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P-048-001

Significant work has gone into developing the CRC project, including an

ongoing public involvement effort. The public involvement program

includes numerous advisory groups to ensure that the values and

interests of the community are reflected in project decisions. These

groups include representatives of public agencies, businesses, civic

organizations, neighborhoods, and freight, commuter and environmental

groups. Feedback from the general public and advisory groups has been

generally supportive of the project, including support for the transit,

bicycle, pedestrian, highway, interchange, and financing elements of the

project. See Chapter 2 (Section 2.7) of the FEIS for more discussion on

the process used to develop project alternatives and select a Locally

Preferred Alternative.

 

P-048-002

The project takes these charges very seriously. Recently the project has

introduced new accounting measures and provides monthly updates on

the project website. If there are specific financial data that you would like

to review, please contact the project office.

 

P-048-003

Numerous other contractors work with both the Oregon and Washington

DOTs. And, as the project prepares for the start of construction, new

contractors will be selected, and the values of those contracts will, in

fact, be larger than the contract for the alternatives analysis and

environmental process.  Much like with residential contracting (such as

plumbers), the team that begins the work is often best able to complete

the work and is most familiar with the data, related analyses, and

negotiations among local agencies.  
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P-048-004

The Columbia River Crossing project is a joint project of the Oregon and

Washington state departments of transportation. ODOT and WSDOT

provide financial accounting services and oversight for the project in

compliance with applicable state and federal laws, regulations and

policies. Expenditures on the CRC project by ODOT and/or WSDOT are

tracked within department accounting systems using unique identifiers

which allow for project specific reporting.

In response to public records requests, the project has worked with

ODOT and WSDOT accounting and other offices to gather and provide

complete project expenditures lists, contracts and invoices as specifically

requested, as well as respond to questions about the data and

information provided. There are no unknown expenditures. Journal

vouchers are used to conduct accounting transactions between

subsystems which interface with WSDOT’s accounting system. Expense

detail for any specific journal voucher is available and retained according

to approved retention schedules by WSDOT. The project office uses

software to manage the project day-to-day. This software is used to track

project finances for project management purposes. Information in this

software is reconciled with the accounting records of each state monthly.

 

P-048-005

The Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) completed Phase I

construction of the I-5 Delta Park widening project in fall 2010. Phase I of

the project involved widening I-5 and lengthening the entrance and exit

ramps at Victory Boulevard and Columbia Boulevard. Phase II involves

improving local streets and will begin when funding is secured. Phase I

of the Delta Park project widened the current 2-lane segment of

southbound I-5 to 3 lanes. There are currently no immediate plans to

widen I-5 south of Delta Park. Neither the CRC project nor the Delta

Park projects are intended to address the southbound traffic congestion

that currently exists near the I-5/I-405 split. However, traffic analyses
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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.

Beyond the CRC and Delta Park projects, the I-5 Transportation and

Trade Partnership Final Strategic Plan recommended a comprehensive

list of modal actions relating to: additional transit capacity and service;

additional rail capacity; land use and land use accord; transportation

demand/system management; environmental justice; additional elements

and strategies (such as new river crossings); and financing. RTC and

Metro are tasked with initiating recommendations as part of their regional

transportation planning role. Examples of current efforts include RTC’s

evaluation of future high-capacity transit in Clark County, and evaluation

of needs for future river crossings. Regional planners have investigated

solutions to existing bottlenecks at the I-5 connections with I-405 and

I-84. ODOT is responsible for conducting ongoing studies to identify

other congestion problems on I-5 in Oregon that may need to be

addressed in the future.

 

P-048-006

The Bridge Expert Review Panel considered the suggestions from the

Independent Review Panel, and recommended three bridge types to the

project. The Selected Alternative includes one of those types, as

discussed in Chapter 2 of the FEIS.

 

P-048-007

Mr. Peterson's proposal was considered. Please see the responses to

his comments (P-029 and P-030).

 

P-048-008

The CRC project is subject to the same review and audit procedures as
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other projects under the authority of the lead agencies. Additionally,

Governors Kitzhaber and Gregoire, and Oregon and Washington

legislators, have made it clear that they will review every element of this

project and provide oversight and accountability. The governors and

legislative leaders are discussing the scope of interim legislative

oversight committees. At Governor Kitzhaber’s request, the Oregon

State Treasurer conducted an independent review of the CRC’s

financing plan and released a report in July 2011. CRC incorporated the

treasurer’s recommendation in Chapter 4 of the Final EIS.

