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January 24, 2022 

Multnomah County is  
creating an earthquake-ready 
downtown river crossing. 

Community Task Force Agenda – Meeting #29 
Project: Earthquake Ready Burnside Bridge 

Subject: Community Task Force Meeting #29 

Date: Monday, January 24, 2022 

Time: Early Arrivals: 5:30 p.m. – 6:00 p.m. 

Meeting Timing: 6:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m.  

Location: WebEx Virtual Meeting 

TASK FORCE MEMBERS  
Amy Rathfelder, Portland Business Alliance 

Art Graves, Multnomah County Bike and 

Pedestrian Citizen Advisory Committee 

Dennis Corwin, Portland Spirit 

Ed Wortman, Community Member 

Frederick Cooper, Laurelhurst Neighborhood         

Emergency Team and Laurelhurst Neighborhood 

Association 

Gabe Rahe, Burnside Skatepark  

Howie Bierbaum, Portland Saturday Market  

Jackie Tate, Community Member 

Jane Gordon, University of Oregon 

Jennifer Stein, Central City Concern 

Marie Dodds, AAA of Oregon 

Neil Jensen, Gresham Area Chamber of 

Commerce 

Paul Leitman, Oregon Walks 

Peter Finley Fry, Central Eastside Industrial 

Council 

Sharon Wood Wortman, Community Member 

Stella Funk Butler, Coalition of Gresham 

Neighborhood Associations 

Susan Lindsay, Buckman Community Association 

Tesia Eisenberg, Mercy Corps 

William Burgel, Portland Freight Advisory 

Committee 

 

PROJECT TEAM MEMBERS 

Megan Neill, Multnomah County  

Mike Pullen, Multnomah County  

Steve Drahota, HDR 

Paul Belton, HDR 

Cassie Davis, CD Consulting 

Jeff Heilman, Parametrix 

Allison Brown, JLA 

Bridger Wineman, EnviroIssues 

Sarah Omlor, EnviroIssues 

 

 

 

Meeting Purpose: 
• Review community engagement and input received on the recommended refinements to the 

Preferred Alternative 

• CTF discussion and recommendation on refinements to the Preferred Alternative for Policy Group 
review and approval 

 



 

 

BETTER –  SAFER –  CONNECTED January 24, 2022 

Multnomah County is  
creating an earthquake-ready 
downtown river crossing. 

CTF Meeting #29 Agenda | January 24, 2022 | Page 2 

Agenda: 
Time Session Lead 

5:30 p.m. Early Arrivals 

• WebEx meeting platform will be available for folks that want 
to join early and test computer functions before meeting start 

Project Team 

6:00 p.m. 

 

Welcome, Introductions and Housekeeping 

• Meeting protocols 

• Round table introductions 

Allison Brown 

6:05 p.m. Public Comment 

• Acknowledge any public comments received  

Allison Brown 

6:15 p.m. 

 

Project Update 

• Workplan 

• City Council meeting debrief 

• Funding status 

Megan Neill 

 

6:30 p.m. Review Community Engagement and Input 

 

Mike Pullen 

Bridger Wineman 

7:00 p.m. CTF Open Discussion 

 

Allison Brown 

7:20 p.m. CTF Recommendation 

 

Allison Brown 

7:45 p.m. Next Steps 

 

Mike Pullen 

8:00 p.m. Adjourn 

 

All 

The purpose of the CTF is to serve as an advisory body to Multnomah County by:  

• Considering the potential environmental impacts of the alternatives 

• Providing informed insights and opinions on the impacts being evaluated 

• Discussing technical recommendations, suggesting measures to avoid, minimize or mitigate potential impacts 

• Representing the interests, needs and opinions of community, business organizations and groups 

• Considering input and information from other community members, stakeholders and interested parties.  

CTF members approached by interest groups other than their own constituencies are encouraged to share these 
conversations at CTF meetings. For information contact Mike Pullen, County Communications Office at 
mike.j.pullen@multco.us  

mailto:mike.j.pullen@multco.us
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Public Engagement Summary: 
Preferred Alternative Refinements 
Overview 
With the recommendation from the 

Community Task Force and over 88 percent 

support from a community survey in 2020, 

the Replacement Long Span was identified as 

the best option to move forward since it is 

best for seismic resiliency, has the lowest 

cost, and least environmental impacts. In 

early 2021, the Earthquake Ready Burnside 

Bridge (EQRB) project team also asked for 

input from the public about the type of long-

span bridge that should be constructed, 

including consideration of girder, truss, 

cable-supported, and tied arch options, as 

well as bascule and lift options for the 

bridge’s movable span. 

Additional engineering and cost estimating 
work completed in spring 2021 raised 
concerns among County leaders about the 
project’s cost. Recognizing rising costs due 
to current economic conditions and 
competition for funds from other large 
projects in the region, County leaders asked 
the project team to analyze ways to reduce 
the cost, so the project is more likely to be 
funded and built.  

After further cost analysis, environmental and permitting analysis, and input from stakeholders, the 
project team identified three key refinements to the initial Long Span Preferred Alternative for the 
community to consider. The methods and findings from community engagement are documented in this 
report and cover activities performed and feedback received from summer to winter 2021. The key cost-
saving refinements included: 

• Reduced bridge width (including a lane reduction and narrower bike/pedestrian space 
compared to the initial Long Span Preferred Alternative). 

Inside this report 

• Key Findings Overview 

• Public Outreach and Engagement 
o Briefings 
o Webinar 
o Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion  
o Online Open House and Survey 
o Media and Notifications 
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• Girder bridge type for the west approach. 

• Bascule movable span for the middle movable span. 

The primary engagement activities included an online open house and survey, a project webinar, 
discussion group meetings with members of communities identified in the project’s Diversity, Equity, 
and Inclusion Plan, and numerous virtual briefings with community organizations, agencies, and 
neighborhood stakeholders.  
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Public Outreach Activities 
Outreach and Engagement Activities  

Key Findings Overview 
Broad input was sought on the three cost-saving 
refinements to the Preferred Alternative. Input received 
reflects an extensive range of perspectives. This report 
summarizes the key themes heard throughout the 
outreach.  

Key findings include: 

• Generally, people understand the reasoning for the 
cost-saving refinements and support the need for a resilient crossing.  

 

45+ 
Briefings to agencies, individuals, and 
organizations 

490+ Participants who attended briefings  

8 
Diverse Community Discussion 
Groups 

4,100+ 
Unique visitors to the online open 
house and survey 

1,500+ Survey responses 

6 
Language translations of the online 
open house and materials 

150,184 Social media impressions 

3,466 Project e-newsletter recipients  

148 Text message recipients 

596 YouTube video views 

10 
News releases and e-newsletters 
(from the project and other 
organizations) 

20 Media stories 

Public Involvement Goals 

Awareness  

Build awareness and share information 

through regular, meaningful, and 

consistent project communications about 

the important role this project plays in 

creating an earthquake-ready river 

crossing in downtown Portland.  

Transparency  

Inform all stakeholders and community 

members of how the project team has 

thoroughly considered their feedback, 

interests, issues, and concerns in project 

solutions and transparently communicate 

how project decisions are being made.  

Inclusion 

Provide equitable, inclusive, and 

accessible opportunities for stakeholders 

and community members to influence 

and shape the project by reducing 

participation barriers, ensuring culturally 

responsive practices, and offering diverse 

ways for all people to participate in 

project conversations.  

Coordination  

Engage and build authentic relationships 

with agencies, industry stakeholders, and 

County departments, securing cross-

government coordination, commitment, 

alignment, and industry readiness to 

realize the Earthquake Ready Burnside 

Bridge in the future. 
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• Stakeholders are split in their support for reducing the number of travel lanes in the initial 
Preferred Alternative from five to four lanes. 

o Many shared that although a narrower bridge would not be their preference, they 
understood the tradeoffs of the cost savings and ultimately valued having at least 
one seismically resilient crossing. 

o Many expressed concerns about reducing the overall width of the bridge to reduce 
project costs. Respondents said they would prefer more width if funding was 
provided.  

• Strong preference for the reversible vehicle lane traffic configuration option, including among 
Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion (DEI) communities. 

o Respondents also provided additional comments about the need for educational 
opportunities to learn how to properly use the reversible lane option. 

o Interest in prioritizing public transit options and addressing sustainability goals across 
lane allocation options. 

• Overall support for reducing the width of the bike and pedestrian space in the initial Preferred 
Alternative from 20 feet to 14-17 feet, with opposing views about removing bike and pedestrian 
space to allocate more space for vehicle lanes. 

• Strong preference for the girder structure type for the west approach, including among DEI 
communities. 

• Strong preference for a bascule option over a vertical lift option for the middle movable span, 
including among DEI communities. 

• High interest in ramp connections to the bridge from the Eastbank Esplanade with separate 
facilities to accommodate bicycles and pedestrians. Respondents who stated support for ramp 
connections also prioritized public safety and accessibility. 

• Results for those who took the survey in languages other than English were similar to the overall 
results and did not have significant variations.  
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Activity: Briefings  

 

 
Purpose 
From summer to winter 2021, the project team conducted over 45 briefings with community 
organizations, individuals, agencies, and elected officials. Over 490 people attended briefings during this 
period. The briefings’ intent was to inform them and gather feedback on the cost-saving refinements, 
keep interested stakeholders engaged about the project, and continue to build and maintain meaningful 
relationships. Opportunities to request a project briefing were offered through emails, phone calls, 
project newsletters, and the project website.  

Generally, the information presented and engaged upon during the briefings included: 

• Project overview, timeline, purpose, and need. 

• Proposed cost-saving refinements being considered. 

• Guiding principles for selecting cost-saving refinements. 

• Input on the proposed cost-saving refinements. 

• Outreach activities and ways to provide input. 

• Next steps in the process. 

Briefings were provided to stakeholders and community organizations representing various interests, 
including:  

• Transportation (pedestrians and people with ambulatory devices, bicyclists, transit users, 
drivers, and freight movers). 

• Emergency response and resiliency. 

• Social services. 

Online briefing with Community Task Force October 25, 2021  
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• Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion and BIPOC communities. 

• ADA community. 

• Neighborhoods and residents. 

• Right of way and property owners. 

• Businesses. 

• Historic resources. 

• Sustainability. 

• Parks and community spaces and recreational activities. 

• Event organizers. 

• Local, regional, state, and federal agencies and elected officials. 

