P-031-001
Please see the responses to Mr. Kevin Peterson's letters, P-029 and
P-030.
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P-032-001

Under existing conditions, trips already divert to 1-205 and would
continue to do so under the No-Build Alternative because of the
unreliability of, and congestion in, the I-5 corridor. With the CRC
improvements to I-5, many of those diverted trips would shift to I-5
because it would be a shorter and more reliable trip than I-205. Tolling
the I-5 crossing causes some additional trips to shift to 1-205 in order to
avoid the toll. The net difference in the number of trips crossing on 1-205
is only slightly higher with the CRC project than without it.

With few exceptions, federal statutes do not permit tolling of an existing
interstate highway without associated improvements. FHWA does have
pilot programs that allow state departments of transportation to apply for
the approval to toll a facility. The project sponsors are not proposing to
toll the 1-205 crossing as part of the CRC project. It is possible that a toll
could be placed on the 1-205 crossing in the future, separate from the
CRC project. Section 3.1 of the DEIS and FEIS discuss the effects of the
project on traffic levels in the I-5 and 1-205 corridors.

In addition, tolling prior to or during construction can be used to manage
demand and begin collecting the revenue. This is not currently proposed
but could be implemented if approved.
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P-033-001

It appears that Mr. Sweeney is suggesting the only access to Hayden
Island be via a new local bridge and that there be no I-5 access to or
from Hayden Island. A similar concept was considered and rejected in
the alternatives evaluation and screening process, summarized in
Chapter 2 of the FEIS.
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P-034-001

The cable-stayed bridge type was carefully considered. Please see the
discussion of the rationale for the composite deck truss bridge type over
the cable-stayed bridge type, in Chapter 2 of the FEIS.
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P-035-001

The CRC project's Record of Decision, issued in December 2011, was
achieved in roughly six years from the beginning of the NEPA and
alternative selection process. This is comparatively quick for a large
multi-agency project in the United States. The process has included
robust public involvement and refinement of many design options.
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P-036-001

It should be noted that even with the light rail extension, many C-TRAN
express routes are expected to continue service between Clark County
and Portland. Information on which bus routes would be truncated in
Vancouver can be found in Section 2.2.2 of the FEIS.

As congestion increases on the corridor, bus routes that share general
purpose traffic lanes would face increased travel time. Because light rail
transit has its own guideway, it will offer more consistent travel and will
not be subject to traffic congestion in the corridor. Modeling indicates
that light rail would offer a time savings compared to buses in the design
year of 2030.

Freight traffic will try to avoid the most congested periods. However, it is
predicted that overall traffic volumes will continue to rise. The increase in
traffic volume on I-5 means that more people are using the corridor than
the capacity of the highway can serve. This excess traffic volume must
be accommodated either by extending the peak traffic hours (and
associated congestion), or by transferring to other routes or modes.

P-036-002

It is hoped that, much like in Portland during peak periods, the light rail
system will be heavily utilized in Vancouver. A train with 250 passengers
is well utilized, but still has remaining capacity. Considerable attention
has been paid to the capacity of the trains, stations, and park and rides.
There are industry standards that have been applied. There has also
been considerable outreach to the public in order to understand what
conditions would be most desired.

System modifications will enable more trains to travel through Portland to
accommodate the expanded system. The improvements to the Steel
Bridge, which are described in the FEIS, are an example of such
improvements. The project will modify system components on the Steel
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Bridge to enable slightly higher speeds, which will improve the network
functionality and allow for more trains from Vancouver.

P-036-003

As illustrated in the FEIS, and summarized in the Executive Summary,
light rail would better serve transit riders than bus rapid transit (BRT)
within the CRC project area because it:

* Would carry more passengers across the river during the PM peak
« Result in more people choosing to take transit

» Have faster travel times through the project area

« Result in fewer potential noise impacts

* Would have 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.

Allowing freight to use the exclusive bus rapid transit lane would add
additional traffic to that lane further increasing the bus rapid transit travel
time.

P-036-004

Both current and future land use is one of the criteria used to determine
the locations of proposed transit facilities and park and rides. Other
considerations include traffic impacts, property impacts, and overall
transit operations. The five proposed stations will support current and
planned residential and commercial development and related services.
As an example, the Clark College terminus station will serve a
community and senior center, a community college, and the Veterans
Administration campus.
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These specific stations and park and rides, with their proposed parking
capacities, are tested as part of therigorous analysis completed to satisfy
the requirements of the Federal Transit Administration. The FTA and the
local agencies have decades of experience in estimating ridership and
facility demand. Their projections are validated through years of such
studies, and calibrating the projection methods and models with data
from completed projects.

P-036-005

There are many transit trips that would not be directly served by the
proposed light rail transit extension. However, the transit ridership
forecasts indicate that there is a very large demand for this service and
that a significant number of passengers would ride the proposed light rail
extension. The transit ridership forecasts are based on extensive
information about the projected origins and destinations of commuters
and other travelers, as well as information on the transportation system
and performance. The actual ridership projections and discussion are in
Section 3.1 of the FEIS.

P-036-006

By 2030, the region’s population is expected to increase by one million
people. This increase will result in more people needing to travel
between home, work, school, recreation, etc. In 2005, 135,000 vehicles
crossed the Columbia River on the Interstate Bridge, which led to 4-6
hours of congestion each weekday. By 2030, 184,000 are predicted to
cross the river, which would lead to 15 hours of daily congestion if no
action is taken.

Congestion occurs when vehicle demand is greater than a transportation
system’s capacity. It results in slower speeds and increased travel times.
CRC defines congestion as vehicles traveling less than 30 mph. The
Columbia River Crossing project uses information gathered from Metro’s
nationally-recognized travel demand models to determine the project’s
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effect on congestion. These models predict trip frequency, types or
modes of transportation, destination, and time of day. Transportation
planners use these models to analyze the effects of such factors as
increased population and employment, transportation improvements,
and new developments on the transportation system.

