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0-002-001
Each of the points in the introduction is expanded upon in the later
comments in this letter. Several key points in this letter’s introduction are:

1. The LPA has too many environmental impacts and is not
sustainable;

2. There should have been a Supplemental DEIS;

3. Traffic projections are wrong; and

4. Alternatives with fewer impacts weren'’t considered, and alternatives
were dismissed with just a checklist.

The following provides responses to the issues listed above. Additional
information can be found in the responses to the subsequent and more
detailed comments in this letter.

The LPA’s and other alternatives’ environmental impacts are described
in the FEIS and detailed in the CRC FEIS technical reports and other
project reports as referenced in the FEIS. Considerable work and
coordination went into refining designs in order to avoid impacts where
possible, minimize those that could not be avoided, and mitigate the
remaining impacts where practicable. Chapter 2 of the FEIS describes
how alternatives evolved and were refined over time. Chapter 3
describes the impacts.

See responses below regarding sustainability, GHG emission reductions,
water quality improvements, and the minimization of and mitigation for
impacts to fish.

Regarding a supplemental DEIS, new information and design
refinements completed after the DEIS were considered and reviewed by
FTA and FHWA, consistent with 40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1) and 23 CFR
771.130(a). See the discussion on page 2-86 and the documentation in
Appendix O (NEPA Determinations) of the FEIS. None of the project

December 2011



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

refinements made after the DEIS would result in new significant
environmental impacts that were not previously evaluated in the DEIS.
New information and design refinements were shared with the public,
and much of the work was in response to public and agency input. There
is no need to prepare a supplemental DEIS. See responses to PEAC’s
specific comments below.

The traffic forecasting 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 of
our local partners, has reviewed CRC traffic modeling forecasts. In
addition, an expert 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 further discussion below
and in responses to letter P-047.

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. The memo is located on the CRC website
at:
http://www.columbiarivercrossing.org/FileLibrary/Memorandums/PlaidPa
ntry _Response.pdf
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A wide variety of components, proposals, and other ideas were proposed
and considered. Proposals that did not meet the fundamental needs of
the project were not reasonable and did not need be further evaluated.
The AORTA alternative had many elements in common with ideas that
had been previously evaluated--and dropped--prior to the DEIS because
they could not meet the purpose and need and/or had significant
feasibility problems. The AORTA alternative did not correct these
deficiencies. The “Straight Alternative” emerged after the DEIS and had
some concepts similar to previously evaluated ideas, as well as some
unique elements. The Bridge Expert Review Panel reviewed the
“Straight Alternative” and did not recommend that CRC advance it. The
CRC staff also reviewed it and found that it had substantial performance
deficiencies, additional constructability issues, and additional impacts, as
outlined in an August 25, 2011 memorandum from Frank Green and
Casey Liles to Nancy Boyd, CRC Project Director. See additional
discussion in the following responses to PEAC comments. The checklist
in Appendix D (Early Screening of Project Components and Evaluation
of Alternatives Packages) of the FEIS summarizes the results of an initial
screening test of a long list of proposed ideas for the river crossing and
for transit. This pass/fail test eliminated proposed ideas that could not
adequately address the relevant elements of the purpose and need for
the proposed action. The remaining ideas (components) were passed
forward to the next evaluation step, as discussed in Chapter 2 of the
FEIS.
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0-002-002

The new information and design refinements completed after the DEIS
were the types of changes commonly made between a draft and final
EIS. The revisions to the alternatives reflected community and agency
input intended primarily to reduce impacts, lower costs, or further
advance the design in order to better identify appropriate mitigation and
to comply with other environmental regulations. These refinements have
not significantly changed the alternatives that were included in the DEIS
nor have they resulted in any meaningful changes in the analytical
findings from the DEIS.

These refinements were considered and reviewed by FTA and FHWA,
consistent with 40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1) and 23 CFR 771.130(a). See the
discussion on page 2-86 and the documentation in Appendix O (NEPA
Determinations) of the FEIS. None of the project refinements would
result in new significant environmental impacts that were not previously
evaluated in the DEIS. New information and design refinements were
shared with the public, and many of the project refinements were made
in response to public and agency input. See responses to PEAC’s
specific comments below. See responses to later comments in this letter
that expand upon the points made in this comment.
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0-002-003

See below for responses to these and subsequent comments on
purpose and need. Some of these comments are similar in content to the
comments PEAC submitted on the DEIS. See the FEIS, Appendix P
(CRC DEIS Comments) (on the CD included with the FEIS and with the
FEIS Summary) for responses to PEAC’s DEIS comments. Additional
information is provided below.

0-002-004

Responses were provided directly to all comments received on the
DEIS. Where the information in the EIS itself provided the requested
information or explanation, the responses to comments referred to the
EIS rather than repeating that text in the response itself. The FEIS
includes information relevant to PEAC’s purpose and need comments.
Chapter 1 includes the purpose and need itself, as well as a description
of how the purpose and need were developed (Section 1.2). Section 3.1
includes a more detailed discussion of the transportation needs that the
project is intended to address. The following responses also provide
more information relevant to the points raised in this comment.
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0-002-005

As discussed in the FEIS (Chapters 1 and 2), the I-5 Transportation and
Trade Partnership studied transportation problems in the I-5 corridor
between Portland and Vancouver, and in 2002 recommended specific
projects and additional studies to address those problems. CRC was one
of the projects identified (see Section 2.7.3 of the FEIS) to address a
specific set of needs.

The project is not intended to address region-wide transportation needs;
it is intended to address six needs in the I-5 corridor, as discussed in
Chapter 1 of the EIS. The purpose and need, and the project itself, cover
a wide range of transportation issues in a very problematic section of a
significant corridor.

While the purpose and need focus on addressing issues primarily within
the bridge influence area (BIA), the project considered a wide range of
potential solutions, including actions well outside the BIA, during the
early stages of the CRC study as well as in studies that preceded the
CRC. The early screening of alternatives demonstrated that none of the
alternatives that were outside the BIA could adequately address the
project’s purpose and need, and thus they were not carried forward into
the DEIS. This is discussed in the FEIS as well as in responses to
comments.
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0-002-006

Sustainability is one of many regional public policy goals; that alone does
not warrant it being included in the stated purpose and need for this
proposed action. Sustainability issues (related to community, the
environment, and financial considerations) were reflected in the CRC
project Vision and Values, and included in the evaluation criteria used to
determine which options and alternatives would be advanced to the
DEIS, as discussed in Chapter 2 of the FEIS. While the project does aim
to promote sustainability principles, and has developed a Sustainability
Strategy, sustainability is not among the fundamental needs for this
project.

