
P-0602-001

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

extensive 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, many of which were non-auto

oriented options such as various transit modes and techniques for

operating the existing highway system more efficiently without any

capital investment. These options were evaluated for whether and how

they met the project's Purpose and Need, and the findings were

reviewed by project sponsors, the public, agencies, and other

stakeholders. Alternatives that included only TDM/TSM strategies, or

provided only transit improvements, would provide benefits, but could

only address a very limited portion of the project’s purpose and need.

This extensive analysis found that in order for an alternative to meet the

six "needs" included in the Purpose and Need (described in Chapter 1 of

the DEIS), it had to provide at least some measure of capital

improvements to I-5 in the project area. Alternatives that did not include

such improvements 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.

The DEIS evaluated alternatives with more demand management

(higher toll) and increased transit service with less investment in highway

infrastructure improvements (Alternatives 4 and 5) compared to the toll

and transit service levels included in Alternatives 2 and 3. The additional

service and higher toll provided only marginal reductions in I-5 vehicle

volumes, and they came primarily at the cost of greater traffic diversion

to I-205. This analysis found that a more balanced investment in highway

and transit, as represented by Alternatives 2 and 3, performed

considerably better on a broad set of criteria.
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P-0602-002

As noted in the FEIS (section 3.19.10) the LPA is expected to reduce

GHG emissions compared to No-build.

 

P-0602-003

See discussion above regarding improvements needed to meet the CRC

project's Purpose and Need

 

P-0602-004

As the only continuous north-south Interstate on the West Coast

connecting the Canadian and Mexican borders, I-5 is vital to the local,

regional, and national economy.  The I-5 crossing also provides the

primary transportation link between Vancouver and Portland, and the

only direct connection between the downtown areas of these cities.  As

described in the DEIS, serious problems face this important crossing,

including growing congestion, impaired freight movement, limited public

transit options, high auto accident rates, substandard bicycle and

pedestrian facilities, and vulnerability to failure in an earthquake. The fact

that other important issues face our communities does not diminish the

importance of addressing the problems plaguing the I-5 crossing. 

CRC assumes funds allocated to other projects would remain dedicated

to those projects, and anticipates needing to find new funds to finance

the project. Funding for the project will come from a variety of sources

including federal grants that would not be available to other

transportation projects in the region, State of Oregon, State of

Washington, regional and local sources. In addition, it is assumed that

the replacement bridge will be tolled. Please refer to Chapter 4 of the

FEIS for a description of the current plans for funding construction and

operation of the LPA.
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P-0602-005

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.

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
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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-0602-006

See discussion above regarding improvements needed to meet the CRC

project's Purpose and Need

 

P-0602-007

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 light rail to Clark

College as part of the project's Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA). For a

more detailed description of the transit improvements associated with the

LPA, see Chapter 2 of the FEIS.

 

P-0602-008

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

DEIS.
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