
O-035-001

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

DEIS.
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O-035-002

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

DEIS.

 

O-035-003

See response below to comment 035-057.

 

O-035-004

The DEIS, and FEIS analysis, demonstrate that the project would not

increase greenhouse gas emissions or lead to substantial sprawl. 

The project team has worked with the public and stakeholders to

rigorously evaluate a broad range of different solutions to the project's

purpose and need, including options without additional lanes. During the

development and screening of alternatives prior to the DEIS, it became

clear that a viable solution to the project's Purpose and Need would need

to include at least some add/drop lanes on the bridges to accommodate

cars entering and/or exiting I-5 at one of the many interchanges that

are closely spaced north and south of the river. The DEIS alternatives

include different amounts of add/drop lanes over the river- Alternatives 2

and 3 were evaluated with 3 add/drop lanes in each direction over the

river (for 6 total lanes in each direction), while Alternatives 4 and 5 only

included one add/drop lane in each direction (for a total of 4 lanes in

each direction).

Following the initial adoption of the LPA in July of 2008, the CRC Project

Sponsors Council (PSC) was developed to provide recommendations to

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

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

provided with operational characteristics and potential environmental

impacts of 8-, 10-, and 12-lane options. In addition to the technical

information, PSC received input from CRC advisory groups and

reviewed public comment submitted to the project and obtained during
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two public Q&A sessions in January 2009 regarding the number of lanes

decision, as well as hearings conducted by Portland City Council and by

Metro Council. In August 2010, PSC made a final recommendation of up

to 10 lanes with the condition that a bi-state Columbia Crossing Mobility

Council be formed to monitor the performance of the river crossings and

advise the state DOTs and transit districts on adapting demand

management measures to optimize performance. For more information

regarding the number of lanes decision making process, see Chapter 2

(Section 2.7) of the FEIS.

You also suggest that the DEIS should have had a "sustainable

alternative" and you define what the alternative should include and the

goals that it should achieve. The CRC LPA includes nearly all the design

features you have listed, and achieves all the performance goals that

you have outlined. The main difference in design is that the LPA includes

new add/drop lanes and does not include sub-standard design speeds

for the Interstate.  However, both of these design features, were they

included, would contradict the ability of the project to meet two of your

stated goals for sustainability - reducing congestion and reducing

greenhouse gas emissions.

See responses to comments 035-145 regarding GHG analysis and 035-

066 regarding induced growth analysis.

See the response to comment 035-032 regarding purpose and need.

 

O-035-005

Tolling was included in the DEIS alternatives both as a funding source

and as a demand management tool. Travel demand modeling conducted

for CRC analyzed the effect of tolls on travel behavior, including travelers

choosing alternative modes, taking alternative routes, making fewer trips,

or simply paying the toll. The DEIS also disclosed anticipated effects on

the environment from tolling, such as how the reduced number of trips
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and reduced congestion could lower emissions of greenhouse gases

from vehicles crossing the river. See the revised Tolling section in the

FEIS (Chapter 2 Section 2.2 and Chapter 3 Sections 3.1, 3.5, and 3.19).

 

O-035-006

Thank you for your comment.

 

O-035-007

See responses to specific comments below regarding mitigation

measures 035-011, the Biological Assessment 035-113 and induced

growth (035-066, 035-074, 035-145).
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O-035-008

As you note, the DEIS generally cites technical reports that were

prepared with more detailed analysis to support the main document.

Readers looking for more data or backup to information in the DEIS can

then refer to a particular technical report. The technical reports cite

relevant third party sources and each includes a "References" section at

the end.

 

O-035-009

FTA and FHWA respectfully declined the request from PEAC to extend

the DEIS public comment period by an additional 60 days.  As noted in

the original response from FTA and FHWA to PEAC’s request, the DEIS

comment period is an important opportunity for input, but it is only one of

many opportunities for the public, agencies and tribes to provide input

and influence decisions.  There was extensive outreach and opportunity

for input prior to the DEIS comment period, during the comment period

and since the comment period.  Appendix B of the DEIS explains the

public involvement program prior to publication of the DEIS. Chapter 6 of

the FEIS explains the public involvement during the DEIS comment

period. The Public Involvement appendix to the FEIS explains public

involvement since the DEIS comment period. Also see response to

comment 035-026.
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O-035-010

Comment noted. We carefully considered all comments received, but

only comments submitted during the 60-day DEIS comment period will

receive a written response in the FEIS.
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O-035-011

Each element of the environment evaluated in the DEIS includes a

section that discusses potential mitigation measures that could avoid,

minimize or offset potential adverse impacts in that area. These sections

include both general characterization of how to mitigate impacts to that

element of the environment and/or specific measures that could be

implemented as part of the project.  See also response to comment 035-

057. Additional information on mitigation can be found in FEIS Chapter 3

in corresponding sections.

 

O-035-012

Due to design refinements, diversion of stormwater from the Hayden

Island area to the Columbia Slough is no longer needed.  Mitigation for

stormwater is discussed as stormwater treatment, treatment facilities,

and "best management practices" in Section 3.14 of the FEIS.  More

detailed information on how treatment facilities are designed,

constructed, and operated is presented in the Water Quality and

Hydrology Technical Report.

 

O-035-013

Through coordination with the InterCEP team, discussions related to

design, impact minimization, and effects to threatened and endangered

species has occurred on a regular basis. Submittal of a Biological

Assessment (BA) occurred in July 2010, with the project receiving a

letter of concurrence from USFWS in November 2010 and a Biological

Opinion (BO) from NMFS in January 2011. Information from these

documents was included in the FEIS to provide the most updated

analysis available. Such detailed analysis was not required as part of the

DEIS. See the FEIS, Section 3.16.3, for an overview of the BO and

related findings.
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O-035-014

Specific tolling levels were included and discussed in the DEIS

evaluation, as well as a comprehensive analysis of how tolling could

affect the environment. Chapter 2 of the DEIS describes the tolling levels

included in the DEIS evaluation, and Chapter 3 includes specific

analyses of the effects these tolling levels would incur.

 

O-035-015

The FEIS and Ecosystems Technical Report discuss proposed mitigation

activities. Final plans for site-specific restoration of vegetation cannot be

completed until local permitting is conducted, as there are specific

requirements related to specific impacts.  The site restoration language

provides an overview of the requirements the project must fulfill.  The

biological assessment and the biological opinion were not required to be

completed prior to issuance of the draft EIS. Submittal of a biological

assessment occurred in July 2010, with the project receiving a letter of

concurrence from USFWS in November 2010 and biological opinion from

NMFS in January 2011. Information from these documents was included

in the FEIS to provide the most updated analysis available. See the

updated discussion of potential mitigation in the FEIS, Chapter 3.16, and

the response to comment O-035-013.