The traffic projections which have been called into question are the same

traffic projections which are used for all growth management and

infrastructure sizing efforts in the Metro area. In fact, the project is

required to base its traffic projections on these local plans and studies.

The potential for a slower-than-projected rise in trips has been

considered. Even if the projections are high, the facility is intended to

serve mobility needs for 100 years. Therefore, even if it takes an

additional five or ten years to reach the projected levels, the facility has

still been appropriately sized.

 

P-048-009

The FEIS Finance Chapter (Chapter 4) provides a table (Exhibit 4.4-3,

page 4-18) with revenue sources and amounts to cover costs expected

for four scenarios (LPA med; LPA high; LPA with highway phasing med;

LPA with highway phasing high). These scenarios range in total revenue

needed from $3.2 - $3.8 billion.

Mr. Cortright has included costs in his estimates which are not

appropriate. The capital (construction) costs for a project should not

include maintenance and operations costs, though these too are

discussed in the Finance Chapter. Mr. Cortright's estimates include costs

to rebuild the Rose Quarter area of I-5, which is not part of the CRC

project.
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P-048-010

The FEIS compares light rail transit travel time in year 2030 to bus rapid

transit travel times in year 2030 and finds that light rail will offer a quicker

trip than bus rapid transit. It is not applicable to compare future travel

times (light rail) to existing conditions (express buses). Congestion on I-5

will increase as more vehicles travel on the highway, therefore

increasing the travel times of express buses, which use standard traffic

lanes.

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 leadership 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 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.

As described in Chapter 3 (Section 3.1) of the DEIS, the operations and
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maintenance (O&M) costs associated with light rail (LRT) would be less

than those associated with bus rapid transit (BRT), largely because LRT

operates on electricity while BRT is dependent on the volatile fuel

market. LRT costs approximately $3.50, or 31%, less than BRT, per

incremental rider when comparing both capital and operating costs.

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.

 

P-048-011

Past financial performance is an important issue but is not relevant to the

NEPA review process. The Record of Decision concludes the NEPA

analysis. It indicates which alternative has been selected by the federal

government, and allows for the continued design, eligibility for federal

funding and permitting, and eventual construction of that alternative. The

Locally Preferred Alternative is supported by local, regional, state, and

federal agencies and has been selected following an exhaustive analysis

and public involvement program.

The project takes the issues of financial management very seriously.

Project staff have provided you with considerable records and reports

and has responded to your inquiries. The project is currently developing

new financial reporting mechanisms and has started providing monthly

reports on the internet. The project will continue to work with the public to

improve transparency and an understanding of the resources required

for an undertaking of this scale.

The contracting process and any increases in contracting limits includes

oversight by the project directors, WSDOT headquarters and legal

counsel. The procurement process that resulted in selection of a General

Engineering Consultant for the CRC project was open and competitive.

Columbia River Crossing

Appendix E - Public Comments Received during FEIS Review Period and CRC Responses December 2011



Page 640

Contracting limits with the selected General Engineering Consultant

(GEC) have been increased over time due to a variety of factors.

WSDOT’s contracting limit is $50 million to allow the agency to assess if

work is being conducted well and provides the best value before

increasing the contract limit. Funds cannot be committed to a contract or

agreement before they have been allocated. At the beginning of the

NEPA phase, when the consultant agreement was initially executed,

there were many unknowns – including the number of alternatives to be

studied. As a result, the entire scope of the project was unknown

increasing the need for contract changes over time.

 

P-048-012

Please see the responses to your similar comments above.

 

P-048-013

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

 

P-048-014

There has been considerable input from independent experts and the

project has made changes based on that input, as discussed in

Chapter 2 of the FEIS. Please see the responses to your comments

above.
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P-049-001

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 leadership 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.

 

P-049-002

The tolling initiative failed and the Transit funding proposition passed.
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P-050-001

In the last three years the CRC project team, the Project Sponsors

Council, and CRC advisory groups have focused on incorporating a wide

range of community enhancements into the project. The project has

looked for ways to leverage the highway and transit investments into

additional improvements for project neighbors and local communities.

