
Welcome



Community Design 
Advisory Group
Meeting #8
Multnomah County Department of Community 
Services Transportation Division

August 1, 2024

All CDAG meetings are live-streamed, 
recorded and available to the public.



Agenda
1. Welcome & Opening Remarks
2. Introductions & Housekeeping
3. Input from BEAM
4. Input from Public
5. Cost Data
6. CDAG Feedback/Discussion
7. Public Comment Period
8. Next Steps & Closing Remarks



Housekeeping



Virtual Participation Tips

Closed captions in English are 
available in Webex and YouTube

1. In the bottom menu select "CC" or 
"closed captioning"

2. Select "view captioning and 
highlights"

Submit questions for response 
to burnsidebridge@multco.us

mailto:burnsidebridge@multco.us


Public Input Instructions

Public comments are welcomed as part of each CDAG meeting and can 
be shared in several ways: 

• In-Person Verbal Comments: Attend and comment in-person at 
Multnomah Building (Board Room, 1st Floor) - 501 SE Hawthorne 
Blvd, Portland, OR, 97214. Sign-up for comment at the sign-in table.

• Virtual Verbal Comments: Request link to provide virtual comments 
24 hours before the meeting by sending an email with subject line 
“CDAG Comments” to: burnsidebridge@multco.us. A project team 
member will contact you with instructions. 

• Written Comments: Send an email to be included in the groups 
meeting packet 48 hours before the meeting by sending an email with 
subject line “CDAG Comments” to: burnsidebridge@multco.us.

mailto:burnsidebridge@multco.us
mailto:burnsidebridge@multco.us


Housekeeping

SAFETY BRIEFING & MEETING PROTOCOLS

Safety
• Evacuation location: Parking lot on the SE corner of 6th and Hawthorne (cross at light at SE 

7th Ave)
• Emergency exits 
• Restrooms outside the door

Meeting Protocols
• Question or comment: raise your hand or turn your table tent on the short end
• Speak clearly and toward the microphones
• Limit multitasking, side conversations and noise that could be picked up by the microphones
• All meetings are live to the public and recorded



Housekeeping

MEETING PROTOCOLS

• Be curious and willing to learn.
• Ask questions to gain clarity and understanding.
• Express preferences, interests, and outcomes you wish to achieve.
• Listen respectfully to understand the needs and interests of others.
• Be concise with comments and questions.
• Focus on the scope of the discussion.
• Attend all meetings in a timely manner.
• Respect the role of the facilitator to guide the group process.
• Seek common ground.



Introductions & Roll Call
• Aaron Whelton, Portland State University

• Anthony Jackson, Community Member

• Brian P. Kimura, Japanese American Museum of
Oregon

• Carol Gosset, Oregon Museum of Science &
Industry

• Erik Swenson, Portland Saturday Market

• Fred Cooper, Laurelhurst Neighborhood
Association & Native American Youth and Family
Center

• Gabe Rahe, Burnside Skatepark

• Guenevere Millius, Sunnyside Neighborhood
Association

• Ian Sieren, Community Member

• Jackie Tate, Community Member

• Jason Halstead, Community Member

• Neil Jensen, Gresham Chamber of Commerce

• Paddy Tillett, Architect/Design Professional

• Patrick Sullivan, Community Member

• Robert Hastings, Willamette Light Brigade

• Sarah Lazzaro, Community Member

• Sharon Wood Wortman, Historian

• Ed Wortman, Community Member

• Susan Lindsay, Buckman Neighborhood 
Association

• Valerie Schiller, Multnomah County Bike/Ped 
Citizen Advisory Committee

• Todd DeNeffe, Central Eastside Industrial 
Council



Cost Data



Construction Cost-Delta

$0M +$10M +$20M +$30M +$40M +$50M

Braced Basket Handle Braced Vertical Arch Unbraced Thru Arch

Goalpost Tower V-Tower Inverted-Y Tower



BEAM



EQRB Project
CDAG 1st August 2024



CS1- Goalpost tower  CS3- Inverted-Y tower

TA2-Braced basket-handle arch TA3- Braced  vertical arches 

CS2- V tower 

TA1-Unbraced vertical arches 



Tied Arch or Cable Stayed Bridge?
Comparative Discussion 



do people inherently ‘prefer’ arches?
(and if so why?)