Regarding vehicle miles travelled (VMT) and greenhouse gases (GHG)
in particular, analysis in the FEIS demonstrates that the LPA would
reduce regional VMT and GHG emissions compared to No-

Build. Regional VMT is reduced as a result of mode shift to transit and
the elimination of some trips due to highway tolling. The reduction in
congestion on I-5 also shortens some trips that would otherwise use the
longer 1-205 route to avoid the I-5 congestion, although this is partially
offset by trips that divert to 1-205 to avoid the toll on I-5, as discussed in
Section 3.1 of the FEIS. GHG emissions are reduced as a result of mode
shift to transit, the elimination of some trips due to highway tolling, and
the reduction in congestion on I-5. There is no requirement that the EIS
evaluate alternatives that reduce GHG emissions below current

levels. The project is included in the Portland area’s Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP) and the Vancouver area’s Metropolitan
Transportation Plan (MTP), and is in both state transportation
improvement programs.
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0-002-007

The DEIS and FEIS considered a wide array of improvements, including
significant light rail transit improvements, highway improvements, bicycle
and pedestrian improvements, tolling, and other TDM/TSM measures.
The LPA includes all of these elements. The purpose and need allowed
for a wide range of potential solutions to meet the various needs. For
example, the test of whether or not certain types of components could
meet the congestion-related need allowed flexibility in how it could be
met. Components could either “increase vehicular capacity or decrease
vehicular demand” to meet the congestion- and mobility-related needs,
as described on page 2-72 of the FEIS. See all of section 2.5 of the FEIS
and the responses to your comments on the DEIS. See also the
responses above and below regarding the range of alternatives
evaluated.
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Please see the response to comment O-002-007 above.
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0-002-009

A wide variety of components, proposals, and other ideas were proposed
and considered. Proposals that did not meet the fundamental needs for
the project were not reasonable and did not need to be further
evaluated. For example, the AORTA alternative had many elements in
common with ideas that had already been evaluated--and dropped--prior
to the DEIS because they could not meet the purpose and need and/or
had significant feasibility problems. The “Straight Alternative” emerged
after the DEIS and had some concepts similar to previously evaluated
ideas, as well as some unique elements. The Bridge Expert Review
Panel reviewed the “Straight Alternative” and did not recommend that
CRC advance it. The CRC staff also reviewed it and found that it had
substantial performance deficiencies, additional constructibility issues,
and additional impacts, as outlined in an August 25, 2011 memorandum
from Frank Green and Casey Liles to Nancy Boyd, CRC Project Director.
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0-002-010
Please see the response to comment O-002-006 above.

Regarding project design speed, it is 60 mph through most of the project,
including the river crossing, and 70 mph for the Oregon section south of
Hayden Island. Design speeds are lower on ramps. Significantly lower
design speeds on the mainline would not be appropriate for an interstate
highway and would have only minimal reductions in property
acquisitions. The posted speed for the mainline is expected to be 60
mph or less, which is within the range of high fuel efficiency speeds for
most vehicles.
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0-002-011

Alternatives that did not involve highway construction were included in
the early stages of alternatives analysis and screening. They were
dropped from further evaluation when it became clear that they could not
adequately address the project purpose and need. The EIS only includes
alternatives that can meet the purpose and need, as discussed in
Chapters 1 and 2 of the DEIS and FEIS. An alternative based on solely
on land use controls intended to have “people work and live in close
proximity” would also, by itself, not address the purpose and need. The
region already promotes jobs/housing balance and has robust growth
management, as discussed in Chapter 3. These land use policies are
assumed in the No-Build and the build alternatives.

Transit, tolling, and other TSM/TDM measures were incorporated into
the alternatives that were evaluated in the EIS, including the LPA. See
Section 2.7 of the FEIS, and the responses to related comments on the
DEIS, for further discussion.
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Compliance with the alternatives analysis requirement for Clean Water
Act 404 permits will be documented as part of the Section 404 permitting
process, expected to occur in 2012.
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0-002-013

The FEIS Section 3.19 and the Cumulative Impacts Technical Report
address cumulative impacts for the project. For resources where the
project would clearly have positive impacts, such as with the clean-up of
existing hazardous materials, extensive discussion was not warranted. In
cases where the project contributes to an existing and growing problem,
such as climate change or declining salmon runs, greater detail was
provided, even when the project has fewer impacts than the No-Build
Alternative.

Regarding the geographic scope of the cumulative impacts analysis, the
scope was not limited to the bridge influence area (BIA) or any other
single geographic area. Rather, the geographic scope differed based on
the resource in question. For example, the cumulative impacts of climate
change is largely based on a global phenomena and the cumulative
impacts on aquatic species included an analysis of impacts to affected
fish runs, including an in-depth discussion of the primary drivers of fish
health in the entire Columbia River basin--such as the hydropower and
hatchery systems that extend outside the BIA.

Regarding the Bradwood LNG project, CRC staff was aware that the
previous Bradwood proponents had ceased pursuing it in 2011 while we
were preparing the CRC FEIS. However, we chose not to remove it from
the cumulative impacts analysis because the likelihood of a new
proponent coming forward to take advantage of that site or another
similar site seemed reasonably foreseeable. From a cumulative impacts
perspective, the impacts of the Oregon LNG proposal in Warrenton
would be very similar to those considered from the Bradwood LNG
project in the CRC cumulative impacts analysis.

The impacts from CRC construction on fish and other aquatic species

are discussed in Section 3.16 of the FEIS and in the Ecosystems
Technical Report. The cumulative impact analysis in Section 3.19 does
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not repeat that text but does consider the project’s impacts in the context
of other past and reasonably foreseeable impacts. NMFS also considers
cumulative impacts to threatened and endangered species as part of the
ESA Section 7 process, and in its Biological Opinion and determination
regarding incidental take. As discussed in the Ecosystems Technical
Report and Section 3.16 of the FEIS, the project has sought to avoid and
minimize impacts to the greatest extent practicable, and for those
construction impacts that cannot be avoided, mitigation was proposed.
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0-002-014

Section 3.14 of the FEIS discusses the water quality conditions and
proposed treatment in adequate detail for the FEIS. Additional technical
information is provided in the Water Quality and Hydrology Technical
Report and Appendix A (Stormwater Management Memorandum). The
commenter notes the addition of both pollutant-generating impervious
surfaces and non-pollutant-generating impervious surface throughout the
project area.

