 1 LS 1.00 $ 20,000.00 ' $  20,000.00
49 GENERAL EXCAVATION 0330 0105000K 1 CUYD 50.00 $ 35.00  $ 1,750.00
66| TRENCH EXCAVATION, COMMON 0405 1101000K 1 CUYD 100.00| $ 16.70 | § 1,670.00
70| TRENCH BACKFILL, CLASS B 0405 1109000K 1 CUYD 75.00 $ 33.00 $ 2,475.00
82|10 INCH PIPE, HDPE ASTM F714 SDR 26 BEDDING TYPE:D, COMPLETE 0445 Special 1 FOOT 100.00 $ 122.00 ' $§  12,200.00
100 CONCRETE INLETS, TYPE G-2 0470 0315000E 1 EACH 2.00 $ 1,770.00 | $ 3,540.00
112/ CONNECTION TO EXISTING STRUCTURES 0490 0104000E 1 EACH 2.00 § 841.00 | $ 1,682.00
118 TRENCH RESURFACING 0495 0100000J 1 SQYD 3333 $ 109.00 | $ 3,632.97
STRUCTURE DEMOLITION 0501 Special LS 1.00 $15,000.00 $15,000.00
120 SHORING, CRIBBING AND COFFERDAMS 0510 0100000A 2 LS 1.00| $ 5,000.00 | $ 5,000.00
121/STRUCTURE EXCAVATION 0510 0101000K 2 CUYD 40.00 $ 48.30 | $ 1,932.00
123 GRANULAR STRUCTURAL BACKFILL 0510 0108000K 2 CUYD 50.00 $ 50.00 | $ 2,500.00
FURNISH DRILLING EQUIPMENT Special LS 1.00 $ 30,000.00 $  30,000.00
PERMANENT SHAFT CASINGS Special FOOT 200.00 $ 500.00 $ 100,000.00
CSL TEST ACCESS TUBES 0512 0105000F FOOT 600.00 $8.00 $4,800.00
CSL TESTS 0512 0106000E EACH 4.00 $1,500.00 $6,000.00
DRILLED SHAFT EXC, 36 INCH DIA 0512 0110000F FOOT 200.00 $250.00 $50,000.00
DRILLED SHAFT CONCRETE 0512 Special CUYD 55.00 $500.00 $27,500.00
DRILLED SHAFT REINFORCEMENT 0530 Special LB 20000.00 $1.00 $20,000.00
| 124|REINFORCEMENT | 0530  |0100000A 2 LS* 1.00/$§  11,400.00 [ $  11,400.00 |
FOUNDATION CONCRETE 0540 0111000K CUYD 50.00 $600.00 $30,000.00
DECK CONCRETE, CLASS HPC4000 0540 0207000K CUYD 55.00 $1,000.00 $55,000.00
GENERAL STRC CONCRETE, CLASS 4000 0540 0312000K CUYD 40.00 $1,500.00 $60,000.00
PREFABRICATED BRIDGE, DELIVERED 0561 Special LS 1.00 $763,198.00 $763,198.00
PREFABRICATED BRIDGE INSTALLATION 0561 Special LS 1.00 $30,000.00 $30,000.00
BRIDGE LIGHTING 0580 Special LS 1 $100,000.00 $100,000.00
2 INCH ELECTRICAL CONDUIT 0583 0105000F FOOT 544 $10.00 $5,440.00
EXPANSION JOINTS 0585 Special FOOT 36 $250.00 $9,000.00
ORNAMENTAL BRIDGE RAIL 0587 Special FOOT 80.00 $250.00 $20,000.00
138 CONCRETE SLOPE PAVING 0599 0100000J 2 SQFT 350.00, $ 1125 | § 3,937.08
143 AGGREGATE BASE 0640 0102000M 5 TON 10.00 $ 36.90 $ 369.00
154/16 INCH ASPHALT CONCRETE PAVEMENT REPAIR 0748 Special SQYD 20.00 $ 68.80 | $ 1,376.00
168 CONCRETE DRIVEWAYS 0759 0126000J 12 SQFT 400.00 $ 840 | $ 3,360.00
170 CONCRETE WALKS 0759 0128000J 12 SQFT 100.00| $ 740 | $ 740.00
179 DETECTABLE WARNING SURFACE 0759 1158000J 12 SQFT 240.00| $ 4230 | $§ 10,152.00
193 REMOVABLE BOLLARDS 0815 0101000E 12 EACH 26.00 $ 750.00 | $  19,500.00
FREEWAY SIGNS MOUNTED ON BRIDGE Special LS 1.00 $ 18,000.00 ' $§  18,000.00
PERMANENT SIGNING AND STRIPING Special LS 1.00 $ 7,500.00 | $ 7,500.00
238 POLE FOUNDATIONS 0970 0100000A 10 LS* 3.00 $ 2,000.00 | $ 6,000.00
243 TRAFFIC SIGNAL INSTALLATION 0990 0101000A 10 LS* 1.000 $§ 120,000.00 | $ 120,000.00
245 FLASHING BEACON INSTALLATION 0990 Special LS* 1.00 $ 40,000.00 | $  40,000.00
246 LOOP DETECTOR INSTALLATION 0990 0103000A 10 LS* 1.00| $ 9,120.00 | $ 9,120.00
LANDSCAPING Special LS 1.00 $ 40,000.00 | $  40,000.00
* Unit Price Shown is on Pound, Each, or Foot Basis as Applicable
TOTAL BID ITEMS
#itHHH  ANTICIPATED ITEMS  ##HHHH
NO. [ITEMS OF WORK AND MATERIALS REFERENCE] NUMBER OF UNIT [QUANTITY| UNIT PRICE AMOUNT
1/RIGHT OF WAY MONUMENTATION LS 0.00 $ - $ -
2 RELOCATE WATER FACILITIES - FIRE HYDRANT EACH 0.00 $ 20,000.00 | $ -
3|RELOCATE WATER FACILITIES - METER EACH 0.00 $ 6,000.00 | $ -
4 STREET LIGHTING - UPGRADE LUMINAIRES EACH 0.00 $ 600.00 | $ -
5/STREET LIGHTING - INSTALL ARMS AND LUMINAIRES EACH 0.00 $ 5,000.00 | $ -

6 (Bi\(()l;l(\;TACT CONTRACTOR INSTALLED TRAFFIC SIGNAL LOOPS TO CONTROLLER EACH 0.00 § 1,000.00 | § :
7/STORMWATER PLANTINGS AND PLANT ESTABLISHMENT SQFT 0.00 $ 15.00 | § -
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CLASS
SPEC ITEM OF TOTAL TOTAL
NO. ITEMS OF WORK AND MATERIALS REFERENCE|| NUMBER |[[ WORK UNIT QUANTITY| UNIT PRICE AMOUNT
8/ STORMWATER OFFSITE MANAGEMENT FEE SQFT 4120.00 $ 370 | $  15,244.00
9/ROCK EXCAVATION CUYD 0.00 $ 106.00 | $ -
10 RAILROAD PROTECTION SERVICES (ONE YEAR) LS 0.00 $ 100,000.00  $ -
11ASPHALT CEMENT ESCALATION LS 1.00| $ - $ -
12|FUEL ESCALATION LS 1.00 $ = $ -
13| TESTING CONTAMINATED MEDIA LS 0.00 $ 5,000.00 | $ -
14 BOLI FEE PAYMENT LS 1.00 $ 2,010.70 | § 2,010.70
15/ CONTRACT CONTINGENCY (REQUIREMENT TO ACCEPT BIDS UP TO 10% OVER ESTIMATE) LS 1.00/ $ 201,070.15 | $ 201,070.15
TOTAL ANTICIPATED ITEMS $ 218,324.85
SCHEDULE SUMMARY
BID ITEMS $ 2,010,702
CONSTRUCTION CONTINGENCY 5% of Bid Items* $ 100,535
SUBTOTAL $ 2,111,237
ANTICIPATED ITEMS $ 218,325
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION $ 2,329,561
PROJECT MANAGEMENT 5% of Bid ltems $ 100,535
DESIGN ENGINEERING 15% of Bid ltems $ 301,605
CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT 15% of Bid Items $ 301,605
SUBTOTAL $ 703,745
PROJECT ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT OVERHEAD 73.35% of PM, Eng, and CM $ 516,197
TOTAL PROJECT ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT $ 1,219,942
RIGHT-OF-WAY LAND, IMPROVEMENTS, AND DAMAGES $ -
RIGHT-OF-WAY APPRAISAL, TITLE INSURANCE, AND NEGOTIATION $ -
of Land, Improve, and
RIGHT-OF-WAY CONTINGENCY 300 Damages $ -
TOTAL PROJECT RIGHT-OF-WAY $ -
Years Inflation
INFLATION RATE ON CONTRACT 1 4.5% of Construction $ 104,830
INFLATION RATE ON PERSONNEL 1 2.0% of Eng & Mgmt $ 24,399
ESTIMATE CONTINGENCY FOR UNDEFINED OR CHANGE IN SCOPE 10% of Const, Eng & Mgmt, S 367,873
and Inflation
TOTAL PROJECT CONTINGENCY $ 497,102
TOTAL PROJECT ESTIMATE $ 4,046,606
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CITY OF PORTLAND, OREGON
BUREAU OF TRANSPORTATION

Date: November 17, 2015

By: C. Glasgow

VALUES IN BLUE ARE PERCENT OF CONTRACT.

FEASIBILITY STUDY ENGINEER'S ESTIMATE FOR THE IMPROVEMENT OF FLANDERS CROSSING - ALTERNATIVE "B" - 16 FT CONCRETE 2-SPAN BRIDGE

#H#HHH BID ITEMS  #HHHH

CLASS
SPEC ITEM OF TOTAL

NO. ITEMS OF WORK AND MATERIALS REFERENCE| NUMBER [ WORK || UNIT [[QUANTITY| UNITPRICE |[[TOTAL AMOUNT
1/MOBILIZATION 0210 [0100000A n/a LS 100§ 137,682.01 [ $§  137,682.01
2| TEMPORARY PROTECTION & DIRECTION OF TRAFFIC 0225  |0100000A 13 LS 100§  27,536.40 | $  27,536.40

TEMPORARY TRAFFIC CONTROL DEVICES 225 Special LS 1.00/ $ 300,000.00 | $  300,000.00

22 TEMPORARY CL-6R CHAIN LINK FENCE 0270  |0137000F 12 FOOT 360.00| $ 17.60 | $ 6,336.00
23 EROSION CONTROL 0280  |0100000A 11 LS 100§  13,768.20 | $ 13,768.20
28/ SEDIMENT FENCE, UNSUPPORTED 0280  |0113000F 11 FOOT 280.00| $ 250 | $ 700.00
29 INLET PROTECTION 0280  |0114000E 11 EACH 16.00| $ 88.00 | $ 1,408.00
30/POLLUTION CONTROL PLAN 0290  |0100000A 12 LS 1.00] § 1,376.82 | § 1,376.82
33|HASP/CMDP WORKPLANS 0291 1105000A 12 LS 1.00 $ 1,000.00 | $ 1,000.00
43 REMOVAL OF STRUCTURES & OBSTRUCTIONS 0310 |0106000A 1 LS 1.00/ $  10,000.00 | $ 10,000.00
45 CLEARING AND GRUBBING 0320  |0100000A 1 LS 1.00[ $  20,000.00 | $  20,000.00
49 GENERAL EXCAVATION 0330  |0105000K 1 CUYD 50.00| $ 35.00 | $ 1,750.00
66 TRENCH EXCAVATION, COMMON 0405  |1101000K 1 CuYD 100.00| $ 16.70 | $ 1,670.00
70| TRENCH BACKFILL, CLASS B 0405 |1109000K 1 CUYD 75.00] $ 33.00 | $ 2,475.00
8210 INCH PIPE, HDPE ASTM F714 SDR 26 BEDDING TYPE:D, COMPLETE 0445  [Special 1 FOOT 100.00| $ 122.00 | $ 12,200.00
100/ CONCRETE INLETS, TYPE G-2 0470 |0315000E 1 EACH 2.00] $ 1,770.00 | $ 3,540.00
112|CONNECTION TO EXISTING STRUCTURES 0490  |0104000E 1 EACH 2.00] $ 841.00 | $ 1,682.00
118/ TRENCH RESURFACING 0495 |0100000J 1 SQYD 33.33 § 109.00 | $ 3,632.97
STRUCTURE DEMOLITION 0501  [Special LS 1.00 $15,000.00 $15,000.00

120[SHORING, CRIBBING AND COFFERDAMS 0510  |0100000A 2 LS 1.00] § 5,000.00 | $ 5,000.00

121/STRUCTURE EXCAVATION 0510  |0101000K 2 CUYD 40.00| $ 48.30 | $ 1,932.00

123 GRANULAR STRUCTURAL BACKFILL 0510  |0108000K 2 CUYD 50.00| $ 50.00 | $ 2,500.00

FURNISH DRILLING EQUIPMENT Special LS 100 §  40,000.00 $  40,000.00
PERMANENT SHAFT CASINGS Special FOOT 250.00 $ 500.00 $  125,000.00
CSL TEST ACCESS TUBES 0512 0105000F FOOT 750.00 $8.00 $6,000.00
CSL TESTS 0512 0106000E EACH 5.00 $1,500.00 $7,500.00
DRILLED SHAFT EXC, 36 INCH DIA 0512 0110000F FOOT 250.00 $250.00 $62,500.00
DRILLED SHAFT CONCRETE 0512 [Special CUYD 70.00 $500.00 $35,000.00
DRILLED SHAFT REINFORCEMENT 0530  |Special LB 25000.00 $1.00 $25,000.00
| 124|REINFORCEMENT | 0530  |[0100000A 2 Ls* 1.00$  20,000.00 | $ 20,000.00 |
FOUNDATION CONCRETE 0540  0111000K CUYD 50.00 $600.00 $30,000.00
DECK CONCRETE, CLASS HPC4000 0540  0207000K CUYD 90.00 $1,500.00 $135,000.00
GENERAL STRC CONCRETE, CLASS 4000 0540  0312000K CuUYD 51.00 $1,500.00 $76,500.00
| |BT 60 PRECAST PRESRESSTED GIRDERS | 0550 [Special | FOOT 591.00] $ 300.00 | $177,300.00
BRIDGE LIGHTING 0580  |Special LS 1 $100,000.00 $100,000.00
2 INCH ELECTRICAL CONDUIT 0583  0105000F FOOT 544 $10.00 $5,440.00
EXPANSION JOINTS 0585  [Special FOOT 36 $250.00 $9,000.00
ORNAMENTAL BRIDGE RAIL 0587  |Special FOOT 474.00 $250.00 $118,500.00

138/ CONCRETE SLOPE PAVING 0599  |0100000J 2 SQFT 350.00] $ 1125 $ 3,937.08

143 AGGREGATE BASE 0640  |0102000M 5 TON 10.00| $ 36.90 | $ 369.00

154/16 INCH ASPHALT CONCRETE PAVEMENT REPAIR 0748  |Special sSQYD 20.00 $ 68.80 | $ 1,376.00

168 CONCRETE DRIVEWAYS 0759  |0126000J 12 SQFT 400.00| $ 8.40 | $ 3,360.00

170/ CONCRETE WALKS 0759 | 0128000J 12 SQFT 100.00] $ 740 $ 740.00

179/ DETECTABLE WARNING SURFACE 0759  |1158000J 12 SQFT 240.00| $ 42.30 | $§ 10,152.00

193 REMOVABLE BOLLARDS 0815  0101000E 12 EACH 26.00| $ 750.00 | $ 19,500.00

FREEWAY SIGNS MOUNTED ON BRIDGE Special LS 1.00/ $  18,000.00 | $ 18,000.00
PERMANENT SIGNING AND STRIPING Special LS 1.00] § 7,500.00 | $ 7,500.00