Below is a summary of the most frequently heard themes: 

• General support and understanding for reducing the bridge width to ensure that the project can 
be funded and built.  

• Questions about narrowing the bridge and the ability to accommodate large trucks and 
emergency response vehicles. 

• Expressed traffic and safety concerns related to width reduction and lane removal. 

• Expressed interest in having five vehicle lanes if funding is provided. Some suggested removing 
bicycle and pedestrian space to accommodate a fifth lane.  

• Strong support for preserving bicycle and pedestrian space and climate-conscious transportation 
facilities. 

• Expressed interest in transit-only lanes and improved transit operations. 

• Expressed support for the reversible lane option.  

• General support for the girder bridge type for the West Approach to preserve open views. 

• Support for the bascule movable span bridge type to preserve open views.  

• Expressed interest in the cable-supported bridge type for the East Approach.  

• High interest in preserving Burnside Skatepark and Portland Saturday Market facilities.  

• Interest in how project construction will impact the houseless community near the construction 
site and surrounding area.  
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• High interest in ramp connections to the bridge from locations like the Eastbank Esplanade with 
separate facilities to accommodate bicycles and pedestrians. People that stated support for 
ramp connections also prioritized public safety and accessibility.  

• Some opposition to elevator and stair connections to the bridge. The primary reasons cited were 
safety, reliability, and maintenance.  

 

Activity: Webinar 
Purpose and Summary 
The project team hosted a public webinar on Wednesday, December 1, 2021. The purpose of the 

webinar was to: 

• Provide a supplemental or alternative way to learn about the cost-saving refinements to the 
Preferred Alternative and provide feedback.   

• Provide an opportunity to virtually meet and interact with the project team, especially because 
of restrictions to in-person events. 

• Provide an opportunity for people to ask questions directly to the project team and get answers 
in real-time, especially for individuals who do not belong to an organization that may have 
already received a briefing.  

The event was hosted on Zoom and livestreamed to YouTube for greater accessibility. It was promoted 

with a news release, social media posts, and an e-newsletter. A total of 28 participants joined the Zoom 

meeting and four viewers tuned in to watch the YouTube livestream.  

A recording of the webinar is available to view on Multnomah County’s YouTube channel. As of 

1/12/2021, the webinar recording had 23 views. 

Key questions and comments received: 

• Questions about the likelihood of receiving federal funding from the Infrastructure Investment 
and Jobs Act. 

• Understanding bike and pedestrian space requirements on each side of the bridge. 

• Clarification about sufficient space needed between bicyclists and vehicle lanes. 

• Interest in which modes of travel will be prioritized after an earthquake. 

• Question about bridge design options to separate bike and pedestrian spaces.  

• Interest in accessible connection options to the Eastbank Esplanade. 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=lIXNVb5hnfg
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• Question about how the middle movable span will be operated. 

• Question about the speed limit for the new bridge design. 

• Interest in how the project will align with Multnomah County’s Climate Action Plan. 

• Suggestion to use a road zipper truck for the reversible vehicle lane allocation.  

• Question about using electronic tolling as an option to fund the project.  

 

Activity: Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion Outreach 

PURPOSE 
Multnomah County partnered with the 
Community Engagement Liaisons (CELs) 
Program to continue building relationships 
and engaging with currently and historically 
underserved and underrepresented 
communities. The liaisons’ efforts engaged 
the Black and African American, Native 
American, Vietnamese, Chinese, Latinx, 
Japanese, Arabic, and Russian and Ukrainian 
communities. These communities were 
identified in the project’s 2019 Diversity, 
Equity, and Inclusion Plan based on 
frequently spoken languages within a one-mile radius of the project area and/or because of historical 
and cultural roots in the project area.  

Due to restrictions for in-person events during the COVID-19 pandemic, the liaisons utilized online 
discussion groups and survey methods to help inform and gather input from their respective 
communities in November and December 2021. The online open house and survey were translated by 
the CELs Program into six languages: Arabic, Simplified Chinese, Japanese, Russian, Spanish, and 
Vietnamese.  
 
The project engaged with a total of 263 individuals through translated online open house sites and 
discussion groups (see table below). For comparison, there were 210 participants reached through 
online methods during Round 3 engagement for bridge type selection in early 2021, 355 for Round 2 
engagement for the Environmental Review in 2020, and 182 participants reached through in-person 
focus groups during Round 1 of the Environmental Review phase in 2019.  
 
 

Discussion group with Latinx community members on 

December 9, 2021. 
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DEI Participants per Outreach Method in Round 4 Engagement 

Community # of Survey 
Respondents 

# of Discussion Group 
Participants 

Total Participants 

Black and African 
American 

N/aa 11 11 

Native American N/aa 6 6 

Vietnamese 32 8 40 

Chinese 32 11 43 

Latinx 29 9 38 

Japanese 40 10 50 

Arabic 29 12 41 

Russian 24 10 34 

Total 186 77 263 
aSurvey responses generated specifically by DEI outreach efforts for the Black and African American and 
Native American communities were not explicitly tracked because these communities used the general 
English version of the survey. 
 
DEI Participants per Outreach Round 

Round of outreach Timing Total DEI participants reached 

R4: Cost-saving measures 2021, November - December 243 

R3: Bridge type selection 2021, February 210 

R2: Recommended Preferred 
Alternative 

2020, September 355 

R1: Preferred Alternative 
evaluation criteria 

2019, September 182 

DISCUSSION GROUPS 
The project team supported the liaisons in facilitating online discussion groups with the eight 
communities listed above. The purpose of the discussion groups was to engage in direct dialog with 
communities in addition to the online surveys. Each community had one session with six to 12 people 
and each participant received a $35 gift card for their time.  
 
The content covered in the discussion groups was adapted from the online open house and survey 
questions. Information was shared using a PowerPoint presentation. Key takeaways for each discussion 
question are listed below: 

1. Please tell us about how you use the Burnside Bridge (commute to work, weekends, via car, 
transit, walking, etc.?) 
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• Most participants, across all communities, primarily use a car when crossing the 
Burnside Bridge.  

• Some participants use public transportation and a few walk or bike across the bridge.  

• A participant from the Native American community visited the skatepark as a teen and 
currently visits with their children.  

2. What do you think about the cost-saving strategies we have talked about today? Do they make 
sense? Do you have questions about them? Please explain. 

• Some participants were concerned about narrowing roads and removing a vehicle lane, 
ultimately increasing traffic congestion, and advised against those cost-cutting 
measures.  

• Some participants preferred to postpone construction to allow time to find more 
funding to build a wider bridge. 

• Some participants shared safety concerns if costs were scaled back.  

• Some Latinx participants suggested working with large companies downtown to provide 
additional funding.  

• The Japanese participants unanimously agreed with removing a vehicle lane.  

• Native American community members expressed concern about neglecting 
environmental mitigation efforts due to cost-cutting.  

• African American participants shared an interest in securing the necessary funding to 
design a bridge that mitigates traffic congestion, provides ample vehicle space, and 
considers future population growth.  

• Vietnamese participants were largely in support of the cost-saving strategies.  

3. Should the County only be able to fund a four-lane bridge, which of the lane configurations 
would you prefer? Please explain your answer. 

• Most participants preferred the reversible lane option, including most Japanese, Black, 
and Vietnamese participants.  

• Most participants from the Chinese and Russian communities preferred the balanced 
option. The Chinese participants preferred this option because they felt it is important 
to have lanes in both directions and a dedicated bus lane for those who commute on 
public transit. 

• Some participants preferred whichever was the least expensive option.  

• Some participants shared that the options that preserve the bike lanes are important.  
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4. What do you think about the bridge-type recommendations for a girder structure type on the 
west side and a bascule movable span over the river? Do these recommendations make sense? 
Do you have any questions about them and why they are being recommended? 

• Most participants agreed on the recommendation for a girder structure on the west side 
and bascule movable span over the river to save on costs and provide an open view of 
the city skyline.  

• Native American participants shared concern about environmental impacts to the river 
and the impact on downstream communities. Aesthetics were of least concern to this 
group.   

Additionally, the Black and Native American groups prompted discussion around past harms for their 

communities. Participants in the Native American discussion group shared feedback that the idea of 

‘cost-cutting’ was particularly triggering to their community. This group was very concerned that cost-

cutting measures will mean less mitigation for the natural environment and more harm to water quality, 

fish, wildlife, and vegetation. 

Participants in the Black discussion group expressed concerns about mental health impacts related to 

the increase of traffic congestion in the metro area and the necessity to build a bridge that 

accommodates community needs. Some participants expressed frustration that cost-saving refinements 

were needed for the project given the urgency to build a bridge that could accommodate more 

emergency response vehicles and personnel that could be influential in saving lives.  

SURVEY RESULTS IN LANGUAGES OTHER THAN ENGLISH 
Results from the surveys taken in languages other than English were compared to the aggregate results 

of all survey respondents. These comparisons are included in the next report section, “Activity: Online 

Open House and Survey.” Overall, results from surveys taken in languages other than English were fairly 

similar to the total responses.  
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Activity: Online Open House and Survey 

PURPOSE AND REACH 
The online open house and survey featuring the Cost Saving Refinements to the Preferred Alternative 
were available to the general public from November 12 through December 14, 2021. This online activity 
provided an opportunity for people to learn about the status of the project and review and provide 
input on the proposed refinements. The online open house included an overview video about the status 
of the project and proposed refinements, captioned in seven languages.  
 
The online open house and survey received over 4,000 visitors and over 1,500 responses. The survey 
included a mix of multiple-choice qualitative and open-ended questions. It also requested users’ travel 
mode and demographic information. The online open house and survey were translated by the CELs 
Program into six languages: Arabic, Simplified Chinese, Japanese, Russian, Spanish, and Vietnamese. 
 

 
 
 A screenshot of the online open house and survey 
 

https://youtu.be/jUfh8SLR6Zw
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As an outreach and engagement tool, survey respondents were self-selected, and the results were not 
intended to be statistically valid. Stakeholders were notified of the sites through a variety of 
notifications outlined in the “Media and Notifications” section in this report. 

 

SURVEY RESULTS AND COMMENT THEMES 
A total of 1,509 people responded to the R4 Cost-Saving Measures survey; similar to the level of 
engagement with the previous survey opportunity in early 2021. Neither of the online surveys 
conducted in 2021 achieved the level of participation reached during the 2020 online survey, which 
sought input on recommending a preferred alternative. 

