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Dear Portland/Multnomah Sustainable Development Commission: 
The Coalition for a Livable Future (CLF) is a partnership of over 90 diverse organizations working together for healthy and sustainable communities. By connecting issues, people, and organizations, CLF empowers communities to take action together to shape the decisions affecting the Portland-Vancouver region's future. 

The Coalition serves on the I-5 Columbia River Crossing Task Force and has been involved in this project since its inception as well as its predecessor, the Bi-State Transportation and Trade Partnership. Decisions regarding the I-5 Columbia River Crossing will have a significant effect on the environmental, social and economic health of Portland and the metropolitan region for generations to come.  
At an estimated $4.2 Billion, the Columbia River Crossing (CRC) project would be the largest public investment in the history of the Portland region.  The CRC should support sensible development in the region and support our region’s needs for the next century.  Unfortunately, all proposals currently on the table – including doing nothing – leave us unpre​pared for the future. 
The proposals are based on an outdated approach to transportation planning.  Instead of providing innovative solutions to our region’s transportation needs, this project promotes a return to 1960’s-style thinking that expanding the freeway will solve our congestion woes.  
In addition, through our experience serving on the Task Force for nearly three years, we have come to realize that the limited and prescribed approach to the project has led to serious and potentially fatal flaws in the process.  The Alternatives being proposed demonstrate this failing.
The Portland metropolitan area is known nationally for our forward-thinking land use and transportation. We can and should seize this opportunity to capitalize on our sustainability know-how, and be at the forefront in making transportation projects part of the global warming solution.  
We should also ensure every public investment leads us toward a green economy future.  By taking a freeway expansion and transforming it to meet 21st century needs, we will continue to build the region’s sustainable transportation expertise.  This creative knowledge of green design and manufacturing – of 
light rail and new buses – and rehabilitation and construction of smart, green infrastructure, will help create the green economy we want. This sustainable development expertise can be exported nationally and internationally, further building the sustainable economic future we are working to create.
Twenty organizations and hundreds of individuals have joined together to support what we are calling a Climate Smart Columbia River Crossing.  The attached resolution states our commitment to conform with the greenhouse gas reduction goals we have adopted at state levels and prepare for the sustainable future we are trying to create.  We have all committed to only support a Columbia River Crossing project that will reduce the growth of driving in the future.  We hope you will do the same.
GLOBAL WARMING
As the largest transportation project in the region’s history, the Columbia River Crossing should be part of our global warming solution.  As currently conceived, it is part of the problem.  
The current replacement bridge design contemplates widening the freeway to 10-12 lanes from the current 6 lane bridges.  While the CRC project includes several forward-thinking elements that will help reduce demand for driving,
 the huge increase in lanes eliminates the gains we would achieve through these strategies, at a huge cost.  

The City of Portland’s 2010 Local Action Plan on Global Warming sets a goal of reducing greenhouse gas emissions by 10 percent from 1990 levels by 2010, and the State of Oregon has set a goal to reduce greenhouse gas emissions by 10 percent below 1990 levels by 2020 and to 75 percent below 1990 levels by 2050. 
Transportation accounts for about 40% of Oregon’s total carbon dioxide emissions, with one-third of the state’s overall greenhouse gas emissions generated by the transportation sector.  The three primary ways to decrease greenhouse gas emissions are increasing vehicle fuel efficiency, decreasing the carbon content of vehicle fuel, and decreasing the amount we drive.    
Research has shown that vehicle and fuel technologies will not likely achieve needed emission reductions alone, and that reducing the growth of driving will be needed to reach greenhouse gas emission goals.  

Despite the inclusion of strategies designed to reduce the growth of vehicle travel, increased lane capacity will lead to an almost 40% increase in vehicle trips across the I-5 and I-205 bridges.  Project staff anticipates that vehicle trips will increase by at least 39.6% under the replacement bridge alternatives and 37.1% under the supplemental bridge alternatives (“Build Alternatives”) by 2030, only slightly better than doing nothing (“No Build Alternative”), which project staff estimate will result in a 40.7% increase of vehicle trips.
In the short term, adding lanes may decrease emissions due to decrease in the congestion and vehicle idling, but research has shown that increased traffic volumes on the roadway eliminate congestion relief within several years of adding the capacity. Therefore, emissions will actually increase in the long-run due to more cars and more tailpipes on the road.
LAND USE
Transportation decisions affect land use patterns, with added freeway lanes frequently leading to low density development at the suburban fringe, supporting single-use development patterns, and inducing roadway demand.
Low density, car dependent development damages natural resources, consumes farm and forestland, and forces limited resources to be allocated to the creation of new infrastructure. Car dependent development also diminishes health outcomes because it leads to decreased physical activity and increased obesity, and diminishes the social cohesion that leads to healthy communities.
The CRC project has used the same land use and population assumptions for both the No Build and Build Alternatives, failing to account for the likelihood of increased residential development in Clark County. As a result, the vehicle trip projections for the Build Alternatives likely misestimate actual vehicle trips, making their justifications for the freeway expansion questionable. 
EQUITY AND HEALTH

Diesel particulates near the I-5 corridor are already nearly 800 times the levels considered safe, with high industrial pollution as well.  Asthma rates are significantly higher than average, at 13% in the I-5 corridor vs. 7-8% nationally.  
The I-5 freeway has caused negative health impacts on low-income communities and communities of color in the freeway corridor since it was first built, when it divided communities in North and Northeast Portland and in Clark County.  We are concerned with any plan that further impacts these communities.  

