
P-0125-001

The re-striping was intended to help improve safety and congestion. The

lack of shoulders and the narrow lanes contribute to high accident rates

at the Hayden Island and other interchanges. Also, accidents can not be

removed from the travel lanes, as the bridge has no shoulders currently.

Keeping the striping as is, and the traffic results of such, are documented

as the No-Build alternative.

 

P-0125-002

Following the selection of the LPA in July of 2008, the CRC Project

Sponsors Council (PSC) was developed to provide recommendations to

the project on a variety of issues, including the number of add/drop lanes

over the river crossing. Over the course of several months, PSC was

provided with operational characteristics and potential environmental

impacts of 8-, 10-, and 12-lane options. These technical evaluation

criteria included, but were not limited to, traffic safety, congestion, traffic

diversion onto local streets and I-205, regional vehicle miles travelled,

transit ridership, regional economic impact, effects to neighborhoods,

and protected species and habitats. In additional to the technical

information, PSC received input from CRC advisory groups and

reviewed public comment submitted to the project and obtained during

two public Q&A sessions in January 2009 regarding the number of lanes

decision, as well as hearings conducted by Portland City Council and by

Metro Council. In August 2010, the PSC voted unanimously to

recommend that the replacement bridges be constructed with 10 lanes

and full shoulders. For more information regarding the number of lanes

decision making process, see Chapter 2 (Section 2.7) of the FEIS.

The proposed new lanes are add/drop lanes (i.e., lanes that connect two

or more interchanges), which are used to alleviate safety issues

associated with the closely spaced interchanges in the project area, and
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accommodate the 68 to 75% of traffic that enters and/or exits I-5 within

two miles of the Columbia River.

 

P-0125-003

The DEIS evaluated four transit terminus options that varied in length

from 2.07 to 4.22 miles.

The bus rapid transit option, which was evaluated in the DEIS, was not

included in the LPA. For a more detailed description of how the LPA was

adopted, please see Chapter 2 (Section 2.7) of the FEIS.

 

P-0125-004

The difference in vehicle needs was not dependent on bridge type but

rather assumed transit headways. The DEIS

evaluated "efficient operations" and "increased operations". Increased

operations had reduced headways and therefore needed additional

vehicles. Increased or efficient operations could be utilized on either

bridge type.

 

P-0125-005

Replacing the BNSF railroad bridge could have beneficial effects on river

navigation, but would not solve other river navigation issues.  The I-5

bridge would still need to lift for regular monitoring and maintenance and

for occasional taller vessels such as construction barges and high-mast

recreational vessels.  More importantly, replacing the BNSF railroad

bridge, which is private property, would address almost none of the

stated Purpose and Need for the proposed action as described in

Chapter 1 (Section 1.3) of the DEIS.

 

P-0125-006

The evaluation of the five alternatives in the DEIS was preceded by an

evaluation and screening of a wide array of possible solutions to the

Columbia River Crossing

Appendix P September 2011



CRC project's Purpose and Need statement. Chapter 2 of the DEIS

(Section 2.5) and Chapter 2 (Section 2.7) of the FEIS explain how the

project's Sponsoring Agencies solicited the public, stakeholders, other

agencies, and tribes for ideas on how to meet the Purpose and Need.

This effort produced a long list of potential solutions, such as a possible

third transportation corridor across the Columbia River, alternative transit

modes, and techniques for operating the existing highway system more

efficiently. After identifying this wide array of options, the project

evaluated whether and how they met the project's Purpose and Need,

and found that alternatives that do not include improvements to the

existing I-5 facility generally do not address the seismic vulnerability of

the existing I-5 bridges, traffic congestion on I-5, or the existing safety

problems caused by sub-standard design of I-5. Traffic modeling showed

that even significant investment in improving transit options in the

corridor or building a third corridor was not enough to alleviate future

traffic demand and existing safety hazards on I-5. It is important to note

that transit and river crossing components were not eliminated simply

because they could not accommodate future vehicular trips. For

example, both light rail and tolling help to decrease vehicular demand.

See Chapter 2 (Section 2.7) of the FEIS for more discussion on the

screening process used to develop project alternatives.

 

P-0125-007

Please see response to comments P-0125-001 and -005.

 

P-0125-008

As described in Chapter 1 of the DEIS, the project's Purpose and Need

reflects "previous planning studies, solicitation of public input, and

coordination with stakeholder groups." This outreach, and prior planning

studies, identified improving transit service along the I-5 corridor as an

important element of this project. This need is included in the project's

Purpose and Need. As such, any alternative (except No-Build) evaluated

in the DEIS must address this need to improve transit service.
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P-0125-009

Following the close of the 60-day DEIS public comment period in July

2008, the CRC project's six local sponsor agencies selected light rail to

Clark College as the project's preferred transit mode. These sponsor

agencies, which include the Vancouver City Council, Portland City

Council, C-TRAN Board, TriMet Board, RTC Board and Metro Council

considered the DEIS analysis, public comment, and a recommendation

from the CRC Task Force (a broad group of stakeholders representative

of the range of interests affected by the project - see the DEIS Public

Involvement Appendix for more information regarding the CRC Task

Force) before voting on the LPA.

As illustrated in the DEIS, and summarized in Exhibit 29 (page S-33) of

the Executive Summary, light rail would better serve transit riders than

bus rapid transit (BRT) within the CRC project area. Light rail would carry

more passengers across the river during the PM peak, result in more

people choosing to take transit, faster travel times through the project

area, fewer potential noise impacts, and lower costs per incremental

rider than BRT. Additionally, light rail is more likely to attract desirable

development on Hayden Island and in downtown Vancouver, which is

consistent with local land use plans.

 

P-0125-010

Please see response to comments P-0125-005 and -006.
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