Survey Results per Outreach Round 

Round of outreach Timing Online survey responses 

R4: Cost-saving measures 2021, November 1,509 

R3: Bridge type selection 2021, February 1,916 

R2: Recommended Preferred 
Alternative 

2020, September 6,827 

R1: Preferred Alternative 
evaluation criteria 

2019, September 830 

 
Total survey results for each question below include responses in all languages. Cross comparisons of 
specific demographic groups are also included in the analysis. These demographic groups included 
results from respondents who took the survey in languages other than English, respondents with an 
average annual household income of less than $30,000, and respondents who use a mode of 
transportation other than driving when crossing the Burnside Bridge. These categories are broken out to 
reflect the views of underrepresented groups. The number of responses to individual questions varied 
because survey participants were able to answer as many or as few questions as they chose.  
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Question 1: Given the cost savings, do you think that removing a vehicle lane 
makes sense? 
 

 

 
A total of 1,496 participants responded to this question. Overall, 49 percent strongly agreed or agreed 
with removing a vehicle lane. Nine percent were neutral and 42 percent strongly disagreed or disagreed.  
 
Cross comparisons of specific demographic groups compared to the overall results found the following: 

• Respondents who took the survey in languages other than English were equally in favor of 
removing a vehicle lane compared to the overall results. Forty-eight percent strongly agreed or 
agreed, 18 percent were neutral, and 33 percent strongly disagreed or disagreed. 

• Respondents with an average annual household income of less than $30,000 were equally in 
favor of removing a vehicle lane compared to the overall results. Fifty-one percent strongly 
agreed or agreed, 17 percent were neutral, and 22 percent strongly disagreed or disagreed. 

• Respondents who cross the Burnside Bridge using a mode of transportation other than driving 
were much more in favor of removing a vehicle lane compared to the overall results. Seventy 
percent strongly agreed or agreed, 10 percent were neutral, and 20 percent strongly disagreed 
or disagreed. 

 
 
 

1B. WHY OR WHY NOT? 

26%

22%

25%

49%

23%

26%

26%

21%

9%

18%

17%

10%

18%

20%

19%

10%

24%

13%

13%

10%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Total (n=1,496)

Languages other than English (n=186)

Income less than $30,000 (n=157)

Use transportation other than driving (n=276)

Does removing a vehicle lane make sense?

Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree
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1B. WHY OR WHY NOT? 

Of the respondents who strongly agreed or agreed, a total of 454 provided an explanation for their 
selection. Comment categories from most to least common were as follows: 

• Advances climate goals - comments in support of removing a vehicle lane because it would 
reduce greenhouse gas emissions from the transportation sector by discouraging reliance on 
vehicles and encouraging walking, biking, and riding transit. Multiple comments also cited 
induced demand or the likelihood that having increased availability would increase use. 

• Cost – comments in support of removing a vehicle lane because of the cost savings. 

• Get it built – comments recognizing that while five lanes may be preferred, it is better to build 
an imperfect bridge than not have one at all in the event of an earthquake.  

• Five lanes are unnecessary – comments in support of removing a vehicle lane because four 
vehicle lanes are sufficient space for the amount of traffic and an additional lane is not worth 
the added cost. 

• Bike and pedestrian safety – comments noting the current lack of safety for people biking, 
walking, and rolling on the bridge and requesting lower vehicle speeds, crashworthy barriers, 
and other related safety measures. 

• Reversible lane support – comments in support of removing a vehicle lane if the reversible lane 
option can be designed to mitigate traffic impacts. 

• Road capacity – comments noting that the bridge width should match the road capacity of the 
rest of downtown and the traffic lights on each end of the bridge to reduce the need for 
merging and prevent bottlenecking. 

• Other – one-off or small groupings of comments about a variety of topics such as expressing 
dislike for a dedicated bus-only lane, concern for the houseless populations near the bridge, and 
feeling that the money saved could be spent on other projects. 

Of the neutral respondents, a total of 71 provided an explanation for their selection. Comment 
categories from most to least common were as follows: 

• Five lanes preferred – comments with a preference for five lanes, but understanding the need 
to reduce costs to build the bridge. 

• Need more information – comments that were unsure if a lane removal would provide enough 
space or create congestion. 

• Transit priority – comments noting the importance of transit priority. 

• Reversible lane support – comments hoping the reversible lane option can be designed to 
mitigate traffic impacts. 
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• Long term cost – comments noting that short-term savings may not be worth the long-term cost 
of congestion. 

• Maximum capacity for post-earthquake – comments noting the bridge should be designed for 
maximum capacity if it will be the only bridge remaining after an earthquake. 

• Remove bike, pedestrian, or bus lane – comments suggesting removing a bike, pedestrian, or 
dedicated bus lane to allow more room for vehicles.  and noting that post-earthquake 
pedestrians will likely walk in the vehicle lanes anyway. 

• Other – one-off or small groupings of comments about a variety of topics such as concern for 
making a decision based on funding over safety, support for the Burnside Skatepark, and urging 
wider individual vehicle lanes. 

Of the respondents who strongly disagreed or disagreed, a total of 527 provided an explanation for their 
selection. Comment categories from most to least common were as follows: 

• Future growth – comments in opposition to removing a vehicle lane because of fear that 
Portland’s growing population will result in increased congestion. 

• Current traffic – comments in opposition to removing a vehicle lane because current traffic is 
already an issue. 

• Maximum capacity for post-earthquake – comments in opposition to removing a vehicle lane 
because the bridge should be designed for maximum capacity if it will be the only bridge 
remaining after an earthquake. 

• Remove bike, pedestrian, or bus lane – comments suggesting removing a bike, pedestrian, or 
dedicated bus lane to allow room for vehicles.  

• Two lanes each way – comments in support of having two lanes in each direction. 

• Driving equity – comments noting that not everyone can choose to take transit, walk, or bike 
due to living too far from downtown or needing to drive for their job.  

• Reversible lane support – comments hoping the reversible lane option can be designed to 
mitigate traffic impacts if a lane must be removed. 

• Other – one-off or small groupings of comments about a variety of topics such as arguing that 
the bridge should be replaced with at least the same lane capacity as present-day and that the 
project should find the money to build the original Prefered Alternative. 
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Question 2: Each of the four-lane configuration options has traffic and transit 
operations that are different from the existing five-lane bridge we have today. 
Should the county only be able to fund a four-lane bridge, which of the 
following would you prefer? 
 

 
Note: Percentages add up to more than 100 percent because respondents could select multiple options. 

A total of 1,446 participants responded to this question. Overall, 64 percent preferred Option 3: 
Reversible Lane. Thirty percent preferred Option 1: Balanced, 25 percent preferred Option 4: Bus Queue 
Jumps (i.e. expedited lanes for buses at the intersections on either side of the bridge), and 10 percent 
preferred Option 2: Eastbound Focus.  
 
Cross comparisons of specific demographic groups compared to the overall results found the following: 

• Respondents who took the survey in languages other than English had the same preference 
order as the overall results. Fifty percent preferred Option 3: Reversible Lane. Thirty-nine 
percent preferred Option 1: Balanced, 13 percent preferred Option 4: Bus Queue Jumps, and 3 
percent preferred Option 2: Eastbound Focus. 

• Respondents with an average annual household income of less than $30,000 had the same 
preference order as the overall results. Forty-four percent preferred Option 3: Reversible Lane. 
40 percent preferred Option 1: Balanced, 21 percent preferred Option 4: Bus Queue Jumps, and 
7 percent preferred Option 2: Eastbound Focus. 

• Respondents who cross the Burnside Bridge using a mode of transportation other than driving 
had the same preference order as the overall results. Fifty-four percent preferred Option 3: 
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Reversible Lane. 24 percent preferred Option 1: Balanced, 24 percent preferred Option 4: Bus 
Queue Jumps, and 9 percent preferred Option 2: Eastbound Focus. 

 

2B. WHY? (PLEASE EXPLAIN) 

Of the respondents who chose only Option 1: Balanced, a total of 314 participants provided an 

explanation for their selection. Comment categories from most to least common were as follows: 

• Maintain or improve current traffic flow – comments in support of having two vehicle lanes 
going in each direction (eastbound and westbound). 

• General support – comments in general support of Option 1: Balanced. 

• Prioritize transit – comments in support of a dedicated bus lane. 

• Reversible option is impractical – comments opposed to Option 3: Reversible Lane.  

• Don’t narrow vehicle lanes – comments against narrowing vehicle lanes.  

• Other – one-off or small groupings of comments about a variety of topics such as concern for 
removing a vehicle lane, prioritizing safety, and planning for future population growth and traffic 
needs.  

Of the respondents who chose only Option 2: Eastbound Focus, a total of 79 participants provided an 

explanation for their selection. Comment categories from most to least common were as follows: 

• Addresses afternoon congestion – comments that agree with addressing eastbound afternoon 
traffic. 

• Prioritize transit – comments in support of a dedicated bus lane.  

• General Support – general support for Option 2: Eastbound Focus without citing a specific 
reason. 

• Reversible option is impractical – comments opposed to Option 3: Reversible Lane. 

• Other – one-off or small groupings of comments about a variety of topics such as concern for 
removing a vehicle lane, current traffic congestion in downtown Portland, and support for 
reducing greenhouse gas emissions. 

Of the respondents who chose only Option 3: Reversible Lane, a total of 687 participants provided an 

explanation for their selection. Comment categories from most to least common were as follows: 

• Manage/reduce congestion – comments in support of Option 3: Reversible Lane because it 
addresses traffic needs during morning and evening peak commutes. 
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• Flexibility and versatility – comments in support of Option 3: Reversible Lane because of the 
flexibility and versatility it provides.  

• General support  – comments in general support of Option 3: Reversible Lane without citing a 
specific reason. 

• Prioritize transit – comments in support of adding a dedicated bus lane or benefits to public 
transit times.  

• Space efficiency – comments in support of an option that uses finite space most effectively.  

• Financial benefit – comments in support of Option 3: Reversible Lane because it has the most 
cost savings.  

• Other – one-off or small groupings of comments about a variety of topics such as environmental 
benefits of the reversible lane option, concern for removing a vehicle lane, planning for future 
population growth and traffic needs, and preference for removing the bus-only lane. 

Of the respondents who chose only Option 4: Bus Queue Jumps, a total of 227 participants provided an 
explanation for their selection. Comment categories from most to least common were as follows: 

• Prioritize transit – comments in support of Option 4: Bus Queue Jumps because it would 
prioritize transit and improve congestion.   