Based on the Metro model’s past ability to predict transportation effects,
the CRC project is confident in the data received from Metro and uses it
to determine what impact the project will have on congestion. The
improvements proposed by the project to the highway and seven
interchanges will help better accommodate increased future vehicle
traffic. New auxiliary lanes and longer on/off ramps will allow safer and
more efficient merging and weaving to enter or exit the freeway. Narrow
lanes and shoulders will be widened to current standards. Shoulders will
be added where they are currently missing. All of these changes will
improve the flow of traffic in the bottleneck area of the Interstate Bridge.

P-036-007

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. The
interrelationships of the interchanges requires a comprehensive solution
in the corridor. However, the project is actively working to identify
meaningful and efficient construction phasing to better adapt to the
unique revenue challenges of recent years.

P-036-008

Thank you for your comments. Please refer to the responses above.
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P-037-001

Some updates were made to the traffic modeling after the DEIS, as
described in Section 3.1 of the FEIS, although none of the changes to
either the modeling or the No-Build were as significant as Mr. Allen has
recommended. Please see the responses to letter P-047 regarding your
comments on traffic, population and employment projections, the travel
demand modeling, low cost options, tolling, transit, fluctuations in actual
traffic volumes, and the environmental impacts based on the traffic
forecasts.
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P-038-001

The project has followed current guidance and methods for assessing
visual impacts. The analysis is described in detail in the Visual and
Aesthetics Technical Report. These methods were approved by the
local, state, and federal sponsoring agencies. Though there are not
many computer simulations in the FEIS, the analysis is based on not just
simulations but also plan and profile drawings, photographs, view
corridors and view sheds. These all contribute to understanding and
considering visual impacts, and they are referenced or included in the
FEIS. These methods were sufficient for the public and decision makers'
consideration of the local preferred alternative and bridge type. As the
project enters final design, there will be continued effort to engage the
community in design and aesthetic issues. The project will be charged
with maximizing the aesthetic opportunities with the composite truss
bridge type. This will include developing new simulated views to inform
the decisions to be made during final design.
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P-039-001

Input and feedback have been carefully considered during the project's
NEPA process to date. Many changes have been made based on input
from citizens and other interested parties who care about the impacts as
well as the benefits of the proposed project (some of the changes made
are discussed in Chapter 2 of the FEIS). The process was extended to
allow the Independent Review Panel and then the Bridge Expert Review
Panel time to evaluate and make recommendations on many aspects of
the project. These recommendations also led to project changes
(summarized in Chapter 2 of the FEIS). Although Ms. Baker has
suggested that we slow the process down and rethink the

direction, others comment that the process has gone too slow and we
should advance it much faster to construction. All input is considered. At
this point, the project is advancing the selected alternative into the final
design process. The speed at which it advances through design and to
construction will depend on decisions by agency leadership, which are
subject to citizen input.
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P-040-001

The process that resulted in the Lucky Lager Warehouse being identified
as an anticipated acquisition was part of ongoing work between CRC,
the City of Vancouver, and C-TRAN. Decisions around the Columbia
Park and Ride location and the roundabout at the southwest corner of
the block were part of a collaborative process similar to decision-making
and design development for the rest of the project. The project
development process is dynamic and includes making assumptions,
gathering additional information, and sometimes changing designs or
assumptions based on new information or analysis. The project will
continue to minimize or avoid impacts to properties, including the Lucky
Lager Warehouse.

The CRC undertook a study called the Lower Vancouver Urban Design
Study with the City of Vancouver, C-TRAN and the public. The major
components of this study included vehicle circulation, development
opportunities and mixed-uses, pedestrian access and safety, and urban
design. Expansion of the park and ride footprint resulted from an
analysis of the number of spaces required at this location and the height
of the structure as compared to footprint. Four options were explored
that resulted in structures that varied anywhere from four to six levels.
The City of Vancouver suggested the parking structure be designed with
a minimal, practicable height, which requires expansion of the footprint to
maintain required number of parking spaces. Additionally the expansion
of the footprint had benefits to the project's other transportation modes.
Further analysis of the SR 14 terminus indicated the roundabout was the
appropriate design for this intersection, preferred by both the CRC and
the City of Vancouver. The CRC staff analyzed multiple roundabout
alternative designs in order to minimize the footprint. Through that
analysis it was determined that more right-of-way was required northeast
of the roundabout. The combination of the above mentioned analyses
resulted in the current design and impacts.
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The FEIS describes the general process for selecting the LPA in the
summary on page S-9 and in Chapter 2 starting on page 2-81. The
purpose of the FEIS is to disclose the impacts related to the LPA
compared to no-build and the DEIS alternatives and describe what has
changed since the DEIS. The FEIS does not contain a detailed
description of how each design refinement was done; that level of detail
is not typical for an environmental document.

Although the Lucky Lager building is listed on the Clark County Heritage
Register, it has not been found eligible for the National Register of
Historic Places (NRHP). Qualified staff on the CRC project and from the
Esther Short Subarea planning process years before, both determined
the building modifications to be too extensive for the building to be
NRHP eligible. Regardless of the specifics of eligibility and associated
protections, the project has attempted to avoid displacement of any
building. Buildings listed on the Clark County Heritage Register are given
special consideration.

