P-0500-001
Thank you for taking the time to submit your comments on the I-5 CRC
DEIS.
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P-0500-002
Thank you for taking the time to submit your comments on the I-5 CRC
DEIS.
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P-0500-003

The traffic analysis used in evaluating project alternatives has been
robust. Traffic forecasts reported in the DEIS and used to inform
decisions on a locally preferred alternative were derived from adopted
regional employment and population forecasts and state-of-the-art
modeling and evaluation conducted by Metro, RTC and the project team,
and reviewed by all project sponsor agencies as well as the FTA and
FHWA. In addition, an independent panel of traffic modeling experts was
convened in October 2008 to review the modeling methods and

findings. These experts concluded that the project's approach to
estimating future travel demand was reasonable and that it relied on
accepted practices employed in metropolitan regions throughout the
country. These findings are summarized in the “Columbia River Crossing
Travel Demand Model Review Report” (November 25, 2008). This
independent review confirmed the approach CRC modeling used to
address multiple variables that can affect travel demand, including
gasoline prices, tolling, travel demand measures and induced
development.

Regarding the evaluation process, evaluation of the five alternatives in
the DEIS was preceded by screening of a wide array of possible
solutions to the CRC project's Purpose and Need. Chapter 2 of the DEIS
(Section 2.5) explains how the project's Sponsoring Agencies solicited
the public, stakeholders, other agencies, tribes and other experts for
ideas on how to meet the Purpose and Need. This effort produced a long
list of potential solutions, such as new transportation corridors across the
Columbia River, various transit modes, tolling, other demand
management measures, and techniques for operating the existing
highway system more efficiently. After identifying this wide array of
options, the project evaluated whether and how they met the project's
Purpose and Need, and found that alternatives that do not include
improvements to the existing I-5 facility generally do little or nothing to
address some of the identified needs, including reducing traffic
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congestion, improving the safety problems and reducing crashes on I-5.
Traffic modeling showed that even significant investment in improving
transit options in the I-5 corridor or building a third highway corridor
would not substantially reduce future traffic demand or address identified
safety hazards. It is important to note that components were not
eliminated simply because they did not expand highway

capacity. Components that helped reduce travel demand without
increasing capacity were also advanced for further evaluation. For
example, bus rapid transit, light rail transit and tolling all help to decrease
auto demand without expanding highway capacity. See Appendix C of
the DEIS for an explanation and the results from early screening
processes.

P-0500-004

The screening process and development and evaluation of the
alternatives in the DEIS was thorough, and included examination the
benefits and weaknesses of siesmically upgrading the

exisiting bridges, peer reviewed traffic modeling, and an assessment of
relocating the BNSF railroad bridge swing span.

P-0500-005

Eliminating bridge lifts would provide a safety improvement. Relocating
the BNSF railroad bridge swing span could reduce the number of times
the 1-5 bridge would need to lift, but it would not eliminate the need for
bridge lifts. The I-5 bridge would still need to lift for regular monitoring
and maintenance and for occasional taller vessels such as construction
barges and high-mast recreational vessels. More importantly, simply
moving the BNSF swing span, which is private property, would address
only a small portion of the identified traffic safety issues, and almost
none of the other stated Purpose and Need for the proposed action as
described in Chapter 1 (Section 1.3) of the DEIS and FEIS.
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P-0500-006

Volume over capacity is a common metric for comparing roadway
performance. However, for systems where traffic volumes exceed
capacity, "hours of congestion” provides a more useful way to
compare performance of various alternatives. Travel times were also
discussed in the DEIS, as were the effects of different alternatives on
safety. This was another important differentiator between the
replacement crossing and the supplemental crossing.

P-0500-007

The evaluation of the five alternatives in the DEIS was preceded by an
evaluation and screening of a wide array of possible solutions to the
CRC project's Purpose and Need statement. Chapter 2 of the DEIS
(Section 2.5) explains how the project's Sponsoring Agencies solicited
the public, stakeholders, other agencies, and tribes for ideas on how to
meet the Purpose and Need. This effort produced a long list of potential
solutions, such as a possible third transportation corridor across the
Columbia River, alternative transit modes, and techniques for operating
the existing highway system more efficiently. After identifying this wide
array of options, the project evaluated whether and how they met the
project's Purpose and Need, and found that alternatives that do not
include improvements to the existing I-5 facility generally do not address
the seismic vulnerability of the existing I-5 bridges, traffic congestion on
I-5, or the existing safety problems caused by sub-standard design of I-5.

The supplemental bridge option was sincerely considered. It was
possible, early on, to conclude that bridge replacement was likely. Early
indicators included the presence of the only lift-span between Mexico
and Canada and the seismic vulnerability of the original bridge footings.
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P-0500-008

We fully acknowledge that the approach used to estimate greenhouse
gas emissions in the DEIS was a work in progress. As one of the first
transportation project EISs in the nation to estimate greenhouse gas
emissions, there was no standardized methodology or approach at that
time. However, working with federal and state agencies, the

project team developed an approach that would (1) use the best
available data, and (2) provide results that could be used to reasonably
compare alternatives.

After the DEIS was published, the DEIS greenhouse gas analysis
approach was reviewed by a panel of independent experts in November
2008. This panel found the methodology valid and the findings
reasonable; they also provided suggestions for further improvements.
Since then, the EPA has developed an updated version of a computer
model (MOVES 2010) that allows projects to estimate the effects of a
transportation project on regional (rather than just very localized)
greenhouse gas emissions from highways. This model has been used
for the FEIS analysis see Chapter 3 (Section 3.19). The FEIS modeling
also includes other updates described in the FEIS and Energy Technical
report. While the methodology and some assumptions have been
updated, the order of the alternatives in terms of lowest to highest
estimated GHG emissions remains largely unchanged between the DEIS
analysis and the FEIS analysis.