• Maintain current traffic lane configuration – comments in support of Option 4: Bus Queue 
Jumps because it would maintain four vehicle lanes.  

• Reversible option is impractical – comments opposed to Option 3: Reversible Lane. 

• General support – comments in general support of Option 4: Bus Queue Jumps without citing a 
specific reason.  

• Financial benefit – comments in support of Option 4: Bus Queue Jumps because they assumed it 
would have the most cost savings. 

• Climate benefits – comments in support of reducing greenhouse gas emissions.  

• Other – one-off or small groupings of comments about a variety of topics such as current traffic 
congestion in downtown Portland, preference for removing the bus-only lane.  
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Question 3: Given the cost savings, do you think that adjusting the bike and 
pedestrian widths from 20 to 14-17 feet makes sense? 
 

 
A total of 1,491 participants responded to this question. Overall, 63 percent strongly agreed or agreed 
with adjusting the bike and pedestrian widths to 14-17 feet. Thirteen percent were neutral and 24 
percent strongly disagreed or disagreed.  
 
Cross comparisons of specific demographic groups compared to the overall results found the following: 

• Respondents who took the survey in languages other than English were slightly more in favor of 
adjusting the bike and pedestrian widths compared to the overall results. Sixty-seven percent 
strongly agreed or agreed, 18 percent were neutral, and 15 percent strongly disagreed or 
disagreed. 

• Respondents with an average annual household income of less than $30,000 were slightly less 
in favor of adjusting the bike and pedestrian widths compared to the overall results. Fifty-five 
percent strongly agreed or agreed, 17 percent were neutral, and 28 percent strongly disagreed 
or disagreed. 

• Respondents who cross the Burnside Bridge using a mode of transportation other than driving 
were less in favor of adjusting the bike and pedestrian widths compared to the overall results. 
Forty-three percent strongly agreed or agreed, 14 percent were neutral, and 43 percent strongly 
disagreed or disagreed. 
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3B. WHY OR WHY NOT? 

Of the respondents who strongly agreed or agreed, a total of 540 provided an explanation for their 
selection. Comment categories from most to least common were as follows: 

• The refined preferred alternative is wide enough – comments in support of adjusting 
bike/pedestrian space because the proposed width is sufficient. Many people compared the 
proposed width to local bridges with similar bike and pedestrian spaces like the Tilikum 
Crossing. Respondents were satisfied with allocating 14 ft. of space, though some preferred 17 
ft., and most felt that 20 ft. was excessive.  

• Cost – comments in support of adjusting bike/pedestrian lanes because of the cost savings. 

• Vehicle lanes are more important – comments in support of adjusting bike/pedestrian space 
widths because they felt that vehicle lanes are more important. Related comments also stated 
that bicyclists and pedestrians need less space to maneuver compared to vehicles. Some 
comments also stated that more people commute by car therefore cars need space and should 
take priority. 

• Low bike and pedestrian traffic – comments in support of adjusting bike/pedestrian space 
because they felt that the Burnside Bridge does not have significant bicycle or pedestrian traffic.  

• Barriers, safety, and signage – People felt that the proposed width is enough room for people to 
safely use the bridge though their main concern was about signage, striping, or barriers. 

• Prefer wider paths – comments expressing a preference for wider paths if possible but, overall, 
still agree with the decision to reduce to 14-17 ft. 

• Smaller lane – comments stating that the bike/pedestrian space should be smaller than 
proposed in the refined preferred alternative. Some people felt that fourteen feet is 
unnecessary because bikes and pedestrians don’t need as much space to move as other modes 
of transportation. 

• Other options for bike and pedestrian commuters – comments in support of adjusting 
bike/pedestrian space because they felt that a 20 ft. width is unnecessary since there are 
alternative bridges in Portland that are bike/ped friendly. 

• Vehicle Registration Fee (VRF) and taxes – comments in support of adjusting bike/pedestrian 
space because cyclists and pedestrians do not pay a VRF, or gas tax used to fund the bridge.  

• Other – one-off or small groupings of comments about a variety of topics such as accessible 
connections to the Eastbank Esplanade, support for removing a bike/pedestrian lane, and 
preference for five vehicle lanes.  
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Of the neutral respondents, a total of 85  provided an explanation for their selection. Comment 

categories from most to least common were as follows: 

• Safety – Comments mostly reference the need for safety precautions such as crashworthy 
barriers to protect cyclists and pedestrians from vehicles. 

• General support – comments in general support of adjusting bike and pedestrian space. 

• Prioritize bicycles and pedestrians – Many comments stated that they would have preferred a 
20 ft. bike/ped space to support active transportation. Most respondents understand the 
decision to adjust given the issue of cost.  

• Low bike and pedestrian traffic – comments in support of adjusting bike/pedestrian lane 
because they felt that the Burnside Bridge does not have significant bicycle or pedestrian traffic.  

• Prefer wider paths – comments expressing a preference for wider paths if possible but, overall, 
still agree with the decision to reduce to 14-17 ft. 

• Smaller lane – comments stating that the bike/pedestrian lane should be smaller than proposed 
in the refined preferred alternative. Some people felt that fourteen feet is unnecessary because 
bikes and pedestrians don’t need as much space to move as other modes of transportation. 

• Vehicle lanes are more important – comments in support of adjusting bike/pedestrian space 
because they felt that vehicle lanes are more important. Related comments also stated that 
bicycles and pedestrians need less space to maneuver compared to vehicles. Some comments 
also stated that more people commute by car therefore cars need space and should take 
priority. 

• No opinion - comments that were indifferent, didn’t have a strong opinion, or didn’t feel 
qualified to comment. 

• Other – one-off or small groupings of comments about a variety of topics such as protecting the 
Burnside Skate Park, support for removing a bike/pedestrian lane, prioritizing earthquake 
resiliency, and economic recovery.  

Of the respondents who strongly disagreed or disagreed, a total of 268 provided an explanation for their 

selection. Comment categories from most to least common were as follows: 

• Prioritize bicycles and pedestrians – Comments in opposition to adjusting bike/pedestrian space 

because they want to prioritize active transportation and sustainable infrastructure. Most 

responses focus on Portland’s commitment to reducing emissions from vehicles and 

encouraging more people to commute via bike or walking. 

• Bike and pedestrian safety – Comments in opposition to adjusting bike/pedestrian space 

because of the need for pedestrians and bicycles to have more space to safely commute. Some 
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were also concerned with the wider spread use of electric scooters and how this could impact 

safety on the bridge. 

• Prefer wider paths – comments expressing a preference for wider paths if possible but, overall, 
still agree with the recommendation to reduce to 14-17 ft. 

• Population growth and long-term use – Comments in opposition to adjusting bike/pedestrian 
space because of potential future demand. Responses focused on Portland’s population growth 
and the possibility that bike and pedestrian space will need to be widened again in the future, so 
it is better to invest in a larger space now for long-term use. 

• Vehicle lanes are more important – comments in support of adjusting bike/pedestrian space 

because they felt that vehicle lanes are more important. Related comments also stated that 

bicycles and pedestrians need less space to maneuver compared to vehicles. Some comments 

also stated that more people commute by car therefore cars need space and should take 

priority. 

• Narrower vehicle lanes – Comments in opposition to adjusting bike/pedestrian space because 

they felt that vehicle lanes could be narrowed instead. 

• Other – one-off or small groupings of comments about a variety of topics such as accessibility, 
overall project cost, support for a visually pleasing and functional bridge design, and future 
driving conditions.  
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Question 4: Given the cost savings and open views, do you agree with the girder 
structure type recommendation for the west approach? 
 

 

 
A total of 1,469 participants responded to this question. Overall, 68 percent strongly agreed or agreed 
with selecting a girder structure for the west approach. Twenty-four percent were neutral and 8 percent 
strongly disagreed or disagreed.  
 
Cross comparisons of specific demographic groups compared the overall results found the following: 

• Respondents who took the survey in languages other than English were slightly more in favor of 
selecting a girder structure for the west approach compared to the overall results. Seventy-two 
percent strongly agreed or agreed, 23 percent were neutral, and 5 percent strongly disagreed or 
disagreed. 

• Respondents with an average annual household income of less than $30,000 were equally in 
favor of selecting a girder structure for the west approach compared to the overall results. Sixty-
seven percent strongly agreed or agreed, 23 percent were neutral, and 10 percent strongly 
disagreed or disagreed. 

• Respondents who cross the Burnside Bridge using a mode of transportation other than driving 
were equally in favor of selecting a girder structure for the west approach compared to the 
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overall results. Sixty-five percent strongly agreed or agreed, 28 percent were neutral, and 7 
percent strongly disagreed or disagreed. 

 

4B. WHY OR WHY NOT? 

Of the respondents who strongly agreed or agreed, a total of 496 provided an explanation for their 
selection. Comment categories from most to least common were as follows: 

• Preserves views – comments in support of a girder structure because it would preserve the 
current views of and from the bridge on the west side. Many specifically cited preserving views 
of the historic districts, the Portland Oregon sign, and maintaining a simple skyline. 

• Cost savings – comments in support of a girder structure because of the associated cost savings 
and fiscal responsibility of the County. 

• General agreement – comments in general agreement with a girder structure for the reasons 
stated in the online open house, because it was their original preference, didn’t have a strong 
opinion, or without citing a specific reason. 

• Functional solution – comments acknowledging that a girder is a functional solution that does 
not compromise safety or efficiency.   

• Prefer girder aesthetics – comments in support of a girder structure because they prefer its 
design aesthetic and that it would give the bridge a more streamlined look. 

• Retains current feel – comments in support of a girder structure because it would retain the 
look and feel of the current bridge and remain closer to the historic design. 

• Improvement for Waterfront Park – comments noting that the revised girder design is an 
improvement on previous iterations, especially with the added clearance in Waterfront Park. 

• Dislike girder aesthetics – comments expressing that the girder is a missed opportunity to 
design a visually striking bridge or expressing concerns about the asymmetry of the overall 
design. 

• Permittable and fundable – comments in support of a girder structure because of permitting 
issues that make it more likely to receive federal funding. 

