P-0424-001
Thank you for taking the time to submit your comments on the I-5 CRC
DEIS.
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P-0424-002

Preferences for specific alternatives or options, as expressed in
comments received before and after the issuance of the DEIS, were
shared with local sponsor agencies to inform decision making. Following
the close of the 60-day DEIS public comment period in July 2008, the
CRC project's six local sponsor agencies selected a replacement I-5
bridge with light rail to Clark College as the project's Locally Preferred
Alternative (LPA). These sponsor agencies, which include the Portland
City Council, Vancouver City Council, TriMet Board, C-TRAN Board,
Metro Council, RTC Board, considered the DEIS analysis, public
comment, and a recommendation from the CRC Task Force when voting
on the LPA.

With the LPA, new bridges will replace the existing Interstate Bridges to
carry I-5 traffic, light rail, pedestrians and bicyclists across the Columbia
River. Light rail will extend from the Expo Center MAX Station in Portland
to a station and park and ride at Clark College in Vancouver. Pedestrians
and bicyclists would travel along a wider and safer path than exists
today.

For a more detailed description of highway, transit, and bicycle and
pedestrian improvements associated with the LPA, see Chapter 2 of the
FEIS.

P-0424-003

The CRC Task Force - composed of 39 leaders from a broad cross
section of Washington and Oregon communities — was tasked with
advising the CRC project team, including federal sponsors, and providing
guidance and recommendations at key decision points over the course
of nearly 3 % years. Public agencies, businesses, civic organizations,
neighborhoods and freight, commuter and environmental groups were all
represented on the Task Force. The Task Force voted to develop a
supplemental bridge alternative, in an attempt to find an alternative to
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total bridge replacement that would still meet the project's purpose and
need but at lower cost and with greater reliance on managing demand
with higher tolls and more transit service. The two most promising
supplemental alternatives were considered in the DEIS. Based on the
detailed analysis that followed, the Task Force recommended, and all
project sponsors agreed, that the replacement bridge with light rail was
the locally preferred alternative.

P-0424-004

Many different options for addressing the project's Purpose and Need
were evaluated in a screening process prior to the development and
evaluation of the alternatives in the DEIS. Options eliminated through the
screening process included a new corridor crossing over the Columbia
River (in addition to I-5 and I-205), an arterial crossing between Hayden
Island and downtown Vancouver, a tunnel under the Columbia River,
and various modes of transit other than light rail and bus rapid transit.
Section 2.5 of the DEIS explains why a third corridor, arterial crossing,
and several transit modes evaluated in screening were dropped from
further consideration because they did not meet the Purpose and Need.

P-0424-005
Please see response to comment P-0424-004.

As documented in the Panel Assessment of Interstate Bridges Seismic
Vulnerabilities Technical Report (2006), it was determined necessary for
any CRC project alternative that reused the existing I-5 bridges to also
seismically retrofit those bridges. The DEIS analyzed a Supplemental
River Crossing as a component of two out of the five alternatives
studied.

A Supplemental River Crossing, which would retain and seismically

retrofit the existing bridges for northbound traffic and add one new bridge
to the west for southbound traffic, was not chosen as a part of the
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Locally Preferred Alternative by the local sponsor agencies. This
decision was informed by the DEIS, which found, among other things,
that the Supplemental River Crossing would not substantially improve
congestion over No-Build, would maintain some substandard and unsafe
design features, and would not be substantially cheaper to construct
than a replacement river crossing, as originally believed. In addition, the
Supplemental crossing could worsen marine navigation by retaining the
existing piers, and adding a new set of structures in the water with the
new bridge. The US Coast Guard informed the project in a letter dated
January 26, 2006, that “retention of one of the existing bridges for travel
off Interstate 5 would at best maintain the same degree of difficulty to
vessels, especially downbound tows. For that reason | would also not
recommend such a plan...”