As described in Chapter 3 (Section 3.4) of the DEIS and the Indirect
Effects Technical Report supporting the FEIS, highway capacity
improvements and access improvements can induce development in
suburban and rural areas that were not previously served, or were
greatly underserved, by highway access. The DEIS outlines a
comprehensive analysis of the potential induced growth effects that
could be expected from the CRC project. A review of national research
on induced growth indicates that there are six factors that tend to be
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associated with highway projects that induce sprawl. These are
discussed in Chapter 3 (Section 3.4) of the FEIS. Based on the CRC
project team’s comparison of those national research findings to CRC'’s
travel demand modeling, Metro’s 2001 land use / transportation
modeling, and a review of Clark County, City of Vancouver, City of
Portland and Metro land use planning and growth management
regulations, the DEIS and the FEIS conclude that the likelihood of
substantial induced sprawl! from the CRC project is very low. In fact, the
CRC project, because of its location in an already urbanized area, the
inclusion of new tolls that manage demand, the inclusion of new light rail,
and the active regulation of growth management in the region, the CRC
project will likely reinforce the region’s goals of concentrating
development in regional centers, reinforcing existing corridors, and
promoting transit and pedestrian friendly development and development
patterns.

In October, 2008, the project convened a panel of national experts to
review the travel demand model methodology and conclusions, including
a land use evaluation. The panel unanimously concluded that CRC’s
methods and the conclusions were valid and reasonable. Specifically,
the panel noted that CRC would “have a low impact to induce
growth...because the project is located in a mature urban area,” and that
it would “contribute to a better jobs housing balance in Clark County...a
positive outcome of the project”. These results are summarized in the
“Columbia River Crossing Travel Demand Model Review Report*
(November 25, 2008), available on request.

For a more detailed discussion regarding potential indirect land use
changes as a result of the CRC project, including the likely land use
changes associated with the introduction of light rail, please see Chapter
3 (Section 3.4) of the FEIS.
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P-0500-009

There are far more problems with the supplemental bridge than those
that you have focused on. Your support for a 72 foot clearance results in
a project that would still require bridge lifts, though less frequent. The
LPA will have 95 feet of clearance, and provide for better marine
navigation. This is critical to recreational boaters as well as marine
contractors. Additionally, the BNSF bridge, unlike the I-5 bridges, does
not belong to the public, does not align well with population centers and
cannot help provide a functional, effective transit network on Hayden
Island or in Vancouver.
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P-0500-010

Extensive technical and public review and input has been included in all
phases of the CRC project, from developing a purpose and need
statement, screening a wide variety of alternatives, and developing a
Draft and Final EIS. A supplemental draft is required if changes to
alternatives after the draft are substantial and/ or if there are new
significant impacts not previously discussed in the draft and/or there are
changes in laws or regulations after the draft. The DEIS identified
potential mitigation measures for all potentially significant as well as
many non-significant impacts, and the FEIS further analyzes and
develops mitigation measures and plans to a higher level of detail and
refinement. CEQ NEPA regulations (40 CFR 1502.9(c)) do not require
agencies to prepare a supplemental draft EIS just because an FEIS
includes refined alternatives and additional information. Such changes
are typical and expected in the planning process, and are consistent with
CEQ and FHWA NEPA regulations. Between publication of the DEIS
and FEIS, FTA and FHWA prepared three NEPA re-evaluations and a
documented categorical exclusion (DCE) to complete changes in the
project since the DEIS. The NEPA re-evaluations addressed the change
in the project from: 1) the 17th Street transit alignment, 2) the composite
deck truss bridge type, and 3) all other changes in design between the
DEIS and the FEIS. The DCE addressed the impacts from the track work
on the steel bridge.

Both agencies concluded from these evaluations that these changes and
new information would not result in any significant environmental impacts
that were not previously considered in the DEIS. For more information,
see Appendix O of the FEIS.
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The CRC project proposes to include a variable rate toll. The goal of
variable-rate tolling is to reduce congestion and maximize the flow of
traffic through this corridor. With a variable rate toll, a lower toll is
charged when traffic demand is lower and a higher toll is charged when
the corridor is at its highest demand. Because a toll is charged by time of
day, variable-rate tolling gives travelers an incentive to change travel
times, reduce optional trips, take an alternate route, or choose transit as
an alternative to driving alone. Experiences in other cities in the U.S. and
around the world have shown that these fees can help reduce
congestion and improve the performance of the roadway.
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Thank you for taking the time to submit your comments on the I-5 CRC
DEIS.
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P-0500-013

Eliminating bridge lifts would provide a safety improvement. Relocating
the BNSF railroad bridge swing span could reduce the number of times
the I-5 bridge would need to lift, but it would not eliminate the need for
bridge lifts. The I-5 bridge would still need to lift for regular monitoring
and maintenance and for occasional taller vessels such as construction
barges and high-mast recreational vessels. More importantly, simply
moving the BNSF swing span, which is private property, would address
only a small portion of the identified traffic safety issues, and almost
none of the other stated Purpose and Need for the proposed action as
described in Chapter 1 (Section 1.3) of the DEIS and FEIS.
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P-0500-014
See discussion of relocating the BNSF railroad bridge swing span
above.
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