238/ POLE FOUNDATIONS 0970  |0100000A 10 LS* 3.00] $ 2,000.00 | $ 6,000.00

243 TRAFFIC SIGNAL INSTALLATION 0990  [0101000A 10 Ls* 1.00/ § 120,000.00 | $  120,000.00

245 FLASHING BEACON INSTALLATION 0990  |Special LS* 1.00/ $§  40,000.00 | $  40,000.00

246/LOOP DETECTOR INSTALLATION 0990  |0103000A 10 Ls* 1.00 $ 9,120.00 | $ 9,120.00

LANDSCAPING Special LS 1.00/ $  40,000.00 | $  40,000.00

278/ ORNAMENTAL PROTECTIVE SCREENING 1050  [Special 12 FOOT 400.00 $ 158.00 ' §  63,200.00

* Unit Price Shown is on Pound, Each, or Foot Basis as Applicable
TOTAL BID ITEMS
#HAH#  ANTICIPATED ITEMS #HH#HH#

NO.[ITEMS OF WORK AND MATERIALS REFERENCE] NUMBER OF UNIT [QUANTITY] UNIT PRICE | TOTAL AMOUNT
1RIGHT OF WAY MONUMENTATION LS 0.00[ § - 1% -
2/RELOCATE WATER FACILITIES - FIRE HYDRANT EACH 0.00/ $  20,000.00 | $ -
3/RELOCATE WATER FACILITIES - METER EACH 0.00| $ 6,000.00 | $ -
4/STREET LIGHTING - UPGRADE LUMINAIRES EACH 0.00] $ 600.00 | $ -
5/STREET LIGHTING - INSTALL ARMS AND LUMINAIRES EACH 0.00| $ 5,000.00 | § -

6 (B:\(()’;ngCT CONTRACTOR INSTALLED TRAFFIC SIGNAL LOOPS TO CONTROLLER EAGH 0.00 § 100000 $ )
7/STORMWATER PLANTINGS AND PLANT ESTABLISHMENT SQFT 0.00] $ 15.00 | $ -
S:\Projects\BAS Projects\T00497 - Flanders Crossing\Estimate\ Printed 11/18/201512:36 PM

e 62/177 Template Version: 12/13/12

Estimate Master - Flanders Crossing Feasiblity Study,11-17-2015 Papg
a

ge 4 of 32



CLASS
SPEC ITEM OF TOTAL
NO. ITEMS OF WORK AND MATERIALS REFERENCE|f NUMBER || WORK UNIT QUANTITY|[ UNIT PRICE |[TOTAL AMOUNT
8/ STORMWATER OFFSITE MANAGEMENT FEE SQFT 4120.00 $ 370 ' $ 15,244.00
9/ROCK EXCAVATION CUYD 0.00 $ 106.00 | $ -

10 RAILROAD PROTECTION SERVICES (ONE YEAR) LS 0.00/ $ 100,000.00  $ -

11 ASPHALT CEMENT ESCALATION LS 1.00| $ - $ -

12/FUEL ESCALATION LS 1.00 $ = $ -

13| TESTING CONTAMINATED MEDIA LS 0.00 $ 5,000.00 | $ -

14/ BOLI FEE PAYMENT LS 1.00 $ 1,887.18 | $ 1,887.18

15/ CONTRACT CONTINGENCY (REQUIREMENT TO ACCEPT BIDS UP TO 10% OVER ESTIMATE) LS 1.00/ $ 188,718.35|$  188,718.35
TOTAL ANTICIPATED ITEMS $ 205,849.53
SCHEDULE SUMMARY
BID ITEMS $ 1,887,183
CONSTRUCTION CONTINGENCY 5% of Bid Items* $ 94,359
SUBTOTAL $ 1,981,542
ANTICIPATED ITEMS $ 205,850
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION $ 2,187,392
PROJECT MANAGEMENT 5% of Bid ltems $ 94,359
DESIGN ENGINEERING 25% of Bid ltems $ 471,796
CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT 15% of Bid Items $ 283,078
SUBTOTAL $ 849,233
PROJECT ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT OVERHEAD 73.35% of PM, Eng, and CM $ 622,913
TOTAL PROJECT ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT $ 1,472,146
RIGHT-OF-WAY LAND, IMPROVEMENTS, AND DAMAGES $ -
RIGHT-OF-WAY APPRAISAL, TITLE INSURANCE, AND NEGOTIATION $ -

of Land, Improve, and
RIGHT-OF-WAY CONTINGENCY 309% Damages $ -
TOTAL PROJECT RIGHT-OF-WAY $ -
Years Inflation
INFLATION RATE ON CONTRACT 1 4.5% of Construction $ 98,433
INFLATION RATE ON PERSONNEL 1 2.0% of Eng & Mgmt $ 29,443
ESTIMATE CONTINGENCY FOR UNDEFINED OR CHANGE IN SCOPE 10% of Const, Eng& Mgmi, _$ 378,741
and Inflation
TOTAL PROJECT CONTINGENCY $ 506,617
TOTAL PROJECT ESTIMATE $ 4,166,155
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CITY OF PORTLAND, OREGON
BUREAU OF TRANSPORTATION

Date: November 17, 2015

By: C. Glasgow

VALUES IN BLUE ARE PERCENT OF CONTRACT.

FEASIBILITY STUDY ENGINEER'S ESTIMATE FOR THE IMPROVEMENT OF FLANDERS CROSSING - ALTERNATIVE "C" - 24 FT ENHANCED WIDTH TRUSS

#H#HHH BID ITEMS  #HHHH

CLASS
SPEC ITEM OF TOTAL
NO. ITEMS OF WORK AND MATERIALS REFERENCE| NUMBER || WORK UNIT [JQUANTITY| UNIT PRICE |[TOTAL AMOUNT
1/ MOBILIZATION 0210 0100000A n/a LS 100 § 23942493 ' $§  239,424.93
2| TEMPORARY PROTECTION & DIRECTION OF TRAFFIC 0225 0100000A 13 LS 1.00| $ 47,884.99 | $ 47,884.99
TEMPORARY TRAFFIC CONTROL DEVICES 225 Special LS 1.000 $ 100,000.00 $  100,000.00
22| TEMPORARY CL-6R CHAIN LINK FENCE 0270 0137000F 12 FOOT 360.00] $ 17.60 | $ 6,336.00
23/ EROSION CONTROL 0280 0100000A 11 LS 1.00 $ 23,942.49 | $ 23,942.49
28/ SEDIMENT FENCE, UNSUPPORTED 0280 0113000F 11 FOOT 280.00| $ 250 | $ 700.00
29|INLET PROTECTION 0280 0114000E 11 EACH 12.00 $ 88.00 $ 1,056.00
30 POLLUTION CONTROL PLAN 0290 0100000A 12 LS 1.00| $ 2,394.25 | $ 2,394.25
33 HASP/CMDP WORKPLANS 0291 1105000A 12 LS 1.00 $ 1,000.00 | $ 1,000.00
43/ REMOVAL OF STRUCTURES & OBSTRUCTIONS 0310 0106000A 1 LS 1.00 $ 10,000.00 | $ 10,000.00
45/ CLEARING AND GRUBBING 0320 0100000A 1 LS 1.00 $ 30,000.00 | $ 30,000.00
49| GENERAL EXCAVATION 0330 0105000K 1 CUYD 50.00 $ 35.00 ' $ 1,750.00
66| TRENCH EXCAVATION, COMMON 0405 1101000K 1 CUYD 100.00| $ 16.70 | § 1,670.00
70 TRENCH BACKFILL, CLASS B 0405 1109000K 1 CUYD 75.00 $ 33.00 ' $ 2,475.00
82|10 INCH PIPE, HDPE ASTM F714 SDR 26 BEDDING TYPE:D, COMPLETE 0445 Special 1 FOOT 100.00| $ 122.00 | $ 12,200.00
100, CONCRETE INLETS, TYPE G-2 0470 0315000E 1 EACH 200 $ 1,770.00 | $ 3,540.00
112/ CONNECTION TO EXISTING STRUCTURES 0490 0104000E 1 EACH 2.00 $ 841.00 | $ 1,682.00
118 TRENCH RESURFACING 0495 0100000J 1 SQYD 33.33 $ 109.00 | $ 3,632.97
STRUCTURE DEMOLITION 0501 Special LS 1.00 $22,500.00 $22,500.00
120/ SHORING, CRIBBING AND COFFERDAMS 0510 0100000A 2 LS 1.00| $ 7,500.00 | $ 7,500.00
121 STRUCTURE EXCAVATION 0510 0101000K 2 CUYD 60.00 $ 48.30 | § 2,898.00
123 GRANULAR STRUCTURAL BACKFILL 0510 0108000K 2 CUYD 75.00 $ 50.00 | $ 3,750.00
FURNISH DRILLING EQUIPMENT Special LS 1.00 $ 45,000.00 $ 45,000.00
PERMANENT SHAFT CASINGS Special FOOT 300.00 $ 500.00 $  150,000.00
CSL TEST ACCESS TUBES 0512 0105000F FOOT 900.00 $8.00 $7,200.00
CSL TESTS 0512 0106000E EACH 6.00 $1,500.00 $9,000.00
DRILLED SHAFT EXC, 36 INCH DIA 0512 0110000F FOOT 300.00 $250.00 $75,000.00
DRILLED SHAFT CONCRETE 0512 Special CUYD 55.00 $500.00 $27,500.00
DRILLED SHAFT REINFORCEMENT 0530 Special LB 30000.00 $1.00 $30,000.00
| 124|REINFORCEMENT | 0530  |[0100000A 2 Ls* | 1.00$  17,400.00 | $ 17,400.00 |
FOUNDATION CONCRETE 0540 0111000K CUYD 75.00 $600.00 $45,000.00
DECK CONCRETE, CLASS HPC4000 0540 0207000K CUYD 82.50 $1,000.00 $82,500.00
GENERAL STRC CONCRETE, CLASS 4000 0540 0312000K CUYD 60.00 $1,500.00 $90,000.00
PREFABRICATED BRIDGE, DELIVERED 0561 Special LS 1.00  $1,259,276.70 $1,259,276.70
PREFABRICATED BRIDGE INSTALLATION 0561 Special LS 1.00 $60,000.00 $60,000.00
BRIDGE LIGHTING 0580 Special LS 1 $100,000.00 $100,000.00
2 INCH ELECTRICAL CONDUIT 0583 0105000F FOOT 816 $10.00 $8,160.00
EXPANSION JOINTS 0585 Special FOOT 54 $250.00 $13,500.00
ORNAMENTAL BRIDGE RAIL 0587 Special FOOT 80.00 $250.00 $20,000.00
138 CONCRETE SLOPE PAVING 0599 0100000J 2 SQFT 525.00] $ 1125 | § 5,905.62
143 AGGREGATE BASE 0640 0102000M 5 TON 10.00 $ 36.90 $ 369.00
154,16 INCH ASPHALT CONCRETE PAVEMENT REPAIR 0748 Special SQYD 20.00 $ 68.80 | $ 1,376.00
168 CONCRETE DRIVEWAYS 0759 0126000J 12 SQFT 400.00 $ 840 §$ 3,360.00
170, CONCRETE WALKS 0759 0128000J 12 SQFT 100.00 $ 740 | '$ 740.00
179 DETECTABLE WARNING SURFACE 0759 1158000J 12 SQFT 240.00| $ 4230 | $ 10,152.00
193 REMOVABLE BOLLARDS 0815 0101000E 12 EACH 26.00 $ 750.00 | $ 19,500.00
FREEWAY SIGNS MOUNTED ON BRIDGE Special LS 1.00 $ 18,000.00 | $ 18,000.00
PERMANENT SIGNING AND STRIPING Special LS 1.00 $ 7,500.00 | $ 7,500.00
238 POLE FOUNDATIONS 0970 0100000A 10 LS* 3.00 $ 2,000.00 | $ 6,000.00
243 TRAFFIC SIGNAL INSTALLATION 0990 0101000A 10 LS* 1.000 $ 120,000.00 | $  120,000.00
245 FLASHING BEACON INSTALLATION 0990 Special LS* 1.00 $ 40,000.00 | $ 40,000.00
246 LOOP DETECTOR INSTALLATION 0990 0103000A 10 LS* 1.00| $ 9,120.00 | $ 9,120.00
LANDSCAPING Special LS 1.00 $ 40,000.00 | $ 40,000.00
* Unit Price Shown is on Pound, Each, or Foot Basis as Applicable
TOTAL BID ITEMS
. ANTICIPATED ITEMS  #it#H#HH
NO. [ITEMS OF WORK AND MATERIALS REFERENCE[ NUMBER OF UNIT |QUANTITY| UNITPRICE |[TOTAL AMOUNT
1 RIGHT OF WAY MONUMENTATION LS 0.00| $ - $ -
2/RELOCATE WATER FACILITIES - FIRE HYDRANT EACH 0.00 $ 20,000.00 | $ -
3/RELOCATE WATER FACILITIES - METER EACH 0.00 $ 6,000.00 | $ -
4 STREET LIGHTING - UPGRADE LUMINAIRES EACH 0.00 $ 600.00 | $ -
5/STREET LIGHTING - INSTALL ARMS AND LUMINAIRES EACH 0.00 $ 5,000.00 | $ -
6 (B:\(()gngCT CONTRACTOR INSTALLED TRAFFIC SIGNAL LOOPS TO CONTROLLER EACH 0.00 $ 1,000.00 | $ :
7/ STORMWATER PLANTINGS AND PLANT ESTABLISHMENT SQFT 0.00 $ 15.00 | § -
S:\Projects\BAS Projects\T00497 - Flanders Crossing\Estimate\ Printed 11/18/201512:36 PM
e 64/177 Template Version: 12/13/12

Estimate Master - Flanders Crossing Feasiblity Study,11-17-2015 Papg
a

ge 6 of 32



CLASS
SPEC ITEM OF TOTAL
NO. ITEMS OF WORK AND MATERIALS REFERENCE|f NUMBER || WORK UNIT QUANTITY|[ UNIT PRICE |[TOTAL AMOUNT
8/ STORMWATER OFFSITE MANAGEMENT FEE SQFT 6120.00 $ 370 ' $ 22,644.00
9/ROCK EXCAVATION CUYD 0.00 $ 106.00 | $ -
10 RAILROAD PROTECTION SERVICES (ONE YEAR) LS 0.00/ $ 100,000.00  $ -
11 ASPHALT CEMENT ESCALATION LS 1.00| $ - $ -
12/FUEL ESCALATION LS 1.00 $ = $ -
13| TESTING CONTAMINATED MEDIA LS 0.00 $ 5,000.00 | $ -
14/ BOLI FEE PAYMENT LS 1.00 $ 2,847.90 | $ 2,847.90
15/ CONTRACT CONTINGENCY (REQUIREMENT TO ACCEPT BIDS UP TO 10% OVER ESTIMATE) LS 1.00 $ 284,789.60 | $  284,789.60
TOTAL ANTICIPATED ITEMS $ 310,281.49
SCHEDULE SUMMARY
BID ITEMS $ 2,847,896
CONSTRUCTION CONTINGENCY 5% of Bid Items* $ 142,395
SUBTOTAL $ 2,990,291
ANTICIPATED ITEMS $ 310,281
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION $ 3,300,572
PROJECT MANAGEMENT 5% of Bid ltems $ 142,395
DESIGN ENGINEERING 20% of Bid ltems $ 569,579
CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT 15% of Bid Items $ 427,184
SUBTOTAL $ 1,139,158
PROJECT ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT OVERHEAD 73.35% of PM, Eng, and CM $ 835,572
TOTAL PROJECT ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT $ 1,974,730
RIGHT-OF-WAY LAND, IMPROVEMENTS, AND DAMAGES $ -
RIGHT-OF-WAY APPRAISAL, TITLE INSURANCE, AND NEGOTIATION $ -
of Land, Improve, and
RIGHT-OF-WAY CONTINGENCY 309% Damages $ -
TOTAL PROJECT RIGHT-OF-WAY $ -
Years Inflation
INFLATION RATE ON CONTRACT 1 4.5% of Construction $ 148,526
INFLATION RATE ON PERSONNEL 1 2.0% of Eng & Mgmt $ 39,495
ESTIMATE CONTINGENCY FOR UNDEFINED OR CHANGE IN SCOPE 10% of Const, Eng& Mgmi, _$ 546,332
and Inflation
TOTAL PROJECT CONTINGENCY $ 734,353
TOTAL PROJECT ESTIMATE $ 6,009,656
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CITY OF PORTLAND, OREGON
BUREAU OF TRANSPORTATION

Date:

November 17, 2015

By: C. Glasgow

VALUES IN BLUE ARE PERCENT OF CONTRACT.