P-040-002
Thank you for your comment. The LPA does not include a park and ride
station in the Lincoln neighborhood.
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P-041-001

The traffic volume cited in the FEIS (134,000 vehicles per day) was from
a specific count conducted in October 2005 when all ramps and the
mainline volumes were obtained simultaneously. The day in October
2005, which needed to be selected in advance for the major traffic
counting effort, was within one percent of the average weekday traffic
volume for the entire year (2005). Traffic volumes fluctuate and did
decrease during some years. Traffic volumes obtained from the Oregon
Department of Transportation’s automatic traffic recorder (ATR)
monitoring sites show that traffic volumes have, in fact, been increasing
in the last few years. Whether the traffic volumes forecast for year 2030
will actually be achieved in that year should not be the only
consideration. In its July 27, 2010 report, the Independent Review Panel
expressed concerns about a longer horizon. The IRP commented, “The
desirability of living in the Portland/Vancouver region is not going to
diminish, so populations will continue to grow.... [T]he IRP believes the
greatest risk in the decision-making process is not over-sizing the
bridges but not building enough capacity for the next 100 years.”

P-041-002

The section of the FEIS discusses vehicle crashes. Page 3-16 of the
FEIS mentions the safety problems faced by bicyclists and pedestrians
on the bridge.

P-041-003

Analysis of parking facilities will progress following the Record of
Decision. There will be more specific assessment of the traffic and bike
impacts at each site. The previous analyses have been more than
sufficient to enable decision-making appropriate to the planning level of
design. The project does not intend to utilize space in existing parking
facilities as these have been constructed for other purposes, are not FTA
facilities, and will presumably be more heavily utilized, consistent with
the design projections which led to their sizing.
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You have asked about some very specific bike and pedestrian
connections. The following details should answer your questions:

* The path between Rose Village and Fourth Plain, and the path
between Fourth Plain and McLoughlin are planned project elements.

« The most direct route for the Arnada neighborhood to the proposed
station on McLoughlin would be by way of G, H and | Streets directly
to McLoughlin.

* No improvements are proposed on 39th Street in the LPA. A future
project would complete the interchange at SR 500 by adding the
ramps to and from the north, and would include improvements to
39th Street and allow the connections referenced to be made.
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P-042-001

The project is not aware of such an initiative and would need more
information to respond. The Cities of Vancouver and Portland coordinate
closely with CRC staff, though neither City is responsible for funding the
project.
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P-043-001

Neither the CRC project nor the Delta Park projects are intended to
address the southbound traffic congestion that currently exists near the
I-5/1-405 split. However, traffic analyses show the congestion at the split
will not be worsened because of the Columbia River Crossing project.
The main reason is that fewer cars are expected to cross the river with a
project in 2030 than without a project. This is due to the provision of
improved transit service and tolling. Furthermore, because the Interstate
will provide better mobility with the LPA, cut-through traffic on parallel
neighborhood streets will be reduced.

P-043-002

In Section 3.1 of the FEIS, and in the Record of Decision, the project has
identified a number of construction-period mitigations for bike facilities.
As the project designs are advanced, these mitigations will also
advance. The project and construction contractors will work with the
community to provide suitable improvements and will refine these
throughout the various stages of construction.

P-043-003

The data used in the analysis show that much of the exiting traffic has
destinations within the subareas where the exits are. Many of these
vehicles are, therefore, actually only using and only needing to use the
Interstate for short trips. The Traffic Technical Report provides more
details regarding these commute patterns. The project does recognize
that many motorists exit the Interstate and use parallel routes in order to
avoid the congestion on the Interstate. Many of these trips will return to
the Interstate when congestion is relieved.
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P-043-004

The project has worked to shorten the bike pathways as much as
possible while also keeping the grades (inclines) to a reasonable level
and within established standards. Although the landing in Vancouver will
require a loop ramp, the existing facility (west of I-5) currently relies on a
long loop. The current east side loop, though smaller, requires sharp
turns through a driveway and parking lot.

The idea of bringing a multi-use path all the way to the connector has
been studied. A bike path from the River Crossing Bridge to the
Community Connector will not be built due to geometric constraints
through the SR 14 interchange. Standard vertical clearances under and
over SR 14 ramps must be achieved and a 5% maximum path running
grade is required for ADA compliance. A path through the SR 14
interchange would require excessively steep grades of 10-30%.
Additionally, such a path would face complexities at the BNSF
overcrossing, potentially enter into the Pearson Airspace and would
impact Section 4(f)-protected properties to the east.

Also, the Reserve will be more accessible by bike since Apple Tree Park
will be accessible from Main Street.

P-043-005

Decisions over the location and number of parking spaces provided at
park and rides were designed to maximize ridership on light rail transit
and are not expected to be eliminated. As described in the Indirect
Effects Technical Report, transit-oriented development is predicted
around transit stations and near the park and rides.

P-043-006

Although the specific reference could not be located, Mr. Buehler's point
appears to be clear. The northbound commute will experience less
congestion with the LPA, because the major bottleneck at the bridge will
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be improved. In the southbound direction, however, there remains a
congested bottleneck condition at the Rose Quarter. The LPA will reduce
the number of cars entering the Rose Quarter from the north, but an
improvement at that location will likely still be needed in the future,
regardless of the CRC project outcomes.

P-043-007

As discussed in the DEIS and FEIS, a replacement bridge over the
Columbia River will include dramatically improved bicycle and pedestrian
facilities by providing:

e A new 16- to 20-foot multi-use pathway over the Columbia River
completely separated from vehicle traffic due to the design of the
Stacked Transit Highway Bridge;

« Protections from traffic noise, exhaust, and debris for pedestrians
and bicyclists on the river crossing;

* More direct connections on each side of the river, consisting of
stairs, ramps, and elevators, as well as pathway extensions that
connect in with existing or planned facilities and public transit;

« Many new or enhanced sidewalks, bike lanes, and crosswalks near
the bridge and throughout the project area.