 

O-035-016

The DEIS, the associated technical reports, and the conceptual

stormwater design technical report analyze stormwater impacts.  The

documents discuss the existing conditions, state the proposed

conditions, and model pollutant loads using accepted protocol.

 

O-035-017

The DEIS did not commit the project to a certain number of lanes, but

disclosed that the alternatives with a replacement bridge were assumed

to accommodate up to six lanes on each bridge. For most elements of
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the environment, this provided a reasonable "worst-case" estimate of

impacts.

 

O-035-018

Page 3-135 states "Prior to completion of the FEIS, the project team will

review access and land use controls near intersections to ensure that the

transportation investment would be adequately protected from

unintended or unplanned development." This statement should not be

interpreted to say that modeling for land use impacts will be put off until

the FEIS.

This refers to specifics of access and land use at each intersection as

appropriate. For example, in the State of Oregon, there is a requirement

for the completion of Interchange Area Management Plans which

function as described in the quote above. Similar processes exist in

Washington.  These processes do not constitute modeling sprawl.  Each

of the affected interchanges is within an urban area, where local plans

call for both increased residential and non-residential densities.  Infill

development and increased, compact development within the urban area

is not sprawl.

 

O-035-019

Chapter 2 of the DEIS (page 2-44) explains that the level of design

developed for the bridges in the DEIS was conceptual, and could

accommodate a variety of bridge structure types. This uncertainty leaves

open a range of choices for potential off-site construction staging and/or

casting yards, many more than could be feasibly or reasonably

evaluated in any precise way in the EIS. A casting yard, for example,

could be located many miles from the bridge location. To address the

uncertainty, the DEIS lists site characteristics that would be desirable for

such staging or casting areas, and identifies the types of activities that

would occur on and around these sites. This information is provided to

illustrate the general type and magnitude of impacts from the staging
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requirements of the alternatives.  The FEIS identifies specific locations

that could be used for staging and casting, as well as more information

about the activities and impacts that would be expected due to staging of

construction equipment and materials. While it is not yet certain that a

bridge construction contractor would use any of these sites for

construction staging or casting, it is clear that these or any other sites will

be subject to all applicable environmental review, permitting and

protection requirements.

 

O-035-020

The Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation that was included with the Draft EIS

disclosed the anticipated impacts to significant historic resources.  These

were preliminary findings pending the final findings of effect from the

Oregon State Historic Preservation Office and the Washington

Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation.  That the findings

were "preliminary" and not "final" is not unusual at the Draft EIS stage,

and does not confound the ability of the public to comment on or have

meaningful input on the alternatives and impacts. For the FEIS and the

Final Section 4(f) Evaluation, findings have been finalized (see Chapter 5

of the FEIS). 

The Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation also provided a discussion and

analysis of potential minimization measures for all identified and affected

4(f) properties, to the extent such information was available at that stage

of project development.  The Draft 4(f) Evaluation also provided

a preliminary conclusion regarding the least harm alternative, based on

the best information available.  Draft findings are typical in a DEIS.  See

the response below to comment 035-160. The Final 4(f) Evaluation that

is in Chapter 5 of the Final EIS has further refined the analysis and

provided a final conclusion regarding the least harm alternative.

 

O-035-021

The DEIS describes the full range of property impacts expected from
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each of the alternatives.  Page 3-104 of the DEIS explains that the

property impacts associated with the bicycle and pedestrian facilities

were included in the river crossing element of the project. While the

bicycle and pedestrian facilities had not been fully designed at the time

of publishing the DEIS, the DEIS explained that every effort would be

made to use existing right-of-way or land otherwise acquired by the

project to accommodate the new bicycle and pedestrian pathways. The

FEIS identifies impacts from the more detailed designs of the bicycle and

pedestrian facilities.

Regarding mitigation, it is typical and acceptable for a DEIS to discuss

potential mitigation, rather than provide detailed mitigation plans or

commitments.  Such detail is more commonly included in the FEIS and

the Record of Decision.  See the updated discussion of mitigation

measures in Chapter 3: Existing Conditions and Environmental

Consequences, of the FEIS.

 

O-035-022

Demolition of the existing bridges is described in the DEIS, including

potential environmental effects of this activity and possible methods for

mitigating adverse effects. For example, page 3-392 describes potential

mitigation for adverse effects to water quality, and mentions that

mitigation would include plans to control risks of construction-related

impacts such as erosion, sedimentation, or accidental spills, and that

construction can not begin until such plans are approved by the relevant

regulatory agencies. 

 

O-035-023

The DEIS describes the full range of direct, indirect, and cumulative

effects from the alternatives as identified through a comprehensive range

of analyses. Additional supplemental information describing these

analyses and effects were attached to the DEIS as appendices. These

analyses are described in the FEIS as well, with more detail about each
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in separate technical reports that are attached to the FEIS as

appendices.

 

O-035-024

This document, 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 public web site to be viewed or downloaded.  It was

made available prior to publication of the DEIS, and has been available

since then. The description of how the range of alternatives was

developed is explained in Section 2.5 of the DEIS, and Appendix C

provides more detail on the early development and screening of potential

alternatives.

 

O-035-025

The level of detail in the DEIS provided the public and other stakeholders

with relevant information in order to understand the impacts and trade-

offs associated with various alternatives. While some 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 specific questions, dialogue, and other public

participation.  In addition to information available in the DEIS and

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

additional information upon request.  This included fully complying with

the Freedom of Information Act by providing numerous additional

documents to Joe Cortright in response to his formal and informal public

records requests.  
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O-035-026

The project prepared three "tiers" of information with different degrees of

length, complexity, and technical information. First, the DEIS includes a

Summary section that is relatively short (36 pages) and provides readers

with the basic information about the problems the CRC project seeks to

address, the alternatives under consideration in the DEIS, and the main

conclusions about how these alternatives compared in regard to

performance and environmental impacts. Second, the DEIS document

itself provides more lengthy descriptions of the alternatives, their impacts

and potential mitigation. Lastly, for readers interested or concerned

about methodological approaches employed to determine alternatives'

performance and impacts, the technical reports are provided as

appendices to the DEIS.