FEASIBILITY STUDY ENGINEER'S ESTIMATE FOR THE IMPROVEMENT OF FLANDERS CROSSING - ALTERNATIVE "D" - 24 FT ENHANCED WIDTH SIGNATURE BRIDGE

#H#HHH BID ITEMS  #HHHHH

CLASS
SPEC ITEM OF TOTAL
NO. ITEMS OF WORK AND MATERIALS REFERENCE|| NUMBER | WORK UNIT QUANTITY || UNIT PRICE [[TOTAL AMOUNT
TEMPORARY TRAFFIC CONTROL DEVICES 225 Special LS 1.00/ $ 100,000.00 | $ 100,000.00
BRIDGE REMOVAL 0501 Special LS 1.00 $22,500.00 $22,500.00
BRIDGE SUBSTRUCTURE AND SUPERSTRUCTURE, COMPLETE Special SF 5400.00 $455.00 $2,457,000.00
BRIDGE LIGHTING 0580 Special LS 1 $100,000.00 $100,000.00
FREEWAY SIGNS MOUNTED ON BRIDGE Special LS 1.00 $ 18,000.00 $ 18,000.00
238/ POLE FOUNDATIONS 0970 0100000A 10 LS* 3.00 $ 2,000.00 | $ 6,000.00
243 TRAFFIC SIGNAL INSTALLATION 0990 0101000A 10 LS* 1.00 $ 120,000.00  $ 120,000.00
245/ FLASHING BEACON INSTALLATION 0990 Special LS* 1.00/ $§ 40,000.00 | $ 40,000.00
246 LOOP DETECTOR INSTALLATION 0990 0103000A 10 LS* 1.00 $ 9,120.00 | $ 9,120.00
* Unit Price Shown is on Pound, Each, or Foot Basis as Applicable
TOTAL BID ITEMS $ 2,872,620.00
#iHHH  ANTICIPATED ITEMS  ###HH#H#
NO. [ITEMS OF WORK AND MATERIALS REFERENCE| NUMBER OF UNIT QUANTITY [ UNIT PRICE |TOTAL AMOUNT
1/ RIGHT OF WAY MONUMENTATION LS 0.00| $ - $ -
2 RELOCATE WATER FACILITIES - FIRE HYDRANT EACH 0.00/ $ 20,000.00  $ -
3/RELOCATE WATER FACILITIES - METER EACH 0.00 $ 6,000.00 | $ -
4/ STREET LIGHTING - UPGRADE LUMINAIRES EACH 0.00 $ 600.00 | $ -
5/STREET LIGHTING - INSTALL ARMS AND LUMINAIRES EACH 0.00 $ 5,000.00 | $ -
6 (Blsl;l(\;liACT CONTRACTOR INSTALLED TRAFFIC SIGNAL LOOPS TO CONTROLLER EACH 0.00 § 1,000.00 | $ :
7/ STORMWATER PLANTINGS AND PLANT ESTABLISHMENT SQFT 0.00 $ 15.00 | $§ -
8/ STORMWATER OFFSITE MANAGEMENT FEE SQFT 6120.00 $ 370 | $ 22,644.00
9/ROCK EXCAVATION CUYD 0.00 $ 106.00 | $ -
10 RAILROAD PROTECTION SERVICES (ONE YEAR) LS 0.00/ $ 100,000.00  $ -
11 ASPHALT CEMENT ESCALATION LS 1.00 $ - $ -
12/FUEL ESCALATION LS 1.00 $ = $ -
13| TESTING CONTAMINATED MEDIA LS 0.00 $ 5,000.00 | $ -
14 BOLI FEE PAYMENT LS 1.00 $ 2,872.62 | $ 2,872.62
15/ CONTRACT CONTINGENCY (REQUIREMENT TO ACCEPT BIDS UP TO 10% OVER ESTIMATE) LS 1.00| $ 287,262.00 | $ 287,262.00
TOTAL ANTICIPATED ITEMS $ 312,778.62
SCHEDULE SUMMARY
BID ITEMS $ 2,872,620
CONSTRUCTION CONTINGENCY 5% of Bid Items* $ 143,631
SUBTOTAL $ 3,016,251
ANTICIPATED ITEMS $ 312,779
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION $ 3,329,030
PROJECT MANAGEMENT 5% of Bid ltems $ 143,631
DESIGN ENGINEERING 25% of Bid ltems $ 718,155
CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT 15% of Bid Items $ 430,893
SUBTOTAL $ 1,292,679
PROJECT ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT OVERHEAD 73.35% of PM, Eng, and CM $ 948,180
TOTAL PROJECT ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT $ 2,240,859
RIGHT-OF-WAY LAND, IMPROVEMENTS, AND DAMAGES $ -
RIGHT-OF-WAY APPRAISAL, TITLE INSURANCE, AND NEGOTIATION $ -
of Land, Improve, and
RIGHT-OF-WAY CONTINGENCY 309% Damages $ -
TOTAL PROJECT RIGHT-OF-WAY $ -
Years Inflation
INFLATION RATE ON CONTRACT 1 4.5% of Construction $ 149,806
INFLATION RATE ON PERSONNEL 1 2.0% of Eng & Mgmt $ 44,817
ESTIMATE CONTINGENCY FOR UNDEFINED OR CHANGE IN SCOPE 20% of Const, Eng & Mgmt, _$ 1,152,902
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CLASS

SPEC ITEM OF TOTAL
NO. ITEMS OF WORK AND MATERIALS REFERENCE|| NUMBER | WORK UNIT QUANTITY UNIT PRICE |[TOTAL AMOUNT
and Inflation
TOTAL PROJECT CONTINGENCY $ 1,347,525
TOTAL PROJECT ESTIMATE $ 6,917,414
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CITY OF PORTLAND, OREGON
BUREAU OF TRANSPORTATION

Date: November 17, 2015 By: C. Glasgow
FEASIBILITY STUDY ENGINEER'S ESTIMATE FOR THE IMPROVEMENT OF FLANDERS CROSSING - ALTERNATIVE "E" - TWO COMPANION TRUSS BRIDGES - 14 FT EACH
VALUES IN BLUE ARE PERCENT OF CONTRACT.
#itHH# BID ITEMS  ##HHHH
CLASS
SPEC ITEM OF TOTAL
NO. ITEMS OF WORK AND MATERIALS REFERENCE|[ NUMBER | WORK UNIT [JQUANTITY| UNIT PRICE |[TOTAL AMOUNT
1/MOBILIZATION 0210 0100000A n/a LS 100 § 26362889 $  263,628.89
2 TEMPORARY PROTECTION & DIRECTION OF TRAFFIC 0225 0100000A 13 LS 1.00| $ 52,725.78 | $ 52,725.78
TEMPORARY TRAFFIC CONTROL DEVICES 225 Special LS 1.000 $§ 200,000.00 $  200,000.00
22/ TEMPORARY CL-6R CHAIN LINK FENCE 0270 0137000F 12 FOOT 360.00] $ 17.60 | $ 6,336.00
23/ EROSION CONTROL 0280 0100000A 11 LS 1.00 $ 26,362.89 | $ 26,362.89
28 SEDIMENT FENCE, UNSUPPORTED 0280 0113000F 11 FOOT 280.00| $ 250 | $ 700.00
29|INLET PROTECTION 0280 0114000E 11 EACH 12.00 $ 88.00 $ 1,056.00
30/POLLUTION CONTROL PLAN 0290 0100000A 12 LS 1.00| $ 2,636.29 | $ 2,636.29
33/HASP/CMDP WORKPLANS 0291 1105000A 12 LS 1.00 $ 1,000.00 | $ 1,000.00
43/ REMOVAL OF STRUCTURES & OBSTRUCTIONS 0310 0106000A 1 LS 1.00 $ 10,000.00 | $ 10,000.00
45/CLEARING AND GRUBBING 0320 0100000A 1 LS 1.00 $ 40,000.00 | $ 40,000.00
49/GENERAL EXCAVATION 0330 0105000K 1 CUYD 50.00 $ 35.00 ' $ 1,750.00
66 TRENCH EXCAVATION, COMMON 0405 1101000K 1 CUYD 100.00| $ 16.70 | § 1,670.00
70/ TRENCH BACKFILL, CLASS B 0405 1109000K 1 CUYD 75.00 $ 33.00 ' $ 2,475.00
82|10 INCH PIPE, HDPE ASTM F714 SDR 26 BEDDING TYPE:D, COMPLETE 0445 Special 1 FOOT 100.00| $ 122.00 | $ 12,200.00
100 CONCRETE INLETS, TYPE G-2 0470 0315000E 1 EACH 200 $ 1,770.00 | $ 3,540.00
112/ CONNECTION TO EXISTING STRUCTURES 0490 0104000E 1 EACH 2.00 $ 841.00 | $ 1,682.00
118 TRENCH RESURFACING 0495 0100000J 1 SQYD 33.33 $ 109.00 | $ 3,632.97
STRUCTURE DEMOLITION 0501 Special LS 1.00 $30,000.00 $30,000.00
120/ SHORING, CRIBBING AND COFFERDAMS 0510 0100000A 2 LS 1.00| $ 10,000.00 | $ 10,000.00
121 STRUCTURE EXCAVATION 0510 0101000K 2 CUYD 80.00 $ 48.30 | § 3,864.00
123 GRANULAR STRUCTURAL BACKFILL 0510 0108000K 2 CUYD 100.00  $ 50.00 | $ 5,000.00
FURNISH DRILLING EQUIPMENT Special LS 1.00 $ 60,000.00 $ 60,000.00
PERMANENT SHAFT CASINGS Special FOOT 400.00 $ 500.00 $  200,000.00
CSL TEST ACCESS TUBES 0512 0105000F FOOT 1200.00 $8.00 $9,600.00
CSL TESTS 0512 0106000E EACH 8.00 $1,500.00 $12,000.00
DRILLED SHAFT EXC, 36 INCH DIA 0512 0110000F FOOT 400.00 $250.00 $100,000.00
DRILLED SHAFT CONCRETE 0512 Special CUYD 110.00 $500.00 $55,000.00
DRILLED SHAFT REINFORCEMENT 0530 Special LB 40000.00 $1.00 $40,000.00
| 124|REINFORCEMENT | 0530  |[0100000A 2 | st 1.00$  22,800.00 | $ 22,800.00 |
FOUNDATION CONCRETE 0540 0111000K CUYD 87.50 $600.00 $52,500.00
DECK CONCRETE, CLASS HPC4000 0540 0207000K CUYD 96.00 $1,000.00 $96,000.00
GENERAL STRC CONCRETE, CLASS 4000 0540 0312000K CUYD 40.00 $1,500.00 $60,000.00
PREFABRICATED BRIDGE, DELIVERED 0561 Special LS 1.00  $1,335,596.00 $1,335,596.00
PREFABRICATED BRIDGE INSTALLATION 0561 Special LS 1.00 $60,000.00 $60,000.00
BRIDGE LIGHTING 0580 Special LS 1 $100,000.00 $100,000.00
2 INCH ELECTRICAL CONDUIT 0583 0105000F FOOT 1088 $10.00 $10,880.00
EXPANSION JOINTS 0585 Special FOOT 56 $250.00 $14,000.00
ORNAMENTAL BRIDGE RAIL 0587 Special FOOT 160.00 $250.00 $40,000.00
138 CONCRETE SLOPE PAVING 0599 0100000J 2 SQFT 612.50 $ 1125 | § 6,889.89
143/ AGGREGATE BASE 0640 0102000M 5 TON 10.00 $ 36.90 $ 369.00
15416 INCH ASPHALT CONCRETE PAVEMENT REPAIR 0748 Special SQYD 20.00 $ 68.80 | $ 1,376.00
168 CONCRETE DRIVEWAYS 0759 0126000J 12 SQFT 400.00 $ 840 §$ 3,360.00
170 CONCRETE WALKS 0759 0128000J 12 SQFT 100.00 $ 740 '$ 740.00
179 DETECTABLE WARNING SURFACE 0759 1158000J 12 SQFT 240.00 $ 4230 | $ 10,152.00
193 REMOVABLE BOLLARDS 0815 0101000E 12 EACH 26.00 $ 750.00 | $ 19,500.00
FREEWAY SIGNS MOUNTED ON BRIDGE Special LS 1.00 $ 18,000.00 | $ 18,000.00
PERMANENT SIGNING AND STRIPING Special LS 1.00 $ 7,500.00 | $ 7,500.00
238 POLE FOUNDATIONS 0970 0100000A 10 LS* 3.00 $ 2,000.00 | $ 6,000.00
243 TRAFFIC SIGNAL INSTALLATION 0990 0101000A 10 LS* 1.000 $ 120,000.00 | $  120,000.00
245 FLASHING BEACON INSTALLATION 0990 Special LS* 1.00 $ 40,000.00 | $ 40,000.00
246/ LOOP DETECTOR INSTALLATION 0990 0103000A 10 LS* 1.00| $ 9,120.00 | $ 9,120.00
LANDSCAPING Special LS 1.00 $ 40,000.00 | $ 40,000.00
* Unit Price Shown is on Pound, Each, or Foot Basis as Applicable
TOTAL BID ITEMS
#ittHHH  ANTICIPATED ITEMS  #HHHHH
NO.|ITEMS OF WORK AND MATERIALS REFERENCE[ NUMBER OF UNIT |QUANTITY| UNITPRICE |[TOTAL AMOUNT
1/RIGHT OF WAY MONUMENTATION LS 0.00| $ - $ -
2 RELOCATE WATER FACILITIES - FIRE HYDRANT EACH 0.00 $ 20,000.00 | $ -
3 RELOCATE WATER FACILITIES - METER EACH 0.00 $ 6,000.00 | $ -
4|STREET LIGHTING - UPGRADE LUMINAIRES EACH 0.00 $ 600.00 | $ -
5/ STREET LIGHTING - INSTALL ARMS AND LUMINAIRES EACH 0.00 $ 5,000.00 | $ -
6 (B:\(()gngCT CONTRACTOR INSTALLED TRAFFIC SIGNAL LOOPS TO CONTROLLER EACH 0.00 § 1,000.00 | $ :
7 STORMWATER PLANTINGS AND PLANT ESTABLISHMENT SQFT 0.00 $ 15.00 | § -
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CLASS
SPEC ITEM OF TOTAL
NO. ITEMS OF WORK AND MATERIALS REFERENCE|f NUMBER || WORK UNIT QUANTITY|[ UNIT PRICE |[TOTAL AMOUNT
8/ STORMWATER OFFSITE MANAGEMENT FEE SQFT 4120.00 $ 370 ' $ 15,244.00
9/ROCK EXCAVATION CUYD 0.00 $ 106.00 | $ -
10 RAILROAD PROTECTION SERVICES (ONE YEAR) LS 0.00/ $ 100,000.00  $ -
11 ASPHALT CEMENT ESCALATION LS 1.00| $ - $ -
12/FUEL ESCALATION LS 1.00 $ = $ -
13| TESTING CONTAMINATED MEDIA LS 0.00 $ 5,000.00 | $ -
14/ BOLI FEE PAYMENT LS 1.00 $ 3,231.64 | § 3,231.64
15/ CONTRACT CONTINGENCY (REQUIREMENT TO ACCEPT BIDS UP TO 10% OVER ESTIMATE) LS 1.00/ $ 323,164.27 | $  323,164.27
TOTAL ANTICIPATED ITEMS $ 341,639.91
SCHEDULE SUMMARY
BID ITEMS $ 3,231,643
CONSTRUCTION CONTINGENCY 5% of Bid Items* $ 161,582
SUBTOTAL $ 3,393,225
ANTICIPATED ITEMS $ 341,640
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION $ 3,734,865
PROJECT MANAGEMENT 5% of Bid ltems $ 161,582
DESIGN ENGINEERING 15% of Bid ltems $ 484,746
CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT 15% of Bid Items $ 484,746
SUBTOTAL $ 1,131,074
PROJECT ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT OVERHEAD 73.35% of PM, Eng, and CM $ 829,643
TOTAL PROJECT ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT $ 1,960,717
RIGHT-OF-WAY LAND, IMPROVEMENTS, AND DAMAGES $ -
RIGHT-OF-WAY APPRAISAL, TITLE INSURANCE, AND NEGOTIATION $ -
of Land, Improve, and
RIGHT-OF-WAY CONTINGENCY 309% Damages $ -
TOTAL PROJECT RIGHT-OF-WAY $ -
Years Inflation
INFLATION RATE ON CONTRACT 1 4.5% of Construction $ 168,069
INFLATION RATE ON PERSONNEL 1 2.0% of Eng & Mgmt $ 39,214
ESTIMATE CONTINGENCY FOR UNDEFINED OR CHANGE IN SCOPE 10% of Const, Eng& Mgmi, _$ 590,286
and Inflation
TOTAL PROJECT CONTINGENCY $ 797,569
TOTAL PROJECT ESTIMATE $ 6,493,151
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CITY OF PORTLAND, OREGON
BUREAU OF TRANSPORTATION