Since the publication of the DEIS in May 2008, and the selection of the
LPA in July 2008, the CRC project team has continued to work with the
Pedestrian and Bicycle Advisory Committee and project partners to
refine route and facility design. The updated design, as described in
Chapter 2 (Section 2.2) of the FEIS, is the outcome of a long
collaborative process.
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P-044-001

The FEIS provides a summary of public input, responses to every letter
submitted on the DEIS (Appendix P), and a summary of project changes
that have occured based on public input (Section 6.4).

P-044-002
Please see the response above.
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P-045-001

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 will likely support the region’s goals of
concentrating development in regional centers, reinforcing existing
corridors, and promoting transit and pedestrian friendly development and
development patterns. The region’s goals are reinforced by the project’s
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.

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 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 summarized in the “Columbia
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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. By 2030, the region’s population is
expected to increase by one million people. This increase will result in
more people needing to travel between home, work, school, recreation,
etc. In 2005, 135,000 vehicles crossed the Columbia River on the
Interstate Bridge, which led to 4-6 hours of congestion each weekday. By
2030, 184,000 are predicted to cross the river, which would lead to 15
hours of daily congestion if no action is taken.

Congestion occurs when vehicle demand is greater than a transportation
system’s capacity. It results in slower speeds and increased travel times.
CRC defines congestion as vehicles traveling less than 30 mph. The
Columbia River Crossing project uses information gathered from Metro’s
nationally-recognized travel demand models to determine the project’s
effect on congestion. These models predict trip frequency, types or
modes of transportation, destination, and time of day. Transportation
planners use these models to analyze the effects of such factors as
increased population and employment, transportation improvements,
and new developments on the transportation system.

Traffic volumes fluctuate and did decrease during some years. Traffic
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volumes obtained from the Oregon Department of Transportation’s
automatic traffic recorder (ATR) monitoring sites show that traffic
volumes have, in fact, been increasing in the last few years. Whether the
traffic volumes forecast for year 2030 will actually be achieved in that
year should not be the only consideration. In its July 27, 2010, report, the
Independent Review Panel expressed concerns about a longer horizon.
The IRP commented “The desirability of living in the Portland/Vancouver
region is not going to diminish, so populations will continue to grow....
[T]he IRP believes the greatest risk in the decision-making process is not
over-sizing the bridges but not building enough capacity for the next 100
years.”

Based on the Metro model’s past ability to predict transportation effects,
the CRC project is confident in the data received from Metro and uses it
to determine what impact the project will have on congestion. The
improvements proposed by the project to the highway and seven
interchanges will help better accommodate increased future vehicle
traffic. New auxiliary lanes and longer on/off ramps will allow safer and
more efficient merging and weaving to enter or exit the freeway. Narrow
lanes and shoulders will be widened to current standards. Shoulders will
be added where they are currently missing. All of these changes will
improve the flow of traffic in the bottleneck area of the Interstate Bridge.

The air quality evaluation presented in the DEIS assessed how
emissions would be expected to change by 2030 and how the project
would affect emissions of pollutants regulated by state and federal
standards as well as vehicle emissions that are not regulated. Oregon
and Washington, as well as the federal government, have established
ambient air quality standards for criteria pollutants. These standards are
based on human health risks. The DEIS evaluation included an analysis
demonstrating that the CRC project would allow the region to retain
conformity with state and federal air quality standards for relevant criteria
pollutants. See the Air Quality Technical Report for a detailed
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explanation of the state and federal regulations concerning air quality
and the evaluation of how the project complies with relevant air quality
regulations. See Section 3.10 of the FEIS for an updated explanation of
the pollutants regulated by state and federal law.

The DEIS also evaluated how the project alternatives would affect
emissions of mobile source air toxins (MSATS) from I-5 traffic. MSAT
emissions from vehicles are not currently regulated. The evaluation in
the DEIS found "that future (no-build or build) emissions of all pollutants
would be substantially lower than existing emissions for the region and
the subareas" (page 3-277). These reductions in emissions are largely
the result of on-going reductions in vehicle emissions that will occur with
or without the project, and are based on standard assumptions regarding
future vehicles and fuel. The anticipated vehicle emission reductions are
based largely on regulation-driven improvements in fleet fuel efficiency
standards and cleaner gasoline and diesel fuels. Any extraordinary
improvements in fleet fuel efficiency or fuels would result in even greater
emission reductions. Projected reductions in vehicle fleet emissions
would result in a 25% to 90% reduction in I-5 related criteria pollutant
emissions over existing conditions, even with the anticipated growth in
population, employment and VMT. In addition, the build alternatives
would provide small further reductions in vehicle emissions at the
regional level and for most pollutants in each of the subareas along I-5.
CO and NOx emissions would be slightly higher with the project than
with No-Build (but still lower than existing conditions) in the I-5 subarea
between the SR 14 and SR 500 interchanges, as discussed in DEIS
Chapter 3 (Section 3.10) and FEIS Chapter 3 (Section 3.10). The
updated analysis conducted for the FEIS resulted in very similar findings
to those in the DEIS.

P-045-002
Page 3-393 in Section 3.16 of the FEIS document provides discussion
on the in-water timing of any necessary dredging and cofferdam
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placement (November 1 through February 28) and in-water impact pile
driving (September 15 through April 15). This page also summarizes the
likely impacts to ESA-listed salmonids and eulachon from impact pile
driving which was identified as the largest impact to aquatic systems of
the project. Total shading from project construction is discussed on page
3-394. Exhibit 3.16-9 provides a summary of project elements' effects on
ESA-listed species. Other activities are proposed to occur year-round as
discussed in the Ecosystems Technical Report. Exhibit 5-1 in the
Ecosystems Technical Report presents a proposed sequencing of in-
water structure construction.

