
P-0506-001

Thank you for taking the time to submit your comments on the I-5 CRC

DEIS.
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P-0506-002

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

screening of a wide array of possible solutions to the CRC project's

Purpose and Need. Chapter 2 (Section 2.5) of the DEIS explains how

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

other agencies, tribes and other experts for ideas on how to meet the

Purpose and Need. This effort produced a long list of potential solutions,

such as new transportation corridors across the Columbia River, various

transit modes, tolling, other demand management measures, 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 little or nothing to address some of the identified needs,

including reducing traffic congestion, improving the safety problems and

reducing crashes on I-5. Traffic modeling showed that even significant

investment in improving transit options in the I-5 corridor or building a

third highway corridor, would not substantially reduce future traffic

demand or address identified safety hazards. It is important to note that

components were not eliminated simply because they did not expand

highway capacity. Components that helped reduce travel demand

without increasing capacity were also advanced for further evaluation.

For example, bus rapid transit, light rail transit and tolling all help to

decrease auto demand without expanding highway capacity. See

Appendix C of the DEIS for an explanation and the results from early

screening processes. 

Regarding retaining the existing bridges, 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

and providing guidance and recommendations at key decision points

over the course of nearly 3 ½ years. Public agencies, businesses, civic

organizations, neighborhoods and freight, commuter and environmental
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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 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-0506-003

As described in Chapter 3 (Section 3.4) of the DEIS and FEIS, and in

the Indirect Effects Technical Report, highway capacity improvements

and access improvements can induce development in suburban and

rural areas that were not previously served, or were greatly underserved,

by highway access.  The DEIS outlines a comprehensive analysis of the

potential induced growth effects that could be expected from the CRC

project. A review of national research on induced growth indicates that

there are six factors that tend to be associated with highway projects that

induce sprawl. These are discussed in the Indirect Effects Technical

Report. Based on the CRC project team’s comparison of those national

research findings to CRC’s travel demand modeling, Metro’s 2001 land

use / transportation modeling, and a review of Clark County, City of

Vancouver, City of Portland and Metro land use planning and growth

management regulations, the DEIS and the FEIS conclude that the

likelihood of substantial induced sprawl from the CRC project is very

low.  In fact, the CRC project, because of its location in an already

urbanized area, the inclusion of new tolls that manage demand, the

inclusion of new light rail, and the active regulation of growth

management in the region, the CRC project will likely reinforce the

region’s goals of concentrating development in regional centers,

reinforcing existing corridors, and promoting transit and pedestrian

friendly development and development patterns.
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In October, 2008, the project convened a panel of national experts to

review the travel demand model methodology and conclusions, including

a land use evaluation.  The panel unanimously concluded that CRC’s

methods and the conclusions were valid and reasonable.  Specifically,

the panel noted that CRC would “have a low impact to induce

growth…because the project is located in a mature urban area,” and that

it would “contribute to a better jobs housing balance in Clark County…a

positive outcome of the project”. These results are summarizes in the

“Columbia River Crossing Travel Demand Model Review

Report” (November 25, 2008).

In 2010, Metro ran the MetroScope model (an integrated land use and

transportation model) to forecast growth associated with transportation

improvements of a 12-lane river crossing and light rail to Clark College.

Even with a 12-lane river crossing, the model showed only minimal

changes in employment location and housing demand compared to the

No-Build Alternative.

For a more detailed discussion regarding potential indirect land use

changes as a result of the CRC project, including the likely land use

changes associated with the introduction of light rail, please see

Chapter 3 (Section 3.4) of the FEIS.

 

P-0506-004

The Sightline report refers to a hypothetical highway improvement

(adding one general purpose lane, no toll, no high capacity transit,

unspecified land use, unspecified real estate markets, and unspecified

land use controls). The CRC project-specific analysis of GHG emissions

is a much better representation of likely GHG emissions from the CRC

project.In addition, the Sightline report

(http://www.sightline.org/research/energy/res_pubs/analysis-ghg-roads)

inserted a fixed assumption into its spreadsheet model regarding
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induced growth. They made an underlying assumption that about

85 percent of the traffic using a new highway lane over the estimation

period would be trips that would not have occurred if not for that

additional capacity. Sophisticated modeling conducted by Metro for the

CRC project, as well as the Method Notes for the Sightline report itself,

suggest that this may be an extreme over-estimate. The Sightline report

appears to have assumed that diverted trips were induced trips in their

assumption regarding induced growth. For example, traffic modeling for

the CRC project indicates that with improved capacity and reliability on

the I-5 crossing (and assuming no toll), the number of auto trips using

the I-5 crossing would increase compared to No-build (with a toll the

number of trips would decrease). However, most of these "induced" trips

are actually "diverted" trips that, under No-build, would have used I-205

instead to avoid the severe congestion and unreliability of the existing I-5

route. These are not new trips, they are diverted trips. Furthermore, this

diversion would actually slightly reduce GHG emissions because many

of those trips would have a shorter route (resulting in lower VMT) and

experience less congestion (resulting in higher fuel efficiency) than if

they used the I-205 crossing under a No-build scenario.

 

P-0506-005

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 until the alternative selection process is complete. 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. 

Columbia River Crossing

Appendix P September 2011



Projections for VMT suggest that it will rise considerably through 2030.

Though per capita VMT may fall, the addition of one million new

residents to the region will bring continued growth in trips.

 

P-0506-006

Please see response above to comment P-0506-004.
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