The information in the DEIS is a summary of the information that is in the

technical reports.  As such, nearly every sentence in the DEIS could

have one or more citations to the location(s) in the technical report from

which that information is derived. You state that to find an explanation for

the statement in the DEIS (on page 3-19) that “By 2030, average

weekday traffic across the I-5 bridges is forecast to reach 184,000

vehicles per day” (DEIS page 3-19) it would require a member of the

public to “navigate over 1,008 pages of technical reports” (PEAC

comment 035-026). It is not necessary to navigate any other document

to find that explanation. This particular statement in the DEIS is

explained and expanded on, using additional text, sidebars and graphics,

in the section of the DEIS where it appears (Section 3.1.3 beginning on

page 3-19). A reader wanting to see additional discussion related to that

finding, beyond what is in the DEIS, could look to the corresponding

section of the Traffic Technical Report (Section 6.2 No Build I-5 and I-

205 Performance). Therefore, it would not be necessary to search all of

the pages in the Transit Technical Report and all of the pages in the

Traffic Technical Report.  The technical reports have tables of contents

and organizations similar to the DEIS, to make this kind of background
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review relatively straightforward and efficient. 

In addition to traditional distribution methods, the DEIS and all technical

reports were provided electronically on the project's website so that the

public could quickly and easily search for key words related to their

area(s) of interest.

 

O-035-027

See the response to comments 035-028 and 035-057.

 

O-035-028

The CRC Task Force had public discussions on a preferred alternative

during the DEIS comment period.  The Task Force is not a decision-

making body. With representatives from many agencies, neighborhoods,

environmental and other interest groups, the Task Force provides input

and recommendations to be considered by project management, project

sponsors and decision makers, similar to input and recommendations

from the public.   You are correct that the DEIS summary noted that the

Task Force would make a recommendation on a preferred alternative

after the end of the DEIS comment period.  That was the assumption

when the DEIS was prepared.  The Task Force initiated discussions and

solicited input on a preferred alternative during the comment period as

expected, but then made its recommendation near the end of rather than

after the comment period. 

The LPA endorsed by the elected bodies of each local sponsoring

agency and adopted by Metro Council and RTC is well within the range

of alternatives evaluated in the DEIS. It identified the replacement river

crossing as the preferred river crossing, light rail transit as the preferred

high capacity transit mode, and Clark College as the preferred terminus

for the transit line.  It is a refined version of Alternative 3 from the DEIS.

The agencies chose to defer their decisions regarding preferences for

other aspects of the project, such as number of auxiliary highway lanes,
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to a later date.  However, this does not leave the public out of those

decisions.  On the contrary, the public commented on these other

preferences during the DEIS comment period and has used

opportunities to provide additional input since then. The FEIS clearly

describes where new information and refinements made since the DEIS

have revised any findings from the DEIS.  In general, nearly all of the

refinements have resulted in lower impacts, and none has resulted in

any new significant impacts that weren’t discussed in the DEIS.

 

O-035-029

The evaluation of the 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 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.

After identifying this wide array of options, the project evaluated whether

they met the project's Purpose and Need, and 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 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 analysis in the DEIS demonstrated that alternatives with

substantially more transit service and less improvement to the

highway (Alternatives 4 and 5) had significantly worse traffic

performance and only moderate increases in transit ridership compared
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to alternatives with a more balanced investment in the highway and

transit infrastructure (Alternatives 2 and 3).

 

O-035-030

See responses to comments 035-028 and 035-057.
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O-035-031

Alternatives 4 and 5 included a supplemental crossing, rather than a

replacement crossing, and they illustrated scenarios with less investment

in highway improvements and greater emphasis on transit and demand

management.

The locally preferred alternative evaluated in the FEIS is similar to

Alternative 3 in the DEIS.

 

O-035-032

The Purpose and Need is based on extensive analysis of the existing

and projected transportation problems in the I-5  corridor, and reflects

extensive feedback from the public and stakeholder groups. The

Purpose and Need focuses largely on performance rather than

specifying solutions. On-going analysis has demonstrated that the multi-

faceted purpose and need is best met by a multi-modal alternative that

improves highway, transit, and bicycle and pedestrian facilities, and adds

tolling to the highway river crossing.

Regarding the Step A screening process, the phrasing of questions

asked of each component was deliberate. Rather than simply require

components to increase vehicular capacity in order to advance for further

consideration, this early screening process also included provision for

components to decrease vehicular demand. However, early evaluation

revealed that alternative corridors or increasing transit without making

improvements to I-5 would not decrease vehicular demand enough to

meet the project's need to address growing travel demand and

congestion in the I-5 corridor. Distant crossing locations were ruled out

early in the screening process when it became clear that while these

other locations might provide some benefits, they would do very little to

address the needs identified in the I-5 corridor.
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O-035-033

Traffic modeling presented in the DEIS revealed that despite reducing

congestion and expanding the highway capacity at and around the river

crossing, CRC would slightly reduce the number of future vehicles

crossing on I-5. This is due primarily to two factors: 1) the toll included

with each of the alternatives would encourage travelers to reduce their

trips and/or to use alternative modes, and 2) introduction of high capacity

transit through Vancouver would shift some trips from cars to transit.

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

locally preferred alternative were derived from 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 (see

http://www.columbiarivercrossing.org/FileLibrary/TechnicalReports/Trave

lDemandModelReview_PanelReport.pdf).  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.

 

O-035-034

See response to O-035-029.
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O-035-035

Traffic forecasts reported in the DEIS were derived from the region's

adopted population projections, 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 travel demand 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.  This

independent review confirmed the approach CRC used to address

multiple variables that can affect travel demand, including gasoline

prices, tolling, travel demand measures and induced development.  Even

if population and travel demand grow more slowly than projected, that

does not change the need for these kinds of improvements. The analysis

is based on projected growth over the next 20+ years, but the bridge

would be built to last at least 100 years.  Even if it takes 50% longer to

reach those projections (i.e., in 30 rather than 20 years) there would still

be substantial need for and benefit from the CRC improvements

immediately upon completion and for many years to come.
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O-035-036

See response to 035-032.
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O-035-037

The CRC project embodies nearly all of the Governor's Climate Change

Integration Group's recommendations for planning transportation

projects to reduce greenhouse gas emissions.  These

recommendations include highway tolling, relieving chronic highway

bottlenecks, increasing transit, and increasing pedestrian and bicycle

facilities.  Meeting the legislative goal to reduce future statewide

emissions below 1990 levels will require numerous actions in all sectors. 

There is no requirement or expectation in law or policy, that any single

action by itself should or can have the effect of reducing future emissions

below existing emissions.  Such broad reductions can only result from a

wide variety of actions.  As stated in the DEIS, the preferred alternative

by itself would reduce greenhouse gas emissions compared to No-Build. 