Date: November 17, 2015

By: C. Glasgow

VALUES IN BLUE ARE PERCENT OF CONTRACT.

FEASIBILITY STUDY ENGINEER'S ESTIMATE FOR THE IMPROVEMENT OF FLANDERS CROSSING - ALTERNATIVE "F" - 60 FT CONCRETE 2-SPAN PLAZA BRIDGE

#H#HHH BID ITEMS  #HHHH

CLASS
SPEC ITEM OF TOTAL

NO. ITEMS OF WORK AND MATERIALS REFERENCE|| NUMBER || WORK [ UNIT [|QUANTITY| UNIT PRICE [TOTAL AMOUNT
1/MOBILIZATION 0210 [0100000A n/a LS 1.00[ § 266,658.94 | $§  266,658.94
2| TEMPORARY PROTECTION & DIRECTION OF TRAFFIC 0225  |0100000A 13 LS 100§  53,331.79 | § 53,331.79

TEMPORARY TRAFFIC CONTROL DEVICES 225 Special LS 1.00/ $§ 600,000.00 | $  600,000.00

22 TEMPORARY CL-6R CHAIN LINK FENCE 0270  |0137000F 12 FOOT 360.00| $ 17.60 | $ 6,336.00
23 EROSION CONTROL 0280  |0100000A 11 LS 100/ $  26,665.89 | $  26,665.89
28/ SEDIMENT FENCE, UNSUPPORTED 0280  |0113000F 11 FOOT 280.00| $ 250 | $ 700.00
29 INLET PROTECTION 0280  |0114000E 11 EACH 16.00| $ 88.00 | $ 1,408.00
30/POLLUTION CONTROL PLAN 0290  |0100000A 12 LS 1.00] § 2,666.59 | $ 2,666.59
33|HASP/CMDP WORKPLANS 0291 1105000A 12 LS 1.00] § 1,000.00 | $ 1,000.00
43 REMOVAL OF STRUCTURES & OBSTRUCTIONS 0310 |0106000A 1 LS 100/ $  15,000.00 | $ 15,000.00
45 CLEARING AND GRUBBING 0320  |0100000A 1 LS 1.00[ $  40,000.00 | $  40,000.00
49 GENERAL EXCAVATION 0330  |0105000K 1 CUYD 50.00| $ 35.00 | $ 1,750.00
66 TRENCH EXCAVATION, COMMON 0405  |1101000K 1 CuYD 100.00| $ 16.70 | $ 1,670.00
70| TRENCH BACKFILL, CLASS B 0405 |1109000K 1 CUYD 75.00] $ 33.00 | $ 2,475.00
8210 INCH PIPE, HDPE ASTM F714 SDR 26 BEDDING TYPE:D, COMPLETE 0445  [Special 1 FOOT 100.00| $ 122.00 | $ 12,200.00
100/ CONCRETE INLETS, TYPE G-2 0470 |0315000E 1 EACH 2.00] $ 1,770.00 | $ 3,540.00
112|CONNECTION TO EXISTING STRUCTURES 0490  |0104000E 1 EACH 2.00] $ 841.00 | $ 1,682.00
118/ TRENCH RESURFACING 0495 |0100000J 1 SQYD 33.33] $ 109.00 | $ 3,632.97
STRUCTURE DEMOLITION 0501  |Special LS 1.00 $37,500.00 $37,500.00

120[SHORING, CRIBBING AND COFFERDAMS 0510  |0100000A 2 LS 1.00[ $  12,500.00 | $ 12,500.00

121/STRUCTURE EXCAVATION 0510  |0101000K 2 CUYD 100.00| $ 48.30 | $ 4,830.00

123 GRANULAR STRUCTURAL BACKFILL 0510  |0108000K 2 CUYD 125.00] $ 50.00 | $ 6,250.00

FURNISH DRILLING EQUIPMENT Special LS 1.00 § 100,000.00 $  100,000.00
PERMANENT SHAFT CASINGS Special FOOT 250.00 $ 1,050.00 $  262,500.00
CSL TEST ACCESS TUBES 0512 0105000F FOOT 3150.00 $8.00 $25,200.00
CSL TESTS 0512 0106000E EACH 21.00 $1,500.00 $31,500.00
DRILLED SHAFT EXC, 36 INCH DIA 0512 0110000F FOOT 250.00 $250.00 $62,500.00
DRILLED SHAFT CONCRETE 0512 [Special CUYD 275.00 $500.00 $137,500.00
DRILLED SHAFT REINFORCEMENT 0530  |Special LB 25000.00 $1.00 $25,000.00
| 124|REINFORCEMENT 0530  |0100000A 2 Ls* | 1.00 $  90,000.00 | $ 90,000.00 |
FOUNDATION CONCRETE 0540  0111000K CUYD 270.00 $600.00 $162,000.00
DECK CONCRETE, CLASS HPC4000 0540  0207000K CUYD 300.00 $1,500.00 $450,000.00
GENERAL STRC CONCRETE, CLASS 4000 0540  0312000K CUYD 51.00 $1,500.00 $76,500.00
| |BT 60 PRECAST PRESRESSTED GIRDERS 0550  [Special | FOOT | 1773.00] § 300.00 | $531,900.00
BRIDGE LIGHTING 0580  |Special LS 1 $100,000.00 $100,000.00
2 INCH ELECTRICAL CONDUIT 0583  0105000F FOOT 544 $10.00 $5,440.00
EXPANSION JOINTS 0585  [Special FOOT 120 $250.00 $30,000.00
ORNAMENTAL BRIDGE RAIL 0587  |Special FOOT 500.00 $250.00 $125,000.00

138/ CONCRETE SLOPE PAVING 0599  |0100000J 2 SQFT 1,312.00] § 1125 $ 14,758.43

143 AGGREGATE BASE 0640  |0102000M 5 TON 10.00| $ 36.90 | $ 369.00

154/16 INCH ASPHALT CONCRETE PAVEMENT REPAIR 0748  |Special sSQYD 20.00| § 68.80 | $ 1,376.00

168 CONCRETE DRIVEWAYS 0759  |0126000J 12 SQFT 400.00| $ 8.40 | $ 3,360.00

170/ CONCRETE WALKS 0759  |0128000J 12 SQFT 100.00] $ 740 $ 740.00

179/ DETECTABLE WARNING SURFACE 0759  |1158000J 12 SQFT 240.00| $ 42.30 | $ 10,152.00

193 REMOVABLE BOLLARDS 0815  0101000E 12 EACH 26.00| $ 750.00 | $ 19,500.00

FREEWAY SIGNS MOUNTED ON BRIDGE Special LS 1.00/ $  18,000.00 | $ 18,000.00
PERMANENT SIGNING AND STRIPING Special LS 1.00] § 7,500.00 | $ 7,500.00

238/ POLE FOUNDATIONS 0970  |0100000A 10 LS* 3.00] $ 2,000.00 | $ 6,000.00

243 TRAFFIC SIGNAL INSTALLATION 0990  [0101000A 10 Ls* 1.00/ § 120,000.00 | $  120,000.00

245 FLASHING BEACON INSTALLATION 0990  |Special LS* 1.00/ $§  40,000.00 | $  40,000.00

246/LOOP DETECTOR INSTALLATION 0990  |0103000A 10 Ls* 1.00] § 9,120.00 | $ 9,120.00

LANDSCAPING Special LS 1.00/ $  40,000.00 | $  40,000.00

278/ ORNAMENTAL PROTECTIVE SCREENING 1050  [Special 12 FOOT 400.00 $ 158.00 | $  63,200.00

* Unit Price Shown is on Pound, Each, or Foot Basis as Applicable
TOTAL BID ITEMS
#HAH#  ANTICIPATED ITEMS #HH#HH#

NO.[ITEMS OF WORK AND MATERIALS REFERENCE] NUMBER OF UNIT [QUANTITY] UNIT PRICE | TOTAL AMOUNT
1RIGHT OF WAY MONUMENTATION LS 0.00[ § - 1% -
2/RELOCATE WATER FACILITIES - FIRE HYDRANT EACH 0.00/ $  20,000.00 | $ -
3/RELOCATE WATER FACILITIES - METER EACH 0.00] $ 6,000.00 | $ -
4/STREET LIGHTING - UPGRADE LUMINAIRES EACH 0.00] $ 600.00 | $ -
5/STREET LIGHTING - INSTALL ARMS AND LUMINAIRES EACH 0.00] $ 5,000.00 | § -

6 (B:sgrgliﬂm CONTRACTOR INSTALLED TRAFFIC SIGNAL LOOPS TO CONTROLLER EAGH 0.00 § 100000 $ )
7/STORMWATER PLANTINGS AND PLANT ESTABLISHMENT SQFT 0.00] $ 15.00 | $ -
S:\Projects\BAS Projects\T00497 - Flanders Crossing\Estimate\ Printed 11/18/201512:36 PM
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CLASS
SPEC ITEM OF TOTAL
NO. ITEMS OF WORK AND MATERIALS REFERENCE|f NUMBER || WORK UNIT QUANTITY|[ UNIT PRICE |[TOTAL AMOUNT
8/ STORMWATER OFFSITE MANAGEMENT FEE SQFT 12720.00 $ 370 ' $ 47,064.00
9/ROCK EXCAVATION CUYD 0.00 $ 106.00 | $ -
10 RAILROAD PROTECTION SERVICES (ONE YEAR) LS 0.00/ $ 100,000.00  $ -
11 ASPHALT CEMENT ESCALATION LS 1.00| $ - $ -
12/FUEL ESCALATION LS 1.00 $ = $ -
13| TESTING CONTAMINATED MEDIA LS 0.00 $ 5,000.00 | $ -
14/ BOLI FEE PAYMENT LS 1.00 $ 3,67091 | § 3,670.91
15/ CONTRACT CONTINGENCY (REQUIREMENT TO ACCEPT BIDS UP TO 10% OVER ESTIMATE) LS 1.00/ $ 367,091.26 | $ 367,091.26
TOTAL ANTICIPATED ITEMS $ 417,826.17
SCHEDULE SUMMARY
BID ITEMS $ 3,670,913
CONSTRUCTION CONTINGENCY 5% of Bid Items* $ 183,546
SUBTOTAL $ 3,854,459
ANTICIPATED ITEMS $ 417,826
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION $ 4,272,285
PROJECT MANAGEMENT 5% of Bid ltems $ 183,546
DESIGN ENGINEERING 25% of Bid ltems $ 917,728
CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT 15% of Bid Items $ 550,637
SUBTOTAL $ 1,651,911
PROJECT ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT OVERHEAD 73.35% of PM, Eng, and CM $ 1,211,676
TOTAL PROJECT ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT $ 2,863,587
RIGHT-OF-WAY LAND, IMPROVEMENTS, AND DAMAGES $ -
RIGHT-OF-WAY APPRAISAL, TITLE INSURANCE, AND NEGOTIATION $ -
of Land, Improve, and
RIGHT-OF-WAY CONTINGENCY 30% Damages $ -
TOTAL PROJECT RIGHT-OF-WAY $ -
Years Inflation
INFLATION RATE ON CONTRACT 1 4.5% of Construction $ 192,253
INFLATION RATE ON PERSONNEL 1 2.0% of Eng & Mgmt $ 57,272
ESTIMATE CONTINGENCY FOR UNDEFINED OR CHANGE IN SCOPE 10% of Const, Eng& Mgmi, _$ 738,540
and Inflation
TOTAL PROJECT CONTINGENCY $ 988,065
TOTAL PROJECT ESTIMATE $ 8,123,937
S:\Projects\BAS Projects\T00497 - Flanders Crossing\Estimate\ Printed 11/18/201512:36 PM
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Comments Received

Project # 1B0403

City of Portland

Naito Parkway Railroad Crossing Safety Project
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To: Christopher Cummings, ODOT

From: Dan Layden, Capital Program Manager, PBOT

Date: February 10, 2016

RE Coordination with ODOT on Naito Railroad Crossing project

The City of Portland has coordinated extensively with ODOT Rail on the Naito Railroad Crossing project.
Our communications on this project date back to 2009, prior to the submittal of the project for State
grant funding.

