P-074-001

The Portland Working Group (PWG) was formed in May 2009 to advise
the project on transit related issues for the Oregon side of the project,
using the LPA and Hayden Island Plan as the basis for discussion.
Beginning in September 2009, the PWG held a series of three interactive
design workshops and Open Houses with CRC project, TriMet, the City
of Portland staff and the general public to develop a set of design
principles. The design principles were developed in such a way as to
capture the community’s values while remaining broad enough to apply
to the future station design regardless of CRC project decisions that may
affect the position of I-5, local road circulation, and land development
patterns.

The resulting Hayden Island Light Rail Station Conceptual Design Report
published January 2010 provides guidance to the CRC project, TriMet,
and the City of Portland regarding the Hayden Island station design.
PWG members reviewed and approved the report. The Conceptual
Design Report solidified the Hayden Island Light Rail Design Principles.

The Hayden Island LRT station cross sections in the FEIS show a
conceptual design with place holders for station elements. The
illustrations show the Hayden Island LRT station as an elevated station
with a center platform. During final design, CRC is committed to working
with the community to advance the station design.

At the December 2010 PWG meeting, TriMet representatives discussed
bus service. TriMet will work closely with the contractors during CRC
construction to ensure that Line 6 continues service to Hayden Island.
When developing a bus service plan along a new light rail line, TriMet
re-evaluates all bus service within the vicinity of the new line with the
intention of maximizing ridership and limiting service duplications.

As part of this process, TriMet conducts ridership, cost, and

operational analyses.
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The project will work with TriMet and the Hayden Island community to
develop a bus and circulator service plan during construction and after
light rail opens in 2019. On-street parking is shown in the current
roadway designs for Tomahawk Island Drive. The project will work with
the City of Portland and the Hayden Island community to refine the
parking designations near the LRT station. Delta Park will serve as the
nearest park and ride to the Hayden Island light rail station, a distance of
1.17 miles from the Hayden Island light rail station. The distance
between the park and ride lots at Expo Center and Delta Park is 0.69
miles.

P-074-002

With Option A, the multi-use path generates some additional stormwater,
which must be managed nearby. Also, the design for Option A evolved
beyond the design assumptions in Option B. Option A has been selected
in the Record of Decision.

The stormwater facilities shown in the FEIS will continue to be refined as
design work progresses. Under the terms of the Biological Opinion, the
CRC project must treat stormwater runoff using bioretention, bioslopes,
infiltration ponds, porous pavement, constructed wetlands, and
vegetated and soil amended swales designed for infiltration. Stormwater
runoff is currently not treated before being released to the North Portland
Harbor or Columbia River.

P-074-003

Construction-related noise and air quality impacts are discussed in
Chapter 3 of the FEIS. The project recognizes that these impacts could
disturb and otherwise affect residents and has identified mitigation
measures to reduce those impacts. Mitigation commitments are
described in the ROD and will be further developed during final design.
There will be on-going coordination with local residents on this issue.
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P-074-004
Regarding the Proposed Parks

The transfer of 0.4 acre of surplus land to the City of Vancouver is
mitigation for the project’s direct impact on the City’s existing Waterfront
Park, an existing public park and a Section 4(f) resource. The project has
no impact to public parks on Hayden Island and therefore no need for
such mitigation. The CRC project does not currently propose to convert
the existing Thunderbird site on Hayden Island into a public park, but it
also does not preclude it from becoming a public park in the

future. Decisions regarding the disposal of surplus property after project
construction will be made at a later date.

Regarding the I-5 "Barrier"

Though the project will be higher than the existing facility, the LPA
design will be less sprawling across the landscape. Currently, land is
unable to be used as it is within DOT right-of-way, inside the ramp loops.
The LPA will not use this type of design and will not require these large
loops.