• Other – one-off or small groupings of comments about a variety of topics such as speed of 
construction, concerns about the seismic resiliency of girders, concerns about an unbalanced 
bridge design, and over-prioritizing historic districts.  
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Of the neutral respondents, a total of 95 provided an explanation for their selection. Comment 

categories from most to least common were as follows: 

• Aesthetics – comments expressing that a girder structure is not aesthetically pleasing or 
expressing concern about the asymmetry of the overall design. 

• No opinion – comments that were indifferent, didn’t have a strong opinion or didn’t feel 
qualified to comment. 

• Tradeoffs make sense – comments acknowledging that the girder structure makes sense, 
primarily because of the cost savings, even though it may compromise on design and space in 
Waterfront Park.  

• Views – comments expressing that impacts to views should not be considered or are not as 
important as other aspects. 

• Safety – comments supporting whichever bridge design is the most seismically resilient and 
safe. 

• Future flexibility – comments in support of building a bridge that can accommodate future 
needs. 

• Other – one-off or small groupings of comments about a variety of topics such as protecting the 
Burnside Skatepark, securing federal funding, and specific design preferences.  

Of the respondents who strongly disagreed or disagreed, a total of 72 provided an explanation for their 

selection. Comment categories from most to least common were as follows: 

• Aesthetics – comments in opposition to a girder structure because it is not aesthetically pleasing 
and the Burnside Bridge should have an iconic design.  

• Symmetry – comments in opposition to a girder structure because of the unbalanced look the 
bridge would have compared to the east span. A few comments asked about the possibility of a 
girder structure for the east span. 

• Worse for safety – comments expressing concern about the safety and stability of a girder 
structure in an earthquake. 

• Not worth the cost savings – comments expressing that a girder structure is not worth the cost 
savings.  

• Confusion between girder and bascule movable span – comments that seemed to conflate the 
girder structure for the west span with the bascule movable span in the middle of the bridge.  

• Other – one-off or small groupings of comments about various topics, including general 
disagreement, using quality construction materials, building for maximum longevity, and 
sustainability.  
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Question 5: Given the cost savings and reduced environmental impact, do you 
agree with the recommendation for a bascule movable bridge-type instead of 
the vertical lift option? 
 

 
 
A total of 1,477 participants responded to this question. Overall, 80 percent strongly agreed or agreed 
with a bascule movable bridge-type. Seventeen percent were neutral and 3 percent strongly disagreed 
or disagreed.  
 
Cross comparisons of specific demographic groups compared to the overall results found the following: 

• Respondents who took the survey in languages other than English were slightly less in favor of a 
bascule movable bridge-type compared to the overall results. Seventy-four percent strongly 
agreed or agreed, 19 percent were neutral, and 7 percent strongly disagreed or disagreed. 

• Respondents with an average annual household income of less than $30,000 were equally in 
favor of a bascule movable bridge-type compared to the overall results. Seventy-eight percent 
strongly agreed or agreed, 16 percent were neutral, and 6 percent strongly disagreed or 
disagreed. 

• Respondents who cross the Burnside Bridge using a mode of transportation other than driving 
were equally in favor of a bascule movable bridge-type compared to the overall results. 
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Seventy-nine percent strongly agreed or agreed, 19 percent were neutral, and 2 percent 
strongly disagreed or disagreed. 

 

5B. WHY OR WHY NOT? 

Of the respondents who strongly agreed or agreed, a total of 573 provided an explanation for their 

selection. Comment categories from most to least common were as follows: 

• Less cost – comments cited findings that the bascule would cost less than a lift span as the basis 
for their support. 

• Preferable design – comments in support of a bascule movable bridge-type because they 
generally prefer the design of the bascule.  

• Avoids visual impact – comments in support of the bascule movable bridge-type because it 
would avoid visual impact, generally, or the view of downtown Portland. 

• Less environmental impact – comments cited the analysis finding that the girder would have 
less environmental impact than a vertical lift. 

• General support – comments offered no specific rationale for the preference for a bascule 
movable bridge type. 

• Matches west-side girder and/or the existing bridge – comments that the ‘flat’ design of the 
bascule lift span is preferable for matching the current bridge or a girder structure on the west 
side of the bridge.  

• Less navigation impact – comments that the bascule movable bridge type would have less 
impact on vessels navigating the river because of its speed or vertical clearance. 

• Previous preference – comments that the respondent had previously decided they preferred 
the bascule movable bridge-type during an earlier outreach phase and continue to hold that 
preference. 

• Improves permitting – comments that agreed that the bascule movable bridge type is preferred 
as the most permittable option. 

• Less traffic impact – comments that the bascule movable span is preferred because they felt it 
would have the least impact on vehicles crossing the bridge by working faster and/or avoiding 
the use of an overhead weight. 

• Other – one-off or small groupings of comments about a variety of topics such as that they 
thought the bascule would be more seismically resilient, that it would function better, faster, or 
with reduced maintenance needs. 
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Of the neutral respondents, a total of 62 provided an explanation for their selection. Comment 

categories from most to least common were as follows: 

• No stated preference – comments most often stated no preference. 

• Cost – comments that the lower cost option should be selected despite aesthetic 
considerations. 

• Prefer other bridge types – comments stated that they preferred a high bridge type that would 
not require a movable span. 

• Seismic concerns – comments that the bascule movable span has seismic concerns. 

• Navigation concerns – comments that whichever moveable span is chosen should support river 
navigation. 

• Support future rail use – comments that the movable span should be compatible with future 
uses including rail. 

• Maintenance concern – comments a bascule moveable bridge type is prone to sticking open or 
closed during certain weather conditions. 

• Other – one-off or small groupings of comments about a variety of topics such as concerns 
about maintenance, future rail use on the bridge, visual appeal, similarity to the existing bridge, 
climate, and environmental considerations. 

Of the respondents who strongly disagreed or disagreed, a total of 32 provided an explanation for their 

selection. Comment categories from most to least common were as follows: 

• Less visually appealing – comments in opposition to a bascule movable bridge-type because 
they thought it is less visually interesting or less in the style of other Portland bridges compared 
to the vertical lift option. 

• Prefer other bridge types – comments stated that they preferred a high bridge type that would 
not require a movable span. 

• Concerns with navigation impacts – comments that don’t support a movable span or expressed 
indifference to the choice 

• Concerns with traffic impacts – comments that don’t support a movable span because of traffic 
delays 

• Prefer the existing bridge – comments that they simply do not support replacing the existing 
bridge 

• Vertical lift is proven to work – comments that the vertical lift works well on other Portland 
bridges 
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• Non-specific support – comments that offered no specific rationale for the preference for a 
vertical lift movable bridge type 

• Other – one-off or small groupings of comments about a variety of topics such as that the 
vertical lift was more flexible or saves space 

 

Who We Heard From 
Demographic questions were included in the online survey to better understand the input provided, 

identify the demographic groups reached through engagement activities, and adjust future public 

participation planning for the project. Graphs include responses provided across all seven languages. 
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Which gender/sex do you most identify with? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

People who identified as male were overrepresented in the survey. During the survey window, the 

project team made an effort to diversify this trend by reaching out to organizations that focus on 

engaging with women, such as the Women’s Transportation Seminar.  

What race/ethnicity best describes you? 

 

Note. Percentages add up to more than 100 percent because respondents could select multiple options. 
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 What is your household income? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Reported household incomes of survey respondents are shown. Higher-income residents were over-

represented as a group. The project team will work to diversify the income levels of survey takers in the 

future. For comparison, the median household income of Multnomah County residents was $69,176 

(2015-2019 ACS). 
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What is your zip code? 

Concentration of Survey Responses by Zip Code in the Portland Metro Area 

Note. This map focuses on the zip code data received within the Portland Metro Area. Additional zip 

codes beyond this area may have been submitted.   

Zip codes with fewer than three respondents were not included in this map to help maintain anonymity. 

A total of 1,372 respondents provided their zip codes. Eighty-eight percent of respondents’ zip codes 

were within Multnomah County.  

The ten most common zip codes were: 

Zip Code Count 

97214 103 

97202 96 

97206 88 
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97209 66 

97213 63 

97212 56 

97217 53 

97215 45 

97219 45 

97210 43 

 

Media and Notifications 
Purpose and Approach to Media Coverage 
The approach to notify the public about the online open house and survey was to use project-led social 
media posts and paid ads, e-newsletters, emails, and news releases to promote the input opportunity. 
These efforts were then bolstered by external outlets like elected officials’ e-newsletters and news 
media.  
 
The top three traffic referrers to the online open house were Facebook, KATU, and the Multnomah 
County website. Self-reported data from survey respondents showed that 34 percent heard about the 
online open house from news media, 20 percent 
from Facebook, and 12 percent from Multnomah 
County emails. 
 
To complement traditional media coverage, the 
team added a Facebook paid ad set to target a 
broader audience. This resulted in 22,716 user 
engagements (likes, shares, comments, and video 
views) and 1,098 link clicks to the online open 
house. Overall, social media drove 33 percent of 
online open house traffic. Of the traffic driven by 
social media platforms, 81 percent came from 
Facebook, 14 percent from Twitter, and 1 percent 
from Instagram. 
 
Multnomah County notified members of the public 
about the online open house by using:  
 

• The project website. 

20 Media stories 

150,184 Social media impressions 

10 
News releases and e-newsletters 
(from the project team and 
others) 

3,466 Project e-newsletter recipients  

148 Text message recipients 

596 YouTube video views 

3 
Ads in languages other than 
English 
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• Social media advertising, including organic (Facebook, Instagram, Twitter) and paid posts on 
Facebook. 

• Targeted emails to project stakeholder groups (such as project committees, community 
neighborhoods, business organizations, and agency partners) encouraging them to re-share 
information about the input opportunity. 

• Banner on the bridge (2 – one in each driving direction). 

• E-newsletters (3). 

• News releases (3). 

• External organization e-newsletters (2). 

• Multnomah County Commissioners’ e-newsletters (1). 

• Multnomah County Wednesday Wire employee e-newsletter (1). 

• Media stories from various outlets including KATU2, OregonLive, KGW8, OPB, BikePortland.org, 
and others (20). 

• Advertisements in languages other than English (3). 

MEDIA COVERAGE 

This round of outreach received more media attention than the previous round. This may have been due 

to the emphasis on cost savings and because it was not a part of the initial plan for the project. This 

round of outreach was also complicated at times by competing news coverage related to the possible 

connection options between the bridge and the Eastbank Esplanade and Waterfront Park; an idea being 

promoted, in large part, by the advocacy group, Human Access Project to create more accessible river 

access in Downtown Portland. The decision around bridge connections to the Eastbank Esplanade and 

the Skidmore MAX Station will take place during the Final Design phase. 