This helps move greenhouse gas emissions in the right direction, and

when combined with other actions, can play an integral role in helping

the state meet its overall greenhouse gas reduction goals.

See the response below to comment 035-142 regarding climate change

and the project purpose and need.
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O-035-038

On the contrary, the Project Purpose and Need statement does identify

the need for better transportation options.  The Purpose and Need is

based on extensive analysis of the existing transportation problems in

the I-5 corridor, and reflects extensive feedback from the public and

stakeholder groups. Planning studies preceding the CRC project

identified the need to address specific transportation problems in and

around the I-5 Columbia River Crossing. The Purpose and Need focuses

largely on performance, rather than specifying solutions. On-going

analysis has demonstrated that the Purpose and Need is best met by a

multimodal alternative that improves highway, transit, and bicycle and

pedestrian facilities, and adds tolling to the highway river crossing.

See also response to 035-032.
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O-035-039

The data you reference from the Traffic technical report indicates the

strong demand of vehicles using the I-5 corridor to stay in this corridor. In

fact, there are a substantial number of trips that would have a

shorter route on I-5 but choose I-205 instead because it has less

congestion and is more reliable.  The evaluation of potential alternatives

during the screening processes that preceded the DEIS confirmed the

need for making improvements in the BIA. 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.  As

discussed in the DEIS, traffic volumes are just one factor affecting the

number of crashes on I-5.  Other factors include short ramps, short sight

distances, other sub-standard design features, and the bridge lifts.
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O-035-040

The DEIS does not suggest that breakdown lanes or shoulders are the

only way to address safety issues for users in the 5-mile project area. In

addition to providing standard width safety shoulders, the project will

improve safety by increasing horizontal and vertical stopping sight

distances, eliminating bridge lifts, increasing ramp lengths for

acceleration and deceleration distances, improving seismic stability of

the bridge structures, improving marine navigation and providing new

and improved bicycle and pedestrian facilities. Simply reducing the

number of car trips through the project area does not address the non-

standard geometric features concentrated at the river crossing and

approaches.

The design speed used for this project was set with guidance provided

by WSDOT and ODOT, and meets AASHTO standards. Since the DEIS

was published, the design speed has changed. The design speed is 70

mph starting at the south end of the project and changes to 60 mph at

the river crossing bridge. It continues to be 60 mph design speed to the

end of the project in Washington. As mentioned in Lynn Rust's email

correspondence, design speed is different than posted speed, which is

currently 50 mph across the river crossing and is the maximum speed at

which motorists are to travel when conditions allow. Future posted

speeds for this corridor will be set to ensure the safety and mobility of all

users of this stretch of I-5. High speeds are not the current primary

safety concern, as most crashes actually occur during the more

congested periods when traffic is traveling below not only design speeds

but also the posted speed limits.

 

Columbia River Crossing

Appendix P September 2011



O-035-041

Some of the needs in the I-5 BIA are similar to needs in other parts of

the I-5 corridor, as well as other corridors. That does not lessen the need

for the project action. Certainly, the breadth of needs in the BIA, and the

severity of some of those needs, are unique to the CRC project. The

Purpose and Need is based on extensive analysis of the existing

transportation problems in the I-5 CRC corridor, and reflects extensive

feedback from the public and stakeholder groups. The Purpose and

Need focuses largely on metrics that do not inherently require

substantial, or exclusive, increases in highway capacity. On-going

analysis has demonstrated that the Purpose and Need is best met by a

multimodal alternative that improves highway, transit, and bicycle and

pedestrian facilities, and adds tolling to the highway river crossing. The

CRC project is a comprehensive and sustainable solution. For example,

the project results in fewer vehicular trips over the I-5 bridges than the

No-Build Alternative, extends light rail transit into Vancouver, and

improves surface water quality in the project area.
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O-035-042

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 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 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
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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.

Regarding additional issues in this comment, see responses to comment

035-142 (purpose and need) and 035-143 (greenhouse gas emissions

and independent review of the GHG analysis), 035-066 (induced

growth), and 035- 085 (reduced air emissions).
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O-035-043

Alternatives that included no highway capacity improvements were

evaluated in early screening. They could not address some of the

fundamental needs of the project.  See response to comment 035-042. 

 

O-035-044

See response to comment 035-004.
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O-035-045

See response to comment 035-029.
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O-035-046

See the response to comment 035-042.
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O-035-047

See response to comment O-035-029.
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O-035-048

See response to comment O-035-029. It should be noted that a minority,

not the majority, of the Metro Councilors advocated for an alternative

with no highway improvements. 
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O-035-049

Public interest and concern about the CRC project helped inform a

robust scoping effort, during which many different options for addressing

the Purpose and Need were identified and evaluated in a year-long

screening process prior to the narrowing and development of the

alternatives in the DEIS. The project staff received input from the public

and stakeholder groups, and developed and evaluated designs based on

that input. Options eliminated through the screening process included a

new corridor crossing over the Columbia River (outside the existing I-5

and I-205 corridors), 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, and several

transit modes evaluated in screening were dropped from further

consideration because they did not meet the Purpose and Need.  The

project team has also considered options proposed since the DEIS,

including suggestions from the Metro Councilors and others. See

updated discussion in Chapter 2 of the FEIS. 

See also the response to comment O-035-029.
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O-035-050

The screening of alternatives that preceded the DEIS was a stepped

process that did not simply evaluate components individually. Early

screening processes, such as the one included in Appendix C did look at

components by themselves to screen out transit options and river

crossing types that clearly would not meet the requisite elements of the

Purpose and Need (e.g. Maglev would not improve transit performance

in the BIA). This process did not require individual components to meet

every element of the Purpose and Need. For example, transit

components were not required to improve freight mobility. This is

explained on page C-1 of Appendix C of the DEIS.

After initial screening, the remaining components were combined to form

12 alternative packages for more detailed analysis. This is described in

section 2.5.4 of the DEIS.

 

Columbia River Crossing

Appendix P September 2011



Columbia River Crossing

Appendix P September 2011



O-035-051

As described in the DEIS Chapter 1, The Purpose and Need was based

in part on the transportation deficiencies identified in preceding studies

such as the Transportation and Trade Partnership. These studies found

that I-5 is a critical regional transportation corridor and in need of a

variety of improvements to meet growing freight and commuter demand

for this facility. Alternative corridors were screened out during the initial

screening effort because they would do little to address the purpose and

need.