The LPA will not have an increased number of piers or pillars near the
shore compared to that addressed in the DEIS or during ESA
consultation. Removal of the existing bridge after construction of a new
bridge will result in an increase in shallow water in the Columbia River
and a loss in North Portland Harbor. Quantification of shallow water
impacts are discussed on pages 3-390 and 3-391 of the FEIS.

Much more detailed analysis on short-term and long-term effects on
listed and other native aquatic organisms is provided in Sections 4 and 5
of the Ecosystems Technical Report. Analyses in the technical report
address near-shore and shallow-water effects from temporary structures
and shallow-water structures, cofferdams, piers and shafts, shading, etc.

P-045-003

Section 3.8 of the FEIS provides details about each impact. The
Archaeology and Historic Built Environment Technical Reports also
provide additional information.

P-045-004
Section 3.4 of the FEIS and the Economics Technical Report describe
the impacts to local jobs associated with displacements.
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The impact of construction activities on businesses is considered in the
FEIS. Please see discussions in Section 3.4 (Land Use and Economic
Activity), specifically the subsections on Temporary Effects and
Mitigation.
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P-046-001

Light rail has been endorsed by every local Sponsoring Agency
(Vancouver City Council, C-TRAN, RTC, Portland City Council, TriMet,
and Metro), whose boards include elected officials from throughout the
area.

Annual light rail passenger trips crossing the I-5 bridge in 2030 are
projected to be 6.1 million, with daily ridership around 18,700. The travel
time for the morning commute by light rail between downtown Vancouver
and Pioneer Square in downtown Portland will be approximately 34
minutes. Light rail would travel on a dedicated right-of-way, with more
reliable travel times than auto drivers dealing with unpredictable road
conditions, traffic congestion, and parking challenges.

The CRC project planning for light rail incorporates and supports the
principles of the Vancouver's City Center Vision Plan. Downtown
Vancouver has seen recent growth in higher density mixed use projects
from three to 12 stories in height. In addition, another 4,000 downtown
condominiums are proposed or pending as part of new developments.
The core of Vancouver has, along with many of the larger corridors such
as Fourth Plain Blvd, medium to high density residential development
and an urban mix of uses. Transit demand in these areas is quite high,
and ridership will increase with the introduction of light rail.

Long-term operation and maintenance of the new light rail line will be
funded through C-TRAN and TriMet. For its share of the operations and
maintenance funding, C-TRAN plans on having a public vote.
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P-047-001

This introduction in Mr. Cortright's letter provides a brief summary of a
few of the detailed concerns that he expresses in the body of his letter.
Please see below for responses to each of his detailed comments that
are noted in this introduction.
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P-047-002

It is common practice on large public proposals to secure the funds to
construct the project after the NEPA phase is complete. In fact, to
commit certain types of funds prior to issuing the ROD would violate
federal law. Some types of federal funding commitments are considered
“federal actions” and therefore cannot be made until after the ROD is
issued.

Regarding phasing, the FEIS evaluates the full impacts of the entire
project and evaluates how those impacts may differ if three elements
were to be constructed at some later date. This is described on page 2-
86 of the FEIS and the likely impacts are discussed in each section of
Chapter 3 and in Chapter 5. As the FEIS notes (page 2-4), a wide range
of possible cash flow scenarios and construction phasing scenarios are
possible. Phasing a project can change the timing of impacts but does
not generally make a significant difference in the character or magnitude
of impacts. Prior to the ROD, it is not possible to know how much funding
the project will receive or when it will receive it and therefore it is also not
possible to know how it will be phased. Following the ROD, as
commitments to funding are secured and the timing of funding becomes
known, the effect of phasing or sequencing can be reviewed to
determine if it would change the existing NEPA evaluation of
environmental impacts and/or mitigation in a meaningful way. Any
changes could be assessed through a NEPA re-evaluation, as
appropriate, and a determination would be made at that time if any
additional NEPA review would be needed.

This is consistent with NEPA and with Transportation Planning
requirements. As described in an FHWA Guidance Memorandum[1], a
major project that does not identify project phases in the ROD can
decide at a later date to construct the major project in phases.

[1] This is from Question and Answer #28 of the 2/9/2011 Supplement to
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the “January 28, 2008 Transportation Planning Requirements and their
Relationship to NEPA Process Completion Distribution Memo”.
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P-047-003
This comment has four main elements, each addressed below.

“Actual traffic data show that CRC traffic projections are wrong.”

The methodology used for the CRC project is based on regional growth
plans and uses the same models used for all transportation projects
undertaken for the Portland-Vancouver region. CRC did not assume
uniform growth of traffic from year to year. Estimating future traffic
volumes requires a dynamic model with inputs on land use,
socioeconomics, trip origins and destinations, and travel mode and route
choice. The traffic forecasts used for the CRC project are based on the
regional transportation forecasting model developed and operated by
Metro and the Southwest Washington Regional Transportation Council
(RTC). A multi-jurisdictional team, including all the local partners, has
reviewed CRC traffic modeling forecasts. In addition, an independent
review panel composed of national experts in the field of traffic modeling
conducted an independent analysis in 2008 and validated the methods
and results. The panel found that the travel demand model used for CRC
is an advanced trip-based tool and that it was a valid tool for a project of
this type.