Regarding Displacements

Refinements and new information resulted in additional displacements.
We do not expect that all the businesses assumed to be displaced will
necessarily have to be displaced, but it is prudent to be conservative
about impacts in the NEPA process. Also, some of the displacements
would be affected only by diminished access, not by demolition. It is
possible that some of these properties and buildings could be re-
occupied by other businesses that would not be so affected by the
revisions in access.
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Regarding Stormwater Ponds

The stormwater facilities shown in the FEIS will continue to be refined as
design work progresses. Under the terms of the Biological Opinion (BO),
the CRC project must treat stormwater runoff using bioretention,
bioslopes, infiltration ponds, porous pavement, constructed wetlands,
and vegetated and soil amended swales designed for infiltration.
Stormwater runoff is currently not treated before being released to North
Portland Harbor or the Columbia River. The Hayden Island
Redevelopment Plan states that runoff from local streets will be treated
in roadside planters and that CRC stormwater will be managed in a
“green, state-of-the-art manner.” It is unfortunate that the HI Plan map
did not show the constructed wetlands, a “green” concept for stormwater
treatment that has been shown in our documents as early as May 2009.
The stormwater treatment proposed in the FEIS does include the “green
streets” approach proposed in the Hayden Island Redevelopment Plan to
the extent feasible. This approach to stormwater treatment is not suitable
for streets located under bridges (where it will be difficult to establish
plants) or where streets are at or below the seasonal high groundwater
table. In addition, care was taken to ensure that the facilities are located
on land that is either currently owned by ODOT or would need to be
acquired for CRC construction, independent of stormwater management.
The current proposed water quality facilities fulfill that requirement. While
wetlands are typically permanent bodies of water, they are not

stagnant. Water flows through them during frequent rainfall events,
producing conditions that are not conducive to mosquito larval
development. As stated above, a constructed wetland is one of the
BMPs listed by NMFS in its BO as providing the level of treatment
necessary to protect endangered species found in the Columbia River.
As such, the discharges are considered by the agency to meet its
stringent requirements. We will be further evaluating the potential for
infiltration. We will continue to review the developing design to determine
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whether additional streets lend themselves to this method of runoff
treatment. The project will need to deal with runoff from almost 28 acres
of impervious area comprising I-5 pavement across Hayden Island,
associated ramps, elevated transit guideway, and structures.
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P-075-001

Please see the responses to Ms. Nasset's comments made on the DEIS:
P-0781, P-0797, P-0936, P-0977, P-1058, and P-1168. These comments
and responses were published with the Final EIS on September 23,
2011.
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P-076-001

The CRC Task Force was advisory. The text stating that they oversaw
the project was an error. Regarding the letter from the Clark County
Board of Commissioners, the decision the Task Force made at its
meeting on November 29, 2006, was not their final recommendation of
alternatives. It was a decision to forward a set of alternatives to the
public for additional input and comment, prior to the Task Force voting
on a recommendation of alternatives in February 2007. Following this
letter, the Clark County Commissioners were subsequently afforded
additional opportunities to ask questions about and provide input on the
range of alternatives. At its meeting on February 27, 2007, with Clark
County Commissioner Steve Stuart participating, the Task Force made
its recommendation on alternatives to advance to the DEIS. The motion
passed with 33 members in favor, none opposed and no abstentions.

Please see responses to Ms. Nasset's other comment letters submitted
on the FEIS, including letter P-077 regarding the RTC letter and the
Board of Clark County Commissioners' letter, and letter P-079.
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P-077-001

Many options and alternatives were considered as part of the evaluation
process for the CRC project. Only those proposals that could adequately
meet the purpose and need were advanced into the DEIS. A number of
bypass options and new river crossing locations were studied, and
although they would provide some transportation benefits, they could not
meet some of the basic elements of the purpose and need for the CRC
project. Heavy rail and commuter rail options were also studied in the
early alternatives analysis process. These modes and alignments were
found to fail to meet the location and service needs of the transit market
and so were not advanced, as discussed in the FEIS.