Design competition formula:
3:1 ratio of arches to other structure types 



Arches are generally perceived as:
• Anthropomorphic (curved) 

• Comfortable (not challenging) 

• Recognizable (common but not distinctive) 

• ‘Historic’ (but not in respect to context)



But not necessarily the right answer in every setting:



a tied-arch east span would be visually typical 
(All arches comprise two springing points and an arc)

a cable-stayed east span would be visually atypical
(Most cable stay bridges have two towers)
  



Typical
(common)

Typical
(common)

ALL arches spring from point to point! 

Most CSBs have 2 towers and a central main span

main span back spanback span



Typical
(common)

Atypical
(uncommon)

EQRB arches will spring from point to point! 

EQRB CSB will have 1 tower and an offset main span

main span back span



Identifiable
(scale) 

Distinctive
(form)

<<<< WIDE VISUAL FIELD>>>>  

VISUAL PUNCTUATION

main span back span



EQRB TA- Typical (common) form EQRB CSB - Atypical (uncommon) form



I-5 / railroad corridor

VISUAL RESPONSE TO PROGRAM: The east span bridge is a highway/railroad crossing, but also must span to the east in-river pier 



W
ES

T

EA
ST

Cable-Stayed Bridge

Tied-Arch Bridge 

I-5 / UP railroad corridor

I-5 / UP railroad corridor

<< Arch bears on bascule and land >>

visually light

visually ’heavy’

Tower founds on land only

Symmetrical arrangement ‘encloses’ everything beneath

Asymmetrical arrangement has a more easy-going visual 
relationship with what is below 







The arches perform a structural photobomb on the river!



https://www.alhaus.com/alhaus-magazine/once-hated-now-loved
yesterday’s controversies   today’s national tresures



Discussion- Tied Arches



Tied Arches- shaping and materality



Painted Steel, fully welded variable section 6 sided parabolic arches. Sophisticated aesthetic  



Painted Steel, fully welded variable section 6 sided parabolic arches. Sophisticated aesthetic  



Likely EQRB scenario- Weathering steel, bolted/spliced constant section 4 sided box girders- Industrial aesthetic 



VERTICAL UNBRACED ARCHES VERTICAL BRACED ARCHES

VERTICAL K-BRACED ARCHES BRACED BASKET HANDLE ARCHES



Portland has several early 20th C bridges with an ‘industrial aesthetic’ – the new Burnside should be more sophisticated for the 21st C



Box girders or open girders: internal access requirements and structural feasibilty   



Girder types and bracing types -aesthetic differences.  



GRAFFITI REMOVAL 

CLIMBING RISK

(Weathering Steel) Arches- peripheral issues 

LIGHTING (ABSORBENCY)



GRAFFITI REMOVAL 

LIGHTING (ABSORBENCY) CLIMBING RISK

(Weathering Steel) Arches- peripheral issues 

Anti-climb measures



Arch Types

TA2-Braced basket-handle arch TA3- Braced  vertical arches TA1-Unbraced vertical arches 



Vertical Unbraced Arches   



Basket-handle arch Braced basket- handle arch



Vertical Braced Arches – it’s all about the bracing...       



TA2-Braced basket-handle arch TA3- Braced  vertical arches TA1-Unbraced vertical arches 

• Clean aesthetic
• Twin entity
• No bracing
• Most costly of arches
• Largest arch section (widest)

• Less clean aesthetic
• Single entity
• Bracing (alas)
• Less Typical Form than TA3
• Slimmer arch section

• Railroad aesthetic
• Confused Identity
• Bracing
• ‘Typical’ form (Fremont/Wapato)
• Slimmer arch section

22 5order of preference 
(arches only)>>>>>

order of preference 
(arches only)>>>>>

order of preference 
(arches only)>>>>>



Discussion- Cable Stayed Bridges



Bridge Tower 
Shaping, material and construction 



Component shaping – the simpler the form the more the requirement  



Component shaping – facetted forms make a significant difference to the perceived slenderness  



Component shaping – vertical tapering (migrating seams) make a significant difference to the visual form  



V and Inverted Y-Towers – slightly more complex to construct inclined structure relative to vertical but adds 120 years of significant value!  