The FEIS and its technical reports and appendices discuss the use of
water quality treatment scenarios and provide results of models tailored
to roadway projects and their runoff. The use of the WSDOT-FHWA
model is summarized on page 3-341 of the FEIS and discussed in
further detail on page 4-6 of the Water Quality and Hydrology Technical
Report. This discussion is refined in the technical report errata. As
summarized on 3-341 and 3-342 of the FEIS, LPA Option A would
increase total impervious surfaces by 42 acres from approximately 239
acres currently. Of these 42 acres, only 28 acres are anticipated to be
pollutant-generating, with the remainder being surfaces such as
bike/pedestrian and LRT facilities. Therefore, although an increase of 11
percent of pollutant-generating impervious surface would occur, a
decrease of untreated stormwater runoff would also occur, from
approximately 219 acres to zero. The analysis using the available
models and the discussion associated with stormwater treatment BMPs
(in the Appendix to the Water Quality and Hydrology Technical Report)
show that overall pollutant loading will decrease and that stormwater
treatment will treat at least 80 to 90 percent of annual runoff. The project
has committed to increasing that treatment rate wherever practicable,
and is required in Washington to treat 91 percent of annual runoff (page
4 of Appendix A of the Water Quality and HydrologyTechnical Report).
The BMPs proposed for stormwater treatment are designed specifically
for treatment of roadway runoff and are effective in reducing

sediments, particulates, and dissolved metals (Page 10 of Appendix A of
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the Water Quality and Hydrology Technical Report). Where high
concentration of oils and greases are anticipated, oil control pretreatment
may also be required for proper operation of stormwater BMPs (Page 10
of Appendix A of the Water Quality and HydrologyTechnical Report).

The stormwater BMPs were chosen based on a multi-agency effort
associated with both states’ Departments of Transportation and relevant
regulatory agencies. As MS4 permit holders, ODOT and WSDOT work
with DEQ and Ecology, respectively, to determine appropriate treatment
measures to ensure water quality in receiving waters. Thus, through use
of the BMPs identified, the project team is confident that proper
treatment for pollutants was adequately addressed in the FEIS. Final
design of stormwater facilities cannot occur until near-final design of the
project elements flowing into the facilities is complete.

As noted, further discussion with DEQ and Ecology will occur during
permitting to address any concerns on water quality.
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0-002-015

PEAC commented that stormwater facilities should be advanced to final
design prior to completing the FEIS. This is not required by NEPA nor
any other law or regulation. As the FEIS discusses, the stormwater
management facilities evaluated in the FEIS demonstrate the feasibility
of providing stormwater management and treatment that will avoid
significant adverse impacts to water quality and will comply with relevant
regulations. The FEIS also notes that refinements will likely be made
during final design. Those refinements are not expected to substantially
change the performance of the facilities nor the impacts. However, while
not expected, should such refinements result in new significant adverse
effects not previously evaluated, then that could trigger a supplemental
EIS.
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0-002-016

The FEIS and its technical reports and appendices discuss the use of
water quality treatment scenarios and provide results of models tailored
to roadway projects and their runoff. The use of the WSDOT-FHWA
model is summarized on page 3-341 of the FEIS and discussed in
further detail on page 4-6 of the Water Quality and Hydrology Technical
Report. This discussion is refined in the technical report errata. As
summarized on 3-341 and 3-342 of the FEIS, LPA Option A would
increase total impervious surfaces by 42 acres from approximately 239
acres currently. Of these 42 acres, only 28 acres are anticipated to be
pollutant-generating, with the remainder being surfaces such as
bike/pedestrian and LRT facilities. Therefore, although an increase of 11
percent of pollutant-generating impervious surface might occur, a
decrease of untreated stormwater runoff would also occur, from
approximately 219 acres to zero. The analysis using the available
models and the discussion associated with stormwater treatment BMPs
(in the Appendix of the Water Quality and Hydrology Technical Report)
show that overall pollutant loading will decrease and that stormwater
treatment will treat at least 80 to 90 percent of annual runoff. The project
has committed to increasing that treatment rate wherever practicable,
and is required in Washington to treat 91 percent of annual runoff (page
4 of Appendix A of the Water Quality and Hydrology Technical Report).
The BMPs proposed for stormwater treatment are designed specifically
for treatment of roadway runoff and are effective in reducing

sediments, particulates, and dissolved metals (Page 10 of Appendix A of
the Water Quality and Hydrology Technical Report). Where high
concentration of oils and greases are anticipated, oil control pretreatment
may also be required for proper operation of stormwater BMPs (Page 10
of Appendix A of the Water Quality and Hydrology Technical Report).

The stormwater BMPs were chosen based on a multi-agency effort

associated with both states’ Departments of Transportation and relevant
regulatory agencies. As MS4 permit holders, ODOT and WSDOT work
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with DEQ and Ecology, respectively, to determine appropriate treatment
measures to ensure water quality in receiving waters. Thus, through use
of the BMPs identified, the project team is confident that proper
treatment for pollutants was adequately addressed in the FEIS.

As noted, further discussion with DEQ and Ecology will occur during
permitting to address any concerns on water quality.

In addition, immediately prior to release of the FEIS for public review, the
Regional Sediment Evaluation Team concurred with findings of a
sediment analysis in the North Portland Harbor and the Columbia River.
The sediment analysis found no contaminants above Sediment
Evaluation Framework screening levels, with the majority of sediment
constituents below reporting levels. See Appendix G of the Hazardous
Materials Technical Report for the results of this analysis.
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0-002-017

Following the DEIS, it was necessary to develop the preferred alternative
to a higher level of detail, as allowed under Section 6002 of SAFETEA-
LU [23 USC 139(f)(4)(D)], and as described on page 3-5 of the