These improvements are beyond the benefits identified as the project's

purpose and need. These tangible improvements include new local

roads and improved local flow and connections for Hayden Island

residents; better bike and pedestrian access to the improved facilities;

new bike and pedestrian trails; and a separate bridge for local auto

access from North Portland to Hayden Island. We know there is more to

be done. The CRC remains committed to aggressively maximizing and

leveraging resources to bring additional benefits and improvements to

our community.

Two options have been identified for further exploration; both include a

financial set-aside of a specific amount dedicated to a specific purpose.

One approach is a project-specific community enhancement fund. There

is some history with such an approach - the Delta Park 1-5 widening

project (2006) and Metro's solid waste program (1991) are two

examples. The other approach is a different concept, a regional fund

established by the state to benefit the neighborhoods and communities

in close proximity to 1-5 and the CRC project. Both approaches have

been successfully implemented in the Portland region and will help

inform this effort.  We need to be clear about both of these approaches -

neither will be easy. Both approaches have limitations and legal

restrictions associated with anticipated funding sources. Both will require

legislative support. Both will likely need enabling legislation and both will

require funding.  
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P-051-001

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, and 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.

 

P-051-002

Traffic forecasts reported in the DEIS and used to inform decisions on a

locally preferred alternative were derived from adopted regional

employment and population forecasts and state-of-the-art modeling and

evaluation conducted by Metro, RTC and the project team. These traffic

forecasts were reviewed by all project sponsor agencies as well as FTA

and FHWA. In addition, an independent panel of traffic modeling experts

was convened in October 2008 to review the modeling methods and

findings.  These experts concluded that the project's approach to

estimating future travel demand was reasonable and that it relied on
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accepted practices employed in metropolitan regions throughout the

country. These findings are summarized in the “Columbia River Crossing

Travel Demand Model Review Report” (November 25, 2008). This

independent review confirmed the approach CRC modeling used to

address multiple variables that can affect travel demand, including

gasoline prices, tolling, travel demand measures, and induced

development.

 

P-051-003

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 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
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funded through C-TRAN and TriMet. For its share of the operations and

maintenance funding, C-TRAN plans on having a public vote.

 

P-051-004

The impacts of the proposed project on businesses are discussed in

Section 3.4 of the FEIS. While there will be commercial displacements

and other impacts, it is presumed that the investment in infrastructure will

directly benefit the local and regional economy in many ways. 

 

P-051-005

The FEIS discusses the reasons for the proposed action (Chapter 1) and

discusses the environmental impacts (Chapter 3), which include adverse

as well as beneficial impacts.
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P-052-001

The project has evaluated alternatives with up to, but not more than, 6

lanes in each direction across the bridge, and the selected alternative

would build 5 lanes in each direction. The selected alternative also has a

double deck bridge (two parallel structures) with highway lanes on the 2

top decks and light rail transit and a pedestrian and bicycle path

underneath. The project has looked at stacked highway lanes, as Mr.

Eichler suggested. However, aviation and navigation constraints would

require the facility to land further from the Columbia River, perhaps

missing Hayden Island, and would add significant costs. 
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P-053-001

The proposed new add/drop lanes (i.e., lanes that connect two or more

interchanges) are used to alleviate safety issues associated with the

closely spaced interchanges in the project area and are not designed to

increase capacity generally on I-5. 68 to 75% of I-5 traffic enters and/or

exits I-5 within the CRC project area, and these add/drop lanes provide

space for this traffic to do so without disrupting cars and trucks traveling

to destinations further north and south of the project area. The project

does not propose to add lanes north or south of the project limits.

The DEIS evaluation found that the project, with a toll and light rail,

would actually reduce the total daily volume of traffic using the I-5 and I-

205 river crossings by approximately 3%. The FEIS analysis of the

project has been updated to include an evaluation of how the CRC

project would affect Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) (see Chapter 3,

Section 3.1). Rather than inducing sprawl, 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 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.

The model showed only minimal changes in employment location and

housing demand compared to the No-Build. For more information see

FEIS Chapter 3, Section 3.4.

Though there are numerous congested areas in the region, this area has

been identified by many agencies as requiring a comprehensive solution.

 

P-053-002

While tolls and the extension of high capacity transit will reduce the

demand for the Interstate river crossing, demand and throughput on the

bridge will certainly increase.  Alternatives which did not replace the
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bridge and increase capacity fail to satisfy the adopted Purpose and

Need for the project.

