
O-034-001

Thank you for taking the time to submit your comments on the I-5 CRC

DEIS.

 

Columbia River Crossing

Appendix P September 2011



O-034-002

Many different options for addressing the project's Purpose and Need

were evaluated in a screening process prior to the development and

evaluation of the alternatives in the DEIS. Options eliminated through the

screening process included a new corridor crossing over the Columbia

River (in addition to I-5 and I-205), an arterial crossing between Hayden

Island and downtown Vancouver, a tunnel under the Columbia River,

and various modes of transit other than light rail and bus rapid transit.

Section 2.5 of the DEIS explains why a third corridor, arterial crossing of

the Columbia River, and several transit modes evaluated in screening

were dropped from further consideration because they did not meet the

Purpose and Need. For a general description of the screening process

see Chapter 2 (Section 2.7) of the FEIS. It should be noted that every

proposal received from the public was considered, and many of the

proposals that were dropped from further consideration included

elements that helped shape the alternatives in the DEIS.

 

O-034-003

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 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.
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O-034-004

Please see responses to O-34-003 and O-34-005. Options without

capital investments in I-5 did not reduce travel demand on I-5 enough to

relieve congestion or fix the substandard design features that lead to

safety problems.

 

O-034-005

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 (Section 2.5) of the DEIS 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 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. The DEIS analyzed the full range of reasonable

alternatives, which included the four build alternatives, and variations on
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each based on their individual components and various options. The

range varied from No-Build to alternatives that provided varying levels of

highway improvements, different high capacity transit modes, different

transit alignments and termini, and different tolling options. Many other

components and combinations were evaluated prior to beginning the

DEIS, but were dropped when analyses and input indicated that they

would not adequately meet the Purpose and Need.

 

The Western arterial bridge was evaluated during the screening process

used to develop the range of alternatives but was dropped prior to the

DEIS because it was insufficient at meeting the project's need to improve

safety and reduce congestion at and around the I-5 crossing. The arterial

bridge was evaluated in the final round of screening that preceded the

DEIS in which 12 packages of components were developed to test their

performance and impacts; the arterial bridge was included in package 3.

Similar to other options without capital investments in I-5, the arterial

bridge did not reduce travel demand on I-5 enough to relieve congestion

or fix the substandard design features that lead to safety problems.

 

Though assumptions were made that several project components would

not include seismic improvements to the existing bridges, this fact alone

did not prevent your preferred solutions from being included in the LPA.

 

O-034-006

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
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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.

 

O-034-007

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

interchanges) are used to alleviate safety issues associated with the

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Section 3.1). Rather than inducing sprawl, the CRC project will likely

reinforce the region’s goals of concentrating development in regional

centers, reinforcing existing corridors, and promoting transit and

pedestrian friendly development and development patterns. In 2010,

Metro ran the MetroScope model (an integrated land use and

transportation model) to forecast growth associated with transportation

improvements of a 12-lane river crossing and light rail to Clark College.

The model showed only minimal changes in employment location and

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

FEIS Chapter 3, Section 3.4.

 

O-034-008

The evaluation of the five alternatives in the DEIS was preceded by an

extensive evaluation and screening of a wide array of possible solutions

to the CRC project's Purpose and Need statement. Chapter 2 of the
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DEIS (Section 2.5) explains how the project's Sponsoring Agencies

generated ideas and solicited the public, stakeholders, other agencies,

and tribes for ideas on how to meet the Purpose and Need. This effort

produced a long list of potential solutions, many of which were non-auto

oriented options such as various transit modes and techniques for

operating the existing highway system more efficiently without any

capital investment. These options were evaluated for whether and how

they met the project's Purpose and Need, and the findings were

reviewed by project sponsors, the public, agencies, and other

stakeholders. Alternatives that included only TDM/TSM strategies, or

provided only transit improvements, would provide benefits, but could

only address a very limited portion of the project’s purpose and need.

This extensive analysis found that in order for an alternative to meet the

six "needs" included in the Purpose and Need (described in Chapter 1 of

the DEIS), it had to provide at least some measure of capital

improvements to I-5 in the project area. Alternatives that did not include

such improvements did not adequately 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 the highway in this corridor.

The DEIS evaluated alternatives with more demand management

(higher toll) and increased transit service with less investment in highway

infrastructure improvements (Alternatives 4 and 5) compared to the toll

and transit service levels included in Alternatives 2 and 3. The additional

service and higher toll provided only marginal reductions in I-5 vehicle

volumes, and they came primarily at the cost of greater traffic diversion

to I-205. This analysis found that a more balanced investment in highway

and transit, as represented by Alternatives 2 and 3, performed

considerably better on a broad set of criteria.

 

O-034-009

The level of detail in the DEIS was intended to inform the public and

other stakeholders with relevant information in order to understand the

impacts and trade-offs associated with various alternatives. While some
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readers felt that the DEIS did not have enough detail, others felt that it

was too long and detailed.  For those who wanted more detail, the DEIS

referred them to the technical reports that informed the analysis

presented in the DEIS. These were made available on CD and on the

project web site, as well as in hard copy.  For those who felt that the

DEIS was too detailed, an executive summary was distributed along with

the DEIS and made available separately in hard copy and on the project

web site.  Public open houses and numerous public meetings were also

held to provide opportunities for public discussion of the alternative

development process.  In addition to information available in the DEIS

and technical reports, the CRC project made good faith efforts to provide

additional information upon request.  For example, the Development of

the Range of Alternatives memo, and the information about how the

range of alternatives were developed, was provided to the public in hard

copy by request, and was available on the project's public web site to be

viewed or downloaded.  It was made available prior to the publication of

the DEIS, and has been available since then.  Also see response to

comment O-034-018 below.