SOCIAL MEDIA 

Throughout the outreach period, Multnomah County’s social media channels posted 22 organic posts 

among Facebook, Instagram, and Twitter promoting the online open house. 

As engagement opportunities continue to be virtual due to COVID-19, advertising on Facebook was 

crucial to share the online open house with a wider audience. The paid Facebook campaign began with 

one audience and five ads that targeted Facebook users 18 and older in Multnomah County. The 

campaign was successful in reaching audiences, with 150,184 impressions and 1,098 clicks to the online 

open house.  

• Facebook ads generated a high return on investment with costs averaging $0.07 per post 
engagement and $1.37 per link click. Looking at industry standards for industrial services, the 
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benchmark is $2.14. One probable reason for the low cost could be relevant and engaging 
content. (Source: https://instapage.com/blog/facebook-advertising-benchmarks)  

• The strongest performing ad was the video post in overall engagement, but static image posts 
drove a higher number of link clicks than the video post.  

• The ads resulted in 22,716 user engagements (likes, shares, comments, and video views) and 
1,098 link clicks to the online open house. 

 

  

 

An example of a tweet from November 26, 2021 The strongest performing Facebook ad. 

https://instapage.com/blog/facebook-advertising-benchmarks


The Multnomah County Bicycle and Pedestrian Citizen Advisory Committee applauds the
progress made toward an Earthquake Ready Burnside Bridge. However, we believe some of
the cost-cutting measures being proposed, along with the lack of commitment to specific
connectivity features, could leave us with a bridge that is not able to meet the demands of
earthquake response nor serve the vital needs of our community. We have three areas of
concern:

1. A narrowed bridge will not meet the emergency response, disaster relief, rebuilding and
personal transportation demands in the days, weeks and months after a major
earthquake.

2. The lack of specific, firm commitments to connectivity with pedestrian, bicycle and
other wheeled mode (especially wheelchairs and mobility scooters) infrastructure in both
the Central City and the Central Eastside risks squandering this unique opportunity to
lead the way toward safer and convenient active transportation in our region.

3. Both these shortcomings imperil progress toward the adopted goals of the County’s
Climate Action Plan.

A major earthquake will shatter roads and bridges throughout the region. Even if residents
could find drivable routes, there will not be gas or electricity to power personal motor
vehicles. Bicycling and walking will be the only practical means of personal transportation.
To truly be Earthquake Ready, the Burnside Bridge must accommodate this predictable surge
in bicycle and pedestrian traffic. Project staff have said it is possible that motor vehicle lane
space could be allocated to bicycling and walking. But faced with the vital needs for
emergency response, transporting food, water and other essential supplies, debris removal and
then rebuilding materials, it seems quite unlikely that there will be any “extra” deck space.
The County must maintain the Preferred Alternative commitment to 20’ bicycle and
pedestrian paths on both sides of the Burnside Bridge.

Paths on a bridge are useful only if they have robust connections to the transportation
network. Before the pandemic, the Hawthorne Bridge paths were filled with people walking
and biking, while the path on the nearby Morrison Bridge was largely deserted. The key
difference is how the bridge paths connect… or don’t… on each side of the river. The existing
Burnside Bridge is also underutilized because of poor connectivity, particularly with the
Eastbank Esplanade. Its replacement will continue to be the central bridge of our growing and
evolving city and region for even longer than the current bridge’s century-long lifespan. If
robust connections and the capacity for improvements are not included in the project criteria,
the new Burnside Bridge could become a bottleneck and obstacle to regional active
transportation development far into the 22nd century. If we fail to heed that long timeline,



generations to come will pay for our short-sightedness. At a minimum, the County must
commit to including ramps to the Eastbank Esplanade (not unreliable elevators), as well as
safe and convenient connections to the street grid, including, but not limited to, Better Naito,
SE Ankeny, and connections to the Green Loop. Because the project team has decided to
delay key design work on the east approach, firm connectivity criteria and adequate budget
allocations must be in place to guide that design phase.

County leaders have correctly identified the climate crisis as the greatest environmental
challenge of the 21st century. But the 2020 Final Progress Report of the County’s 2015
Climate Action Plan warns that “carbon reductions have started to plateau and that current
emissions trends are not sufficient to meet the needed reduction targets that need to be
achieved. To achieve the goal of a 50% reduction in carbon emissions by 2030 as identified by
climate science, local emissions must be reduced by an additional 31% in the next 10 years.
This is a daunting task.” (p. 14) The Climate Action Plan specifically calls for identifying
“opportunities for expanding pedestrian, bicycle and other multimodal transportation options
on Willamette River bridges”. (p. 82, Action 4CC) The new Burnside Bridge is the largest
infrastructure investment the County has made in our lifetimes. It must be a bridge that will
help us meet the challenge of the climate crisis. When weighing project budget options, we
must not undercut progress toward reducing vehicle emissions. That necessity includes
incorporating future expansion of bus and streetcar transit on the Burnside Bridge. The
County must ensure that the design of the Earthquake Ready Burnside Bridge fully aligns
with County’s Climate Action Plan.

The Earthquake Ready Burnside Bridge project is the opportunity of a lifetime to build a
bridge that will support a thriving community. We cannot allow it to become a missed
opportunity that would hobble the evolution of regional transportation for a century or longer.
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Community Task Force (CTF) Meeting #28 

Meeting Information 

Project: Earthquake Ready Burnside Bridge 

Subject: CTF, Meeting #28 

Date: Monday, October 25, 2021 

Time: 6:00 to 8:00 p.m. 

Location: WebEx Video Conference Call and Livestream 

Attendees:  

CTF Members: Project Team Members: 

Amy Rathfelder, Portland Business Alliance Megan Neill, Multnomah County  

Art Graves, MultCo Bike and Pedestrian Citizen Advisory Committee Mike Pullen, Multnomah County 

Dennis Corwin, Portland Spirit Steve Drahota, HDR 

Ed Wortman, Community Member Liz Stoppelmann, HDR 

Frederick “Fred” Cooper, Laurelhurst Neighborhood Emergency  Cassie Davis, CDavis Consulting 

Team and Laurelhurst Neighborhood Association Allison Brown, JLA 

Gabe Rahe, Burnside Skatepark Sarah Omlor, EnviroIssues 

Howie Bierbaum, Portland Saturday Market  Patrick Sweeney, PBOT 

Jackie Tate, Community Member Sharon Daleo, PBOT 

Jane Gordon, University of Oregon Jon Henrichsen, Multnomah County 

Jennifer Stein, Central City Concern  

Marie Dodds, AAA of Oregon  

Paul Leitman, Oregon Walks  

Peter Finley Fry, Central Eastside Industrial District  

Sharon Wood Wortman, Community Member  

Stella Funk Butler, Coalition of Gresham Neighborhood Associations  

Susan Lindsay, Buckman Community Association  

Tesia Eisenberg, Mercy Corps  

William “Bill” Burgel, Portland Freight Advisory Committee 

Neil Jensen, Gresham Area Chamber of Commerce 
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Summary Notes 
This online virtual meeting was held over WebEx and live-streamed to the public via Vbrick. 4 public 

attendees logged in to view the live stream. A recording of this meeting is available on the Committee 

Meeting Materials page on the project website. 

This summary includes the nature and dialogue of the meeting, including questions and comments 

submitted by CTF members through the WebEx chat function. 

WELCOME, INTRODUCTIONS AND HOUSEKEEPING 
Allison Brown, JLA, welcomed everyone to the meeting, reviewed the agenda, and took roll call.  

PUBLIC COMMENT 
In advance of the meeting, the public was invited to submit comments to the CTF. Alison summarized 

two comments that were received: 

• John Czarnecki submitted a letter urging the project to reconsider the enhanced seismic retrofit 
option or a hybrid option of replacing the east and west approaches while saving and retrofitting 
the bascule span for the purposes of historic preservation and environmental concerns.  

• Andrew Holtz submitted a letter advocating for adequate bike and pedestrian space on the 
bridge for navigation after an earthquake and to fulfill the city’s climate goals. Andrew noted 
that immediately following a major earthquake it is likely that personal vehicles will not be able 
to cross the bridge because of emergency vehicles and undrivable roads throughout the city. 
Individuals will likely need to walk or bike to cross the river and as the only crossing available it 
will be crowded.  

Art Graves, Multnomah County Bike and Pedestrian Citizen Advisory Committee, added that his 

organization had a public comment to share which was submitted to the team and shared with the CTF 

after the meeting. 

PROJECT UPDATE 

County Opening Remarks 
Jon Henrichsen, Director of Multnomah County’s Transportation Division, spoke to the CTF to provide 

some context on similar capital projects and why the County asked for a cost reduction analysis. 

Typically, capital projects like this don’t have any funding at this stage which means that the Earthquake 

Ready Burnside Bridge project is ahead of schedule since it already has $300 million earmarked from the 

vehicle registration fee (VRF). He shared that the recent Sellwood Bridge Replacement Project didn’t 

have any funding at this stage of the project. He also said that it is also typical to not have a detailed cost 

estimate at this stage. 

https://multco.us/earthquake-ready-burnside-bridge/committee-meeting-materials#ctf
https://multco.us/earthquake-ready-burnside-bridge/committee-meeting-materials#ctf
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Jon said what is not normal about the project is the COVID-19 pandemic. Due to the pandemic, 

interruptions to supply chains and labor have sharply increased construction costs for all projects. This is 

one reason for the County’s cost reduction analysis for this project. If construction costs restabilize in 

the future, the County may not need to be so conservative with the project, but it’s unknown if that will 

happen at this point. 

He closed by saying that if this project isn’t designed and built now, it is unlikely to get off the ground 

again in the future because of the political will and investments it took to get this far. He also noted that 

it could be too late because an earthquake could happen at any time. He acknowledged that some 

people feel there is no point in building a narrower bridge, but he argued that any river crossing will be 

better than nothing at all after a major earthquake. 

Allison paused to ask for questions: 

• Tesia Eisenberg, Mercy Corps, and Fred Cooper, Laurelhurst Neighborhood Association, thanked 
Jon for the overview. 