Following the selection of the LPA in July of 2008, the CRC Project

Sponsors Council (PSC) was developed to provide recommendations to

the project on a variety of issues, including the number of add/drop lanes

over the river crossing. Over the course of several months, PSC was

provided with operational characteristics and potential environmental

impacts of 8-, 10-, and 12-lane options. Technical evaluation criteria

included, but were not limited to, traffic safety, congestion, traffic

diversion onto local streets and I-205, regional vehicle miles travelled,

transit ridership, regional economic impact, effects to neighborhoods and

protected species and habitats. In additionto the technical information,

PSC received input from CRC advisory groups and reviewed public

comment submitted to the project and obtained during two public Q&A

sessions in January 2009 regarding the number of lanes decision, as

well as hearings conducted by Portland City Council and by Metro

Council. In August 2010, the PSC voted unanimously to recommend that

the replacement bridges be constructed with 10 lanes and full shoulders.

For more information regarding the number of lanes decision making

process, see Chapter 2 (Section 2.7) of the FEIS.

 

P-053-003

A supplemental bridge was studied in the EIS. See Chapter 2 of the

FEIS, as well as the Record of Decision, for a discussion of why a

supplemental bridge is not part of the preferred alternative.

 

P-053-004

Many ideas involving low investment in highway alternatives were

considered during the early evaluation of alternatives. See Chapter 2 of

the FEIS. In the DEIS and FEIS, Alternatives 4 and 5 put much more

emphasis on high capacity transit and TSM/TDM and much less on

highway improvements. These alternatives had only one new auxiliary
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lane in each direction across the river, had double the HCT service

levels, and had higher highway tolls. Modeling indicated significantly

worse congestion with these alternatives and only slightly better transit

ridership. Transit cost effectiveness was much poorer for these

alternatives than for the other build alternatives in the DEIS.

 

P-053-005

Multiple methods have been used to engage the public so as to address

the needs of a wide variety of people in the project decision-making

process. Public feedback has helped guide the outreach

effort. Examples include workshops with facilitated small-group

discussions, open houses where participants can talk one-on-one with

staff, public hearings, presentations and discussions at community and

neighborhood-sponsored meetings (often at the group’s request), and

advisory group meetings where CRC seeks recommendations from a

citizen committee. These events and meetings have taken place at a

variety of locations, days of the week, and times of the day to meet the

needs of the entire community. For more information on the project’s

public outreach, please see Appendix B (Public Involvement) of the

FEIS.

 

P-053-006

The supplemental river crossing would not substantially improve

congestion over No-Build, would maintain some substandard and unsafe

design features, and would not be substantially cheaper to construct

than a replacement river crossing, as originally believed. See the

discussion of seismic safety issues of the existing bridges in the

following reports available through CRC: Columbia River Crossing,

Panel Assessment of the Interstate Bridges Seismic Vulnerabilities,

December  2006; DGES Inc., ODOT - Interstate 5 Bridges over

Columbia River Seismic Evaluation of Lift Span Unit, December 1994;

DGES Inc., ODOT - Interstate 5 Bridges over Columbia River Seismic

Retrofit of Truss Span Pier Foundations Conceptual Design and
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Estimate, February 1995; DGES Inc., ODOT - Interstate 5 Bridges over

Columbia River Seismic Retrofit of Truss Span Bearings Conceptual

Design and Estimate, March 1995.

 

P-053-007

The Vancouver-Portland region is a trade hub, acting as a gateway and

distribution center for domestic and international markets. The region

has become a trade hub, in large part, because of its direct access to the

freeway system, navigable rivers, rail lines, and international air

shipping. The region’s continued competitiveness as a trade hub is

dependent on the ability to efficiently move freight on and between these

transportation facilities. Though I-205 is a convenient, cost-effective

route for some freight trips, it cannot replace the role of I-5 as a freight

route. For many freight trips, I-205 would be out of direction, adding to

travel time and shipping costs. In addition, trucks will travel on I-5

because it is shorter and faster than I-205. In 2005, the I-5 Interstate

Bridge carried approximately 3,240 more trucks per day or 42 percent

more than the I-205 Glenn Jackson Bridge. Trucks try to avoid

congestion and travel during uncongested periods, and because the

travel distance on I-5 from junction to junction is only 19.3 miles

compared to 25.5 miles on I-205, trucks will travel on I-5. Increased

shipping costs can have a significant impact on the overall costs of doing

business in our region, making us less competitive and threatening our

status as a trade hub.