CS1- Goalpost tower  CS3- Inverted-Y towerCS2- V tower 

Cable –stayed Types



Goalposts- increasingly common CSB type most requiring (but infrequently benefitting) from tower shape enhancement  



V-Towers- an enhanced silhouette profile over goalposts but a less urban response 



Inverted Y-Towers- a significantly enhanced silhouette profile with opportunities for economic tower shaping



CS1- Goalpost tower  CS3- Inverted-Y towerCS2- V tower 

• Clean aesthetic
• Twin Form
• Needs tower shaping
• (not novel in Portland (Tillikum)
• Boring 

• Enhanced aesthetic
• Twin Form
• Needs tower shaping
• novel in Portland 
• Not an urban form

• Memorable aesthetic
• Single Entity
• Not reliant on tower shaping
• novel in Portland 
• Urban and dynamic

35 1order of preference 
(arches only)>>>>>

order of preference 
(arches only)>>>>>

order of preference 
(arches only)>>>>>



CS1- Goalpost tower  CS3- Inverted-Y tower

TA2-Braced basket-handle arch TA3- Braced  vertical arches 

CS2- V tower 

TA1-Unbraced vertical arches 

Less Preferred PreferredNot Preferred

Not PreferredLess Preferred Less Preferred 



BEAM Architects East Span Bridge Type Preference: 

Inverted-Y Cable Stayed Bridge



       WHY?

• Modern, urban  and urbane solution
• Non-industrial aesthetic
• Doesn’t photobomb the river 
• Provides an exciting ride-under and ride-thru’ portal on deck
• Uncommon and highly distinctive single tower CSB 
• Unique type in Pacific NW, potential Portland symbol
• Most visually dynamic profile 
• Not reliant on complex shaping/detailing

BEAM Architects East Span Bridge Type Preference: 

Inverted-Y Cable Stayed Bridge







CS1- Goalpost tower  CS3- Inverted-Y tower

TA2-Braced basket-handle arch TA3- Braced  vertical arches 

CS2- V tower 

TA1-Unbraced vertical arches 



CS1- Goalpost tower  CS3- Inverted-Y tower

TA2-Braced basket-handle arch TA3- Braced  vertical arches 

CS2- V tower 

TA1-Unbraced vertical arches 



CS1- Goalpost tower  CS3- Inverted-Y tower

TA2-Braced basket-handle arch

CS2- V tower 

TA3- Braced  vertical archesTA1-Unbraced vertical arches 



CS1- Goalpost tower  CS3- Inverted-Y tower

TA2-Braced basket-handle arch TA3- Braced  vertical arches 

CS2- V tower 

TA1-Unbraced vertical arches 



CS1- Goalpost tower  CS3- Inverted-Y tower

TA2-Braced basket-handle arch TA3- Braced  vertical arches 

CS2- V tower 

TA1-Unbraced vertical arches 



CS1- Goalpost tower  CS3- Inverted-Y tower

TA2-Braced basket-handle arch TA3- Braced  vertical arches 

CS2- V tower 

TA1-Unbraced vertical arches 



CS1- Goalpost tower  CS3- Inverted-Y tower

TA2-Braced basket-handle arch TA3- Braced  vertical arches 

CS2- V tower 

TA1-Unbraced vertical arches 



CS1- Goalpost tower  CS3- Inverted-Y tower

TA2-Braced basket-handle arch TA3- Braced  vertical arches 

CS2- V tower 

TA1-Unbraced vertical arches 



CS1- Goalpost tower  CS3- Inverted-Y tower

TA2-Braced basket-handle arch TA3- Braced  vertical arches 

CS2- V tower 

TA1-Unbraced vertical arches 



Summer 
Outreach 
Activities





By the Numbers

Briefings20 
19K+ Survey responses

2 Webinars

19 DEI organizations reached

7 Translations of the online open house & survey

90+ OMSI panel attendees
50+ Breakfast on the Bridge attendees

26 News releases, newsletters & news articles

111K+ Facebook reach

119K+ Survey views

8 Videos and animations



Night out with the Burnside Bridge Team



Community Engagement Liaisons Program

• Arabic
• Black / African American
• Chinese
• Japanese
• Native American
• Russian
• Ukrainian
• Somali
• Spanish
• Vietnamese