The evaluation and screening of alternatives prior to the DEIS reviewed
a range of potential I-5 bypass options with new river crossing locations.
This analysis found that building any of the bypass options with new river
crossings, in place of making I-5 improvements, would fall far short of
meeting basic elements of the proposed action's purpose and need, as
discussed in Chapter 2 of the FEIS. The range of bypass/new crossing
options studied at that time was wide enough to draw fundamental
conclusions about this type of alternative, regardless of refinements that
might be made to bypass connection points with I-5, the bypass
alignment, or its crossing location. It is not necessary to study every
possible bypass connection point, alignment, lane configuration, or new
river crossing location, or combinations thereof, to understand the
fundamental performance deficiencies of this type of alternative, relative
to the CRC purpose and need; without improvement to the I-5 corridor
and crossing, bypasses and new crossing locations can not meet basic
elements of the proposed action's purpose and need. Many of them can
provide benefits, but they can not adequately address basic needs
identified by the region for this project.

Alternatives that do not adequately meet the purpose and need are not
advanced into the EIS.
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Please see responses to Ms. Nasset's comments on the DEIS (P-0781,
P-0797, P-0936, P-0977, P-1058, and P-1168), which were published
with the FEIS and included on the CD with the FEIS summary document.
Please also see Section 2.7 of the FEIS and the responses to Ms.
Nasset's other comments on the FEIS including letters P-075 to P-083.
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P-078-001

Please see the responses to Ms. Nasset's comments made on the DEIS
(P-0781, P-0797, P-0936, P-0977, P-1058, and P-1168), which were
published with the Final EIS. Impacts (adverse as well as beneficial) to
navigation, aviation and Section 4(f) resources are described in the
FEIS. This includes a discussion and disclosure of the project's ability to
comply with related regulations, and any regulatory permits and
approvals that will be required. Also see responses to Ms. Nasset's other
comment letters on the FEIS, P-075 to P-083.

P-078-002

The project has worked hard to avoid historic impacts and minimize the
impacts that are unavoidable. The avoidance activities and Section 4(f)
impacts are detailed in the FEIS. The project does not "remove up to 40
historical resources.” The State Historic Preservation Offices of both
states have concurred that the project will have adverse effects to only
three historic (National Register eligible) properties. Additionally, the
Lucky Lager Warehouse is currently shown as displaced in the FEIS.
Though it is on the Clark County Heritage Register, it has not been
deemed National Register eligible. As the designs are refined, the
project will continue to seek ways to avoid and minimize impacts to
historic properties. The project will also have an effect on numerous
archaeological sites, as documented in Section 3.8 of the FEIS.

P-078-003

The project conducted a series of studies and stakeholder outreach to
determine the appropriate navigation clearance for the proposed bridges.
Many factors were considered to determine the navigation clearance for
the proposed bridges across the Columbia River. In addition to vessel
height, the safe and efficient operation of aviation (Pearson Field),
highway, light rail, and the multi-use path (bicycle and pedestrian) were
considered.
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CRC conducted studies of current river usage and validated these
studies through stakeholder outreach to determine what clearances are
required by current river users. These efforts included a Boat Survey to
identify the types of vessels that use the Columbia River at the project
location, their frequency of usage and required navigation clearance.
Additionally, a series of telephone and/or face-to-face interviews were
conducted with river users to validate and update the information
contained in the Boat Survey. Along with these efforts, the United States
Coast Guard (USCG) held a preliminary hearing on the Columbia River
Crossing to solicit comments from river users.

The information gathered from the above mentioned studies and
stakeholder outreach was considered in conjunction with the operational
statutes for nearby Pearson Field and with requirements for safe and
efficient operation of the proposed highway, light rail, and multi-use path
facilities. Taking all of these considerations into account, it was
determined that a 95-foot vertical clearance will allow all but a couple of
infrequent river users to navigate beneath the bridge at all times of year.
These infrequent river users include marine contractors and a few
sailboats. However, it is possible for contractors to partially disassemble
equipment so they could pass beneath a 95-foot vertical clearance.