 

P-053-008

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 each weekday,

which led to 4-6 hours of congestion. By 2030, 184,000 vehicles are

predicted to cross the river each weekday, which would lead to 15 hours

of daily congestion if no action is taken.
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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.

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.

Issues related to a supplemental bridge are addressed above.

 

P-053-009

See response to the comment above regarding the problems with the

proposals that relied mostly or solely on alternative transportation to

address the multiple transportation needs in the project area.
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P-053-010

It is fairly standard to express projected employment from capital

investments in terms of "job years". The early CRC estimate that it would

generate about 20,000 jobs (job years) has not changed. What has

changed is that the estimate has been broken down into the number of

estimated full time employees per year (jobs per year) rather than the

total number of job years for the full duration of project construction.

 

P-053-011

See responses above regarding alternative transportation proposals.
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P-054-001

The project is willing to meet and discuss detailed questions. The project

can also send detailed financial information if requested.
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P-055-001

If some elements of the project need to be phased, those decisions will

include consideration of the timing of benefits and the effects that would

have.

 

Columbia River Crossing

Appendix E - Public Comments Received during FEIS Review Period and CRC Responses December 2011



Page 657

P-056-001

The transportation needs that the project addresses are described in

Chapter 1 and further explained in Section 3.1 of the FEIS. The idea

Mr. Hoyer mention was considered during CRC project evaluation and

screening, as summarized in Chapter 2 of the FEIS.
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P-057-001

Tolling I-205 is not part of this project, but could be implemented

separately. 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 approval to toll a facility.

Some form of tolling prior to constructing CRC may be implemented. The

ultimate decision on any tolling options will be made by both the

Washington and Oregon Transportation Commissions.

 

P-057-002

The LPA includes light rail from Expo Center to a terminus near Clark

College in Vancouver, with a station on Hayden Island.

 

P-057-003

Regarding tolling I-205, please see P-057-001.

Modeling has indicated that tolling I-5 without making the improvements

that are part of the CRC project would not meet the project’s Purpose

and Need. This does not mean that some form of tolling prior to

constructing CRC couldn’t be implemented. The ultimate decision on any

tolling options will be made by both the Washington and Oregon

Transportation Commissions.

 

P-057-004

Construction is expected to start in late 2013.  See Chapter 2 of the FEIS

for additional discussion of the expected construction schedule. The

project will actively seek ways to reuse the existing bridges. However,

because they include a lift span which impedes river navigation, they

may not be used nearby. A separate analysis will start after the Record
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of Decision is published, and there will be many alternate uses

considered for the bridge.
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P-058-001

The Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) completed Phase I

construction of the I-5 Delta Park widening project in fall 2010. Phase I of

the project involved widening I-5 and lengthening the entrance and exit

ramps at Victory Boulevard and Columbia Boulevard. Phase II involves

improving local streets and will begin when funding is secured. Phase I

of the Delta Park project widened the current 2-lane segment of

southbound I-5 to 3 lanes. There are currently no immediate plans to

widen I-5 south of Delta Park. Neither the CRC project nor the Delta

Park projects are intended to address the southbound traffic congestion

that currently exists near the I-5/I-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.

Beyond the CRC and Delta Park projects, the I-5 Transportation and

Trade Partnership Final Strategic Plan recommended a comprehensive

list of modal actions relating to: additional transit capacity and service;

additional rail capacity; land use and land use accord; transportation

demand/system management; environmental justice; additional elements

and strategies (such as new river crossings); and financing. RTC and

Metro are tasked with initiating recommendations as part of their regional

transportation planning role. Examples of current efforts include RTC’s

evaluation of future high-capacity transit in Clark County, and evaluation

of needs for future river crossings. Regional planners have investigated

solutions to existing bottlenecks at the I-5 connections with I-405 and

I-84. ODOT is responsible for conducting ongoing studies to identify

other congestion problems on I-5 in Oregon that may need to be

addressed in the future.
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P-059-001

Businesses will not be reimbursed for lost revenues, but any business

that would be directly displaced would be provided with financial and

other relocation assistance. The project will also work with businesses

located near construction to support their continued viability. This is

discussed in the FEIS, Section 3.4.
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P-059-002

As documented in the Panel Assessment of Interstate Bridges Seismic

Vulnerabilities Technical Report (2006), it was determined necessary for

any CRC project alternatives that reused the existing I-5 bridges to also

seismically retrofit those bridges. The DEIS analyzed a Supplemental

River Crossing as a component of two out of the five alternatives

studied.