FEIS. Where this higher level of detail made substantial changes in
estimated impacts, this information was also incorporated into the other
alternatives, as appropriate, in order to maintain an apples-to-apples
comparison. In some cases, updates were quantitative, while in others
they were qualitative. For example, the LPA stormwater management
design had to be advanced and evaluated to a higher level in order to
develop a Biological Assessment (BA) in compliance with Section 7 of
the Endangered Species Act. A BA is prepared on just one alternative,
not multiple alternatives, so the stormwater management design and
guantitative analysis were not revised for the other alternatives.
However, the EIS noted that “If Alternatives 2 through 5 were reanalyzed
using the updated stormwater design, they would provide water quality
improvements similar to the LPA.” This allowed the FEIS to maintain an
‘apples-to-apples’ comparison of all alternatives without spending
additional public funds to provide a detailed recalculation of pollutant
loading for every alternative (see the summary of water quality impacts
on pages S-34). While such added analysis and cost would have
provided additional quantitative data, it would not change the relevant
conclusion of the comparison of the alternatives--that is, that all the build
alternatives would provide similar water quality improvements.
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0-002-018

Mitigation under NEPA is considered to be those activities that avoid or
minimize impacts, as well as those that are conducted as part of
compensation. In this context, mitigation is discussed in detail in several
locations. Pages L-19 through L-23 of Appendix L (Mitigation Matrix) of
the FEIS provide a description of the mitigation measures proposed as
part of the project. In addition, mitigation of water quality and hydrology
impacts are discussed in detail starting on page 3-348 of the FEIS, in
Section 6 of the Water Quality and Hydrology Technical Report, and as
part of Appendix A of the Water Quality and Hydrology Technical Report.
These sections of the document provide necessary details to analyze
potential impacts due to stormwater quality and quantity.

Because impacts from water quality have been avoided or minimized, or
likely improved in the long-term due to the capture and treatment of
currently untreated stormwater, compensatory mitigation is not required
for water quality issues.

A complete hydraulic analysis will not be performed until further design
of in-water structure is completed. During subsequent phases of design,
the piers will be designed in a way to produce no-rise or limit it, while still
staying within the proposed footprint and providing sufficient support to
the bridges. Should mitigation measures be necessary, a re-evaluation
under NEPA could occur as appropriate.
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0-002-019
This comment has several elements related to stormwater quality,
modeling, and treatment.

The FEIS and its associated documents provided an adequate analysis
of stormwater impacts using available and accepted methods. Detailed
pollutant-loading analysis by basin is included in the Water Quality and
Hydrology Technical Report, with further clarification on page 3 of the
FEIS Errata. Analysis of other pollutants and stormwater constituents
might provide more details, but models of these pollutants are not
available in the acceptable WSDOT-FHWA method. Other models have
not been vetted for use in this area, and results would not necessarily be
usable on this project.

Phosphorus modeling was included in the model used for the DEIS, but
not in the FEIS. The model assumes that phosphorus is completely
treated (reduced to 0) with the enhanced treatment techniques proposed
as part of the project and as required in all WSDOT projects. Because all
impervious surface in the project footprint and its CIA will be treated with
enhanced treatment BMPs, phosphorus therefore could not be
calculated in the updated WSDOT-FHWA model and would not need to
be, given the assumption of its removal through enhanced treatment.

Retention ponds and wetland treatment systems are designed to filter
stormwater, and to remain dry during periods of dry weather. WSDOT
and ODOT maintenance staff are trained to identify areas of standing
water and to address these issues through modifications of the facilities
while retaining treatment thresholds.

With regards to the modeled 0.01 pound per year increase of dissolved
copper, the amount of copper is minuscule relative to the drainage area.
PEAC is correct in noting that dissolved copper is an inhibitor of olfactory
function in juvenile coho salmon and other fish. However, the threshold
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for effect is thought to be approximately 1.5 to 5 mg/L. An increase of
0.01 pound equates to approximately 72.6 g. Over a 53-acre drainage
area, this modeled increase is negligible, particularly considering that the
majority of the stormwater would reside in drainage ditches and canals
operated by MCDD prior to reaching any receptor fish. The CRC fulfilled
its NEPA obligation to disclose known impacts, and to avoid, minimize,
and mitigate where practicable.

The FEIS discusses total impervious areas on pages 3-341. Ruby
Junction is not discussed in detail because its expansion will result in no
new impervious surface associated with CRC, as stated on 3-342.

CRC acknowledges that even after treatment, pollutants from stormwater
runoff may still be harmful to aquatic organisms. The statement that
environmental conditions would be improved after retrofits is based on
the fact that existing infrastructure allows stormwater runoff to flow
completely untreated into streams. Treatment to current standards will
improve water quality when compared to the same area that provides no
treatment.

The commenter notes that the FEIS must take into account illegal
pollution and failures by other entities to abide by their permits. These
violations are not reasonably foreseeable events, nor can they be
predicted with any certainty.

Cumulative impacts address basin-wide projects, as shown in FEIS
Section 3.19.
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0-002-020

The FEIS does correctly state that no construction will occur in the
Columbia Slough, Burnt Bridge Creek, or Fairview Creek waterways.
Construction will occur within the "watersheds" of these streams, but no
construction will occur in the streams themselves. In addition, the project
includes a portion of the I-5 corridor; it does not just abut it. BMPs would
be implemented as part of the project as described in the FEIS, the
Water Quality and Hydrology Technical Report, and Appendix A of the
Water Quality and Hydrology Technical Report.

The FEIS is not contradictory in describing impacts to wetlands and
wetland buffers. Both are regulatory defined areas, and no impacts
within wetlands are anticipated. The project footprint does currently
intersect with wetland buffer areas, although no stormwater treatment
facilities are proposed to be constructed within wetland buffers.

References to the effects discussion for Burnt Bridge Creek are not
clear. In particular, the statement that "impervious surface would not be
sufficient to prevent all discharge to wetlands" is counter-intuitive. It is
precisely because of impervious surfaces that stormwater treatment
(both quantity and quality) must be dealt with at this site. The
documentation of impervious surface area and treatment requirements
are discussed in detail in the Water Quality and Hydrology Technical
Report and Appendix A of this report.

With regards to the comment on long-term mitigation for ESA and other
fish and aquatic species, the FEIS clearly states its mitigation
commitments, including the implementation of mitigation and restoration
activities at the Lewis River/Columbia River confluence and in the Hood
River. In addition, impact avoidance measures including erosion and
sediment control criteria are discussed.

The comment on flow control being necessary for MS4 permits draining
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to the Columbia River and Columbia Slough is completely inaccurate.
City of Vancouver, City of Portland, WA Department of Ecology, and OR
Department of Environmental Quality have concurred that these
receiving waterbodies do not need flow control treatments.