The protection of Pearson Field, although important from the perspective
of historic resource protection, the local economy, the provision of public
services, and preferences stated by the City of Vancouver, is not the
only factor influencing bridge heights over the Columbia River. Possible
intrusions into Portland International Airport airspace, maintenance of
marine navigation, construction staging, maintaining I-5 traffic, and
constraints imposed by the location and alignment of the river crossing
all constrain the ultimate design of the bridge.

Since the publication of the DEIS, the Urban Design Advisory Group
(UDAG) met multiple times to discuss the design of the bridges and
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ultimately endorsed the two-bridge concept in January 2009 and also
endorsed the open-web concept in September of 2009. The Project
Sponsors Council endorsed a two-bridge option in June of 2009, and
also endorsed the Pedestrian and Bicycle Advisory Committee
recommendations for a covered pathway with the conditions of the
maintenance and security plan in September of 2009. Then in February
2011, the CRC Bridge Review Panel recommended that the project
discontinue work on the open-web concept and instead select either a
composite deck truss, tied arch or cable-stayed bridge type. Following
additional analysis and outreach, the governors announced the selection
of the composite deck truss as the preferred bridge type in April 2011.

For a more detailed description of the limitations and opportunities that
influenced the bridge type selection process, please see Technical
Screening Study Final Report December 2008, Aesthetic Screening
Study Final Report March 2009, Final Type Study Report October 2009,
CRC Project Bridge Review Panel Report, February 2011, CRC: Key
Findings and Recommendation Related to Bridge Type, February 2011
and the memo from the governors offices — Moving Forward; CRC
Background, Bridge-type Major Factors, Next Steps, April 2011. Much of
this information is also summarized in Chapter 2 of the FEIS.

P-078-004

The vision and values of the CRC are used to help guide how the CRC
address the Purpose and Need (found in Section 1.5 of the FEIS). The
values related to property acquisitions include:

» Supporting a healthy and vibrant land use mix of residential,
commercial, industrial, recreational, cultural, and historic areas.

* Recognizing the history of the community surrounding the I-5 BIA,
supporting improved community cohesion, and avoiding
neighborhood disruption.

» Ensuring the fair distribution of benefits and adverse effects of the
project for the region, communities, and neighborhoods adjacent to
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the project area.

Since the publication of the DEIS in May of 2008, and the selection of
the LPA by project partners in July 2008, the CRC project team has been
working to minimize the potential property impacts associated with the
project's improvements. Though the project team has been working to
stay within the existing right-of-way, some property right acquisitions will
be unavoidable. Property owners will receive just compensation for the
estimated value of land and improvements acquired and for other
impacts that result in a measurable loss of value to the remaining
property. Following the publication of the FEIS, property owners will be
notified of impacts to their property and acquisition negotiations will
begin. The acquisition and relocation process will follow The Uniform
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisitions Policies Act of
1970 (as amended).

Alignments associated with a new river crossing were analyzed and
dismissed in the screening process, as described in Section 2.7 of
the FEIS.

The CRC project team has worked with RTC and project partners
throughout the NEPA process.

P-078-005
Please see the response to Ms. Nasset's other FEIS comment letters,
P-075 to P-083.

P-078-006
This is a repeat of comments P-078-001 through P-078-005, to which
responses have been provided.
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P-079-001

Input by citizens, elected officials and other stakeholder on whether or
not a Supplemental DEIS should be completed or more NEPA-related
studies should be conducted is appreciated. However, it is the
responsibility and authority of the federal NEPA lead agencies to
determine when a Supplemental EIS or other environmental study is
required. See Section 2.7.9 and Appendix O of the FEIS for a discussion
of how FTA and FHWA reviewed changes and made determinations
regarding supplemental documentation.