A Supplemental River Crossing, which would retain and seismically

retrofit the existing bridges for northbound traffic and add one new bridge

to the west for southbound traffic, was not chosen as a part of the

Locally Preferred Alternative by the local sponsor agencies. This

decision was informed by the DEIS, which found, among other things,

that the Supplemental River Crossing would not substantially improve

congestion over No-Build, would maintain some substandard and unsafe

design features, and would not be substantially cheaper to construct

than a replacement river crossing, as originally believed. In addition, the

Supplemental crossing could worsen marine navigation by retaining the

existing piers, and adding a new set of structures in the water with the

new bridge. The US Coast Guard informed the project in a letter dated

January 26, 2006, that “retention of one of the existing bridges for travel

off Interstate 5 would at best maintain the same degree of difficulty to

vessels, especially downbound tows. For that reason I would also not

recommend such a plan…”

Although the Supplemental River Crossing would improve the seismic

safety of the existing bridges, these findings indicate that it did not meet

the project's Purpose and Need as effectively as the Replacement River

Crossing. A supplemental bridge that only includes improvements for

transit and/or bicycles and pedestrians also does not meet the CRC

project's Purpose and Need. As described in Chapter 1 of the DEIS, the

project's Purpose and Need "was developed by relying on previous
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planning studies, solicitation of public input, and coordination with

stakeholder groups."
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P-060-001

Although project expenditures are appropriate for a project of this type -

complex, large, and inter-agency - the Project Directors and the

leadership of Sponsoring Agencies are mindful of the project's costs, and

are working to both reduce costs and find the necessary funding. Based

on this comment, it appears that concerns Representative Mica may

have had regarding the project were resolved. However, as

Representative Mica has not submitted a comment on the FEIS, the

project cannot make any definitive conclusions as to his perspective on

the project.
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P-061-001

The safety needs for these bridges are in relation to traffic safety and

seismic safety, as described in Section 1.3.2 of the FEIS. Also see the

discussion of seismic safety on page 6-22 of the FEIS. The safety aspect

Mr. Madore is referring to is structural integrity. The bridges have

adequate structural integrity and are not in danger of any immediate

failure, except in the case of a major seismic event.

The estimated cost for the replacement bridges over the Columbia River

is within the range noted. The total CRC cost includes much more than

the two Columbia River bridges, as described in Chapter 4 of the FEIS.
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P-061-002

The October 2010 letter from Mr. Cortright attached to Mr. Madore's

comment letter was originally sent as an attachment to an October

2010 letter from Mr. Chris Gerard to members of the Oregon legislature.

A response to those comments was provided in a January 21, 2011,

letter from the ODOT Director to Oregon legislature members. The

response letter addresses and refutes the inaccuracies in Mr. Cortright's

letter. The response letter is available on the CRC website at:

http://www.columbiarivercrossing.org/FileLibrary/Memorandums/PlaidPa

ntry_Response.pdf
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P-061-003

Please see responses to Joe Cortright's letter (P-047).
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P-061-004

The cost of financing is not relevant to environmental and NEPA review.

However, see the finance plan in Chapter 4 of the FEIS for related

information. Also, for a response to the letter from Plaid Pantry

expressing concerns regarding construction costs, traffic modeling, and

financial risks, please see the January 21, 2011, letter from Matt Garrett,

ODOT Director, to members of the Oregon legislature. That letter can be

found on the CRC website at:

http://columbiarivercrossing.com/FileLibrary/Memorandums/PlaidPantry

Also see the March 25, 2011, letter from Matt Garrett to Chris Gerard,

President of Plaid Pantry, available from the project office.

In addition, see the responses to Mr. Cortright's FEIS comment letter

(P-047) regarding traffic forecasting, financing and other related issues.
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P-061-005

Please see the response to comment P-061-004 above.
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P-061-006

This comment summarizes the above comments. Please see the

responses to comments above.
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