In 2009, PBOT asked ODOT Rail to review the design concept to identify any potential issues related to
the Steel Bridge rail crossing. At that time, ODOT Rail responded that the project could be permitted as
designed. In 2010, upon final design engineering, PBOT requested approval of a rail crossing order to go
forward to construction. PBOT was informed by ODOT Rail of a new rule about pedestrian crossing
spacing that prevented the crossing order from being approved.

Between 2011 and 2014 PBOT, ODOT Rail and Union Pacific Railroad met on several occasions to discuss
how the design could be modified to address the new rule and allow the project to advance to
construction. Developing an acceptable design alternative was very difficult due to the numerous
physical constraints the project needed to work within. In 2014 an acceptable design solution was
identified, but required significant additional work to the existing rail crossing, and thus could not be
funded through the existing grant. This is why we are now asking for additional funding through the
ConnectOregon program. The City of Portland is committed to delivering this project with ODOT Rail
and will continue our coordination efforts as we move forward.
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Comments Received

Project # 1B0405

Tualatin Hills Park & Recreation District

Waterhouse Trail Segment 4
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Denny Doyle, Mayor

Aprit 4, 2016

Region 1 Area Commission on Transportation
c/o Scott Turnoy

Freight Planning Program Manager

Oregon Department of Transportation

555 13" Street NE, Suite 2

Salem, OR 97301

Re: ConnectOregon VI Project #1B0405
THPRD Waterhouse Trail Segment 4

Dear Commission Members,

On behalf of the City of Beaverton, | want to take this opportunity to express my support for the
Tualatin Hills Park & Recreation District’s (THPRD) application for ConnectOregon VI grant
funds to construct Segment 4 of the Waterhouse Trail. This is an important project that will
complete a gap in an existing off-street, multi-use transportation network located in northwest
Beaverton. This project represents a continued partnership between the City and THPRD on
transportation-related trail projects. Most recently, the City has partnered with THPRD on
Segment 1 of the Waterhouse Trail and its mid-block crossing of Baseline Road, as well as the
design and construction of a mid-block crossing of the Fanno Creek Trail at Hall Boulevard.

The Waterhouse Trail is a vital route in the City’s off-street transportation system, linking
bicyclists and pedestrians to light rail and bus service, commercial and employment centers,
residential neighborhoods, civic and social services, schools, park and recreation facilities and
natural areas. In April 2014, THPRD completed other segments of the Waterhouse Trail —
making Segment 4 the final 950-feet left unbuilt in the 5.5-mile long trail. This unfinished
segment results in trail users having to navigate a nearly half-mile, on-street, out-of-direction
route at the busy and dangerous Bethany Boulevard, Cornell Road and 158th Avenue
intersection area.

THPRD has aiso recently completed segments in its other trails that link to the Waterhouse Trail
—such as the Westside Trail — making completion of this project a priority not only for THPRD,
but also for the City of Beaverton. Completion of this gap is critical for the creation of an off-
street transportation network, which supports the City’s goal of providing a diverse system of
transportation options to its residents. It is my understanding from the application that this
project is shovel-ready, having previously gone through design and engineering.

City of Beaverton < PO Box 4755 « Beaverton, OR 87076  www.BeavertonOregon.gov
ph: 503.526.2481 » fax: 503.526.2571




Region 1 Area Commission on Transportation
April 5, 2016
Page Two

Thank you for your time and consideration of THPRD’s request for $400,000 in ConnectOregon
VI grant funds. | urge you to recommend funding for the completion of Segment 4 of the
Waterhouse Trail as a top priority project of the region.

Sincerely,

&@W /d@,é/

Denny Doyle
Mayor
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WASHINGTON COUNTY
OREGON

9

April 1, 2016

Region 1 Area Commission on Transportation
c/o Scott Turnoy

Freight Planning Program Manager

Oregon Department of Transportation

555 13" Street NE, Suite 2

Salem, OR 97301

Re: ConnectOregon VI Project #1B0405
THPRD Waterhouse Trail Segment 4

Dear Commission Members,

On behalf of Washington County, | want to take this opportunity to express my support for the
Tualatin Hills Park & Recreation District's (THPRD) application for ConnectOregon VI grant
funds to construct Segment 4 of the Waterhouse Trail. This is an important project that will
complete a gap in an existing off-street, multi-use transportation network located in northeast
Washington County. In addition to providing an off-street transportation alternative for
commuters, construction of this missing segment will improve county residents’ access to
nearby live, work and play destinations of their community.

This project represents a continued and strengthening partnership between the County and
THPRD on transportation-related trail projects. As part of the County’'s 2013 Bethany Boulevard
overcrossing project of US-26, the County partnered with THPRD to include adequate bicycle
and pedestrian facilities, as Bethany Boulevard serves as the Waterhouse Trail's crossing of the
highway. More recently, the County has been involved in discussions with THPRD on design
and routing of the Westside Trail as part of the County’s planned improvements — beginning in
2017 - to Jenkins Road, 158" Avenue and Walker Road.

The Waterhouse Trail is a vital route in the County’s off-street transportation system, linking
bicyclists and pedestrians to light rail and bus service, commercial and employment centers,
residential neighborhoods, civic and social services, schools, park and recreation facilities and
natural areas. In April 2014, THPRD completed other segments of the Waterhouse Trail —
making Segment 4 the final 950-feet left unbuilt in the 5.5-mile long trail. This unfinished
segment results in trail users having to navigate a nearly half-mile, on-street, out-of-direction
route at the busy and dangerous Bethany Boulevard, Cornell Road and 158th Avenue
intersection area.

Board of County Commissioners
155 North First Avenue, Suite 300, MS 22, Hillsboro, OR 97124-3072
phone: 503-846-8Bégk ¥4a%7 503-846-4545



THPRD has also recently completed segments in its other trails that link to the Waterhouse Trail
— such as the Rock Creek and Westside Trails — making completion of this project a priority not
only THPRD, but also for Washington County. Completion of this 950-foot long gap is critical for
the creation of an off-street transportation network, which supports the County’s goal of
providing its residents with a diverse system of multi-modal transportation options. It is my
understanding from the application that this project is shovel-ready, having previously gone
through design and engineering.

The importance of this project is illustrated by the County’s pledge of $300,000 from its Major
Street Transportation Improvement Program (MSTIP) Opportunity Fund to THPRD. This
pledge, along with THPRD’s commitment of $300,000 in system development charge funds,
makes it a well-leveraged project.

Thank you for your time and consideration of THPRD’s request for $400,000 in ConnectOregon
VI grant funds. | urge you to recommend funding for the completion of Segment 4 of the
Waterhouse Trail as a top priority project of the region.

Sincerely,

C/éwc(} C./_zt}fo(

Andy Duyck, Chair
Washington County Board of Commissioners
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Comments Received

Project # 5B0389

Eastern Oregon University

La Grande/EOU Grand Staircase Pedestrian Link
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Calder Loth
Architectural Historian
202 N. Granby Street
Richmond, Virginia, 23220

May 16, 2016

Mr. Scott Turnoy

Interim ConnectOregon Manager
555 13" Street NE, Suite 2
Salem, Oregon 97301

Dear Mr. Turnoy:

In March of last year I was contacted by an Oregon group working to save the Grand Staircase
on the Eastern Oregon University campus at La Grande, and asked to provide an assessment of
its architectural significance. T was known to the group though my serving on the Advisory
Council of the Institute of Classical Architecture and Art in New York and as the retired Senior
Architectural Historian of the Virginia Department of Historic Resources. I am also President of
the Center for Palladian Studies m America.

I had no previous knowledge of the staircase and appreciated being made aware of this
extraordinary work. After considerable thought and research, I believe I can state with
confidence that this is a design unique in America. No other place in the country can boast a
monumental exterior staircase of its scale, complexity, and beauty.

It was discouraging to learn that the staircase has suffered structural failure due to lack of
maintenance and has had to be closed because of safety concerns. It is especially unfortunate that
it can now no longer serve as the pedestrian connection between the university and the
community. The historic photographs provide striking evidence of the great affection held by
many for staircase when it was accessible and properly maintained. It was meant to be a true
landmark, a place to enjoy and proinote, and can be again, just as the famous Spanish Steps in
Rome.

Financial support for the staircase restoration would be an important gesture of stewardship for
a unique facet of Oregon’s cultural heritage, one that would draw visitors to the community and

be a focus of community pride as it once was and was intended to be.

Thank you for your consideration of this opportunity.

Calder Loth

_RECEIVED MAY 1:9 2016
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Arlene Young

96 Penn Avenue

La Grande, OR 97850
May 12, 2016

Scott Turnoy

Interim ConnectOregon Manager
555 13 Street NE, Suite 2

Salem, Oregon 97301

Grand Staircase Pedestrian Link:

This letter is in support of ODOT funding for reconstruction of the Grand Staircase at Eastern Oregon University in La
Grande. [ was a student af the University iri 1951 and my husband was Dean of Arts and Sciences at the time he retired
after 36 years at the University. I have seen the Staircase change from being an important feature in the community as

well as a beautiful entrance to the University to its present state of disrepair and closure.

At one time the Staircase was used in one of the most important ceremonies at the University -- Evensong. Every year in
Junea§ apart of the Commencement activities a public ceremony was held on these steps that was attended by
i?jﬁ;n';jjedijrlﬁ, f)EBf)lE Fﬁdiﬁ‘th}'f)‘ugﬁd’fﬂz' 'i:’if‘a“’i;“eg‘rén‘as"WéIJ 'ﬁs‘visftiﬁq relatives-ofvsbuden*s, 'Ihp streets. bs;low the staircase.,
studerits of the college gathered on the'stair case'and-sang tathe commumty T he college orchestra was arranged at the
foot of the staircase and with a lovely ceremony including a queen and court, the graduates lit candles signifying the light
of knowledge and processed down the staircase into the town to share their hght with the world and undergraduates

would return to Inlow Hall to further theireducatiorl, n the evening thosé¢ fhckermg lights were very impressive.

Throughout the year the stairs were welj used by students and townspeople as access to events-at the college, as well as a
gathering place for vxsltmg, lookmg at the view and just enjoying this grand structure. In earlier days the students who
attended Ackerman used the stairs as their main access to classrooms since they came from all over town. Parents signed

up their children at birth so they could be candidates for acceptance at this laboratory school.
Not only was the structure beautiful it was an iﬂ{pbrtaﬁt entrance to the'stately buildings and représented stability and

permanence.

idving lived in La Grande forall thése yedrs I'heai-often of the regret voiced by all in the area, and those. who return to

y lpl.iS that thIS waﬂderﬁjl stdircaseifs: é]osed 80! AT pedple are now: waikmg to, many destmohon) for shoppmg, e

sLately landmark

e S T T ORI vt NIt I TRy

RECEIVED MAY 19 205
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The following petition was generated by Save the

Grand Staircase regarding project # 5B0389 and
submitted on behalf of those listed.
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May 16, 2016

Scott Turnoy

Interim ConnectOregon Manager
555 13th Street NE, Suite 2
Salem, Oregon 97301

Dear Mr, Turnoy,

We are writing to encourage ODOT to allocate a portion of the 2016 ConnectOregon funds to
the La Grande/EOU Grand Staircase Pedestrian Link.

Indeed, some of our desire to see the Grand Staircase saved/reconstructed comes from
cherished memories of this architectural treasure. However, we also see a much bigger picture
—one that includes economic development, the safe and improved flow of pedestrian traffic,
and a more livable community.

Reconstructing the Grand Staircase would reestablish the decades old pedestrian connection
between the university and downtown La Grande that was lost when the steps were closed in
2004. This connection would not only provide a safe and efficient {not to mention beautiful
and architecturally significant) way for pedestrians to go to and from the EOU campus, it would
also stimulate the local economy by encouraging students, visitors to the campus and others to
walk downtown for a meal or a movie or to spend their dollars at local shops.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,
Joanne Graham Kendal Obermeyer
Kathy Gray Linda Bishop Hartig
Barb Malone Keith Orr
Jody Craig Sherie Lacrosse-Zack
Connie Carter Nell Klumph
Chris Lockhart-Turner Jovee Smith Martinez

RECEIVED MAY 18 2016
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Raye Weatherford
Craig Ritter

Dave Van Klinken
Kelly Tolman

Kathy Drummond
Catherine Herrmann
Watlt Blackman
Teresa Knapp
Lalessa Wickam-Wyatt
Debbie Talley Gorte
Richard W Galloway
Debbie Davey
Megan Banes

Jana Kilpatrick Ailes
Ben Lisa Hill

Ember Sho'le Farnam

Judy Kahle

Karen McFarlane Holman

Linda Witten
Sunny Kumagai
Angie Dierdorff

Darcia Stone

Kelly Walker

Rosa Linkert Blain
Greg Blain

Larry Schacher

Jen Kind

Mary Parmer

Haze Young

Ann Stewart Taylor
Dennis H. Coalwell
Debbie Hermann-Jederberg
Melissa Lea

Theresa Arnson
Suzanne Young
JoAnna Kostoff Madsen
Michelle Lowry Babb
Rachel Ann

Lea Over

Twilla Petersohn
Christian Steinmetz
Kim Navratil

Randy Shaw

Arlene Young
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Katie Fitzgerald Curtis
Peggy Young

Linda S Roper
Terrence Hulse

Dan Gassoway
Connie Williams
Nancy Spradilin

Jeff Crews

Kimberli Aldrich Denton
Cheryl Gregory Miles
JoAnne Gange

Connie Haag

Desiree See

Mary Brock

Christine Williamson-Carlson
Benjamin Beickel
Ginny Lambert

Katie McDougall
Nadine Faber

Mike Hink

Sheressa Dolph

Chris Wunz

Kristy Drury

Justin Griffith

Jim Kretschmer
Thomas Beeman
Sharri Baker Anderson
Phil Redman

Joyce Weimer McBride
Robin Rawlings

Tory Hamann Brixey
Dennis H. Coalwell
Debbie Crisp

Dana Bevell

Amanda Herrmann
Marianne Sipe
Shannon Wiseman
Stormie Moriah Brown
Randy Jay Harvey
Michelle Jewel McMiilan
Robby Marsh

Judith Towne Gollihar

Kathleen Hollingshead

Tyson Brooks
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Maria Elena Liguori
Betty Baker

Lisa Swayze

Meegy Parker

Leisa Rose Baker
Delores Mendiguren
Cyndi Morris-Crowe Hirsch
Brian Stave

Vicki Holman Fryar
Becca Herrmann
Jolene Weaver-Ball
Becky Young Saltenberger
Camille Stanberry
Suzanne Young

Julie Bean

Charlene Counsell
Frances Clason

Genie Seymour
Andrea Waldrop
Richard Warren Scott
Doug Beers

Amanda Schaffeld

Denise Crader

Monica Bird

Jeanie Gallagher

Bob W. Gregory

Debbie Greer

Kathleen Mills

Kellie Sun Loveless
Stephanie Rogers

Erin Ahner

Gary Carman

Colleen Bynum
Georgene Boyd

Shawn Rothwell Power
Loren Davis

Suzen Zweifel Fors
Trenton Jones

Aaron Mai

Sheila Balderston-Young
Monica Clancy

Cindy Simmons Sherman
Janice Weaver McLaughlin

Sean Lough
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Tom Craig

Ernie Winterton
Vicky Lynn Sullivan
Anthony Marks
Benjamina Harmon Balmer
Ed Lund