Though the Supplemental River Crossing would improve the seismic
safety of the existing bridges, these findings indicate that it did not meet
the project's Purpose and Need as effectively as the Replacement River
Crossing.

Also, please note that transit stations are not proposed to be located at
both ends of the I-5 bridge. Instead, the stations would be located within
downtown Vancouver and at a central location on Hayden Island.
Additionally, the Stacked Transit/Highway Bridge option was deemed
reasonable and is included in the LPA.

P-0424-006

The Stacked/Transit Highway Bridge (STHB) option, which would allow
transit, bicyclists, and pedestrians to travel beneath the highway bridge
deck, was included as part of the LPA. The DEIS indicated that the two
bridges required for this bridge option would put less bridge sub-
structure in the Columbia River, likely resulting in less environmental
impact. After publication of the DEIS, additional engineering studies were
conducted that confirmed the feasibility of the STHB design.
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The STHB is described in greater detail in Chapter 2 (Section 2.2) of the
FEIS. Impacts associated with a STHB are discussed throughout
Chapter 3 of the FEIS.

P-0424-007

As indicated in Chapter 3 (Section 3.8) of the DEIS, the 1917
(northbound) I-5 bridge structure is listed on the NRHP. The 1958
(southbound) bridge, as a bridge on the National Interstate System, was
determined not to be significant at a national level and is not considered
eligible for the NRHP. However, the two bridges together are an
important element of the historic fabric both for the region and for
downtown Vancouver.

Because the 1917 bridge is listed on the NRHP, it is afforded special
protection under section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act.
This law prohibits the USDOT from funding any project that would have
an adverse impact on significant historic resources, unless it can be
demonstrated that there are no prudent and feasible alternatives that
would avoid that impact.

The Supplemental River Crossing, which maintained the existing bridges
with seismic retrofits and was analyzed as a component of two of the five
alternatives studied, was determined feasible, but not prudent. It would
not satisfactorily meet the project need. In addition, the alterations
necessary to make the existing bridges safe, reliable, and fully multi-
modal, as described in Chapter 4 of the DEIS and FEIS, would
undermine the historic integrity of the bridges. The Sponsoring Agencies
therefore decided to remove and replace the existing bridges.

Proposed mitigations for the adverse effects of the NRHP-listed 1-5
bridge can be found in Chapter 3 (Section 3.8) of the FEIS.
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P-0424-008
Please see response to comment P-0424-005.

P-0424-009

Many different options for addressing the project's Purpose and Need
were evaluated in a screening process prior to the development and
evaluation of the alternatives in the DEIS. Options eliminated through the
screening process included a new corridor crossing over the Columbia
River (in addition to I-5 and I-205), an arterial crossing between Hayden
Island and downtown Vancouver, a tunnel under the Columbia River,
and various modes of transit other than light rail and bus rapid transit.
Section 2.5 of the DEIS explains why a third corridor, arterial crossing of
the Columbia River, and several transit modes evaluated in screening
were dropped from further consideration because they did not meet the
Purpose and Need. For a general description of the screening process
see Chapter 2 (Section 2.7) of the FEIS. It should be noted that every
proposal received from the public was considered, and many of the
proposals that were dropped from further consideration included
elements that helped shape the alternatives in the DEIS.

P-0424-010

Please refer to Chapter 4 of the FEIS for a description of the current
plans for funding construction and operation of the LPA. This discussion
provides an updated assessment of likely funding sources for this
project, though it is not common practice to receive funding
commitments prior to completion of the alternative selection process. As
described in the FEIS, project funding is expected to come from a variety
of local, state, and federal sources, with federal funding and tolls
providing substantial revenue for the construction. As Oregon and
Washington businesses and residents will benefit from the project’s
multi-modal improvements, both states have been identified as
contributors to the project. As jurisdictions on both sides of the river
seek to encourage non-auto travel, tolls are not anticipated for bikes,
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pedestrians, and transit users. Lastly, CRC assumes funds allocated to
other projects and purposes would remain dedicated to those projects
and purposes.