 

O-035-052

The Development of the Range of Alternatives memo contains detailed

information about the evaluation of alternatives packages. The body of

the memo explains the process for developing the range of alternatives,

including the latter stage of screening which evaluated the 12 alternative

packages. The findings from this evaluation of the 12 alternative

packages are included in Attachment G of that memo. See also

Appendix D and Chapter 2 of the FEIS.
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O-035-053

Detailed findings from each step in the screening process are provided in

the "Development of Alternatives" memo referenced in Chapter 2 of the

DEIS. This memo has been available by request and through the project

website. See also response to comment 035-052.
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O-035-054

Alternatives 4 and 5 included several important differences from

Alternatives 2 and 3, one of which was the supplemental (rather than

replacement) crossing. The supplemental crossing was designed with

less highway capacity for the Columbia River bridges - 4 lanes in each

direction compared with the 6 lanes evaluated with the replacement

crossing. In addition, Alternatives 4 and 5 included more frequent high

capacity transit service and higher toll rates. These important differences

were packaged with Alternatives 4 and 5 to evaluate the performance

and impacts of a reduced investment in the highway coupled with greater

capacity in the transit system and more demand management.

Alternatives 4 and 5 were developed in cooperation with stakeholder

representatives on the Task Force in response to their requests and the

requests of others to further explore using the existing bridges and

investing less in highways and more in transit. This response to public

and stakeholder interests follows the principles of meaningful public

involvement that underpin NEPA.
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O-035-055

See the response to comment 035-042.
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O-035-056

See the responses to comments 035-028 and 035-057.
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O-035-057

CEQ NEPA regulations (40 CFR 1502.9(c)) do not require agencies to

prepare a supplemental draft EIS just because a final EIS 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. Changes between the draft and the final EIS

are evidence that the project has implemented the public involvement

aspects of NEPA which encourage consideration and incorporation of

public and agency input into the alternatives and the findings.  They are

evidence that the project is using the EIS as CEQ regulations envisioned

– to assess impacts and solicit meaningful input rather than merely

justify decisions already made (40 CFR 1502.2(g)).  Public and agency

comments received before, during and since the DEIS comment period

have influenced many of the revisions and refinements in the FEIS.   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.  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.  The DEIS discussed the

relevant aspects of the project, including those mentioned in comment

035-056 (tolling, number of lanes and  construction) and analyzed the

impacts noted as missing in comment 035-056 (induced sprawl, water

quality, and ecosystems).  In most cases, the refinement of alternatives

and development of more detailed mitigation has reduced impacts

relative to those disclosed in the DEIS, and no new significant impacts

have been identified.  These kinds of changes do not require a

supplemental DEIS.  In addition, the primary intent of a supplemental

draft would be to provide opportunity for public and agency input on any

new significant information prior to making final decisions.  While

changes since the DEIS have not resulted in any new significant

impacts, the project has nevertheless been coordinating revisions in the

alternatives, refinement in impact analysis, and refinement to mitigation,
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with relevant permitting and participating agencies, and provided

numerous opportunities for the public to provide input since the DEIS

through additional open houses, surveys, email updates, website

updates, neighborhood meetings, working group meetings, and

community fairs and events.  In response to your comment about

 staging areas in the DEIS, see the response to comment 035-019.  See

response to comment 035-009 regarding your statement that you may

have additional comments following the close of the DEIS comment

period.

 

O-035-058

All permits and approvals for water quality and ESA would be obtained

prior to construction and operation of the proposed project. Water quality

would be improved due to increases in stormwater

treatment. Stormwater treatment will meet or exceed the requirements

of state and local regulatory agencies. There is no evidence that

complying with these treatment standards will result in a violation of

standards under the Clean Water Act.  Analysis of stormwater treatment

is included in the biological assessment for the project that has

undergone consultation with NOAA Fisheries and the USFWS, and is

summarized in Section 3.14 and 3.16 of the FEIS and the Water Quality

and Hydrology and the Ecosystems Technical Reports. 

Construction activities are also regulated under Oregon DEQ and

Washington DOE water quality permits. These permits set thresholds for

turbidity and other water quality parameters. While meeting standards for

these parameters is achievable during construction activities, the DEIS

and FEIS address potential impacts to water quality if required protective

measures fail.

The project met regularly with NMFS, USFWS, Oregon DEQ,

Washington DOE, EPA, and many other agencies since 2006 to discuss

the project and potential impacts.  Both NMFSand USFWS concurred
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with coordinating through the DEIS and then initiating formal consultation

after the DEIS. Submittal of a biological assessment occurred in July

2010, with the project receiving a letter of concurrence from USFWS in

November 2010 and biological opinion from NMFS in January 2011.

Information from these documents was included in the FEIS to provide

the most updated analysis available.

 

O-035-059

See the response to comment 035-057 and responses to comments

below.

 

O-035-060

The alternatives evaluated in the DEIS include a range of options for the

number of auxiliary lanes, from a low of 8 to a high of 12.  If the final

decision for the CRC project is to build something outside this range of

alternatives, then we will need to, at a minimum, conduct enough

analysis to determine if the impacts would be substantially different from

the alternatives previously evaluated. 

 

O-035-061

See response to comment 035-018.

The assessment of induced growth is located in Section 3.4 of the DEIS

and FEIS. This included an evaluation of the previous study on land use

effects performed as part of the I-5 Trade and Transportation

Partnership Study. More discussion of this evaluation is in the Indirect

Effects Technical Report. 

 

O-035-062

See response to comment 035-019.
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O-035-063

Please see the above response to comment 035-020 regarding

preliminary findings of effect for historic resources, and the response

below to comment 035-161 regarding minimization measures.

 

O-035-064

The DEIS describes the full range of property impacts expected from

each of the alternatives.  Page 3-104 of the DEIS explains that the

property impacts associated with the bicycle and pedestrian facilities

were included in the river crossing element of the project. While the

bicycle and pedestrian facilities had not been fully designed at the time

of publishing the DEIS, the DEIS explained that every effort would made

to use existing right-of-way or land otherwise acquired by the project to

accommodate the new bicycle and pedestrian pathways. The FEIS

identifies impacts from the newer and more detailed designs of the

bicycle and pedestrian facilities.

 

O-035-065

Construction/demolition impacts were estimated and discussed to the

extent they could be described and anticipated during the DEIS stage of

project development.  With a higher level of design available for the

FEIS, the potential approach to construction and demolition can also be

taken to a higher level of detail, and this has allowed a more detailed

analysis of construction impacts for the FEIS.  This allows for a greater

level of detail regarding impacts and mitigation, but it does not change

the basic findings and conclusions that were reported in the DEIS.