• Susan Lindsay, Buckman Community Association, was surprised to hear Jon’s comment about 
prices possibly never coming down. 

o Steve Drahota, HDR, added that a similar construction cost spike happened a few years 
ago. Since prices were so high, agencies decided to spread out projects over time which 
caused demand to decrease, ultimately helping to produce a drop in costs. He noted 
that a third-party economist will be brought on in the next phase of the project to help 
with this forecasting. 

Status Update: Preliminary Cost Estimate 
Steve gave a project cost update in response to CTF questions at the last meeting. He compared the 

2020 DEIS cost estimate with the project’s new cost estimate. Since the 2020 DEIS cost estimate of $800 

- $965 million, multiple factors have changed: most notably, COVID impacts to workforce and material 

availability as well as competing mega-projects are driving up costs. This is a driving factor for why the 

new cost estimate, even with the cost-saving measures, came in at $825 - $915 million. This estimate 

assumes a conservative economic forecast that does not return to pre-COVID levels. Prices have also 

been adjusted to reflect inflation due to the project’s 1-year delay of the construction start date. The 

team also contacted contractors directly for more accurate price quotes for this estimate. 

Steve noted that this price range is the project’s best estimate at this time, but will likely fluctuate over 

time because of the current volatility of construction prices. He reassured the group that these market 

conditions are affecting jurisdictions across the country and not just this project. He added that ODOT 

recently sent an unprecedented memo alerting project teams that their bids are expected to be 10% – 

15% higher because of increases in the prices of steel, concrete, and other commodities of 150% – 

200%. 

The project’s next steps to further refine the cost estimate will be: 
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• Updating bridge designs to incorporate additional geotechnical analysis  

• Performing a Cost Risk Analysis in early 2022  

• Consulting with a third-party economist to refine future market conditions and escalation 
assessments 

More information about design impacts on cost along with insight from the contractor on the East 

approach span will be available in early 2023. 

Workplan 
Steve reviewed the project timeline including the status of the Environmental Review and the project’s 
decision process. CTF members will be asked if they recommend the package of refinements to the 
Preferred Alternative at this meeting. After the CTF’s recommendation, there will be a public outreach 
period to share the cost-saving measures and movable span recommendation with the community.  
 
In January, the team will present what was heard from the public back to the CTF where the group will 
have the chance to confirm or revise their recommendation. After that, the Policy Group will consider 
the recommendation for approval. It will then go to the Board of County Commissioners and City Council 
before being adopted into the Metro Regional Transportation Plan. Update in 2023. 
 
 

REFINEMENTS TO THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 
Steve reviewed the Preferred Alternative refinements, their cost savings and explained which 

refinements were up to the CTF to recommend and which decisions would be made by the County, the 

City, or would be deferred until final design. 
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• Jane Gordon, University of Oregon, shared that with all the information presented so far, it felt
like the CTF had no other option but to vote for the refinements package or else the project
can’t happen.

o Susan said she felt that the project would continue if they voted against the package,
but there would be some hurdles in addressing their concerns. She felt it could be an
opportunity for the CTF to make their objections clear.

o Alison asked Jane if she could explain her feelings further.
o Jane said it was clear that the project costs have to come down but wondered if there

were alternatives beyond the current set of refinements that hadn’t been considered.
She felt that the CTF was being shoehorned into these saving cost-saving measures.

o Mike Pullen, Multnomah County, said that Susan’s statement was an honest
assessment. If the CTF doesn’t support the refinements package the project would go
forward with presenting the refinements to the public. The CTF could then hear the
public’s opinion and either confirm their recommendation against the refinements
package or amend it to support the package. Mike said the CTF could also recommend
the package with additional stipulations at tonight’s meeting.
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• Neil Jensen, Gresham Area Chamber of Commerce, shared that he has worked with economists 
in the past and understands their future market conditions studies are only predictions. He felt 
that the project should be considered a necessity rather than something to build if there’s 
funding. 

o Mike noted that it is not guaranteed that the project will be fully funded because 
funding is reliant on legislative support. He added that community support for the 
project is helpful in securing funding. 

o Neil asked how we tell if the community is on board. 
o Mike said the CTF is a part of the community, so this group’s opinion is a part of the 

story. The project also has data from past online open houses which showed that about 
89% of respondents agreed with the Preferred Alternative. Politicians consider that 
support when deciding where to allot federal funds.  

• Peter Finley Fry, Central Eastside Industrial Council, shared concern for decisions being taken 
outside of the public and the CTF, such as for the ADA connections to Waterfront Park and the 
Eastbank Esplanade. He noted that Governor Brown has stated that the Rose Quarter Project is 
a priority for the state, which impacts this project because it could take precedence for federal 
funding. He shared support for the wider bridge and suggested that the team further study the 
possibility of a flat bridge deck on the east side with no superstructure. Peter also shared that 
the Central Eastside Industrial District will be submitting its opinion on the bridge type. 

• Gabe Rahe, Burnside Skatepark, asked if the cost-saving measures are shown in today’s numbers 
or account for future inflation. 

o Steve said the COVID price spike is reflected in the cost estimate numbers presented 
today and the escalation for future years includes inflation. 

• Ed Wortman, Community Member, agreed with other members’ concerns about the bridge 
width. He felt that the bridge will have enormous demand if it’s the only bridge available after 
an earthquake. He believed the bridge width is a different issue than the rest of the refinements 
because it will affect future demand. He recommended that the project show traffic model data 
when they go to the public because, although the project team seems confident that the 
decreased width will be adequate, the CTF and the public aren’t familiar with expected future 
conditions. He said it is hard to make tonight’s recommendation without that data. 

o Steve said they didn’t initially show that data because it’s very detailed, but he will share 
more tonight. He said that based on Metro’s traffic model, used for planning all future 
projects in our region, traffic patterns in 20-25 years are predicted to be the same as 
today because of increased bus ridership, increased dependencies on bicycling and 
pedestrian use, and higher parking costs will offset population growth. The reversible 
lane option seems to work well in the models so far for the peak travel times. He noted 
that the team can send the final traffic model results to the CTF once the SDEIS is 
published. 

o Ed said he was glad that the project has this data and has studied it closely. 
o Patrick Sweeney, PBOT, added that while the City remains open to a 4-lane option, they 

have requested that a 5-lane option remain on the table, recognizing that it is 
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dependent upon additional funding being identified. Of the 4-lane options, Option 3 
(reversible) appears to be the best, although several issues remain unresolved, most 
notably making sure that the operations and functionality of how to use the reversible 
lane is clear to users. 

CTF DISCUSSION 
Allison paused for CTF discussion before the vote: 

• Jane asked if the CTF would be asked to vote on each option separately. She also noted that 
Patrick’s statement about PBOT wanting a 5-lane bridge was very important information. 

o Steve said the team was hoping for a single vote on the cost-saving measures as a 
package and not a line-item vote on each measure, although providing input on each 
was welcomed by the Project team. By proposing these measures as a group of options, 
the project has the best chance of getting built.  

o Jane noted she was worried that the whole package will get fewer supporting votes. 
o Mike said if the group wanted to vote on each item, that can be done.  

• Susan shared her preference for voting on each item, and her eagerness to start voting. 

• Peter asked about the possibility of going back to a 5-lane width if the funding was received. 
o  Mike and Jeff Heilman, Parametrix, explained that, from a NEPA perspective, if more 

funding was secured, a 5-lane bridge was still possible because it was already studied in 
the DEIS.  

o Peter asked to clarify if a future 5-lane bridge would need to conform to the width in the 
DEIS. 

o Jeff confirmed and noted that the County couldn’t build a bridge wider than what was 
previously studied unless they could prove that there would be no additional impacts. 

• Bill Burgel, Portland Freight Advisory Committee, asked if more vehicle space is needed in the 
future with the narrower option if space could be taken from the bike and pedestrian facilities. 
He noted if a car lane can be taken away, then so can a bike lane. 

• Fred shared support for voting on each item individually so specific concerns could be 
expressed. 

o Allison asked what other CTF members thought. 
o Tesia said she didn’t mind voting on the package overall but would still like to state her 

opinion on each item individually. 
o Stella Funk Butler, Coalition of Gresham Neighborhood Associations, and Howie 

Bierbaum, Portland Saturday Market, preferred voting on individual items. 
o Jackie Tate, Community Member, is fine with voting as a package but would share 

specific input on each item. 
o Gabe said he was fine with either way. 
o Jane said as long as participants’ comments are captured, it shouldn't matter which way 

they voted. 
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• Art noted that in a previous meeting, it was shared that the ADA connection is the County’s 
decision. He asked if this was removed from the project to remove cost.  

o Steve said stairs and elevators on both sides of the river are included in the current 
estimates. 

o Art asked if they are being funded by PBOT or the County. 
o Patrick said they are built into the project costs being funded by the County. 

• Jackie asked if the stairs and elevators would be similar to the Hawthorne Bridge facilities. 
o Mike said there is no elevator on the Hawthorne bridge. 
o Jackie clarified that she mixed up the bathroom under the stairs with an elevator. She 

asked if any bridges in Portland have an elevator. 
o Paul answered that the Gibbs Street Pedestrian Bridge and the bridges that cross the 

railroad tracks south of the Central Eastside have elevators. 

o Jennifer Stein, Central City Concern, added there is also an elevator at the pedestrian 

bridge over the train tracks in Old Town, south of Broadway. 

o Jackie and Howie felt that elevators are a safety concern and a maintenance issue. 

o Jackie shared that she was recently in Seattle where there was an elevator down to a 

transit station that had an attendant in it for safety and to make sure it remained 

accessible. 

• Art asked if the CTF is voting for a version of the ADA connections in the package. 

o Steve said the stairs and elevator connections do have a cost savings, but the CTF is 
specifically not being asked to vote on this issue at this time.  

o Mike added that the team has been reaching out to ADA advocates separately for input. 
At this time, the County is including the stairs and elevator option in the SDEIS because 
it is the least cost option but remain open to other options if funding becomes available. 
A final decision won’t be made until the final design phase. 

Allison asked if there were other concerns the group wanted to discuss.  

• Peter noted that he would be abstaining from the vote until his organization can weigh in. 
o Amy Rathfelder, Portland Business Alliance, said she would be abstaining until her 

organization weighs in too. 