See also the January 21, 2011 memorandum from ODOT Director Matt
Garrett to members of the Oregon legislature.This memo responds to
comments that Mr. Chris Gerard sent to members of the Oregon
legislature in October 2010. Memo is located on CRC website at:
http://www.columbiarivercrossing.org/FileLibrary/Memorandums/PlaidPa
ntry _Response.pdf

“Independent review confirmed flaws in CRC traffic forecasts”

The Oregon Treasurer contracted with two independent transportation
specialists to review the traffic forecasts used for the EIS, from the
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perspective of how they would be used for revenue forecasting. These
independent reviews did not evaluate the suitability of the traffic
forecasts for NEPA purposes. The RB Consult report includes the
following statement regarding the intent of their review, “... the (CRC
traffic forecast) reports to date have been prepared primarily to feed into
an Environmental Impact Statement process. Others will be better
placed to comment on their suitability in that particular context.” [1] This
statement clarifies that RB Consult did not review the traffic forecasting
for its use in NEPA, nor did they consider themselves in a suitable
position to provide such a review. Their comments to the Oregon
Treasurer were in the context of revenue forecasting, and those
comments were addressed by the project in the financial chapter of the
FEIS (Chapter 4).

The other report: “Desktop Review of Traffic and Toll Revenue
Forecasts” by C&M Associates, Inc. dated June 2011 provides additional
perspective. C&M Associates’ report explains the differences between
the forecasting performed in support of the environmental process and
the the future “investment grade” analysis. C&M states “the Desktop
Review Team of C&M Associates, Inc. concurred with the statement of
the Traffic and Revenue Study in that the purpose of the DEIS
documents were to develop traffic forecasts for environmental
assessment purposes.” Also, C&M states “Based on peer reviews of the
work to date and based on the initial review of the documents, the
approach appears sound and reasonable for the purposes of the DEIS.
The documents show a high level of scrutiny by peer review panels and
a high level of coordination among project stakeholders during the DEIS
process.”[2] Another statement in the C&M Associates’ report supports
the adequacy of the approach used for the CRC project. The report
states, “For the purposes of the DEIS, the generalized cost approach in
the travel demand model with the post-processing utilizing VISSIM
micro-simulation appears adequate for the forecast of traffic and
revenues.” [2]
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“Both ODOT and CRC consultants have concluded the models used
to estimate CRC traffic do not produce valid, accurate estimates of
traffic for tolled facilities.”

This comment is based on a misunderstanding of the Tolling White
Paper 3: Travel Demand Model Sufficiency. This white paper provided
some useful suggestions, but it was developed to assess all of the
transportation demand models currently used in the state of Oregon.
This larger scale assessment provides comments about all models used
throughout the state; not all statements are directed at Metro’s model.

The white paper had several recommendations to improve modeling,
some of which have already been implemented for the CRC project. The
recommendations implemented include the CRC project team’s use of
Metro’s Metroscope tool for assessing land use impacts and the VISSIM
traffic simulation tool used for corridor analysis. In addition, the project
conducted a stated preference survey to help assess the impact of
imposing a toll on I-5. The fact that Metroscope and VISSIM have been
used specifically for the CRC project and the data obtained from the
stated preference survey addresses some of the alleged short-comings
of the transportation demand model if it were used alone. This white
paper also does not account for the detailed post-processing that was
done by CRC. This step involves adjusting the raw transportation
demand model outputs for the future to account for the imperfect match
between model outputs and actual traffic volumes in the base year
condition. This necessary and critical step helps increase the validity of
corridor volumes. The post-processing procedures used for the CRC
project are consistent with the National Cooperative Highway Research
Program (NCHRP) Report 255 — Highway Traffic Data for Urbanized
Area Project Planning and Design published by the National Academy of
Science’s Transportation Research Board.
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The Oregon Modeling Steering Committee (OMSC) provided a more
detailed response to the Tolling White Paper 3, refuting a number of the
details of the paper and its conclusions
(http://www.oregon.gov/ODOT/TD/TP/docs/LRPU/Report.pdf).

“CRC has not revised its traffic projections to reflect the much
slower rate of growth.”

Traffic forecasts are not based simply on projecting recent trends, but on
developing future forecasts of transportation use based on other
variables including population and employment forecasts. Metro’s
transportation demand model relies on the adopted land use plans of the
region’s cities and counties including the areas identified for residential,
commercial, and industrial development. The approach used to develop
traffic volume forecasts for the EIS is summarized on page 3-27 of the
FEIS and is detailed in the CRC Traffic Technical Report. In its July 27,
2010 report, the Independent Review Panel expressed concerns that too
much focus on the 2030 planning horizon could lead to undersizing the
bridge. The IRP commented “The desirability of living in the
Portland/Vancouver region is not going to diminish, so populations will
continue to grow.... [T]he IRP believes the greatest risk in the decision-
making process is not over-sizing the bridges but not building enough
capacity for the next 100 years.” As noted in the FEIS (page 3-27), it is
important to remember that a delay in meeting the 20 year traffic
forecasts would have little meaningful effect on the design of a facility
intended to serve long-term needs and to last for many decades.

[1] Bain, Robert. (2011). Columbia River Crossing Review of Traffic &
Revenue Reports and Related Material, Summary Report, RBConsult

Ltd., London, 4 July 2011.

[2] Vargas, Herbert. (2011) Columbia River Crossing Desktop Review of
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Traffic and Revenue Forecasts, Final Report, C&M Associates, Inc.,
Dallas, June 30, 2011.

P-047-004

While US senators and members of congress, as well as federal agency
officials, have expressed a variety of opinions regarding the potential for
CRC to obtain different types and levels of federal funding, the current
project finance plan identifies reasonably foreseeable funding sources
for the completion of the project (chapter 4 of the FEIS). The CRC
project is in the Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP), the Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP) and the State Transportation Improvement
Programs (STIP).

The current adopted State Transportation Improvement Programs
(STIPs) for Oregon and Washington include funding for the I-5/Columbia
River Crossing project. The Oregon STIP covers the years 2010 to 2013
and provides $83,854,000 from a variety of sources which is slated for
preliminary engineering design. The Washington STIP covers the years
2011 to 2014 and provides a total of $52,001,000 for preliminary
engineering design. The Washington STIP also includes $200,000 to
fund preliminary engineering design of interim safety improvements on I-
5 in the CRC project area.

