P-017-001

Please contact the project office for maps and future meeting requests.
There are now very detailed maps online, but we can print/plot a large
one for your future use.
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P-018-001

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, and 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.
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P-019-001

The selected alternative proposes two stacked bridges across the river,
with highway lanes on the top decks and light rail transit and a
pedestrian and bike path on the lower decks. Other stacking options are
possible but this configuration provides substantially better access and
lower impacts than putting traffic on two separate levels and putting light
rail or bike/peds on the top level.
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P-020-001

Considerable design work has occurred to advance the project through
the NEPA process. The completion of the NEPA process marks the
point at which a final alternative is selected and then can be advanced
into final design. See the discussion of the process in Chapter 2 of the
FEIS.
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P-020-002

Thank you for thinking creatively about the project. We have, in fact,
looked at coverings and found them to be generally too costly for the
current economic conditions. However, the project has continued to find
ways for covered project elements to contribute positively to the
community's aesthetics. The pedestrian and bike facility under the
roadway deck will provide rain cover for users, and will have 3,000 feet
of spectacular views. There is also a lid included in the project, the
Community Connector, immediately south of the Evergreen bridge.
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P-021-001
West Hayden Island is outside of the CRC project's study area.
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P-022-001

The proposed grades and deceleration and acceleration lengths for the
ramps to and from Hayden Island will meet ODOT and AASHTO
standards. This will be an improvement compared to the existing
interchange. The biggest improvement will be on the northbound
entrance ramp where virtually no acceleration space is provided for the
existing ramp. This is where the highest accident rate is recorded in the
project area. The northbound and southbound exit ramps are similarly
improved where the current deceleration is about 50% and 80% of
standard, respectively, and the improvements will exceed the required
standard. In all cases, the stopping sight distance provided will meet
standard. Other improvements include the braiding of the ramps
between Marine Drive and Hayden Island and the construction of the
local bridge, both of which will serve to reduce the number of conflicts on
the mainline and help improve the operations on the ramps.

P-022-002

The supplemental bridge alternatives evaluated in the EIS are very
similar to the proposal you describe. Many different project components
and alternatives were considered for the CRC project. Please see the
summary of the alternatives evaluation process in Chapter 2 of the FEIS,
which includes references to source documents on the alternatives
screening process, and the reasons that the LPA is the selected
alternative.

P-022-003

The traffic and highway engineers have designed the LPA to improve
safety with full-build or with the phased option. Any future construction
phasing will be analyzed to ensure safety in the roadway design.

Columbia River Crossing Page 434
Appendix E - Public Comments Received during FEIS Review Period and CRC Responses December 2011



P-022-004
Please see the responses above.
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P-023-001
Please visit the ODOT and WSDOT websites for more information about
job openings and contracting opportunities.
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P-024-001
The profile was sent to you on the 21st of October. If you would like any
additional information, please contact the project office.
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P-025-001

The level of detail in the DEIS was intended to inform the public and
other stakeholders with relevant information in order to understand the
impacts and trade-offs associated with various alternatives. While some
readers felt that the DEIS did not have enough detail, others felt that it
was too long and detailed.

Public open houses and numerous public meetings were held to provide
opportunities for public participation. Additionally, the project team
attempted to respond to questions about the location of certain
information in the DEIS during the DEIS comment period. Comments on
the DEIS have been considered, and were further discussed and
assessed at numerous meetings following the selection of the LPA.
There are many ways in which the comments on the DEIS have
influenced the project's design. The changes to the project which were
initiated by citizen input are discussed in Chapter 6 (Public Input on the
Draft EIS) of the FEIS.

Page 438
December 2011



P-026-001

The FEIS and details on the review period were available on the project
website during the entire review period. Upon reciept of his email, project
staff contacted Mr. Nussbaum by phone to direct him to the requested
information on the website. It is important to note that, when adding them
to the website, care was taken to ensure that links related to the

FEIS were easy to find.
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P-027-001

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. The issue of
adverse impacts to businesses, resulting from tolling, was addressed as
part of the economics analysis and is described in detail in the
Economics Technical Report. This report, and Chapter 3 (Section 3.4) of
the DEIS, note that the increased costs incurred because of tolls would
generally be offset by the improved travel options and travel times.
Under existing and No-Build Alternative conditions, congestion delays
and high crash rates have significant costs for local businesses and
travelers; improving these conditions is one of the purposes of the
project. Tolls could discourage home-based shopping trips from Clark
County to points in northern Oregon, such as Hayden Island and Airport
Way. However, the variable-rate toll structure that was evaluated in the
DEIS allows for different rates to be charged by time of day. Therefore,
discretionary trips, such as those between Oregon and Washington for
retail purposes, could be taken in off-peak hours when toll rates are at
their lowest, reducing the effect of the tolls on these types of trips. Also,
CRC would provide improved transit connections between Clark County
and Oregon, offering travelers a toll-free alternative for reaching
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destinations across the river. Details of the tolling system are still being
refined as the project development enters the final design stage. It is
currently not anticipated that transit users, bicyclists, or pedestrians will
pay a toll. Additionally, certain toll discounts or waivers for other groups
have been and will continue to be considered. The ultimate decision on
any tolling options will be made by both the Washington and Oregon
Transportation Commissions.
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P-028-001
Ms. Peterson received a response to her request on October 7, 2011.
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P-029-001

Project staff have reviewed the paper Mr. Peterson provided that
suggests an upstream replacement I-5 bridge with a straight alignment
would result in fewer disturbances to cultural resources. The decision to
build a replacement bridge downstream of the existing bridge is one that
has been vetted and analyzed carefully, subsequent to a rigorous
technical and public process. Since 2005, CRC has involved the Fort
Vancouver Historic Trust, the National Park Service, the City of
Vancouver, more than a dozen tribal governments, and other state and
federal agencies in the development and review of technical information.
The general public and multiple stakeholder groups have also been
engaged as part of a robust public process which boasts over 950 public
events and meetings to date.

Staff have discussed Mr. Peterson's ideas with him on multiple
occasions in 2010 and 2011. He also had the opportunity to present to
the CRC Bridge Review Panel at the end of 2010. Many of the ideas that
he brought forth had been previously considered during the past six year
planning process for the CRC project. New ideas were also evaluated by
project staff and the Bridge Review Panel after meeting with him. An
upstream alignment was considered but rejected during the alternatives
development process because of the reasons described in the DEIS and
FEIS, and these reasons remain valid.
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P-030-001
Please see responses to Mr. Peterson's other submitted comment
letter, P-029.

The LPA was determined to provide the best combination of meeting the
Purpose and Need, as well as addressing the other evaluation criteria,
as summarized in Chapter 2 of the FEIS. Mr. Peterson's idea was
reviewed by the Bridge Expert Review Panel who chose not to
recommend that CRC pursue it further. It was also reviewed by the CRC
staff. The proposal had significant traffic operations deficiencies and did
not hold promise that it could perform as well as the LPA or provide any
substantial advantages.
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