Regarding specific concerns raised:

Some of the waste materials generated from construction and

demolition will be transferred to landfills.  However, the majority of

the waste metal and concrete generated will be either reused or

recycled, not disposed.

•
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Water quality impacts from bridge demolition were a concern

identified in the DEIS, and they are described in greater detail, along

with mitigation measures, in Chapter 3.14 of the FEIS as well as the

Biological Assessment. 

•

Energy use associated with construction and demolition was

estimated in the DEIS. The DEIS also estimated the greenhouse

gas emissions associated with project construction activities. 

•

The impacts from construction and demolition (such as higher

energy use, and temporary water quality impacts), as well as the

long term impacts (such as reduced barriers to fish passage, and

cleaner storm water runoff) were incorporated into the findings in the

DEIS.

•

 

O-035-066

Section 3.4 of the DEIS includes a comprehensive analysis of the

potential induced growth effects that could be expected from the CRC

alternatives. The CRC project team reviewed national research and case

studies about indirect land use effects that can arise from added highway

capacity and from new transit infrastructure; this literature review was

described in detail in Appendix A of the Land Use Technical Report that

accompanied the DEIS. The project team then applied the findings from

this research to CRC’s travel demand modeling, results from Metro’s

2001 evaluation using an integrated land use / real estate /

transportation model, and a review of local and regional growth

management policies. This evaluation concludes that the likelihood of

substantial induced sprawl from the CRC project is very low.  In fact,

because of its location in an already urbanized area, the introduction of a

toll to manage demand, the inclusion of high capacity transit, and active

growth management in the region, the CRC project will likely further the

region’s goals of concentrating development in regional centers,

reinforcing existing corridors, and promoting transit and pedestrian

friendly development and land use patterns.
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The assessment of induced growth has been updated in Section 3.4 of

the FEIS and the Indirect Effects Technical Report. Metro also ran the

MetroScope model in 2010, which confirmed the assessment that the

CRC project would not induce sprawl.
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O-035-067

The DEIS was supported by multiple types of modeling analysis. The

transportation demand modeling held future housing and employment

patterns steady. This is common practice for travel demand models and

is required by the Federal Transit Administration when comparing and

contrasting the ridership forecasts and other performance metrics for

various alternatives.

However, the DEIS analysis of indirect (or induced) effects did not

assume future development patterns would be the same regardless of

whether or how the project was built. The project team's analysis of

induced growth included modeling by Metro of potential induced growth.

In this evaluation, Metro used Metroscope, an integrated land use and

transportation model that tests how transportation investments affect

future travel behavior and then in turn affect future land use

patterns. Metroscope is designed to predict how changes in

transportation infrastructure could influence the future distribution of

employment and housing in the region. This is described in detail in

Appendix A of the DEIS Land Use Technical Report and in the FEIS

Indirect Effects Technical Report.

 

O-035-068

As described in Section 3.1 of the DEIS, travel demand modeling

assessed the effect that a toll on the I-5 crossing would have on the

number of trips over the river, as well as the effect of other project

elements. The analysis methodology was reviewed by an independent

panel of travel demand experts in October 2008. This panel unanimously

concluded that the methodology and findings in the DEIS were valid and

reasonable.

The evaluation of induced growth assessed several factors, some of

which were results from the travel demand modeling that identified

various transportation metrics. For example, an important result from the
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travel demand model that supported the conclusions in the DEIS about

induced growth was that the project, with high capacity transit and a toll,

would reduce daily trips over the river compared to No Build.

 

O-035-069

The scenario evaluated with the Metroscope model in 2001 had

important similarities with the CRC project, but represented a

conservative estimate of land use effects for the CRC project. In other

words, this 2001 scenario would likely have similar types of land use

effects, but of a higher magnitude. The important similarities between the

scenario evaluated with the Metroscope model and the CRC project are

the improvements to I-5 around the river crossing and the extension of

light rail to Clark College. The land use changes from the Metroscope

analysis were deemed conservative (i.e. of a higher magnitude)

compared to the CRC project because the 2001 scenario included a

larger increase in highway capacity with a 4th through-lane between

Going Street in Portland to 134th in Vancouver. This is a significantly

longer segment of I-5 than the CRC project would improve, with 22 new

lane miles - twice that of the 6-lane replacement crossing evaluated in

the DEIS. While the CRC project design has five lanes in each direction

on the Columbia River bridges, these lanes quickly drop off north and

south of the river, and drop to just three through-lanes at each end of the

project area. The 2001 Metroscope analysis also did not include a toll on

the I-5 crossing, which is an important element of the CRC project that

curbs induced demand. Metroscope modeling conducted in 2010

confirmed the findings from the DEIS (see Section 3.4 of the FEIS).

 

O-035-070

The cited summaries present the most substantial effects from the

alternatives on land use and economics. Because the potential for

sprawl effects was found to be small, it was not included in these

summaries. However, the assessment of whether the project could

induce sprawl is discussed a few pages later on page 3-134 of the DEIS.

Columbia River Crossing

Appendix P September 2011



O-035-071

The DEIS provides an evaluation of induced growth in Chapter 3.4,

and page 3-138 directs readers interested in more information on the

topic to the Land Use Technical Report. Appendix A of this

technical report (which is the Indirect Effects Technical Report for the

FEIS) provides a description of each document included in the literature

review. The literature review included studies on the effect of highway

expansion on land use. These studies identified a variety of factors that

influence whether and how highway projects induce greater travel

demand and sprawl. The project did assess the 2001 modeling of

induced growth that was done for the I-5 Transportation and Trade

Partnership. Refer to the responses to comments 035-067 and 035-069

for more on this topic.

Chapter 3.4 of the FEIS provides an updated discussion of induced

growth, with more information included in the supporting Indirect

Effects Technical Report.
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O-035-072

The DEIS includes the Technical Reports incorporated by reference,

which includes the review of plan and policy consistency, in the Land

Use Techncial Report.  The report describes applicable plans at state,

regional, and local levels.  As you have noted, there are plan policies

with which the alternatives may not be found to be perfectly consistent. 

It is also true that some policies are not wholly consistent with each

other.  The Portland/Vancouver area has a robust system of land use

and transportation planning that has to be comprehensively considered. 

When policies speak to improving the transportation system, we do not

suggest that just any road widening is consistent with plans.  Alternately,

when plan policies call for reduced vehicle travel, we do not find all

transportation system improvements to be inconsistent with the plans. 

Rather, all of the policies together must be considered.  When this is

done, it is easier to understand the CRC's high level of plan consistency.