The draft Oregon STIP for 2012 to 2015 is currently under development
and will be adopted over the next few months. This document identifies
$58,853,000 for the I-5/Columbia River Crossing project, all of which is
earmarked for preliminary engineering. The Metropolitan Transportation
Improvement Program (MTIP) for the Portland MPO also includes the
same dollar amount for CRC and is designated for preliminary
engineering.

The draft Washington STIP for 2012-2015 is currently under
development and will be adopted over the next few months. This
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document identifies $38,548,000 for the I-5/Columbia River Crossing
project, which is designated for right-of-way acquisition. The MTIP for the
Vancouver MPO, which was adopted on October 4, 2011 by the
Regional Transportation Council’s Board of Directors acting as the MPO,
includes the same project and dollar amount as the draft STIP.

Columbia River Crossing Page 527
Appendix E - Public Comments Received during FEIS Review Period and CRC Responses December 2011



Columbia River Crossing Page 528
Appendix E - Public Comments Received during FEIS Review Period and CRC Responses December 2011



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

P-047-005

There are six needs behind the proposed CRC project. Highway
congestion, which is already substantial in this section of I-5 and is
projected to grow worse as the region's population increases, is among
those needs, as described in Chapter 1 of the FEIS.

The traffic volume cited in the FEIS (134,000) was from a specific count
conducted in October 2005 when all ramps and the mainline volumes
were obtained simultaneously. The October 2005 day, which needed to
be selected in advance for the major traffic counting effort, was within
one percent of the average weekday traffic volume for the entire year.
Average weekday volumes for August 2005 exceeded 140,000. Traffic
volumes do fluctuate and decreased between 2006 and 2009. Traffic
volumes obtained from the Oregon Department of Transportation’s
automatic traffic recorder (ATR) monitoring sites show that traffic
volumes have been increasing in since 2009. The most recent data
available from ODOT’s ATR sites on I-5 indicate that the AWDT for 2010
is 1.12% above the 2009 volumes. For the first six months of 2011, the
ODOT data showed a 1.00% increase over 2010. During the peak hours
of travel, the return to higher volumes has been even more pronounced.
For example, in the northbound direction on I-5, between 3:00 pm and
7:00 pm, volumes increased by 8.6% between 2008 and 2009 and
another 8.6% between 2009 and 2010. These data are from Portland
State University’s Portal data, the official transportation archive for the
Portland-Vancouver metropolitan region, data set for MP 307.9 (the
Interstate Bridge).

It's also important to put the relationship between the 2030 forecasts and
the project design into perspective. Whether the population and traffic
forecasts are met by 2030 or 2035 makes no meaningful difference to
the design of a facility intended to last for many decades and to serve
long-term needs.
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P-047-006

There are a variety of modeling and forecasting tools and each has its
particular uses, functions and limitations. The federal, state and local
CRC partners fully recognize that an “investment grade” traffic forecast
will need to be made at the appropriate time, for a particular purpose.

Investment grade forecasting has a particular purpose — primarily to
manage financial risk associated with repayment of bonds through toll
revenues. This differs from the travel demand forecasting that is done for
the purposes of planning and designing a facility. This latter type of
modeling is intended primarily to understand how the alternatives would
be likely to affect transportation system operations and related
environmental impacts. It is used to help determine the size and
character of the project, and to understand its impacts. Neither type of
modeling can be said to be more accurate than the other. Each type has
its own primary purpose and function. See the response to

Mr. Cortright’s previous comment regarding independent review of the
traffic forecasts. That response includes an explanation of the difference
in purpose of investment grade forecasting versus NEPA forecasting, as
guoted from the C&M report.
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P-047-007

Metroscope’s principal use for the EIS was to test the indirect or induced
land use effects of the CRC project, including its added highway
capacity, light rail transit, and tolling. Metroscope provides an estimated
projection of how the project might indirectly affect land use (household
and job location) over time. The results of various model runs are
intended to be assessed against each other.

While Metroscope modeling is used to test the potential indirect land use
effects from the project, it is not used to predict the project’s direct
effects on traffic operations, ridership or other performance metrics.
Both tools start with the results of Metro’s regional travel demand model
but then take different steps in order to address the particular analytical
guestions that each is intended to answer. As a result of these different
steps, the results of the volumes reported from the VISSIM model will
never exactly match those of the regional travel demand model.
However, the FEIS traffic demands illustrate similar patterns to the
Metroscope traffic demands when comparing the No-Build and Build-
with-Tolls scenarios. As for comparing the volumes shown in the FEIS,
Summary, Exhibit 18 (traffic throughput) and volumes shown in
Metroscope Figure 3-1.1 (traffic demand) this is an apples-to-oranges
comparison. As stated on Page 3-9 of the FEIS the terms traffic demand
and traffic throughput have different meanings. Traffic demand refers to
the total number of motorists attempting to access the transportation
system, including those caught in congestion. Traffic throughput is the
total number of motorists actually able to travel through the
transportation facility. When traffic demand exceeds traffic throughput,
congestion occurs and some motorists are forced to take alternative
routes or experience delays.

See also the response to comment P-047-010 below.
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P-047-008

Mr. Cortright's assertion that the No-Build Alternative’s traffic forecasts
are overestimated and that the effect of induced demand are
underestimated is addressed in responses to his other comments, above
and below.

P-047-009

Metro's regional travel demand model uses the total auto operating cost
(on a per-mile basis) of a vehicle as an input into the model's forecast of
travel demand and resulting roadway volumes. The total auto operating
cost of a motor vehicle is based upon an annual calculation made by
AAA. The total operating costs include gas, oil, maintenance and tires.
For future year forecasts (i.e., 2030), the model assumes that this auto
operating cost per mile will rise with inflation.