Additional road capacity leads to additional cars through the system, and additional cars lead to increased pollution and exacerbation of the negative impacts on the communities in the I-5 corridor.  Land use and transportation plans that encourage less driving are a best practice for preventing chronic diseases associated with obesity, such as diabetes and heart disease, and respiratory illness, including asthma.  Vehicle-dependent development creates limited opportunities for physical activity, leading to less active lifestyles and diminished health outcomes.  

Increased temperatures and extreme weather events brought about by global warming will harm those in our community who are already sick and vulnerable the most, including the proportionately large number of low-income people of color living along the I-5 corridor. 

SAFETY

While interchange improvements and wider lanes may decrease collisions, increased travel speeds that result from these changes may lead to increased fatalities. It is unclear whether overall safety in collisions will be increased by this project.
Furthermore, it has not been shown that this project is the highest priority for replacement due to seismic concerns.  Many of the region’s bridges have seismic vulnerabilities, and we should prioritize the projects considering both seismic vulnerability and the bridges’ importance to the region.  If seismic upgrades deemed necessary, costs to re-structure the current bridges to meet 2500-year earthquake standards – a standard that none of the other metro area bridges currently meet - have been estimated at around $200 million, far less than the cost of replacement. 

COST
Under the project’s draft financial plan, local and state jurisdictions are responsible for $1.4 to 1.6 Billion of the $4.2 Billion price tag (assuming tolling is in place; the estimates jump an additional one billion dollars without tolling).  

We have not seen the amount the City of Portland, or any local or state jurisdiction, would be expected to provide. However, we anticipate that it will be significant, and are concerned that such a large investment in one large transportation project will leave many other transportation needs unmet.  
Significant questions remain regarding whether this project will necessitate further system expansions, including at the I-5/I-84 interchange in the Rose Quarter area.  These potential expansions lead to many questions regarding sustainability and displacement, as well as questions about how these projects would be funded, since they are not anticipated in the budget for this project and funding has not been identified for such further projects. 

BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN FACILITIES
While the proposed bicycle and pedestrian facilities include significant design improvements over the existing structures, significant questions remain as to the sufficiency of the facility. The project has only committed to a single 14 foot bicycle and pedestrian facility, significantly narrower than the facility recommended by the Pedestrian and Bicycle Advisory Committee, which has recommended a 15 foot facility on each direction or a 24 foot facility if it is only one-sided.
PROCESS
In general, the process has been flawed since its inception. Rather than asking what kind of region are we trying to create and what kind of transportation investment should we make to get there, the project has merely asked about how to fix congestion.  This narrow viewpoint has undermined efforts to look at the most sustainable and cost effective solutions to a variety of issues in the corridor. 

In addition, the public has only had access to incomplete information designed to support a particular outcome. For example, in response to repeated requests by multiple parties, the project has failed to provide information regarding many of the assumptions used in their analyses.  Instead, they continue to make assertions on essential elements
 of the project without allowing for independent analysis.  
The project has repeatedly pushed back the release date of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS).  The public was not informed of the comment period dates until less than two weeks before the release, and will have no opportunity to review the draft, anticipated to be many hundreds of pages long, prior to the 60 day comment period.  

The public comment period on the DEIS will not be complete until July.  Yet the final Task Force meeting is in June, prior to the end of the comment period, and the project is continuing to urge the jurisdictions to support a Locally Preferred Alternative by August, allowing for only one month to digest public comments. 

CONCLUSION

In sum, we find significant evidence that the project fails to address the needs of the Portland metropolitan region.  Due to significant sustainability concerns, we are unable to support the current 
project options because they will increase global warming pollution, harm people’s health, and undermine our region’s vision of a sustainable economy.

In particular, the anticipated increase in lane capacity will induce demand for driving, fail to address congestion in the system and cancel out the gains in vehicle miles traveled anticipated through system and demand management, high capacity transit and increased bicycle and pedestrian facilities. The enormous cost of this project leave the region vulnerable to the significant possibility that we will have insufficient funds to address other needs.
We are confident that more sustainable, more cost effective solutions exist to the issues in the I-5 corridor.  We therefore do not support either the existing Build Alternatives or the No Build Alternative as a Locally Preferred Alternative.  

Instead, we support taking the time to ensure that this project conforms with the Portland Comprehensive Plan and the Regional Transportation Plan Update that are both underway.  We should take the time to put sustainability first in the CRC, instead of trying to tack it in at the end without a clear vision for how this project fits into our region's future.

We support a process, such as a design charrette, to find innovative, cost-effective, green solutions that fit our region’s needs.  The alternatives included in the Climate Smart Alternatives document (attached) can offer guidance on what such a solution might look like.  
Portland has for decades supported sensible transportation planning and policies, including the creation of a successful public transit network, walkable neighborhoods, and a long-term vision of managed growth.   Sustainable industries and green, living wage jobs are our legacy and our future.  There is no better place for this challenging work than with our biggest transportation project – the CRC.
Sincerely,

Jill Fuglister, Co-Director



Mara Gross, Policy Director

Attachments:
· Climate Smart CRC Resolution (with signatories)
· Climate Smart CRC Alternatives
· Climate Smart CRC Fact Sheet

� The elements we support include high capacity transit and improved bicycle and pedestrian facilities. We also support congestion pricing if equity issues are adequately addressed through such measures as rebates.





� These elements include the number of cars that will pass over the bridge, vehicle miles traveled, and CO2 levels.
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