
L-015-001

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

DEIS.
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L-015-002

Thank you for your comment.

 

L-015-003

The Purpose and Need is based on extensive analysis of the existing

and projected transportation problems in the I-5 CRC corridor, and

reflects extensive feedback from the public and stakeholder groups. This

includes analysis and input during the CRC study as well as the I-5

Transportation and Trade Partnership Study and Strategic Plan that

preceded CRC. The Purpose and Need focuses largely on metrics that

do not inherently require substantial, or exclusive, increases in highway

capacity. The purpose statement is intentionally worded so as to allow

consideration of a wide range of solutions including demand

management, transit, highway, tolling, and other options for addressing

the stated needs. Following the development of the Purpose and Need

statement, analysis of a wide range of alternatives, and input from the

public, agencies and stakeholders on those alternatives and analysis, it

became clear that that the Purpose and Need could not be met by any

single type of improvement.  It is best met by a multimodal alternative

that improves highway, transit, and bicycle and pedestrian facilities in the

I-5 corridor, and adds tolling to the highway river crossing.

 

L-015-004

The CRC project's six fundamental needs are not ranked in terms of

priority. The broad purpose of the project's transportation improvements

is embodied in the plans of the local and regional jurisdictions that the

CRC project serves. These are discussed in the EIS.

As you know, the CRC project does far more than provide congestion

relief for freight haulers. The project will also bring light rail transit to

Vancouver, greatly improve bike and pedestrian connections, alleviate

seismic vulnerabilities, decrease highway crashes, improve river

navigation safety, and more.
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L-015-005

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. The evaluation criteria were

developed in coordination with, and adopted by, the CRC Task Force of

which Metro was a member. 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.

Chapter 2 (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.

 

Columbia River Crossing

Appendix P September 2011



L-015-006

In 2006, the project had developed a schematic design which did not

allow for a precise cost estimate. Best available information was used at

each project stage. Later in project development, the project team was

able to develop more detailed cost estimating and conduct advanced risk

analysis. Since 2002, WSDOT has been developing a process of

determining cost and schedule estimates, the Cost Estimate Validation

Process® (CEVP®), to help deliver major projects. Compared to

conventional cost estimating, CEVP® is a risk-based estimating process,

iterative in nature, and represents a “snapshot in time” for that project

under the conditions known at that time. CEVP® is the expression of

project cost and schedule as a range rather than as a single number.

Providing cost information as a range accounts for risk factors that might

otherwise cause costs to balloon over time. The cost information is given

for the year of expenditure and addresses even “unknown” issues that

may arise. CEVP® is a construction cost estimate tool and does not

estimate long-term operations and maintenance costs. WSDOT now

mandates all projects over $25 million use the process. Chapter 4 of the

DEIS, and the Cost Risk Assessment included as an appendix to the

DEIS, include information about how costs were estimated for the DEIS.

See Chapter 4 of the FEIS for more discussion on how project costs

were estimated in the CEVP® that was conducted following publication

of the DEIS.

 

L-015-007

While plausible, widening of the existing interstate bridges is not prudent.

At least two possible methods could be used to widen the existing

through-truss structure to accommodate additional capacity. One method

would be to cantilever the additional width out from the existing deck

leaving the existing truss largely intact. If structurally possible, this would

result in a permanent condition of traffic being split around the vertical

truss members resulting in loss of functionality and decreased safety. A

second widening option would be to deconstruct, widen, and strengthen
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the existing trusses. In order to accomplish this the trusses would likely

need to be removed and almost entirely reconstructed on land. (It would

likely cost less to simply build new trusses.) Regardless of the widening

option chosen, the existing foundations would need to be

altered/augmented to carry the increased width, weight, and

accommodate current seismic design standards. In addition to structural

complications, construction staging would require that one bridge be

closed in its entirety while it is being widened. This would result in an

unacceptable  temporary condition of having one lane of I-5 open in each

direction during construction.

 

L-015-008

At the request of the CRC Task Force, bridge re-use alternatives were

included in the DEIS.

 

L-015-009

The DEIS provides comparative findings for the alternatives, with

technical analyses completed in numerous disciplines (e.g., economics,

land use, ecosystems, traffic, etc.).