During the preparation of the Biological Assessment and consultation
with NMFS, the potential for release of untreated stormwater was
addressed in relation to its unlikely occurrence if permits and contract
specifications were followed.
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0-002-021

The FEIS and its associated technical documents discuss in several
places the measures taken to avoid or minimize impacts as required
under local, state, and federal regulations. In those cases where impacts
cannot be avoided, specific or conceptual mitigation measures are
identified. The PEAC comment notes that "mitigation and avoidance
under AKART is not included." The term "AKART" refers to "all known,
available, and reasonable technologies". It is associated with State of
Washington procedures completed during permitting, particularly in
association with treatment of stormwater runoff. It is not a necessary
element of the NEPA analysis. Nevertheless, the CRC project has
completed preliminary phases of AKART through identification of known
and reasonable technologies, a literature review, modeling of existing
conditions, and screening of feasible alternatives, but has not used the
“AKART” acronym in the FEIS. With respect to stormwater facilities,
information adequate for FEIS-level review is present in the Water
Quality and Hydrology Technical Report and its Appendix A. The CRC
project has not attempted to establish its own standards for how
compensatory mitigation can proceed. The use of a mitigation site and
accounting for functional assessments is a highly collaborative process
with multiple resource agencies. CRC has routinely met with regulatory
agencies since 2005, providing project information and soliciting
feedback on avoidance and minimization measures. Where impacts
cannot be avoided, mitigation (including sites, values, and activities)
were discussed with this agency group. While some regulations and
procedures prioritize mitigation that is on-site and in-kind, recent policies
and trends in permitting and mitigation have recognized the problems
with this approach and have instead encouraged off-site and out-of-kind
mitigation if that provides greater benefit such as better connectivity,
higher priority functions, or other benefits. It is in this context that the
state and federal resource agencies rated the Lewis River confluence
project and Hood River channel reconnection project as high priority
compensatory mitigation for the CRC project. Permanent in-water
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impacts from the CRC project are approximately 1.5 acres of fill (bridge
foundations), mostly in deep water areas of the Columbia River. The
project could replace this relatively low priority and low value habitat with
similar in-kind and on-site mitigation. However, this is an opportunity to
mitigate with much higher value habitat in locations that will provide
much greater benefit to salmon and other affected species such as smelt
and lamprey (i.e., shallow water rearing habitat). The details on the
Lewis River confluence and Hood River sites are located in Section 6 of
the Ecosystems Technical Report.
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0-002-022

The CRC FEIS and its associated reports, including the Troutdale Sole
Source Aquifer report, provide the most up-to-date, verifiable information
available at the time of publication. These were prepared in coordination
with EPA. Construction activities are the potential impact pathway of
concern.

Burnt Bridge Creek would not be impacted and therefore is not studied in
detail. The project has identified potential for impacts and proposed
measures to isolate known or potential contamination from reaching
groundwater. PEAC notes that additional studies have been performed
by CRC and others. These results have been incorporated into the most
recent designs for structures and stormwater facilities as described in the
FEIS.

PEAC has commented that the bridge footprint in itself is comprised of a
liquefaction zone. Potential liquefaction of soils from construction
activities were not addressed in the FEIS. Based on the results found in
Section 5.2 of the In-water Test Pile Program Vibration and Sound
Monitoring Final Report (http://columbiarivercrossing.com/
FileLibrary/TechnicalReports/CRCTestPileAcousticVibrationReport.pdf)
from July 29, 2011, impact and vibratory installation of pile could not be
detected above ambient levels at several locations (including the existing
bridge towers), while one monitor did detect vibrations on Hayden Island.
Based on the finding on page 6-1 of the report that “[g]round vibration
amplitudes are expected to be well below the amplitudes necessary to
cause any damage to structures” this project element did not rise to a
level where discussion in the FEIS was warranted.
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0-002-023

CRC stands by the traffic numbers and subsequent air quality results.
The air quality FEIS section and technical report analyses were
developed and approved through an interagency consultation and relies
on sound and established practices for the analysis. The FEIS and
technical report disclose the impacts from various pollutant, indicates
historical and expected trends in impacts, and considers differences in
the future impacts. Since the emission differences between build and no-
build scenarios are so small and are much smaller than the projected
reductions due to regulations and technology, the additional evaluations
contain large uncertainties and would have questionable benefit.

PEAC comments that "sources may increase their emissions at any time
to allowable levels without undergoing any further permit review or the
installation of new technology”, and somehow will results in a NAAQS
violation that CRC has not considered in detail. However, large
stationary sources both up and downwind of the CRC project have
shutdown and their emissions removed from the air shed. New sources
and many existing sources have to demonstrate compliance with the
NAAQS in order to get their permits. Thus, CRC presumes that any new
or modified source being brought into the air shed will have
demonstrated compliance with the NAAQS. Furthermore, with emissions
reductions in effect, the future mobile emissions levels in the CRC
project area will be lower, further leading to improvements in the air
shed. The CRC project is not responsible for speculating on how other
emissions sources may or may not impact the NAAQS.

Concerning ozone, the TSD notes: "On a regional basis, differences
between the future 2030 emissions for project alternatives, including the
No-Build Alternative, are 1 percent or less, which is not a meaningful
difference." Thus, CRC's contribution to ozone is essentially too small to
make a difference in terms of compliance with the NAAQS and in terms
of health impacts.
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PEAC incorrectly asserts that the ambient benchmark concentrations
(ABCs) are standards that CRC ignores. ABCs are defined in the Oregon
State Air Toxics Program rule (Division 246, 340-246-0090) as:

Purpose. Ambient benchmarks are concentrations of air toxics that serve
as goals in the Oregon Air Toxics Program... Ambient benchmarks are
not regulatory standards, but reference values by which air toxics

problems can be identified, addressed and evaluated. (emphasis added).

Oregon's Air Toxics Program address toxics by geographical area (like
PATS), by source category (like mobile sources) and by safety net
program for selected stationary sources. Thus, application of ABC's to
individual projects like CRC is not intended in the Oregon Air Toxics
Program. Furthermore, MSAT reductions are obtained by addressing
statewide vehicle emissions rather than attempting to squeeze small and
likely insignificant reductions specific projects.