CEL’s engaged their communities, conducted focus groups and translated materials. CEL 
Program includes the following community groups:



Public Input



Overall Survey Stats

•SURVEY DATES: July 1 through July 31

•TOTAL SITE VIEWS: 119,781 views

•TOTAL SURVEYS SUBMITTED: 19,411

•TOTAL IN-LANGUAGE SURVEYS SUBMITTED: 337

•TOTAL MULTNOMAH COUNTY RESPONDENTS: 73%



Survey Demographics

NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS BY RACE/ETHNICITY



Survey Demographics
PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENTS BY AGE



Survey Demographics

PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENTS BY GENDER



Survey Results For Each Bridge Type

Respondents were asked to review information through the online open house before taking the survey. 

After reviewing the information on the two east span bridge types, which bridge type do you feel would be the best option 
for our city?”

More than 80% of survey respondents chose to only provide comments about their preferred bridge types

45%
55%

Cable Stay 
Tied Arch 

Count Percent

Tied Arch 10,494 54.6%

Cable Stay 8,740 45.4%



Tied Arch Survey Results 



Survey – Tied Arch #1 Rankings

For those that chose tied arch as their preferred option, below are the number of first choice selections for each sub option. 

3,252 3,206

1,721

T I E D  A R C H  - B R A C E D  B A S K E T - H A N D L E  A R C H  T I E D  A R C H  - U N B R A C E D  V E R T I C A L  A R C H T I E D  A R C H  - B R A C E D V E R T I C A L  A R C H



Survey – Tied Arch Key Themes



Survey – Tied Arch long/shorter option

For those that chose the tied arch as their preferred option, when asked their preference for a longer or shorter 
versions of the basket-handle and braced vertical arch, they chose:

Count Percent

Shorter 2,199 37.7%

Long 3,635 62.3%

Totals 5,834 (56% of TA respondents)

38%

62%

Shorter

Long



Survey – Tied Arch long/shorter themes

Long version of the basket-handle and braced vertical arch
•Style
•Form
•Landmark

Shorter version of the basket-handle and braced vertical arch
•Style
•Sightlines
•Scale



Cable Stay Survey Results 



Survey – Cable Stay #1 Rankings
For those that chose cable stay as their preferred option, below are the number of first choice selections for 
each sub option. 

3,382

2,320

1,473

C A B L E  S T A Y  - V  T O W ER C A B L E  S T A Y  - I N V E R T E D - Y  T O W E R C A B L E  S T A Y  - G O A L P O S T  T O W E R



Survey – Cable Stay Key Themes



Overall Bridge Sub Option 
Preferences 



Survey – Preferred Overall Rankings

Ranking of sub options that were selected as the respondents #1 pick for 
their preferred bridge type

3382
3252 3206

2320

1721
1473

C A B L E  S T A Y  - V  T O W ER T I E D  A R C H  - B R A C E D  
B A S K E T - H A N D L E  A R C H  

T I E D  A R C H  - U N B R A C E D  
V E R T I C A L  A R C H

C A B L E  S T A Y  - I N V E R T E D - Y  
T O W E R

T I E D  A R C H  -
B R A C E D V E R T I C A L  A R C H

C A B L E  S T A Y  - G O A L P O S T  
T O W E R



Survey In-language/CEL Rankings

Ranking of sub options that were selected as the respondents #1 pick for in-language and 
CEL discussion group preferred bridge type

22

19

17

13 13 13

C A B L E  S T A Y  - V  T O W ER C A B L E  S T A Y  - I N V E R T E D - Y  
T O W E R

C A B L E  S T A Y  - G O A L P O S T  
T O W E R

T I E D  A R C H  - U N B R A C E D  
V E R T I C A L  A R C H

T I E D  A R C H  - B R A C E D  
B A S K E T - H A N D L E  A R C H  

T I E D  A R C H  -
B R A C E D V E R T I C A L  A R C H



EXTRA SLIDES



Survey Status – Tied Arch Rankings
For those that chose the tied arch as their preferred option, below are their votes for each sub option, ranked from most 
preferred (1) to least preferred (3).  