 

O-034-010

It would be inherently possible for alternatives that do not add capacity to

I-5 to still meet the project Purpose and Need. However, modeling and

analysis of such alternatives indicated that adding capacity in other

corridors, adding travel demand measures, and adding high-capacity

transit would not allow such alternatives to meet Purpose and Need

without also making capacity improvements to I-5.

The evaluation of the five alternatives in the DEIS was preceded by an

extensive evaluation and screening of a wide array of possible solutions

to the CRC project's Purpose and Need statement. Chapter 2 of the

DEIS (Section 2.5) explains how the project's Sponsoring Agencies

generated ideas and solicited the public, stakeholders, other agencies,

and tribes for ideas on how to meet the Purpose and Need. This effort
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produced a long list of potential solutions, many of which were non-auto

oriented options such as various transit modes and techniques for

operating the existing highway system more efficiently without any

capital investment. These options were evaluated for whether and how

they met the project's Purpose and Need, and the findings were

reviewed by project sponsors, the public, agencies, and other

stakeholders. This extensive analysis found that in order for an

alternative to meet the six "needs" included in the Purpose and Need

(described in Chapter 1 of the DEIS), it had to provide at least some

measure of capital improvements to I-5 in the project area. Alternatives

that did not include such improvements in the highway generally did not

adequately 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 the highway in this corridor. The DEIS evaluated

alternatives with more demand management (higher toll) and increased

transit service with less investment in highway infrastructure

improvements (Alternatives 4 and 5). This analysis found that a more

balanced investment in highway and transit, as represented by

Alternatives 2 and 3, performed best.

 

O-034-011

Actually such alternatives were not faulted because they did not add

capacity to I-5. They were faulted because they could not adequately

address demand. Demand can be addressed through demand

management as well as capacity. During screening, options for third

corridors crossing the Columbia River in the Portland-Vancouver

metropolitan region were evaluated, such as a new arterial crossing in

the vicinity of the I-5 crossing or a river crossing west of I-5.  None of the

alternative corridors alleviated enough demand for the I-5 crossing to

substantially improve safety, congestion, and mobility in the BIA.

 

O-034-012
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See response to comment O-034-005, O-034-008 and O-034-010

above.

 

O-034-013

Thank you for your comment. The option illustrated in Exhibit 2.3-7 of the

DEIS was the most efficient for all traffic movements which is why

additional options, although considered, were not included in the DEIS.

 

O-034-014

Serious and significant effort has gone into evaluating ideas generated

by members of the public, including identifying and addressing strengths

and weaknesses.

 

O-034-015

Comment noted. Increased traffic volumes can have a positive economic

impact, when such motorists are also making banking, dining, and other

stops. However, increased traffic is not always beneficial in a downtown

area. For example, diverting through traffic off the interstate and onto

downtown streets that are already congested would not be beneficial to

the downtown.

 

O-034-016

See response to comment O-034-015 above.

 

O-034-017

As is made clear in FEIS Chapter 3 (Section 3.01) the toll significantly

contributes to a rise in transit ridership and a slight diversion of auto

traffic to I-205.

 

O-034-018

Option A+ did not meet the Purpose and Need for the project because it

Columbia River Crossing

Appendix P September 2011



didn't address many of the safety deficiencies on I-5 and also wouldn't

address the congestion and mobility problems on I-5. The analysis was

described in more detail in a memo to the Fourth Alternative

Subcommittee, dated March 15, 2007, and was available on request

prior to publication of the DEIS.

 

O-034-019

The DEIS included the best available cost estimates to seismically

retrofit the existing bridges as part of the Supplemental Crossing

alternatives.  This information was made available to the public and

decision-makers prior to selecting the locally preferred alternative.

 

O-034-020

CRC would reinvest in an existing and critical transportation corridor by

improving the safety and efficiency of I-5 and by adding substantial

improvements to mobility of transit riders, bicyclists, and pedestrians. 

Many different options for addressing the project's Purpose and Need

were screened out prior to the development and evaluation of the

alternatives in the DEIS. These options included low-cost approaches

such as aggressive TDM/TSM programs or highway-only investments.

Section 2.5 of the DEIS explained why these low-cost options were

dropped from further consideration because they did not meet the

project's Purpose and Need.

 

O-034-021

Preferences for specific alternatives or options, as expressed in

comments received before and after the issuance of the DEIS, were

shared with local sponsor agencies to inform decision making. Following

the close of the 60-day DEIS public comment period in July 2008, the

CRC project's six local sponsor agencies selected a replacement I-5

bridge with light rail to Clark College as the project's Locally Preferred

Alternative (LPA). These sponsor agencies, which include the Portland
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City Council, Vancouver City Council, TriMet Board, C-TRAN Board,

Metro Council, RTC Board, considered the DEIS analysis, public

comment, and a recommendation from the CRC Task Force when voting

on the LPA.

With the LPA, new bridges will replace the existing Interstate Bridges to

carry I-5 traffic, light rail, pedestrians and bicyclists across the Columbia

River. Light rail will extend from the Expo Center MAX Station in Portland

to a station and park and ride at Clark College in Vancouver. Pedestrians

and bicyclists would travel along a wider and safer path than exists

today.

For a more detailed description of highway, transit, and bicycle and

pedestrian improvements associated with the LPA, see Chapter 2 of the

FEIS.
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