The CRC project has supporters and opponents, and has remaining
issues to resolve as noted in Ms. Nasset's letter and attachments. Many
of the funding questions raised in the attachments have been responded
to in the project's updated finance plan (Chapter 4 in the FEIS) while
other issues regarding funding remain to be resolved. The key
consideration for the FEIS and ROD is that there has been adequate
analysis, involvement, documentation and disclosure to allow the
completion of the NEPA process. Remaining non-NEPA issues will be
addressed during final design.

Please see the response to Ms. Nasset's other FEIS comment letters,
including letter P-077, which explains why additional study is not
required on the port to port alternative or other similar alternatives.
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P-079-002
Please see response to comment P-079-001 above.
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P-079-003

The Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) completed Phase |
construction of the I-5 Delta Park widening project in fall 2010. Phase | of
the project involved widening I-5 and lengthening the entrance and exit
ramps at Victory Boulevard and Columbia Boulevard. Phase Il involves
improving local streets and will begin when funding is secured. Phase |
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 -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 1-5/1-405 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.

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 1-405 and
[-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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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 Investment Grade Tolling Analysis will
follow, and must follow, the Record of Decision.

P-079-005

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 Ms. Nasset with considerable records and
reports and has responded to her 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.
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P-079-006
These comments repeat the comments provided on page 1 of Ms.
Nasset's submittal, responses are provided above.
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P-080-001

Please see Chapter 5 of the FEIS for the Section 4(f) Evaluation. The

"Avoidance Alternatives" discussion starts on page 5-60. Also see the
responses provided to Ms. Nasset's comments made on the DEIS, and
the response to Ms. Nasset's FEIS comment letters P-077 and P-079.

P-080-002

A No-Build Alternative was studied in the DEIS and FEIS. See
description of the No-Build Alternative in Section 2.4 of the FEIS, and
analysis of impacts in Chapter 3.

P-080-003

The light rail alignment associated with the LPA was chosen by project
partners to maximize ridership and to offer an alternate means of
transportation to driving a vehicle in the I-5 corridor. It is expected that
the CRC project will qualify for federal funding.

P-080-004

The Bi-State Industrial Corridor does not adequately meet the project's
purpose and need. Also see responses to Ms. Nasset's other FEIS
comment letters, including P-077.

P-080-005
The project has completed a benefit cost analysis. It can be reviewed at,
or a copy obtained from, the project office.

Economic impacts, as well as the impacts and costs associated with
property acquisition and relocation, are discussed in the FEIS.
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P-081-001
It is not clear what maps or errors Ms. Nasset is referring to in this
comment, or how they may have affected any findings.
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P-082-001

Please see the responses to Ms. Nasset's comments made on the DEIS
(P-0781, P-0797, P-0936, P-0977, P-1058, and P-1168), which were
published with the Final EIS.

Note that whether the BNSF rail bridge is labelled as being "outside" or
"inside" the "I-5 corridor" is not the factor that determines its suitability as
an alignment for a highway, rail, transit or bicycle and pedestrian
crossing. The critical factor was the performance of a given crossing
location, as determined through the alternatives evaluation process.
Please see the response to Ms. Nasset's FEIS comment letter P-077.
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P-083-001

Please see the responses to Ms. Nasset's comments made on the DEIS
(P-0781, P-0797, P-0936, P-0977, P-1058, and P-1168), which were
published with the Final EIS.

The purpose and need was written broadly enough to allow alternatives
well outside the immediate I-5 alignment to be considered and
evaluated. However, the early screening process demonstrated that
building a new crossing in a new corridor, in lieu of improving the existing
I-5 crossing, would fail to meet basic elements of the project's purpose
and need. This narrowing of alternatives meant that the DEIS
alternatives could be shown on maps with a more focused geographic
scope than could the broad range of potential alternatives that were
considered in early screening.

Please also see the responses to Ms. Nasset's other FEIS comment
letters, P-075 to P-082.
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