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P-0535-001

The project apologizes that you did not receive the answers expected to

your questions or requests for information. The project strives to respond

to questions and requests in a timely manner. The project did not

respond to comments that were received during the Draft EIS comment

period. Those comments are addressed in the Final EIS. If there is still

information you are looking for, please feel free to contact the project at

feedback@columbiarivercrossing.org.  In regards to your past requests

for a cost breakdown of highway interchanges and other project

elements, project records show that these requests were responded to.

Information was provided that explained the project did not currently

have a cost breakdown by interchange or project element at that time.

Before a Locally Preferred Alternative was selected in July 2008, it was

unknown what would be built. When the type of river crossing and transit

mode were selected, project staff began to refine designs and develop

more detailed cost estimates and financial information. This information

is included in the Final Environmental Impact Statement.

 

P-0535-002

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
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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-0535-003

The FEIS estimates the project's impacts on operational GHG emissions

as well as construction GHG emissions.  The operational analysis is

based on a travel demand model and an EPA emissions model.  This

method captures the primary energy savings associated with changes in

trips and speed, but does not capture the energy savings

from eliminating the congestion associated with bridge lifts or reducing

the congestion associated with crashes.  Bridge lifts and crashes both

result in increased back-up, traffic idling and higher GHG emissions. 

This model also does not reflect the secondary energy savings

associated with reduced fuel consumption.  As such it is only a partial

estimate of GHG reduction associated with operations.

The construction analysis uses a CALTRANS model that reflects the

comprehensive energy "costs" associated with all construction activities

and materials (both primary and secondary energy use and GHG

emissions). Therefore, because the construction estimates and

operational estimates are not comparable, there is no estimate of a

GHG "payback" period. 

 

P-0535-004

Please see response to comment P-0535-003.

 

P-0535-005

Chapter 4 of the FEIS provides an updated cost analysis. It is difficult to
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fully seperate the costs of transit and highway components, since they

are integrated in the river crossing facility. The light rail system

improvements have had to meet with stringent cost effectiveness tests

put forth by the FTA.

 

P-0535-006

The consultants on this project are not the decision-makers. There are

no provisions against a firm contributing money to a public policy

objective in its own community. 

 

P-0535-007

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

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

(Section 2.5) explains how the project's Sponsoring Agencies generated

ideas and 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. After identifying this wide array of options,

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

and Need.  This evalution found that, on their own, individual transit,

highway, and interchange improvements would not satisfy the project's

Purpose and Need. For example, alternatives that did not include such

improvements in the highway generally did not adequately 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 the

highway in this corridor. Similarly, improved transit service along the I-5

corridor is an important element of Purpose and Need, and therefore,

alternatives that do not include transit investments would not meet the

project's Purpose and Need. On-going analysis has demonstrated that

the Purpose and Need is best met by a multimodal alternative that

improves highway, transit, and bicycle and pedestrian facilities, and adds

tolling to the highway river crossing.
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P-0535-008

See response to P-0535-006.

 

P-0535-009

Thank you for your comment.

 

P-0535-010

See response above to comment P-535-003 regarding energy savings

from operations versus energy consumption from project construction. 

See Chapter 4 of the FEIS for a discussion of project costs and cost

effectiveness, as well as the project financial plan. 
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P-0535-011

Thank you for your comment.

 

P-0535-012

Please see response above to comment P-535-003 regarding

operational energy savings and GHG emission reductions, compared to

construction-related energy consumption and GHG emission production.

 

P-0535-013

Thank you for your comment.
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