 

L-015-010

The increased capacity of the Interstate will draw trips off of the local

street networks. Current levels of congestion are so high that motorists

use MLK Jr Blvd in Portland, Main Street in Vancouver, and other local

roads in order to avoid the congested segments of the highway.

Intersections throughout the bridge influence area have been studied.

Section 3.1 of the FEIS summarizes the traffic analysis findings, which

point to numerous improvements at each interchange. The new designs

will better accommodate freight movements, higher capacity peak

throughput, and pedestrian movements.
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L-015-011

The Task Force elected to not weight the various evaluation criteria.

However, they did include a number of environmental and community

objectives in their criteria.

 

L-015-012

Cost estimates are refined as the number of alternatives is reduced.

Cost was part of the early screening process. So too were environmental

and social impacts. Together these factors were considered and led

Metro, as well as the other sponsoring agencies, to identify the LPA as

the preferred solution to the CRC's complex problem.

 

L-015-013

The Transportation and Trade Partnership studied an option that looked

at land use, TSM, and TDM measures alone. It was not found to be able

to adequately address the identified needs. Similarly, such an approach

would not adequately address any of the CRC Project's identified needs.

 

L-015-014

Similar options were considered in the Transportation and Trade Study

and early stages of the CRC study and were deemed to not merit

additional consideration for the stated purpose and need.

 

L-015-015

Thank you for your input and your cooperation.

 

L-015-016

The Transportation and Trade Partnership provided

recommendations for the Columbia River Crossing project. The CRC

study also re-opened the process, allowing the introduction of new ideas

and the reconsideration of ideas previously evaluated. The items that
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you have noted are among many from the Partnership's Strategic Plan

and have been considered in the CRC study.

 

L-015-017

There is much wisdom in the "desired outcomes" as identified in your

letter. Many of these outcomes will be met with completion of the project.

The creation of a dazzling waterfront is a fine goal as well, and is one

that the project staff hope to be able to contribute to. However, creating a

dazzling waterfront is not the responsibility of the DOTs, nor is this

project funded in order to accomplish this. The project does, however,

seek to coordinate its actions with private land owners, the two cities,

and other entities who are more directly responsible for the creation of a

dazzling waterfront. 

As you know, the project has also invested considerable resources in

consideration of land use effects and context. The Transportation and

Trade Partnership project also had a strong focus on land use, and

resulted in on-going bi-state cooperation on land use and growth

management.  Much like the creation of a dazzling waterfront, the project

would like to collaborate and be a part of ongoing growth management

improvements on both sides of the river. However, other projects are

more specifically charged with the task of balancing growth and

managing land uses. 

As you have noted, this letter was addressed to the Task Force. The

evaluation criteria adopted by the Task Force appears to reflect many of

your suggestions. Induced growth was rigorously evaluated in the EIS.
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L-015-018

Please see response to comment L-015-003. The Task Force elected

not to weight the criteria.

 

L-015-019

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.

 

L-015-020

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 solicited

the public, stakeholders, other agencies, and tribes for ideas on how to

meet the Purpose and Need. Early consideration of railroad bridge

improvements indicated that it would not be a reasonable substitute for

work on the I-5 crossing itself.
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L-015-021

The DEIS's range of alternatives included bridge re-use options, and

included cross-section options ranging from 8 to 12 lanes on the river

crossing. Non-transportation options could not meet the purpose and

need and therefore were not studied in the DEIS.

 

L-015-022

Please see the FEIS, Chapter 6, for an overview of the public

involvement process.

 

L-015-023

The CRC project and Metro have worked together extensively to

implement the CRC process. Metro was one of 39-members of the CRC

Task Force that met between February 2005 and June 2008 to advise

the Oregon Department of Transportation and the Washington State

Department of Transportation on project related issues and concerns.  In

addition, following the close of the 60-day DEIS public comment period

in July 2008, the CRC project's six local sponsor agencies, which

included Metro, selected a replacement I-5 bridge with light rail to Clark

College as the project's Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA). Ongoing

coordination and analysis further refined the LPA. 
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