P-0424-011

The CRC project proposes to include a variable rate toll. The goal of
variable-rate tolling is to reduce congestion and maximize the flow of
traffic through this corridor. With a variable rate toll, a lower toll is
charged when traffic demand is lower and a higher toll is charged when
the corridor is at its highest demand. Because a toll is charged by time of
day, variable-rate tolling gives travelers an incentive to change travel
times, reduce optional trips, take an alternate route, or choose transit as
an alternative to driving alone. Experiences in other cities in the U.S. and
around the world have shown that these fees can help reduce
congestion and improve the performance of the roadway.

P-0424-012

The CRC project does not include HOV lanes inside its five-mile project
area. The CRC project team looked at HOV lanes and freight lanes,
which are typically located on the inside freeway lane next to the barrier,
as part of its technical analysis. Because about 70 percent of the
vehicles enter and/or exit I-5 within the five-mile study area, access to
and from a HOV lane or freight lane could create traffic operational
problems by increasing lane changes (for example, HOVs entering the
freeway and needing to merge all the way to the inside lane). The
results of this analysis is described in more detail in Chapter 3 (Section
3.1) of the DEIS. Regarding the existing HOV lanes located outside the
project area, the CRC project does not propose any changes. These
HOV lanes might effectively link to HOV lanes in the CRC area in the
future, if employed as part of a larger regional plan. Should the region
adopt and develop a larger HOV system, lanes within the bridge
influence area could potentially be striped as part of that network.
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P-0424-013

Thank you for your comment. Extensive technical and public review and
input has been included in all phases of the CRC project, from
developing a purpose and need statement, screening a wide variety of
alternatives, and developing a Draft and Final EIS. This process met the
requirements and intent of NEPA law and has resulted in a DEIS and
FEIS that are complete and sound. The CRC public involvement
program includes numerous advisory groups to ensure the values and
interests of the community are reflected in project decisions. These
groups include representatives of public agencies, businesses, civic
organizations, neighborhoods and freight, commuter and environmental
groups. Feedback from the general public and advisory groups has
been generally supportive of the project, including support for the transit,
bicycle, pedestrian, highway, interchange, and financing elements of the
project. See Chapter 2 of the FEIS for more discussion on the process
used to develop project alternatives and select a Locally Preferred
Alternative.

P-0424-014

There will not be a public vote on construction of the various CRC project
elements. However, as a public project, it must be approved and funded
by the decisions of elected officials who are themselves directly elected
by voters. Long-term operation and maintenance of the new light rail line
will be funded through C-TRAN and TriMet. For its share of the
operations and maintenance funding, C-TRAN plans on pursuing a
public vote.

P-0424-015

Details of the tolling system are still being refined as the project enters
the final design stage. It is currently not anticipated that transit users,
bicyclists or pedestrians will pay a toll. The project, as well as the
adopted plans of local agencies, encourage the use of these alternative
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modes of travel. The project and the sponsoring agenies would rather
provide an incentive to use these modes than a penalty.

P-0424-016

As described in Chapter 4, Financial Analysis, of the DEIS, the capital
costs of the supplemental river crossing option would have been similar
to that of the replacement river crossing option. Additionally, as
described in Sections 3.14 and 3.16 of the DEIS, the supplemental river
crossing option would have required substantial in-water work to build
the new bridge and perform the seismic rehabilitation needed on the
existing bridge piers. The magnitude of environmental impacts from
construction activities for the replacement and supplemental river
crossing options would be similar.

P-0424-017
Please see response to comment P-0424-015.

P-0424-018

Thank you for your comment. As discussed above, advisory groups
have helped to ensure the values and interests of the community are
reflected in project decisions. These groups include representatives of
public agencies, businesses, civic organizations, neighborhoods and
freight, commuter and environmental groups.
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