Since Harriett Tubman Elementary School is adjacent to I-5, just a few
miles from the CRC project, it represents representative sample of likely
impacts within the project area. Furthermore, ABC's are based on a
annual averaging time where the Harriett Tubman samples are a 24-hour
concentrations. Therefore the direct comparison of 24-hour sampled
concentrations to the ABC's is not appropriate. Difference in MSAT
emissions between the build and no-build scenario is small, within the
range on uncertainty. Thus, any major progress in reducing MSAT will
likely come from vehicle emissions and not from a single project.

Under the transportation conformity rules (40 CFR 93.123 (c)(5)):
(5) CO, PMlO' and PM2 5 hot-spot analyses are not required to consider

construction related activities which cause temporary increases in
emissions. Each site which is affected by construction-related activities
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shall be considered separately, using established “Guideline”
methods. Temporary increases are defined as those which occur only
during the construction phase and last five years or less at any
individual site.

Although construction will last more than 5 years, project construction
activities at any one site are not expected to last more than 5 years.
Thus, a CO hot-spot analysis was not conducted. Since the area is in
attainment for PMlO and PM2.5, a PM hot-points analysis was not
required.

The air quality research conducted during the construction of the Dan
Ryan Expressway is very relevant to understanding the likely impacts of
CRC construction. The Dan Ryan project involved construction of a
transportation facility with elements very similar to the CRC project, in an
urban environment and through a wide range of meteorological
conditions. The study spanned several years and included many
samples covering many different types of construction equipment, and
types and levels of construction activity. Through several years of
construction, the monitoring did not detect any elevated concentrations
that were directly related to the project. The CRC project is expected to
have half the volumes of the Dan Ryan project. This information from the
Dan Ryan project monitoring research supports the conclusions that
CRC construction is not expected to cause any air quality violations and
will not pose undue risk to the nearby communities.

See also responses to EPA’s comment letter F-001-003 for additional
discussion of air quality.
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0-002-024

The information and updated emissions estimates added to the air
quality section of the FEIS did not change any of the fundamental
conclusions regarding impacts, the comparison of alternatives,
regulatory compliance or conformity. The most substantive change to the
air quality section was that the FEIS includes more detail than the DEIS
regarding mitigation measures during construction.

0-002-025
Please see responses to comments O-002-023 and 0-002-024 above.
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0-002-026

The conformity analysis is discussed and approach explained in the
FEIS (Section 3.10) with further detail in the CRC Air Quality Technical
Report. See also response to comment O-002-023, above.

0-002-027

The CRC project is not charged with conducting monitoring to establish
the compliance status of roadways within the area. The FEIS does
present data to indicate the likely compliance status, and also indicates
that future NOx emissions will decrease, thus lowering future roadway
impacts. As noted within the FEIS, the difference between the build and
no-build emissions is very small and the impacts of the CRC project
alone on local roadway emissions is likely to be small, within the range of
measurement uncertainty. In addition, please see the response to
comment O-002-023 above.
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0-002-028
The benchmarks are not regulatory limits. Please see the response to
comment O-002-023 above.
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0-002-029
The results from EPA's study at Harriet Tubman are relevant. Please see
the response above to comment O-002-023.
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0-002-030

The research from the construction of the Dan Ryan Expressway is
relevant to CRC. Please see the response above to comment
0-002-023.
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0-002-031

The project does not currently anticipate continual construction activity
lasting longer than five years at any one site. Details about construction
staging will depend largely on the construction plans that will be
determined following the retention of a design-build contractor. Only then
would any such impacts be quantifiable. Should it become evident that
construction will occur continually at a given site for more than five years,
then the project would conduct appropriate hotspot analysis at that time.
Please see response to EPA comment F-001-003 on this topic as well.
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0-002-032

See Section 3.19.10 of the FEIS, and the responses to GHG and climate
change issues on pages 6-19 through 6-20. The EIS acknowledges that
global GHG emissions are expected to continue to increase for the
foreseeable future and that the cumulative impact is effecting climate
change. The relationship between traffic speeds and fuel efficiency is
integral to the EIS analysis of GHG emissions. The FEIS provides data
showing that without the project there would be substantially longer daily
durations of congestion on I-5, including much more stop and go traffic
and traffic moving at less than 20 mph (pages 3-32 to 3-34). See
response above regarding design speeds relative to GHG emissions.
The GHG emissions estimates in the FEIS are based on modeling that
includes changes in traffic speed projections throughout the day.

The CRC Energy Technical Report explains various assumptions of the
energy and GHG emissions analytical methodology, including “weighted
fleet mix” and “traffic stream composition”. See the discussion beginning
on page 2-16 of this report. Assumptions made for the model were
based on best available information.
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0-002-033

While EISs rarely include a chapter titled “human health”, impacts to
human health have been integral to NEPA analysis for the past 40 years,
and they are integrated throughout the CRC NEPA analysis as well. The
DEIS and FEIS analyses of impacts to air quality, noise, electromagnetic
fields, water quality, groundwater, hazardous materials, and other factors
are based on comparing the project’s impacts to standards that have
been established to protect public health. In addition, the analysis of
impacts to land use, neighborhoods, biking, walking, traffic, safety,
security, parks and recreation, public services, and visual resources also
relate to public health. See the response to DEIS comments related to
human health on page 6-30 of the FEIS, as well the Chapter 3 analyses
of impacts to the human health-related issues listed above.

Columbia River Crossing
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 December 2011



Columbia River Crossing
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 December 2011



Columbia River Crossing
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 December 2011



0-002-034

The shared facility for pedestrians and bicyclists on the main span
across the Columbia River is anticipated to be between 16 and 20 feet.
At this stage of the design process, it is not possible to be more specific
about the facility’s width due to uncertainties about the details of the
bridge structure and geometry.

The CRC undertook extensive analysis of existing and future use of the
facility by bicyclists and pedestrians. This effort included developing a
model that accounts for the mode split (auto, public transit, bicycle,
walking) by travel distance. The Hawthorne Bridge, the highest use
facility in Portland’s bicycle/pedestrian extensive system, was the basis
for this travel distance-mode split model. The CRC prepared pedestrian
and bicycle forecasts for several scenarios. The pedestrian use forecasts
for year 2030 varied from 600 to 1,000 daily walkers. The bicycle use
forecasts for year 2030 varied from 900 to 6,400 users per day.
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0-002-035

The EJ analysis did not identify disproportionate high and adverse
effects on either low income or minority populations. The CRC project
study area is large and demographically diverse. The project has
recognized that there are not only individual households in the study
area that are minority or low-income, but that there are also areas that
have comparatively high rates of EJ households. Refer to pages 3-135
through 3-137 of the FEIS where there is detailed information about
which neighborhoods have the highest percentages of minority and low-
income households. The project fully recognizes the presence of EJ
households and the areas where the percentage of these households
are comparatively high.