Peggy Odegaard
Amy Smith

Lori Trullinger Presley
Deborah Wilson
Pat Pridgen
Kathryn Tibbs
Arielle Corson
Suzanne Goodall
Tiffany Crites
Sandi Jacobson
Mitch Williams
Michael Donnell
Tom Dalton
Summer Steele
Emi Kelly

Jacque Keeling Van Scyoc

Helen Moore
Andrea Rhoton
Beckie Thompson
Karen Goodwater
Cheri Dohnal

Cindy Bird Kast!
Melody Hayden
Kara Cheney Rudd
Heidi Vann

Amanda Kenworthy
Jason Griffiths
James Winn

Tina Kearns

Kris Walton Steeves
Sally A Nusser
Melissa Neil

Becky Bechtel

Karli Nebeker Tolman
Barbara Wilson Wells
Rebekah Nash

Lori Honeywell Allen

Kim Taylor Wilber
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Gary K Wright

Thad Miller

Felipe T O Sanchez
Kevin Patrick

Lindsey Venutolo
Carrie Spencer
Pamela Scott

Fred Walker

Erin Perkins Winterton
Georgia Cook

Casey Ann Townsend
Stacy Huffman Thompson Shown
Tisha Butler

Roberda McCumber
Wendy Rush Knudson
Jessica Mallory

Amy Bristol

Evie N. Mugrage
Andy Altenburg

Clint Williams

Hugh McClellan

Becky Mac Donald Coles

Cynthia McManus
Jason Evans

Jana Miller Gruis
Sandra Pattin
Susan Krieger Gaines
Bryan Charlton
Laura Ellis

Bobi Richardson
Bonnie Dunn
Carrie Chicken
Julie Ewing

Lisa Anderson
Glenis Harrison
Kate Rose

Paul F Howell
Misty Mellinger-Slater
Mary Phiroz
Aaron Archuleta
Brandi Richardson
Jane Fox

Melissa Lea

Mary Rambo
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Joshua Axelrod
Jayme Lee Presley

J Michael Frasier
Shelley Page

Karen Jean Mathson
Greg Plass

Kristin Milfler Crowson
Karisa Mata

Amy MacKay

Dawn Garity-Gross
Rebecca Grant-Johnson
Jana Pratt Warren
Lance Nielsen

Kristal Ullman

Terry LaCoss

Loren Shaw

Keri Miller Hagerman
Lesa Edens Jones
Tammy Urquhart

Barb Garner

Bob Myers

Kim Wood Nolan
Kevin Ludviksen

Cindy Hodge Schaures
Rebecca Lester

Phyllis Hart

Bryan Laughlin

Linda K. Rogers

Dashia Jones

Laurie Winters Byerly
David Sherburn
Beverly Brennan Beach
Jan McDanjel

Kathi Wiggins

Amy Coalwell Roseborough
Carrie Rambo

Ava JoAnne Skillings
Darlene McCall

Amarae Wright

The names above are those of individuals who have joined the Save the Grand Staircase effort
through social media and asked that their names be included as signatures on this letter.
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Shirley Davenport

213 CR 469 Poplar Bluff, MO 63901
davenport@tcmax.net
573-686-2836

May 10, 2016

Scott Turnoy

Interim ConnectOregon Manager
555 13" Street NE, Suite 2
Salem, Oregon 97301

Dear Mr. Turnoy:

We have received information from Marcia Loney and Anne Olson regarding a project of “Save
the Grand Staircase” efforts for Eastern Oregon University. This letter is written to encourage
you to carefully consider and support the efforts of that project.

We recently completed a similar project in Poplar Bluff, Missouri through the efforts of the local
citizens and also importantly grants through the Missouri Department of Transportation. Our
project was one of historical significance because Poplar Bluff has been a railroad thoroughfare
for many, many years. Our 1910 Grand Staircase was listed on the National Historic Register
and was of significant importance for transportation and a gateway to the local depot which was
on a lower level than the Main Street to which the Grand Staircase led from the depot. Tourists
and local pedestrians travel up and down daily and many, many people use the area as a
photography location.  Dedication for the newly completed Grand Staircase is scheduled for
May 13, 2016,

We, again, ask that you carefully consider the Oregon project. Economic benefits were
achieved through construction and the continued use of the Grand Staircase. We are still
reviewing all of the economic impact to the community.,
Thank you,

irley Davenport,Zair

Depot Grand Staircase Committee

Cc: Marcia Loney
Anne Olson

RECEIVED MAY 1 6 2016
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13755 SW Loney Lane,
Hilishoro, OR 97123

May 11, 2016

Scott Turnoy

Interim ConnectOregon Manager
555 13th Street NE, Suite 2
Salem, Oregon 97301

Dear Mr. Turnoy,

The purpose of this letter is to encourage ODOT to give strong consideration to the La
Grande/EOU Grand Staircase Pedestrian Link application for 2016 ConnectOregon funds. |
believe that reconstruction of the staircase holds great promise for significantly boosting the
economy of La Grande, eastern Oregon and the entire state.

This is due to the potential for and previously untapped opportunities in cultural heritage
tourism.

When | first became involved with the Save the Grand Staircase effort | did so out of love for a
treasured part of my childhood. However, | soon learned that EOU’s “college steps” were
much more than that.

While researching information for the Save the Grand Staircase blog 1 began asking myself just
how “grand” the staircase is and if it were possible that it is actually “one of a kind”. To answer
the question we reached out to a network of Architectural Historians. The essence of their
responses can best be summed up by what we heard from noted Architectural Historian Calder
Loth who told us that, after searching his memory as well as various published sources he could
think of/find no other comparable monumental exterior staircase anywhere in the United
States. WOW.

it takes little imagination to see the potential here. With something as simple as signs on the
freeway or a more involved carefully crafted cultural heritage tourism strategy, the Grand
Staircase by itself or combined with other area points of interest (the Upper Perry Arch Bridge
comes to mind) could easily attract visitors from elsewhere in the state, the country and
potentially the world. La Grande is one of the entrance points to the Hells Canyon Scenic
Byway, yet many travelers take Exit 262 from [84 bypassing La Grande. Raising awareness of
the national architectural significance of the Grand Staircase could change that.

RECEIVED MAY 1 6 2016
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Additionally, keep in mind that...

e Survey after survey has shown that cultural heritage tourists often stay fonger and
spend more money than other tourists. One study found that a culture and heritage
tourist spends as much as 38% more per day and stays 22% longer.

¢ And, a 2012 study of cultural heritage travelers organized by the Oregon Heritage
Commission revealed that in Oregon these tourist spend nearly 60 percent more than
the national average.

e Presenting the Grand Staircase as place to come and see is something new. Although it
was completed in 1929, it is relatively unknown outside of eastern Oregon and even La
Grande. It is perhaps Oregon’s best kept secret and therefore has great potential for
attracting tourists who have already “been there done that” elsewhere throughout the
state. :

I know that there is fierce competition for Connect/Oregon funds and | do not envy those who
have to choose. Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

1

Marcia Loney
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1518 N Hightand 5t
Portland, OR 97217

May 8, 2016

Scott Turnoy

[nterim ConnectOregon Manager
555 13th Street NE, Suite 2
Salem, Oregon 97301

Dear Mr. Turnoy,

| am writing in regards to the request for 2016 ConnectOregon funds to help reconstruct the
Grand Staircase at Eastern Oregon University in La Grande. As ODOT makes their decision |
hope that you will consider the term “walkability”. It is certainly one we hear a lot these days.

After discovering and falling in love with the staircase on Restore Oregon’s Most Endangered
Places List | traveled to La Grande so | could see it for myself. While there, | also took some
time to tour the EOU campus and see a bit of the downtown area. As]1did, it occurred to me
that the closure of the Grand Staircase has negatively impacted the walkability of the area
between the campus and La Grande’s core shopping area. tn a university town this is exactly
the area that you would expect/hope to be one of the most walkable — encouraging a
synergistic “town to gown" environment and the accompanying economic benefits.

When | heard that the project had applied for ODOT ConnectOregon funding ] just had to write.
Reconstructing the Grand Staircase would reopen an important {and beautifully unique)
pedestrian link treasured by so many and be a big step towards a more walkable community.

Thank you for your time.

. i
Sincerely, /
4 o
L

Jennifer Kind

RECEIVED MAY 11 20
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RECEIVED MAY 09 201

EASTERN OREGON UNIVERSITY

May 3, 2016

Scott Turnoy

Interim ConnectOregon Manager
555 13th Street NE, Suite 2
Salem, Oregon 97301

Re: Grand Staircase ADA Accessibility
Dear Mr. Turnoy:

| understand that ADA accessibility has come up at both the regional and modal reviews of our
ConnectOregon Grand Staircase proposal and would like to provide additional information.

When funds become available for project design, we wiil be working closely with the State
Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) to assure that reconstruction--the only preservation option
available due to the irreparable state of the current structure-—-meets the requirements for
preservation of National Register properties as required by the National Historic Preservation
Act (NHPA). Due to their historic nature, NHPA requirements often preclude accessibility
features which would otherwise be required by ADA.

While it would not be in keeping with the historic character of the Grand Staircase to add ramps
or a mechanical elevator within the hillside, the View Terrace at the top and the base of the
staircase will both be fully wheelchair-accessible via on-grade access from adjacent accessible
parking. Additionally, the View Terrace Is also accessible via a grade-level elevator within
adjacent Inlow Hall.

These mitigation features wilf allow those unable to climb the staircase to enjoy the view from
the top and experience this special architectural treasure up-close. Additionally, the rebuilt
Grand Staircase will meet the criteria for stairway construction as defined by the Oregon
Structural Specialty Code Chapter 10.

Sincerely,

David Lageson 0

Director, Facilities Management and Planning
Eastern Oregon University.
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RECEIVED MAY 09 208

Scott Turnoy

Interim ConnectOregon Manager
555 13th Street NE, Suite 2
Salem, Qregon 97301

To Whom It May Concern:

| am writing in support of the La Grande/EQCU Grand Staircase Pedestrian Link submitted by Rick Paradis,
Director of Development. As a local retail business owner, this project has long been in my mind as
having a great deal of potential to build the connection between EQU and the downtown community, a
problem which has been in discussion in many parts of the community for several years without a lasting
solution. White this effort may not be the “silver bultet” many are looking for, the project brings with it a
unique value that others have not — the development of a lasting infrastructure to encourage foot traffic
activity for the near term and provide an improved “pipeline” for further efforts to come.

EQU may be a draw to the area for new students, facuity and staff, but the opportunity persists to better
connect with the existing community in La Grande (and beyond). | have a number of friends working at
the university in various staff and faculty positions and can say with great confidence that downtown
business owners would benefit a great deal not just from student financial support, but from the university
culture. Further, the downtown business community offers employment, internships and a multitude of
other learning opportunities. Saying that we have much to feam from eachother is a gross
understatement. '

It shouldn't be surprising that the La Grande economy is still coming back from the damage done in 2008.
While that includes filling empty storefronts, it also means investing in the unique history of the area.
Projects have grown in scale from the refresh of the public square to a full restoration of a iong buried 400
seat theater from the early 20" century. The staircase is a very similar extension of these efforts — in
order to realize our potential, we have to build the most unique components of our DNA.

While the Northeastern Oregon region covers a bread geographic area, the cuiture and economy of the
communities within are tied closely together. With the scale of its economy and the university, La Grande
plays an integral role in that framework in both driving employment and education at the same time. While
this may seem a comparatively small effort relative to the continued holistic vitality of the region, | cannot
think of a project more representative of the strategy so many of us are driving towards.

Many thanks,

Jim Whitbeck

Blue Mountain Quitfitters
310 880 2991

1124 Adams Ave

La Grande, OR 97850
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RECEIVED MAY 09 208
May 6, 2016

Scott Turnoy

Interim ConnectOregon Manager
555 13th Street NE, Suite 2
Salem, Oregon 97301

Dear Mr. Turnoy:

In the early 1970s, I worked as a reporter and photograph on The Observer daily
newspaper of La Grande, Ore. '

It was during my time in La Grande and for The Observer that I first laid eyes on the
Grand Staircase of what was then Eastern Oregon College and is now Eastern Oregon
University.

For The Observer, I took photos during one of the wonderful Evensong events held on
the Staircase. While Evensong was a production of the University it was an appreciated
and well-attended community event.

It has beens_ome. 45 years since La Grande has been my home, but I've never forgotten
the Grand Staircase. When I'm in La Grande, the Staircase is always a “must” place to
visit.

The Staircase is not a bridge, but it certainly is a bridge between the university and the

city. What a beautiful aud graceful “bridge” it is, connecting La Grande and, up the
Staircase, the university on its plateau.

I encourage the Oregon Department of Transportation to allocate ConnectOregon funds
for the Grand Staircase reconstruction, Doing so will create improved pedestrian
“traffic” flow between the campus and city.

A reconstructed Grand Staircase should be noted on signage on Interstate 84 so those
traveling through Union County will be sure to visit it. Eastern Oregon University and
La Grande would reap the economic benefits through visitors who patronize the
University and La Grande’s business community.

Thank you for your consideration,

all

‘Willamette Ct
McMinnville, Oregon 97128

Page 97/177



Comments Received

Project # 2M0361

Port of Newport

International Terminal Shipping Facility
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE

HAMPTON LUMBER MILLS, INC. s s s s

Suite 200
Portland, Oregon 97225-6666

Telephone 503.257-76591

Comments to the Region 2 Review Committee on Port of Newport Application
May 25, 2016

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comment on the applications under review today. My name is
Doug Cooper. | am Vice President of Resources for Hampton Affiliates, a lumber company
headquartered in Portland, OR. Hampton is a family owned business operating three sawmills in Oregon
located in Willamina, Tillamook, and Warrenton. These mills, and the over 600 workers they employ,
rely on a stabie local timber supply.

One of the applications under your review, the Port of Newport venture, will directly threaten the ability
of these mills to continue operation. The Port of Newport's project wouid utilize funds to develop an
area the Port intends to use as a log yard to facilitate the export of logs to destinations including China.
The Port of Newport’s communication and promotional materials have been altered through the
application process to highlight or hide the plan to export logs. The last presentation made before the
Cascades West Area Commission on Transportation was scrubbed clean of any reference to the export
of logs and log handling capability.

| want to emphasize that there is a log shortage in Oregon. Local buyers exist for Oregon’s timber and it
will be harvested and sold whether the Port of Newport exports logs or not. The Mary’s River Lumber
sawmill in Philomath, Oregon recently announced the closure of that sawmill as well as their mills in
Washington due to a lack of log avaitability. Numerous other mills have closed in the last 6 months in
both Oregon and Washington. The Port of Newport project will negatively impact the sawmill and
related non-sawmill employment in neighboring communities. For this reason, | want to urge you to
consider the available facts surrounding the project and determine the project is not deserving of
ConnectOR VI funds intended to benefit the State of Oregon.

The Port of Newport Analysis Benefit claims are primarily based in savings resuiting from the
substitution of transportation to other shipping destinations. There are not an additionat 10-15 days per
month of incremental jobs to the state of Oregon, but simply a redistribution of work, by taking jobs
from one delivery point and giving them to another.