On the one hand, the project adds to the transportation system,

alleviates safety troubles, relieves congestion, etc.  At the same time, the

project promotes transit and reduces overall vehicle trips. 

Your last point is in regards to "sprawl that the DEIS fails to consider."  

The Land Use Technical Report includes an extensive analysis of

potential induced growth impacts. 
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O-035-073

The analysis of induced growth concluded that there was a small

potential for induced growth at the urban edge and much greater

potential for consistent development.  This is because of the tolls, high

capacity transit, modest highway travel time savings, location in an

already existing urbanized transportation corridor, and other factors. 

Therefore, it is not necessary for the CRC project to mitigate "sprawl"

when the project already supports greater concentration of

development.  However, growth management controls are important to

achieving regional and local goals, and the previous Bi-State Governors'

group studying the I-5 problem concluded that improved regional

coordination on land use issues would be beneficial for maintaining

transportation capacity in the region.  Ongoing bi-state land use

coordination will help to build a better jobs and housing balance, and

minimize unbalanced growth. These factors will help to maintain

the capacity produced by this project, and reduce future needs for

additional capacity. 

 

O-035-074

As the DEIS and the technical reports acknowledge, increasing highway

capacity can induce sprawl. But sprawl is not always inevitable with a

highway expansion, and highway expansion is not the only action with

the potential to cause sprawl.  The literature review described in

Appendix A of the Land Use technical report identified factors that

influence whether and how projects that increase highway capacity are

or are not associated with induced sprawl. It also evaluates the factors

associated with transit projects that are or are not associated with

promoting transit oriented development.  Chapter 3 (Section 3.4) of the

FEIS also discusses these factors.

While the CRC project will add highway capacity, it will do so for a

segment of Interstate 5 that is in an established urban area, with strong

growth management regulations. Furthermore, the CRC project will
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introduce high capacity transit service across the river, and will introduce

a significant new travel demand tool: a toll on the I-5 crossing. This toll,

coupled with the introduction of high capacity transit to Vancouver, is

projected to reduce automobile demand and increase transit mode share

compared to No-build. The modeling conducted for the project and the

literature review suggest that this combination of factors is likely to

largely offset the potential for induced sprawl.

 

O-035-075

The DEIS and FEIS and related technical reports contain a robust

analysis of indirect or induced effects.  Refer to the responses to

comments 035-066 and 035-074.

 

O-035-076

See responses to comments 035-066 and 035-074.

 

O-035-077

It is not practical to provide written responses to every comment

provided on the project throughout its planning phases.  However, the

FEIS provides the comments and responses from all public testimony

which was part of the DEIS public comment period. Also, the FEIS has a

more complete record of public involvement on Environmental Justice

issues.  Please refer to the Environmental Justice Technical Report,

Section 2.

The members of many of the project's stakeholder working groups are

listed on the CRC web page. The members of CEJG are listed there as

well.
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O-035-078

See response to comment O-035-083 regarding asthma.

The indirect effects of the project are discussed in the response to

comment 035-066 and 035-074.  Because the induced growth effect of

the project is likely to include less dispersed development patterns, less

auto travel and congestion and greater use of transit, biking and walking,

the indirect effect on air quality is likely to be beneficial.

Construction related effects to air quality are discussed in the DEIS, and

were updated in the FEIS, in Chapter 3 (Section 3.10).

 

O-035-079

There were many months of targeted outreach prior to the publication of

the DEIS, and months more following the release of the DEIS.  The

project team has specifically worked with EJ populations, low-income

service providers, tribal representatives, and others.  These parties have

had much more direct access to the project staff and information than

simply responding to the DEIS.  For more information on such outreach,

please refer to Chapter 2 of the Environmental Justice and Historic Built

Environment Technical Reports and Chapter 1 and 2 of

the Archaeological Technical Report.

 

O-035-080

Information on existing neighborhoods, noise conditions, air quality, and

other environmental conditions can be found within the respective

technical reports, which are appendices to the DEIS and FEIS.  That

information is summarized in both the DEIS and FEIS.  The project

would not have adverse impacts to air quality so no mitigation, other than

during construction, is proposed.  The analysis also indicates that

emissions in general from I-5 will be substantially lower in the future than

they are today.  Regarding the cumulative effect of air quality on health,

see the discussion of the PATA/PATS study in the Air Quality Technical
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Report, DEIS, and FEIS.

The project would result in additional noise impacts to adjacent

residences, but with proposed mitigation, there will be fewer noise

impacts than under either No-Build conditions or existing conditions.  Not

all noise impacts can be mitigated with noise walls. This is discussed in

the Environmental Justice Technical Report.

Where impacts have been identified, the EJ analysis considers whether

these project impacts would result in high and disproportionate impacts

to EJ populations.  This includes consideration of cumulative impacts. 

 

O-035-081

The ridership of the system is more than speculative. It has been the

subject of advanced computer modeling, extensive studies, and

independent expert review.  The DEIS cited national studies which point

to substantially higher transit usage among low income households. 

Local transit-user surveys from Tri-Met point to the same.

Low income and minority individuals and populations reside

throughout the corridor, both in Washington and in Oregon.  The LRT

extension will benefit residents who use transit to travel either south or

north, and even those in Oregon who may never cross the river. The

CRC project would double the frequency of LRT service on the existing

yellow line, in addition to extending it to Vancouver.

Regarding air quality, the analysis incorporated both increased traffic

volumes and reduced congestion.
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O-035-082

The project team collected more data than was required, and collected

additional data for specific issues.  The Census data was supplemented

by analyses of other data, including school lunch programs, public

housing, and income ranges within certain job types. The project has

conducted hundreds of public meetings, with dozens of meetings specific

to EJ communities and impacts.  The technical report and FEIS have

been expanded to provide more information on this analyses.

See also response to comment 035-077.

 

O-035-083

The DEIS did not include information on current asthma rates.  The Air

Quality Technical Report that was incorporated by reference in the DEIS

included information on the connection between asthma and air quality

(in particular, ozone and particulate matter) as well as a discussion of

relevant standards and regulatory compliance.  Many of these details

were not included in the DEIS because the project area has been in

compliance with relevant standards for well over a decade, ozone and

particulate matter levels are continuing to decrease, and no future

violations are projected with or without the project.

Regarding noise levels outside the area of potential impact, it is not

evident how this would be relevant to the EIS or the project decisions.
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O-035-084

There is no potential for high and adverse effects in the neighborhoods

you have mentioned.  The project would not require construction there,

cut-through traffic in neighborhoods would generally be lower with the

project than without it, air quality would generally be improved, access

and mobility would be improved or unaffected.  