The project has not completed a survey of asthma rates in North
Portland. The data on asthma and other human health conditions is only
available at the state and county level. Such data will not help the project
assess asthma rates near the interstate facility. Additionally, the air
quality analysis demonstrates an improvement in air quality with the LPA
over no-build and other DEIS alternatives, and compliance with all
relevant air quality standards. The Oregonian article cited utilizes data
related to percentage of free and subsidized lunches at schools within
the study area. These data have been used to help characterize study
area demographics since the DEIS.

Regarding the poverty line as a measure of low income status, USDOT
guidance on EJ analyses require the use of the federal poverty
guidelines as the threshold for defining low-income, and therefore, the
maps and tables in Section 3.5 report these data. The project recognizes
that an EJ analysis needs to look broadly at a community. The project
has mapped community resources, coordinated with local housing
authorities, and worked to accurately understand and characterize
poverty in the study area.
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The analysis and modeling of air quality documented in the DEIS
indicates that future conditions with or without the project will receive a
30% to 90% reduction in emission of air toxics due to expected
improvements in vehicle emissions technology and fleet changes. The
project was shown to have a very small reduction in emissions.

The CEJG was chartered to address Community as well as
Environmental Justice issues. Both sets of issues were addressed
throughout the early years of the group's work. The group was trained in
EJ issues, methods, and more at numerous times.

0-002-036

PEAC asserts that the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) erred
in its formal consultation of the CRC project under ESA. Because many
of the comments relate to internal NMFS processes and procedures and
NMFS regulatory compliance, FHWA and FTA cannot directly respond to
those assertions. The following addresses PEAC's expressed concerns
that relate to FTA and FHWA actions, including the NEPA analysis.
While adherence to policies and regulations internal to NMFS is a NMFS
responsibility, FTA and FHWA stand behind the Biological Assessment
(BA) and agree with the Biological Opinion (BO) issued by NMFS.
Several years of analysis, and pre-consultation and consultation with
NMFS, resulted in project design and construction commitments that
substantially minimize impacts to threatened and endangered species,
as documented in the BO.

PEAC notes that critical habitat for eulachon was formally designated on
October 20, 2011, about 10 months after the BO was issued for the CRC
project and a month after the FEIS was issued. After coordinating with
NMFS, FHWA and FTA sent correspondence to NMFS (on November
28, 2011) stating the intention to re-initiate consultation to address
potential project effects on eulachon critical habitat. Re-initiation of ESA
consultation on this critical habitat will occur after the final rule takes
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effect on December 19, 2011. In the meantime, the project team has
reviewed the critical habitat listing and is investigating similarities
between eulachon and salmon/steelhead critical habitat elements. At this
time, it is believed that the CRC project may affect critical habitat for
eulachon to the same extent as it affects salmon/steelhead critical
habitat. That is, no adverse modification or destruction of critical habitat
is anticipated. After the re-initiated consultation is complete for the
designated critical habitat for eulachon, a re-evaluation will be prepared
to determine if any supplemental NEPA evaluation is required.

PEAC asserts that the cumulative impact analysis for salmon in the FEIS
is inadequate because it does not evaluate the impacts of non-federal
future actions, and other deficiencies. Information related to the
discussion of cumulative impacts and FHWA/FTA's responsibilities under
NEPA and ESA are addressed adequately in the project documents.
Section 3.19 of the FEIS discusses the combined effects of past, present
and reasonably foreseeable future actions. The FEIS refers to, rather
than repeating, detailed analysis in the BA and BO. The FEIS also looks
at more than just federal actions when considering reasonably
foreseeable future actions. In addition to the analysis NMFS provided for
the BO, the FEIS considered the projected impacts of future climate
change on fish and fish habitat, and the impacts of foreseeable, relevant
major private and public actions, as well as general development and
regulatory trends. The effects of such future actions are generally not
guantifiable and therefore must be considered qualitatively. Where
guantified information was available, it was considered. In addition to the
FEIS, Sections 4 and 5 of the Ecosystems Technical Report provide over
140 pages of discussion on long-term and short-term effects on aquatic
and terrestrial locations. In this discussion and the findings of effects, it is
disclosed that there will be cumulative effects.

Regarding comments on the in-water work window, the standard lower
Columbia River in-water work window is published by ODFW as
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November 1 through February 28. The WDFW published work window
for this area is August 1 through March 31. Most projects in the lower
Columbia River reviewed by the Oregon office of NMFS use the
November 1 through February 28 period as the work window. However,
all three agencies may extend or contract those work windows based on
project impacts. As an example, please see NMFS BO (#2004/01041)
for Columbia Dredging that allows for maintenance dredging in deep
water year-round between river mile 4.4 and 106.5, with only side-
channel, shallow-water dredging restricted to the November 1 through
February 28 period.

The CRC project has had extensive coordination with ODFW, WDFW,
and NMFS (as an example, please note the agency coordination
discussion in Appendix G of the CRC BA located at this link:
http://columbiarivercrossing.com/FileLibrary/Biological Assessment_Opi
nion/CRC_BA_24 AppG.pdf).Coordination with these agencies included
discussion of multiple options for reducing effects, including the effects of
timing of construction activities relative to fish run timing. By limiting all
in-water work to just the November 1 through February 28 period,
construction would extend from a 3- or 4-year period to over 7 years.
Agency and CRC staff considered that this longer term of disturbance in
the river would have caused more harm to natural resources than by
conducting the activities in the manner and timing described in the FEIS.
In particular, concentrating all work in the November 1 through February
28 standard in-water-work window would likely result in higher impacts to
Columbia River chum and eulachon (if present) than under the currently
proposed longer work window. The proposed work window decreases
the intensity of hydroacoustic impacts on these ESUs while still
remaining protective of other migrating fish by avoiding hydroacoustic
impacts during the peak migration times of the fish that are considered
highly imperiled. The proposed work window would allow no pile driving
during those peak periods. While in-water work window options were
discussed with the agencies, the BA does not evaluate a range of in-
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water work windows, as alternative construction methods are not
addressed in ESA consultations.