Many people are not aware approximately that 70% of a log is converted into lumber and the remaining
30% of a log is produced as bark, wood chips, sawdust, and wood shavings. These products are sold to
nearby pulp and paper mills including the mills in Toledo and Halsey, OR, particleboard mills including
the mill in Albany, OR, wood pellet mills{including the plant in Brownsville, OR, as well as agricultural
uses and landscape product manufacturers. The export of raw logs weakens Oregon’s wood
manufacturing sector and sectors utilizing wood byproducts, and costs rural communities jobs and
revenue derived from the wide variety of value-added products.
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EXECUTIVE OFFI1CE

HAMPTON LUMBER MILLS, INC. I

Suite 200

Portland, Cregon 97225-6666
Telephone %03.297-7651
Fax 503.203-6618

www, Hamptonaffifiates.com

The Port of Newport has also cited environmental, financiai, and social benefits resulting from the
project due to a claimed reduction of CO2 emissions by delivering to Newport as compared to other
domestic locations. Delivery of logs to the Port of Newport for export is equivalent to the delivery to a
sawmill, however the complete log export delivery cycle does not end until the log is loaded onto a
vessel, reaches a distant port, and is offloaded before delivery to a manufacturing plant. The evaluation
of environmental benefits cited in the appiication must accurately assess the complete delivery cycle of
all products shipped, and weigh the environmental costs of the cycle that may more than offset the
claimed benefits.

Hampton supports economic development that comes from expanding trade. However, few including
our own state and federal officials, are supportive of exporting raw materials where the maximum
economic benefit to our communities, rural and urban, is clearly by sustaining the value-added
manufacturing of that raw material here in Oregon. It is for this reason that harvested logs from state
and federal land are restricted from export.

The analysis and rating work completed to date by the Oregon Department of Transportation, the
Marine Modal Committee, the Qregon Freight Advisory Committee, and the Cascades West ACT, has
resulted in a ranking of projects across Region 2. It is your charge to ensure the ranking of each
application is appropriate based on the true benefits of the project to the entirety of Region 2 and the
State of Oregon.

Thank you for your time and consideration.
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Peter M. Bregman
Eagle Roost Tree Farm ,
PO box 1808 RECEIVED APR 05 206
1679 N. Bay View Dr. '
Waldport, OR 97394
Ph # 541-563-6428 Cell #209-604-7306

April 3,2016

Freight Planning Program Manager
Scott Turnoy

555 13" Street NE, Suite2

Salem, Or 97301

Dear Mr. Scott Turnoy:

My family and I are small timberland owners in Lincoln County. We would like to give our strong
support to the Port of Newport’s Terminal Shipping Facility (T'SF) EDA and Connect Oregon VI
grant applications. Upon completion, the T'SF would give us a much needed market for our
sustainably managed forest products. The availability of another market opportunity would have
many benefits to our business.

Those benefits would be:

a. Increased competition for our product which would allow us to realize a better return on our
investment in our product. Recent forestry harvest regulation changes will make it all the
more important that we get the best price possible for our products.

b. We would see a reduction in our overall trucking costs. Once completed, the TSF would be
the shortest haul for us to get our products to an export market. Our current options are
more costly and less efficient. Our use of the TSF would utilize the soon to be completed
US 20 realignment, and lessen the amount of trucks on 1-5 travelling North and South.

c. The mcome generated from our business benefits local businesses and families. We try and
use local companies and businesses whenever possible, which create jobs and keep people
working in Lincoln County. It is very important to us that we not only reinvest in our land
but also our community.

d. Our business is family owned and the investment in our forest is 30-50 years. The
opportunity that the TSF will provide by creating a better market for our products will allow
us to realize the best possible return on our long term investment and will allow us to
reinvest in our future. The success of our business will not only benefit us but also the State
of Oregon.

Thank you for considering the benefits to Oregon’s local small timberland owners that the TSF will
provide.
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TURNOY Scott

From: Kristin Rasmussen <KristinRasmussen@HamptonAffiliates.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 24, 2016 4:38 PM

To: TURNOQY Scott

Subject: Port of Newport International Shipping Terminal

Attachments: Raw Log Exports to China trends.pptx

Hi Scott,

| understand ODOT requested further information from the Port of Newport in regards to their ConnectOregon VI
application and that the Port has responded and provided attachments (A-F), including private sector letters of
commitment. Would it be possible to get copies of those attachments?

We appreciated ODOT’s inquiry into the impacts of a declining log export market. Along those lines, | wanted to share
with you a chart demonstrating the two-year trend for vessels arriving in China with raw log exports from the U.S.

Thank you,
Kristin

Kristin Rasmussen

Public Affairs & Communications Manager
Hampton Affiliates

9600 SW Barnes Road, Suite 200

Portland, OR 97225

Tel. 503-203-6563
Fax 503-203-6604
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Vessels arriving in China with Raw Log Exports
. from the U.S.
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Scott Turnoy

Freight Planning Program Manager
Oregon Department of Transportation
555 13" Street NE, Suite 2

Salem, OR 97301
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Dear Commission Chair and Members,

My family and | are small timbertand owners in Lincoln County. We wouid like to give our strong support
to the Port of Newport’s Terminal Shipping Facility {TSF) Connect Oregon Vi grant application. Upon
completion, the TSF would give us a much needed market for our sustainably managed forest products.
The availability of another market opportunity would have many benefits to our business.

Those henefits would be:

- Increased competition for our product which would allow us to realize a better return on our
investment in our product. Recent forestry harvest regulation changes will make it all the more
important that we get the best price possible for our products.

- We would see a reduction in our overall trucking costs. Once completed, the TSF would be the
shortest haul for us to get our products to an export market, Our current options are more
costly and less efficient. Our use of the TSF would utilize the soon to be completed US 20
realignment, and lessen the amount of trucks on I-5 travelling North and South.

- Theincome generated from our business benefits local businesses and families. We try and use
local companies and businesses whenever possible, which creates jobs and keeps people
working in Lincoln County. 1t is very important to us that we not anly reinvest in our land but
also our community.

- Our business is family owned and the investment in our forest is 30-50 years. The opportunity
that the TSF will provide by creating a better market for our products will allow us to realize the
best possible return on our long term investment and will allow us to reinvest in our future, The
success of our business will not only benefit us but also the State of Oregon.

Thank you for considering the benefits to Oregon’s local small timberland owners that the TSF will
provide.

Sincerely,

P o Beg 1508
L aldpsit, OX 9757
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TURNOY Scott

From: Russ and Linda Glascock <rgranch@pioneer.net>

Sent: Tuesday, March 15, 2016 4:19 PM

To: TURNOY Scott

Subject: Port of Newport's Terminal Shipping Facility (TSF) Connect Oregon VI grant application

Dear Commission Chair and Members,

My family and I are small timberland owners in Lincoln County. We would like to give our strong support to
the Port of Newport’s Terminal Shipping Facility (TSF) Connect Oregon VI grant application. Upon
completion, the TSF would give us a much needed market for our sustainable managed forest products. The
availability of another market opportunity would have many benefits to our business.

Those benefits would be:

Increased competition for our product which would allow us to realize a better return on our investment
in our product. Recent forestry harvest regulation changes will make it all the more important that we
get the best price possible for our products.

We would see a reduction in our overall trucking costs. Once completed, the TSF would be the shortest
haul for us to get our products to an export market. Our current options are more costly and less
efficient. Our use of the TSF would utilize the soon to be completed US 20 realignment, and lessen the
amount of trucks on traveling North and South on highway 99W and I5.

The income generated from our business benefits local businesses and families. We try and use local
companies and businesses whenever possible, which creates jobs and keeps people working in Lincoln
County. It is very important to us that we not only reinvest in our land but also our community.

Our business is family owned, and we grow our forest for 40-50 years. The opportunity that the TSF will
provide by creating a better market for our products will allow us to realize the best possible return on
our long term investment and will allow us to reinvest in our future. The success of our business will not
only benefit us but also the State of Oregon.

Thank you for considering the benefits to Oregon’s local small timberland owners that the TSF will provide.

Sincerely,
Russ Glascock, Eddyville,OR

1
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TURNOY Scott

From: John W Smith <john.smith@jwses.com>
Sent: Wednesday, March 09, 2016 4:10 PM
To: TURNOY Scott

Subject: Newport's Terminal Shipping Facility

Dear Commission Chair and Members,

My family and | are small timberland owners in Lincoln County. We would like to give our strong support to the Port of
Newport’s Terminal Shipping Facility (TSF) Connect Oregon VI grant application. Upon completion, the TSF would give
us a much needed market for our sustainably managed forest products. The availability of another market opportunity
would have many benefits to our business.

Those benefits would be:

- Increased competition for our product which would allow us to realize a better return on our investment in our
product. Recent forestry harvest regulation changes will make it all the more important that we get the best
price possible for our products.

- We would see a reduction in our overall trucking costs. Once completed, the TSF would be the shortest haul for
us to get our products to an export market. Our current options are more costly and less efficient. Our use of the
TSF would utilize the soon to be completed US 20 realignment, and lessen the amount of trucks on I-5 travelling
North and South.

- The income generated from our business benefits local businesses and families. We try and use local companies
and businesses whenever possible, which creates jobs and keeps people working in Lincoln County. It is very
important to us that we not only reinvest in our land but also our community.

- Our business is family owned and the investment in our forest is 30-50 years. The opportunity that the TSF will
provide by creating a better market for our products will allow us to realize the best possible return on our long
term investment and will allow us to reinvest in our future. The success of our business will not only benefit us
but also the State of Oregon.

Thank you for considering the benefits to Oregon’s local small timberland owners that the TSF will provide.

Regards

John W Smith
Legion Rd.
Waldport, OR
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Oregon Small Woodlands Member

2
Page 111/177



Page 112/177



Page 113/177



Page 114/177



FORESTRY FLAKE BOARD PULP

P
=P =4 BIOFUELS PALLETS

TRANSPORTATION ROSS-LAMINATED

C
TIMBER
AR

=
. # m
Al
A

3 RETAIL
R,

(o)

DOMESTIC
WOOD S
MANUFACTURING

70 mmbf of raw logs
represents roughly one year's
worth of production at an
Oregon sawmill.

FORESTRY

TRANSPORTATION

HARVEST * _’

SHIPPING

LOG EXPORTS

Shipment of raw logs to Asia
Limits the ability of local mills
to access these resources and
create jobs and value-added
goods here at home.




Page 116/177



Page 117/177



The following petition was generated by Hampton

Lumber Mills, Inc. regarding project # 2B0361 and
submitted on behalf of those listed.
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Comments Received

Project # 2MO0366

Teevin Bros. Land & Timber Co.

Mooring Points RM 66.5
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From: Glenn Roger Dorband [mailto:info@ravenstudiosart.com]
Sent: Wednesday, June 29, 2016 8:30 AM

To: WRIGHT Marie A

Subject: Teevin Bros. Land and Timber Company grant application

Dear Ms. Wright,

Yesterday the North Coast Forest Coalition put out a bulletin with the news that Teevin Brothers
Land and Timber Company has applied for one of the ConnectOregon grants. This is of particular
concern to me in light of the ongoing struggle in Clatsop County over the future of our environment. In
the past year there has been an ever increasing call for more timber harvest by local timber companies.
Local taxing districts have joined the call in hopes of a way out of their budget woes. This is contrary to
the will of the people as expressed in the Clatsop Vision 2030 Together plan that was initiated by the
county commissioners and approved in its final form in January of 2015.

The vision plan clearly expressed the majority opinion in the county
to "protect and enhance our scenic beauty and natural resources...
and preserve our forests". Nowhere in the plans 16 point Economic Goals is timber harvest mentioned,
let alone increased timber harvest which would without doubt encroach on areas of the county forests
already designated for conservation.

A grant to the Teevin Brothers company to improve their log export facility would not be in
keeping with the will of the people of the
county. The Teevin Brothers request is a call for increased logging.
It would perpetuate the fate of our county as a timber "colony" for Asia. In the long run it will hurt our
growing recreational and tourism industry by further degrading the environment and it will result in
more local milling jobs being exported to China.

Your prospectus for grant qualification states that the environment will benefit from granted
funds. A Teevin Brothers grant will degrade the environment with further industrialization of the
Columbia River
and its Clatsop watershed. Increased export translates to increased
clearcutting leading to further erosion, reduced water quality, and increased release of CO2 at this
crucial time when global warming is rapidly advancing.

Please deny this grant which is not in the spirit of ConnectOregon.
Thank you.
Roger Dorband
Roger Dorband / Raven Studios
462 6th Street

Astoria, Oregon 97103
503 936-2715
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From: Darvel T Lloyd [mailto:darviloyd@gmail.com]

Sent: Wednesday, June 29, 2016 8:41 AM

To: KAUTZ Sharon L

Subject: Grant request to expand private log-exporting terminal

Good morning,

| heard that Teevin Bros. Land and Timber Company is asking ConnectOregon to
contribute $750,000 to expanding its log export facility in Knappa, Clatsop County.

| agree completely with the North Coast State Forest Coalition: "Exporting jobs to Asia
and facilitating the rapid destruction of our forest landscape should not qualify

for a ConnectOregon grant.” Oregon taxpayers should NOT be subsidizing private
timber companies in their quest for higher profits at the expense of our precious
ecosystems, which have turned into vast acreages of sterile, highly erodible
monoculture.

Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,

Darvel Lloyd

54 SE 74th Ave.

Portland, OR 97215
503-593-2996
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Comments Received

Project # 2R0420

Knife River Corporation Northwest

Knife River Rock Train System Improvements
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32260 Old Hwy 34
Tangent, OR 97389-9770

March 3, 2016

Scott Turnoy

Oregon Department of Transportation
555 13" Street NE

Salem, OR 97301

SUBJECT: ConnectOregon VI Application — 2R0420 Knife River Rock Train System Improvements
Mr. Turnoy,

Regarding the above referenced application, we respectfully submit this letter for the public record to
further supplement our company’s application materials. Within this letter we will address a few items
within our application that we believe could have been scored higher by Oregon Department of
Transportation and Oregon Office of Business Development staff. As a first time applicant, we adversely
affected our application scoring due to our own ignorance of the States scoring methodology. Had we
answered questions with a greater understanding of the scoring we believe that our application could
have been scored at 60 points rather than 53 points.

Regarding scoring consideration b, whether our project results in an economic benefit to the state, we
received a score of 10 out of 20 from the review committee, but believe the proper score for our
application is 16. In our answer to question 38 we failed to select any of the statewide business clusters,
but should have selected a majority of them, if not all of them. The following statement was provided in
our application: “The project reduces costs to multiple private industries and public clients who purchase
ready mix concrete and asphalt concrete pavement materials.” In recent years, construction aggregates
transported by the Knife River rock train were used on projects for Nike (Athletic & Outdoor Gear and
Apparel Cluster), Intel (Semiconductor and Electronics Components Cluster), nursery and hay storage
customers (Agriculture Cluster), and multiple airport projects (Aviation Cluster). These are just a few
examples of how any improvement in this operation will benefit many of Oregon’s Statewide Business
Clusters in the future as we continue to serve a broad range of customers within our geographic market.
With this additional information, we ask that the review committees be aware that our project should
have received 6 additional points based on our answer to question 38 had we answered the question
accurately.