• Bill asked if the seismic retrofit is still an option, in reference to the public comment received. 
He asked if a narrower bridge, similar to the current width, changed the feasibility of the 
retrofit. 

o Mike said that the Long Span Replacement was the Preferred Alternative recommended 
by the CTF and supported by the public and the Policy Group. The project is sticking with 
this bridge option because it’s the best cost and seismic resilient option.  

o Steve added that there is no new information about the retrofit. When it was studied, 
the project team studied hybrid versions that would replace only portions of the bridge, 
as suggested in the public comment. However, preserving any part of the original 
structure would need significant retrofits which would change the look of the bridge 
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significantly. Concrete would need to be coated around the bridge making it bulkier and 
the piers and moveable span would need to be entirely replaced. 

• Jackie asked if the new bridge is going to be narrower than the current bridge. 
o Steve said it would be slightly narrower at the midspan by about 2-4 feet. 

CTF PRELIMINARY RECOMMENDATION 
Allison gave a review on the voting process for the CTF. Members would vote on the measures as a 

single package. She asked that they give a thumbs up, down, or to the side meaning they support, 

oppose, or can accept the measure, respectively. She also urged everyone to provide comments for the 

record if they have any reservations about the measure. 

The CTF recommendations on whether to move the package of 3 refinements to the Preferred 

Alternative forward for community review and input were as follows: 
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CTF Member 

Recommendation: Advance the 

package of 3 Preferred 

Alternative refinements for 

community review and input 

Reasoning, if provided 

Support Accept Oppose 

Bill  X  No comments. 

Amy    
Abstained to wait for their organization’s 

decision process. 

Art    
Abstained to wait for their organization’s 

decision process. 

Dennis   X 
Concerned with the bridge width. Felt that it’s 

shortsighted to build a bridge with less capacity. 

Fred X   

Felt that the need to keep moving forward with 

an earthquake-ready bridge is the first priority. 

Felt that the historic preservation argument for 

buildings attached to the bridge is irrelevant 

because those buildings won’t survive an 

earthquake. Prefers the girder for preserving 

viewpoints and prefers the stairs & elevator ADA 

connections because ramps aren’t aesthetically 

pleasing.  

Gabe X   
Concerned with the bridge width. Felt that it’s 

shortsighted to build a bridge with less capacity. 

Howie  X  
Concerned with the bridge width. Felt that it’s 

shortsighted to build a bridge with less capacity. 

Jackie X   

Noted that the bridge will be about the same 

overall width as the current bridge, just smaller 

than what was initially studied in the DEIS. 

Agreed that 5 lanes would be better but can live 

with 4 lanes. 

Jane  X  

Supported the westside girder and bascule 

moveable span but concerned with the bridge 

width. Felt that it’s shortsighted to build a 

bridge with less capacity. Jane also responded to 

Fred’s comment saying the White Stag building 

is mostly retrofitted and will hopefully not be 

turned to rubble in an earthquake. 
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Jennifer  X  

Supported the westside girder and bascule 

moveable span but concerned with the bridge 

width. Felt that it’s shortsighted to build a 

bridge with less capacity. As a representative for 

vulnerable populations, supported more ADA 

options than just stairs and elevator. Believes 

everyone should have the same access points. 

Neil    [Not present] 

Paul X   

Believed that the width is adequate because 

there are many other bridges that vehicles can 

use before the earthquake. After an earthquake, 

even if the Burnside is the only bridge left, it is 

unlikely that personal vehicles will be crossing 

for a while. As long as there is space for 

emergency vehicles, the bridge will be extremely 

useful. 

Peter    
Abstained to wait for their organization’s 

decision process. 

Sharon X   

Supported the package with the hope that the 

County would find the funding to build a 5-lane 

bridge. 

Ed X   
Felt comfortable to advance the narrower width 

bridge to the public. 

Susan  X  

Wanted to support the package as seismic 

resiliency is the first priority but concerned that 

the public won’t be supportive of the width. 

Concerned that the reversible lane is too 

complicated to be realistic. In support of 

additional ADA connections. As someone with 

accessibility needs, she wouldn’t feel safe using 

an elevator.  

Tesia X   

Prefers a 5-lane bridge, however, the first 

priority is seismic resiliency and doesn’t want to 

delay that decision. 

Stella  X  

Supported the westside girder and bascule 

moveable span but concerned with the bridge 

width. Felt that it’s shortsighted to build a 

bridge with less capacity. 
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Marie  X  

[Voted prior to meeting] Supported the 

westside girder and bascule moveable span but 

concerned with the bridge width. Felt that it’s 

shortsighted to build a bridge with less capacity. 

 

In summary, CTF members recommended that the package of three Preferred Alternative refinements 

advance for community review and input, with 7 members supporting, 7 members accepting and 1 

member opposing. The project team will follow up with CTF members representing organizations to 

share their vote once their organization reviews.  

Allison noted that this recommendation had the most hesitation of any CTF recommendation so far due 

to the reduced width of the bridge. There was unanimous support for the westside girder and bascule 

moveable span.  

Allison gave the CTF a chance to make official comments on any of the Preferred Alternative 

refinements that weren’t voted on: 

 

• Howie asked if the elevator on the west side is contingent on the Skidmore MAX stop remaining, 
or if the elevator be built regardless to connect people to SW 1st Ave. 

o Mike said yes, the elevator is contingent on the MAX stop being there because its 
primary purpose is getting people to the stop. He also reminded everyone of the 
possible bus stop relocation on the west approach of the bridge. The project has 
confirmed that the project will include sidewalk improvements to make it easier to get 
from the bridge to Waterfront Park and SW 1st Ave regardless of the possible changes to 
the bus stop and MAX station. 

• Fred shared concern for congestion problems with a 4-lane configuration. He recognized that 
this is ultimately a City decision but strongly urged for general street network enhancements on 
the east side of the bridge if the 4 lane configuration is built.  

• Fred apologized for his comment about historical buildings being turned to rubble, including the 
University of Oregon building with the Portland Oregon sign. He said he’s aware it has a seismic 
retrofit and asked if it is designed to survive a Cascadia subduction earthquake. 

o Jane said she was not offended and that she was unsure about the specific level of 
retrofitting, but she was assured that the location of the building and the retrofit make 
it likely to survive. 

• Susan noted that she and Peter both share concerns for the east side bridge type. 

• Tesia echoed others’ comments about the ADA connections needing to be inclusive and safe for 
people of all abilities. 

• Art asked why the ADA connections weren’t in the CTF’s purview. He pointed out that these 
connections are more than just an ADA issue because they also serve as connections to nearby 
neighborhoods which shouldn’t be an afterthought. [The CTF will have a chance to weigh in on 
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the type of connections and their design during the Final Design phase when these decisions are 
made.] 

• 

o Jane agreed with Art’s point.

• Jane shared that she works in Old Town and knows that in the event of an earthquake she could
be separated from her home and family on the east side. She urged the CTF to remember that
this bridge is a serious issue and not just about aesthetics. She said if the perfect bridge isn’t
possible, the next best option should move forward. Another seismically resilient crossing could
be built in the future that prioritized size and design.

NEXT STEPS 
Mike thanked the CTF for their recommendation and comments. He said the next step was to give the 

public a chance to weigh in. He reviewed the timeline for public outreach, the decision process, and 

environmental review: 

• November/December 2021 - Share recommendations with the public and seek feedback

• January 2022 CTF Meeting – Share community feedback and confirm recommendation

• January 2022 PG Meeting – Seek Policy Group’s approval and adoption by the Board of County
Commissioners [now scheduled for March]

• March/April 2022 – Publication of SDEIS and start of the public comment period

• Summer 2022 CTF Meeting – Review SDEIS feedback and conclude CTF’s work

• September 2022 – Publication of the Final EIS

ADJOURN 
Allison thanked everyone for their time and adjourned the meeting. 

ACTION ITEMS 
• Action 1: Project team will send the final traffic model numbers to the CTF once the SDEIS is

published.

• Action 2: Project team will follow up with Amy, Art and Peter on their organization’s
recommendation
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PUBLIC COMMENTS RECEIVED 
See attachment.



Burnside Bridge comment October 2021 
 
It would be severely short-sighted to reduce the width of the space allocated to people riding bicycles or 
walking on the new Burnside Bridge. Any savings during construction would not justify the long-term 
costs of reduced function after a major earthquake and lost opportunities to achieve climate goals by 
accommodating active transportation. 
 
This is the Earthquake Ready Burnside Bridge project. Reducing the width of bicycle and pedestrian 
facilities will severely hamper the primary purpose of the Burnside Bridge replacement. Immediately 
following a major earthquake, most people will have to walk or bicycle or use transit (where available). 
The road system will be severely damaged (both bridges and roads on land) making driving impossible 
for many trips. On the roads and bridges that are functional, especially on the Burnside Bridge, 
emergency and essential services will have priority over individual trips. Indeed, it is a reasonable 
assumption that private vehicles would be banned from the Burnside Bridge for some period after a 
major earthquake. That means that people will need to walk or bicycle across the river. The motor 
vehicle lanes on the new bridge will be full of emergency vehicles, trucks carrying vital supplies and 
other official vehicles. Even if shuttle buses are provided to cross the bridge itself, damage to roads and 
viaducts mean that transit will not be able to serve the wider city. Bicycles and feet will be how people 
get around. Even the original 20’ width on each side of the bridge would quickly become full.  
Reducing the width will only further hamper personal travel post-earthquake. 
 
The existing Burnside Bridge far outlived its designers. The new bridge will far outlive us. Even if the city 
is spared a massive earthquake in the coming century, we need a bridge that is designed for the future 
of transportation, not the present. If we are to make effective progress toward the stated climate goals 
adopted by the City of Portland, Multnomah County, the State of Oregon and the United States, major 
transportation infrastructure investment must not only allow but strongly encourage transportation by 
foot and by bicycle. We must not hamstring our future by skimping on bicycle and pedestrian facilities 
on the new Burnside Bridge. The original full width is not a luxury, it is a necessity.  
 
When the Hawthorne Bridge sidewalks were expanded, there were those who scoffed at the need for 
such wide paths. Yet the sidewalks drew throngs of people walking and bicycling, to the extent that pre-
pandemic there was serious rush hour congestion on the sidewalks. I stopped cycling across the 
Hawthorne Bridge during the morning rush because the sidewalks had become too crowded to be 
comfortable or safe. We must not let short-sightedness strand us with sidewalks and protected bicycle 
lanes on the new Burnside Bridge that are too narrow for the future. 
 
 
 
 
Andrew Holtz 
6901 SE Oaks Park Way Slip 18 
Portland, OR 97202 
503-292-1699 
info@holtzreport.com 
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