The DEIS Ecosystems Technical Report states that the project
committed to “timing in-water work to occur outside of critical fish
migration seasons” (page 1-10), but did not commit to working just in the
November 1 through February 28 period. Through the agency
coordination process the information on fish migration timing was
refined; additional impact avoidance and minimization measures were
developed and committed to; and the CRC project, with input from
agencies, constructed a hydroacoustic impacts model to quantify
potential effects on ESA-listed fish from impact pile driving. As shown in
the FEIS, the Ecosystems Technical Report, and other reports and
processes such as the BA/BO, it has been documented that impacts to
fish have been avoided or are substantially minimized, allowing for work
windows that are longer than the standard.
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PEAC’s comment regarding a fixed set of land use assumptions is a
misinterpretation of the paragraph at the bottom of page 5. Specifically,
the statement in the report: “This analysis assumed a fixed set of land
use assumptions in both Metro and Clark County reflecting currently
adopted plans” does not equate to assuming a fixed UGB through 2030.
In fact, part of Metro’s adopted plans acknowledge the state requirement
to review the UGB every five years and take action to ensure there is a
20-year land supply to accommodate projected demand. As such, the
Metroscope model for this analysis assumed a schedule of UGB and
UGA expansions to 2030. Further, contrary to the comment, the
analysis does account for historical trends in that the UGB assumptions
in Oregon are conservative and rely upon more aggressive
redevelopment and infill policies as contrasted by a somewhat more
expansive UGA assumption in Clark County with less agressive
assumptions on redevelopment and infill. Oregon assumptions are
based upon Metro plans and policies while Clark County assumptions
are based upon Clark County plans and policies.

What the paragraph in the report is attempting to indicate is that other
factors besides building the CRC project have an impact on the prospect
for induced growth and that this report does not attempt to evaluate
those factors. For example, the analysis did not evaluate a conservative
set of land use assumptions accompanying the No-Build Alternative in
comparison to an aggressive set of land use assumptions (with
considerably more UGA expansion in Clark County) in the Build
alternative. The land use inputs of UGB/UGA area, vacant land, zoning,
etc., are identical between alternatives, including the same UGB/UGA
expansion schedule.

PEAC also misinterpreted the narrative in the report on page 14

regarding the 7 residential sites in Clark County and 50 employment
sites in Oregon. These were selected to be representative of typical
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commutes across the I-5 Bridge to communicate the results of the
analysis. The full model runs underlying the report are based upon a
travel demand model for the four county area (Clackamas, Clark,
Multnomah, and Washington) with trip movement between 1,998
different analysis zones, not just the 7and 50 representative zones
described in the report. This accounts for all of the possible trip
movements from every analysis zone in the region to every other
analysis zone. Allocation of household and employment growth is
through a land use allocation model for the five plus county area
(Clackamas, Clark, Multhomah, Washington, Columbia and parts of
Yamhill and Marion) to a set of zones that aggregates the travel zones to
425 residential zones (census tracts) and 72 employment zones.

PEAC’s comment referencing the travel time savings is comparing a
single specific travel time from one point to one point against the
aggregate travel time difference perceived by all PM peak motorists from
all origins to all destinations via either I-5 or 1-205. It is the relative
accessibility of different parts of the region that impacts growth allocation
including the change in access to Clark County from Oregon regardless
of which bridge they choose to use. In aggregate, the report documents
that most of the accessibility to Clark County is already provided today
with the existing I-5 and 1-205 bridges.
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The indirect effects analysis for CRC included an assessment of the
project’s effects on land use, a survey of academic literature and
comparison to its relevant findings, a comparison and analysis of growth
management regulations in the region, transportation demand modeling
and traffic operations analysis, and advanced transportation-land use
modeling. While it is generally acknowledged that transportation facilities
can indirectly affect land use patterns, and some types of highway
capacity improvements can promote “sprawl”, it is also clear from the
academic research that the particular characteristics of each project, and
the context of each project, are critical to its likely indirect effects. This is
summarized in the FEIS (pages 3-116 through 3-119) and further
discussed in the Indirect Effects Technical Report. The analysis has
been reviewed by an independent panel of experts who unanimously
determined the methodology to be valid and reasonable. Additionally, the
analysis has been validated by the results of the 2010 Metroscope
modeling.

Regarding specific comments raised:

 the project would not provide new access to areas previously
unserved or greatly underseverd by highways;

 the project would not provide new access to land on the urban edge;

 the analysis acknowledges that the project would improve travel
times compared to No-Build;

» the LPA would reduce fuel costs and auto wear and tear for some
drivers, but not enough to offset the increased cost from the toll;

» the analysis acknowledges that there are some real estate markets
that support low density development; and,

« the analysis notes that local and regional land use regulations are
not ineffective at managing growth (while the Portland area of the
region has a longer history with growth management and more
stringent controls on development outside the growth boundaries,
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Washington’s growth management regulations and practices are
clearly among the more effective nationally, which is the context of
the academic literature from which these key variables associated
with induced sprawl are drawn).

In addition, the academic literature regarding the indirect effects of
highway construction on land is just half of the body of literature
reviewed. The FEIS also draws from the findings of academic literature
regarding the indirect effects of high capacity transit projects on land
use.

See also the response to letter P-047-007 (regarding indirect effects
analysis) and P-047-010 (regarding academic literature on indirect
effects).
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0-002-039
As these comments are copied from Mr. Joe Cortright's submitted
comment letter, please see the responses to his letter (P-047).
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0-002-040
As these comments are copied from Mr. Joe Cortright's submitted
comment letter, please see the responses to his letter (P-047).
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0-002-041
As these comments are copied from Mr. Joe Cortright's submitted
comment letter, please see the responses to his letter (P-047).
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0-002-042
As these comments are copied from Mr. Joe Cortright's submitted
comment letter, please see the responses to his letter (P-047).
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0-002-043
As these comments are copied from Mr. Joe Cortright's submitted
comment letter, please see the responses to his letter (P-047).
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As these comments are copied from Mr. Joe Cortright's submitted
comment letter, please see the responses to his letter (P-047).
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0-002-045
As these comments are copied from Mr. Joe Cortright's submitted
comment letter, please see the responses to his letter (P-047).
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The FEIS and related documents, as well as the process of involvement,
coordination and consultation, satisfy the requirements of NEPA and
other environmental regulations for the proposed CRC project. Please
see the findings in the Record of Decision, as well as responses to
comments above.
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