Regarding scoring consideration f, whether our project has a useful life expectancy that offers maximum
benefit to the state, we received a score of 5 out of 10, but believe that we could have received a 6 out of
10. This score is a result of our answer to question 31 in which we stated the useful life of our project as
20 years and provided the following explanation: “The useful life of the project is 20 years pursuant to the
minimum requirements. Our current infrastructure has been in place for nearly 16 years and is in good
working order. We maintain all of our assets in good working order and expect the new infrastructure to
last at least 20 years. Knife River has a proven record of maintaining our assets in Oregon.” Our intent for
this project, though not expressly stated in our application, is to continue to operate for more than 20
years. The limiting factor for this operation is the amount of mining remaining at Reed pit in Salem. Knife

Knife River Corporation - Northwest Tangent, OR
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32260 Old Hwy 34
Tangent, OR 97389-9770

River Corporation has an estimated reserve of 25 million tons, or over 25 years of mining before the
reserves are depleted. The operation will continue until these reserves are depleted. We request that this
information be consideration with our application.

To further demonstrate the need for this project, we have included as an attachment (see Knife River Rock
Train Demand Forecast) to this letter a projection of the Portland Metropolitan Area market demand for
construction aggregates for the years 2016 through 2025. The forecast demand for the Portland Metro
Market in this case have been derived from estimated population growth and new housing starts as
predicted by the Oregon Office of Economic Analysis. At our current market share, these projections show
that the demand for construction aggregates by our facilities at Coffee Lake and Hillsboro will exceed the
rock train system capacity under the current operating environment. The graph shows that the capacity
of the rock train has changed over the years due to decreases in track speed and increased traffic on
Portland and Western’s line. In order to meet the projected demand Knife River will have to resort to
supplementing the rock train operation with trucks if the project is not completed. Let us be clear, this
project will take trucks off of the highway.

Also included as attachments to this letter are additional letters of support from a few of our largest
customers who can attest to the need for this project, as well as a letter of support from Portland and
Western Railroad. These items were not included in our original application, and we request that they be
taken into consideration by each of the ConnectOregon VI review committees.

The transportation costs associated with getting construction aggregates to market make up the largest
component of cost within the value chain. Knife River Corporation — Northwest has taken a multi-modal
approach to getting our aggregates to the end user in the most efficient manner possible whether it be
by truck, rail, or barge. In the case of the rock train, the average 500,000 tons/year moved from the
Willamette Valley up to the Portland Metropolitan market eliminate approximately 16,700 trucks trips
from our roads and highways. With the completion of this proposed project we will increase the capacity
of the operation by improving the efficiency & capacity of Knife River’s facilities, decreasing train turn
times for Portland & Western, and improving reliability for all of our customers. With this project we have
the opportunity to eliminate thousands of additional truck trips from state highways each year which will
not only reduce the transportation costs for all users of our value added construction aggregate products,
but reduce wear and tear on the State highway system. These investments will deliver tremendous value
to the state’s economy for many years to come, and are a great reason to select this project for funding
under the ConnectOregon VI program.

Respectfully,

Bl Hey

Brodie Harvey
Knife River Corporation — Northwest

Knife River Corporation - Northwest Tangent, OR
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ROGER LANGELIERS constructioN co.

Concrete Construction: Oregon CCB # 106364

¢ Paving + Flat Work Washington CCB # ROGERLC027KQ
¢ Curb & Gutter ¢ Catch Basins

¢ Saw & Seal ¢ Pavement Maintenance

February 29, 2016

Billy Stimpson

General Manager

Knife River Corporation - Northwest
Linnton, OR

Mr. Stimpson,

Roger Langeliers Construction Co. is a privately owned Oregon construction company which employs
over 100 team members between our operations in western & central Oregon. We are pleased to write
this letter in support of Knife River Corporation’s application for ConnectOregon funds to make
improvements to its rock train operations. We understand that this operation is critical to supplying the
aggregate necessary for the production of ready mix concrete at both the Coffee Lake Ready Mix facility,
and the Hillsboro Ready Mix facility. As a consumer of ready mix concrete, we purchase large volumes
for the projects that we build every year from these two facilities. We have seen continued growth in
the demand for our concrete construction services in the years since the 2007 recession, and believe
that these facilities will play increasingly important roles in the Portland metro market going forward.
Knife River’s ability to supply these facilities with quality sand & gravel out of the Willamette valley has
resulted in a consistent high quality ready mix product at a competitive price.

We feel strongly that any investment made to improve the efficiency of the rock train operation will be a
benefit to our company, the industry as a whole, and the state of Oregon. Not only does the investment

help keep trucks hauling concrete aggregates off of state highways, but it ensures the availability of high
quality alluvial sand & gravels out of the Willamette valley. We recommend that the review committees

select the Knife River rock train improvement project for ConnectOregon funding.

President
7145 NW Progress Court 62880 Mercury Place 32929 Roberts Court
Hillsboro, OR 97124 Bend, OR 97701 Coburg, OR 97408
(503) 533-5709 (541) 318-6200 (541)302-6648
FAX (503) 533-7891 FAX (541) 318-9050 FAX (541) 302-6647
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February 29, 2016

Lakeside Industries
P.QO. Box 7016
Issaquah, WA 98027

Stratos Flanders

General Manager

Knife River Corporation - Northwest
32260 Oid Hwy 34

Tangent, OR

Dear Mr. Flanders,

Lakeside Industries is a family-owned and locally managed company that has been in operation since the
1950’s. We rely on the Knife River/Portland & Western rock train for the delivery of a majority of our
crushed aggregates for the production of hot mix asphalt at our Hilisboro plant. We have benefited from
our relationship with Knife River in this manner since the late 1990’s when the rock train began running
to our Hillsboro facility. 2015 was a good year for our company. We received shipments of
approximately 80,000 tons of aggregate at this facility via the rock train which comprised a large portion
of our production for the year. We look forward to an equally busy year in 2016.

We support Knife River's application for ConnectOregon VI grant funds. We believe that this project will
benefit our organization for years to come, and will allow us to continue to be competitive in this market
for quality asphalt products. We also feel strongly that this project will benefit the state of Oregon’s
freight system by keeping trucks off of local streets and highways. It is a good use of the ConnectOregon
funding, and a project that should be strongly considered by the ConnectOregon review committees.

Please accept our support for this project.

Bill Dempsey

Lakeside Industries
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Comments Received

Project # 4R0417

Red Rock Biofuels LLC

Rail Spur & Lake County RR Bridge Improvements
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Comments Received

Project # 2T0431

Lane Transit District

Santa Clara Community Transit Center and
Park & Ride
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PO Box 11923 Eugene, OR 97440
",/4 CO RN ERSTON E 541-683-1751 Fax: 541-349-0066
EEE COMMUNITY HOUSING www.cornerstonecommunityhousing.org

June 13, 2016

Aurora Jackson, General Manager
Lane Transit District

P.O. Box 7070

Springdfield, OR 97475

Dear Ms. Jackson,

| am writing this letter of support for the Santa Clara Community Transit Center project on
behalf of Cornerstone Community Housing. This project will increase access to
employment, healthcare, and recreational opportunities for the more than 200 residents of
Cornerstone’s Santa Clara housing communities.

Cornerstone Community Housing operates four affordable residential communities in Santa
Clara. Furthermore, we've been awarded HOME funds to construct an additional 28 units of
affordable housing in this area. We're excited about the benefits that residents will receive
from LTD’s new community resource. Not only will our latest project have access to the
new transit center, but three of our four Santa Clara communities are within a half mile of
the proposed site. Those communities include Apple Orchard, Oak Leaf, and Green Leaf
Villages.

This project aligns with our mission to provide quality, affordable housing and offer services
that promote opportunities for personal and economic independence. We are proud to
support this proposal and appreciate the excellent work LTD has put into developing it. We
strongly encourage the commitment of financial resources required to fund this project.

Sincerely,

Loyl

Darcy Phillips
Executive Director

Mission: Cornerstone Community Housing is committed to building quality, affordable housing for people living on

limited incomes and offering services that promote onortlil%i)t/i?%for personal growth and economic independence.
age



TURNOY Scott

From: Peter Bolander <pwbolander@hotmail.com>

Sent: Saturday, June 11, 2016 10:39 AM

To: Connect Oregon

Cc: [td@ltd.org

Subject: Comment on Proposed Lane County ConnectOregon Grant Proposal
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Hello:

I am writing to offer a review comment on one of the proposed Lane County ConnectOregon grant
applications. | trust you are the folks to connect with concerning my comment and | trust my comments
do not come too late in the evaluation process. | learned just last week about this particular project and
it's submittal for consideration.

The project | have a comment on is the Lane Transit District proposal to help fund the Santa Clara park-
and-ride facility. My comment is to ensure that in the evaluation process that the team looks at the impact
of this facility to the traffic on River Road.

My understanding is that no agency has performed a traffic study around the River Road/Beltline
interchange which this project is very close to. Many homes have been built just north of this interchange
recently but due to either their size and/or location (more than a mile from the interchange) | have been
told that a traffic study is not required. Unfortunately every car from these recently built (or soon to be
built) homes travel south to this interchange to get to the Eugene and/or Springfield area, there is no other
way to go south and | would guess that 99% of all people along River Road in this area travel to the
Eugene/Springfield area. Adding buses and especially having them turn left from the proposed facility onto
River Road is only going to add to the current traffic congestion that occurs every weekday morning and
evening and other times during the week. Therefore | urge that a traffic study be performed to evaluate
the impact of the proposed facility to traffic on River Road and the River Road/Beltline interchange prior to
approving this proposed project.

In additional | find it ironic that just a few years ago the current Lane Transit District park-and-ride, just
south of the River Road/Beltline interchange, sold part of that facility's parking area to a store (Aaron's). If
they really need additional space now why was part of their current park-and-ride area sold a few years
ago to create a smaller park-and-ride? It doesn't seem to make sense to me, especially when | think the
location is much better suited for a park-and-ride location compared to the proposed location.

Thank you for your time and consideration of my request prior to your final decision on the proposed
ConnectOregon grant application.

If have any further questions or need any clarification of my request please let me know.

Peter Bolander

229 Rosemary Ave.
Eugene, Oregon 97404
541-344-0849

1
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Comments Received

Project # 1R0413

Union Pacific Railroad

Portland Passenger-Freight Rail Speed Improvement
Project
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TURNOY Scott

From: Julie Chapman <bugthewonderdog@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, June 26, 2016 10:54 PM

To: TURNOQY Scott

Subject: Fwd: ConnectOregon project funding

Dear Scott Turnoy,

If you are not the correct person to receive this letter would you please forward it to the correct recipient.
Regarding the application for Union Pacific junction improvements in Portland:

“Union Pacific and subsidiaries, track, signal and elevation improvements at a Portland junction of UP and BNSF

railroads, $8.3 million request, $4.7 million match. The project will eliminate a 10 mph restriction and reduce wait

times for 35 daily Amtrak (passenger) and freight trains by up to 21 minutes.”
http://pamplinmedia.com/pt/9-news/311818-190296-eight-metro-area-projects-in-line-for-state-bonds

Wait! Wasn't there just a unanimous City Council decision in November, 2015, for Portland to build no new fossil
fuel infrastructure (Resolution 1157)?

And, what makes Union Pacific a worthy recipient of our state bond monies? They have been less than respectful of
their responsibilities to guarantee safe transit of these trains, for the provision of track safety for the excess weight of
the tanker cars, and in allowing clouds of coal dust from uncovered coal cars to pollute waterways and railside
communities.

I would appreciate an explanation of how this serves the interests of the people of Oregon, and not just the narrow
interests of Union Pacific. These expanded wait times are the result of large shipments of fossil fuels for transport,
at a critical time when there are daily demonstrations of the lethal climate impacts of temperature rise/carbon
dioxide pollution.

Thank you for your attention,

Julie Chapman

1720 SW 4th Avenue, #1616

Portland, Oregon 97201

“Every night on the TV news now is like a nature hike through the Book of Revelations,” Al Gore, TED talks.
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Comments Received

Project # 4A0365

City of Redmond, Oregon

Redmond Municipal Airport
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CENTRAL OREGON AREA COMMISSION ON TRANSPORTATION
COACT

July 14, 2016

Tammy Baney, Chair

Oregon Transportation Commission
Oregon Department of Transportation
Communications Division

355 Capitol Street NE, MS 11

Salem, OR 97301-3871

Dear Chair Baney and Commissioners:

On behalf of the Central Oregon Area Commission on Transportation (COACT), | am writing to
express our support of the list of ConnectOregon VI projects as prioritized by the Final Review
Committee. The process went very well and it effectively recognized the rankings of both the Modal
and Region Review Committees. We urge you to approve the list as presented.

We would also like to testify to the state wide significance of project 4A0365, the Redmond Airport
Taxiway B Rehabilitation, ranked 37" by the Final Review Committee. This project is right at the cut
line for funding, and deserves to be funded. Taxiway B connects the primary runway with the US
Forest Service area of the airport which includes smoke jumpers, hot shots, the regional training base,
a national cache and fire retardant operations. The taxiway pavement index is rated ‘0’, which means
C-130 aircraft cannot use it, when it is needed for fire retardant fill-ups during fire-fighting operations
across the northwest. Another important statewide consideration is the FEMA designation of
Redmond Airport as the operations hub for Oregon during the Cascadia event.

We urge you to support the list as prioritized and include Redmond Airport. Thank you for the
consideration, and for the opportunity to provide input to ConnectOregon and other transportation
investment decisions affecting Central Oregon.

Sincerely,

(ilan Longo—

Alan Unger, COACT Chair
Deschutes County Commissioner

Cc: Commissioner Wayne Fording, Jefferson County
Judge Mike McCabe, Crook County
Lonny Macy, Confederated Tribes of Warm Springs
Bob Bryant, ODOT Region 4
Gary Farnsworth, ODOT Region 4
Scott Turnoy, ODOT ConnectOregon VI Program

Central Oregon Intergovernmental Council 334NE Haythorne Ave. Bend, OR 97701 (541) 548-8163



Comments Received

Project # 1M0407

Port of Portland

Terminal 6 Auto Staging Facility
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Melanie Wiegner Ford Motor Company

Regional Director 925 L Street

Government Relations Suite 390

(916) 442-2929 Sacramento, CA 9581
July 11, 2016

Tammy Baney, Chair

Oregon Transportation Commission
355 Capitol Street NE, MS #11
Salem, OR 97301-3871

Dear Commissioner Baney:

Ford Motor Company is pleased to support the Port of Portland’s (Port) Connect Oregon VI
funding application for the Terminal 6 Auto Staging Facility. As you know, we work with Auto
Warehousing Company (AWC) which processes our exports at the Berth 601 facility at the
Port.

We are considering expanding our export volume through the Port of Portland if expansion
plans for auto staging for the Berth 601 facility come to fruition. Our projections for volume
could increase from approximately 50,000 units for the 2015 calendar year to close to 150,000
units in the coming years. If expansion is not completed, we will need to secure space at other
port locations.

Ford Motor Company values its partnership with both AWC and the Port of Portland. We
appreciate the Port’s ongoing commitment to updating and improving infrastructure at the
Terminal 6 Auto Staging Facility. We fully support this project for consideration for funding
under the Connect Oregon VI program.

Thank you for considering our comments regarding this important matter and please don't
hesitate to contact us should you have questions.

Melanie Wiegner
Regional Director, Government Relations

cc: Commissioner David Lohman
Commissioner Susan Morgan
Commissioner Alando Simpson
Commissioner Sean O’Hollaren
Tim Van Wormer, Port of Portland
Dennis Matteo, AWC
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