Fuel costs within the Metro travel demand model are considered as part
of the auto operating cost, which consists of gasoline and oil, tire, and
general vehicle maintenance costs on a per mile basis. In reviewing
historical data, the cost to operate a vehicle has increased almost
exactly the same as the inflation rates for nearly two decades, even
during times of fluctuating fuel prices. This is partly a result of
consumers' responses, both in the short term and longer term. Travelers
reaction options to rapidly changing fuel prices are somewhat limited in
the short term, but over the long term many consumers tend shift to
more fuel efficient vehicles. Changing technologies and policy actions
are expected to further improve fuel efficiencies.

The Travel Demand Review Panel, which conducted its review in late
2008, assessed the project’s approach with regard to vehicle operating
costs. One of the specific questions asked of the Panel was “Are fuel
price and vehicle operating cost assumptions used in the model
reasonable?” The Panel's response was unambiguous. It states “The
Panel concluded that the vehicle operating cost assumptions, of which
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fuel costs are a component, used in the model for the primary travel
demand forecasts were reasonable. The Panel confirmed that vehicle
operating costs (which consists of gasoline and olil, tire, and general
maintenance costs on a per mile basis) is the appropriate measure to
use as it reflects the long-term relationship between fuel price and
vehicle fleet fuel efficiency. In the Panel’s opinion there was an adequate
stratification of fuel cost, other costs and buildup of auto operating costs
in the modeling process.”[1]

Recent traffic count data fluctuations are discussed in other responses to
Mr. Cortright’s letter.

[1] Outwater, Maren. (2008) Columbia River Crossing Travel Demand
Model Review Panel Report, Travel Demand Model Review Panel,
Vancouver, November 25, 2008

P-047-010

The citations from the academic literature noted in the Mr. Cortright’s
comment do not contradict the literature referenced in the CRC FEIS.
The main difference between the citations is that Mr. Cortright did not
include the more detailed findings about induced demand from the
academic literature as discussed in the FEIS. While some reports noted
that increased highway capacity tends to have an effect on induced
growth, the literature provides much more information on the specific
variables that are associated with induced growth. These variables are
important in evaluating the potential induced growth effects of any
specific proposal, including the proposed CRC project. They are
discussed in the Final EIS (pages 3-116 through 3-119) and further
detailed in the CRC Indirect Effects Technical Report.
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P-047-011

“Post processing” is the technique used to improve the results of future
traffic volume forecasts by adjusting for the differences in traffic volumes
between the observed base year traffic volumes and the travel demand
model. Post processing is a comprehensive, systematic approach to
account for the fact that the results of a traffic forecasting model, which
may be highly accurate on a regional basis, may not be accurate for
individual facilities, ramps, or intersections. The procedures used for the
CRC project are consistent with the National Cooperative Highway
Research Program (NCHRP) Report 255 — Highway Traffic Data for
Urbanized Area Project Planning and Design published by the National
Academy of Science’s Transportation Research Board.

In its report to the Oregon State Treasury, C&M Associates commented
on the traffic forecasting process. Its report states “Traffic and revenue
were forecasted for a range of options considering the Metro model and
a post-processing method utilizing the results of the VISSIM model that
considered operational constraints.” C&M Associates also explained “All
the (sic) three models, the regional Metro model, the VISUM model and
the VISSIM microsimulation model were validated.” It should be clear
that this independent, outside expert found the methods to be
appropriate and that accepted techniques were used.
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P-047-012

The project has followed current guidance and methods for assessing
visual impacts. The visual analysis is described in detail in the CRC
Visual and Aesthetics Technical Report. These methods were approved
by the local, state, and federal sponsoring agencies. Though there are
not many computer simulations in the FEIS, the analysis is based on not
just simulations but also plan and profile drawings, photographs, view
corridors and view sheds. These all contribute to understanding and
considering visual impacts, and they are referenced or included in the
FEIS. These means were sufficient for the public and decision makers to
select a locally preferred alternative including bridge type. As the project
enters final design, there will be continued effort to engage the
community in design and aesthetic issues. The project will be charged
with maximizing the aesthetic opportunities with the composite truss
bridge. This will include developing new simulated views to inform the
decisions to be made during final design.
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P-047-013

The test of whether or not a supplemental DEIS is required is not
whether or not there have been changes to project. Revisions after the
DEIS are common. The CEQ NEPA regulations (40 CFR 1500) describe
two basic situations in which agencies are required to prepare a
supplemental EIS:

“Agencies shall prepare supplements to either draft or final
environmental impact statements if:

* The agency makes substantial changes in the proposed action that
are relevant to environmental concerns;

» There are significant new circumstances or information relevant to
environmental concerns and bearing on the proposed action or its
impacts.” (1502.9(c)(1))

Applying this to FTA and FHWA projects is further clarified in Title 23,
Part 771 of the United States Code of Federal Regulations:

(@) ... An EIS shall be supplemented whenever the Administration
determines that:

(1) Changes to the proposed action would result in significant
environmental impacts that were not evaluated in the EIS; or

(2) New information or circumstances relevant to environmental
concerns and bearing on the proposed action or its impacts would
result in significant environmental impacts not evaluated in the EIS.
(23 CFR S 771.130)

The design refinements made after the DEIS were considered and
reviewed by FTA and FHWA, consistent with 40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1) and
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23 CFR 771.130(a). See discussion on page 2-86 and Appendix O of the
FEIS. None of the project refinements made after the DEIS would result
in new significant environmental impacts that were not previously
evaluated in the DEIS.

P-047-014

Mr. Cortright's conclusion is a summarized restatement of some of the
detailed comments in the body of his letter. Please see the responses
above to these comments.
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