3,252 3,206

1,721

2571
2349

3102

2251
2534

3247

T I E D  A R C H  - B R A C E D  B A S K E T - H A N D L E  A R C H  T I E D  A R C H  - U N B R A C E D  V E R T I C A L  A R C H T I E D  A R C H  - B R A C E D V E R T I C A L  A R C H

Ranked 1 Ranked 2 Ranked 3



Survey Status – Cable Stay Rankings
For those that chose the cable stay as their preferred options in, below are their votes for each sub option, ranked from 
most preferred (1) to least preferred (3).  

3,382

2,320

1,473

2,107 2,118

2,786

1,661

2,609 2,679

C A B L E  S T A Y  - V  T O W ER C A B L E  S T A Y  - I N V E R T E D - Y  T O W E R C A B L E  S T A Y  - G O A L P O S T  T O W E R

Ranked 1 Ranked 2 Ranked 3



Survey Demographics

NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS BY MODE



Survey – Tied Arch Characteristics

32.4

55.3

49.3 49.1

21.3

38.2 37.5

20.6

24.9
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40
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Height (Cable Stay =
higher; Tied Arch =

shorter)

Form/Profile (Overall
shape)

Style/Character
(Cable Stays are

more modern/sleek;
Tied Arches are more

traditi

Context (How well it
fits into its

surroundings)

Material (Cable Stay
= concrete tower with
cables; Tied Arch =

weathering steel

Uniqueness (Provides
a distinctiveness to
Portland and from

other downtown bridg

Views (From various
vantage points)

Focus (Cable Stay
tower(s) draws a

more singular focus
further east; Tied

Arch h

Experience (The user
experience when
traveling over it,

under it or near it)

Pe
rc

en
t

What impacted your decision in selecting the Tied Arch bridge type? Select up to four.



Survey – Tied Arch Sub Option 
Characteristics

70.9

33.6

43
38.1

35.2

0

10

20
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Form/Profile (The way it looks
from a distance)

Context (How well it fits into its
surroundings)

Uniqueness (Provides a
distinctiveness to Portland)

Views (From various vantage
points)

Experience (The user
experience when traveling over

it, under it or near it)

Pe
rc
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t

Which characteristics most impacted your rankings of the Tied Arch sub options? Select up to three.



Survey – Cable Stay Characteristics

43.5

34.1

39.9

44

19.3

31.4

21.1

28.3

13.8

4.7

0

10
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Height (Cable Stay
= Higher; Tied Arch

= Shorter)

Form/Profile
(Overall shape)

Style/Character
(Cable Stays are

more
modern/sleek; tied
arches are more

traditi

Context (How well
it fits into its

surroundings)

Material (Cable
Stay = concrete

tower with cables;
Tied Arch =

weathering steel

Uniqueness
(Provides a

distinctiveness to
Portland and from
other downtown

bridg

Views (From
various vantage

points)

Focus (Cable Stay
tower(s) draws a

more singular
focus further east;

Tied Arch h

Experience (The
user experience

when traveling over
it, under it or near

it)

None of the above.
I liked both options

or don't have a
preference.

Pe
rc

en
t

What impacted your decision in selecting the Cable Stay bridge type? Select up to four.



Survey – Cable Stay Sub Option 
Characteristics

74.8

21.8

57.7

37.8
30.9

0

10

20
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40
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60

70

80

Form/Profile (the way it looks
from a distance)

Context (how well it fits into its
surroundings)

Uniqueness (provides a
distinctiveness to Portland)

Views (from various vantage
points)

Experience (the user
experience when traveling
over it, under it or near it)

Pe
rc

en
t

Value

Which characteristics most impacted your rankings of the Cable Stay sub options? Select up to three.



CDAG 
Discussion



Public Comment



Public Comment
• State your first and last name

• Speak clearly and concisely

• Limit your comment to three minutes

If you have questions that you would like a response to, 
please submit them to burnsidebridge@multco.us. 

mailto:burnsidebridge@multco.us


Next Steps



CDAG Workplan thru Type Recommendation

Mtg #8
(8/1/24)

-BEAM Insights
-Review Public Input

Mtg #9
(8/8/24)

-Bridge Type 
Evaluation Process 
-CDAG 
Recommendation   
(if ready)

Mtg #10
(8/15/24)

 
-Bridge Type 
Evaluation Process 
-CDAG 
Recommendation   
(as needed)

County Decision on 
Bridge Type & Form

Sept. 2024



Closing Remarks



Thank you
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