Additional information was provided for some of the Washington

neighborhoods because of the specific EJ-related facilities and services

that could have been directly impacted by the construction of some of

the light rail transit options in Vancouver. 

 

O-035-085

The travel demand modeling and induced growth analysis done for the

DEIS indicates that the project is not likely to induce more auto travel or

more emissions.  In fact, the DEIS analysis showed that the project's

introduction of high capacity transit between Vancouver and Portland,

coupled with a toll on the I-5 crossing, would lower the number of

vehicles crossing the river each day (see Section 3.1 of the DEIS).

Furthermore, the vehicles using the I-5 crossing would be able to travel

more efficiently because CRC would reduce congestion in the project

corridor. The air quality modeling presented in the DEIS indicates that

these fewer trips, combined with less congestion, would reduce pollutant

emissions from vehicles using the I-5 crossing (see Section 3.10 of the

DEIS).

See the response to comment 035-083 regarding asthma.
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O-035-086

As discussed in Chapter 3.5 of the DEIS, the potential for the project,

including tolling, to cause high and adverse effects on EJ populations

was analyzed. The analysis considered adverse effects, benefits, and

potential mitigation.  The adverse economic impacts would vary little

among the different build alternatives and tolling structures

contemplated.  A supplemental DEIS to further cover this issue is not

warranted.  See Chapter 3.5 of the FEIS, and its supporting

Environmental Justice Technical Report, for an updated discussion of

tolling's effects on EJ populations.

 

O-035-087

The validity of the traffic modeling is addressed under 035-068 and the

induced growth analysis is addressed under 035-066.  The modeling

indicated that fewer trips would cross the river and the duration of

congestion would be substantially lower with the project.  The air quality

modeling presented indicates that fewer trips combined with less

congestion, would reduce pollutant emissions relative to the no-build. 

The induced growth analysis indicated that the project would be very

unlikely to result in induced sprawl. 

 

O-035-088

The FEIS includes modeled concentrations from the 2005 Portland Air

Toxics Solutions (PATS), as well air toxics monitoring data from an

elementary school next to I-5.  Model results from PATS indicate there

are elevated concentration levels along freeway corridors.  However, this

does not mean that CRC would be a cause of higher than average levels

of pollutants, as the CRC project does not cause I-5.  I-5 is an existing

condition and will continue to operate whether the CRC project is built or

not.  Thus, hotspots along I-5 are a consequence of I-5 and not of the

CRC project.  The analysis in the DEIS showed, and the FEIS agrees,

that criteria pollutants and MSAT emissions from I-5 through north

Portland will be substantially lower in the future with or without the
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project.  It also shows that future emissions in north Portland will be

further lowered, slightly, with the CRC project as traffic flow is improved.

 

 

O-035-089

The DEIS did consider these issues.  Pages 3-275 through 3-277 and

Section 3.10.2 explain, and the Air Quality Technical Report (sections

4.2.2 and 5.2) further details, the relevance of such air-quality-related

health risks to the project, including the known limitations and

uncertainties of current science and methodologies, the

information, findings and relevance of the Portland Air Toxics

Assessment study, and the approach the project developed and

implemented in coordination with regulatory agencies to address these

concerns. Please see Chapter 3 (Section 3.10) of the FEIS and the

accompanying Air Quality Technical Report for an updated discussion of

these issues.

 

O-035-090

As discussed in Chapter 3.10 of the DEIS, VOCs and nitrogen dioxide

contribute to the creation of ozone, and each alternative, including the

No-Build Alternative, is anticipated to reduce contributions to regional

VOC and nitrogen dioxide levels. Updated air quality analysis is included

in the FEIS. As discussed in Chapter 3.10, with the LPA, compared to

existing conditions, future regional emissions are expected to decline by

about 75 percent for nitrogen dioxide and 55 percent for VOCs.  

 

O-035-091

For information on references used for the Air Quality section (Section

3.10) of the DEIS, please see Chapter 10 of its supporting Air Quality

Technical Report. 
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O-035-092

Please see the response to comment O-035-093.

 

O-035-093

CRC is first and foremost a transportation project, but one that must

meet all environmental regulations. This project must comply with State

and Federal air quality regulations and standards intended to protect

human health. Likewise, jurisdictions and the public in the Portland-

Vancouver region have made it clear that CRC should seek methods for

improving air quality. So, while the foundation of the project - the

Purpose and Need - is to address transportation problems, the

evaluation in the DEIS and ongoing design of the project have

considered how CRC will affect air quality and how it can reduce vehicle

emissions. 

The air quality evaluation presented in the DEIS assessed how the

project would affect emissions of pollutants regulated by state and

federal standards.  Oregon and Washington, as well as the federal

government, have ambient air quality standards. These standards are

based on human health. This evaluation included an analysis to

demonstrate this project would allow the region to retain conformity with

state and federal air quality standards for Carbon Monoxide (CO). The

CO analysis analyzed potential CO impacts at intersections where traffic

volumes would be affected by the project. See the Air Quality Technical

Report for a detailed explanation of the state and federal regulations

concerning air quality and the evaluation of how this project would affect

compliance with these regulations. 

The evaluation in the DEIS found "that future (no-build or build)

emissions of all pollutants would be substantially lower than existing

emissions for the region and the subareas" (page 3-277). The DEIS

explains that these reductions in emissions are largely the result of on-

going reductions in vehicle emissions that will occur with or without the
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project, and are based on relatively standard assumptions regarding

future vehicles and fuel.  The anticipated vehicle emission reductions are

based largely on regulated improvements in fleet fuel efficiency

standards, and regulated improvements related to cleaner gasoline and

diesel fuels. Any extraordinary improvements in fuel efficiency or fuels

would result in even greater emission reductions. 

Projected reductions in vehicle fleet emissions would result in a 25% to

90% reduction in criteria pollutants over existing conditions, even with

the anticipated growth in population, employment and VMT.  In addition,

the build alternatives would generally provide further reductions in

vehicle emissions at the regional level and for some of the sub-areas

along I-5.  See also the responses to comments 035-083 and 035-089.

 

O-035-094

The DEIS calculates greenhouse gas estimates so the assertion that it

avoids calculations is perplexing.  See Section 3.19.8 of the DEIS and

Chapter 3 (Section 3.19.10) of the FEIS.

Regarding uncertaintly,  there is, of course, uncertainty in any forecasts

or projections about the future.  This is a given.  The uncertainty

associated with climate change and greenhouse gas emission futures,

however, is greater and potentially more consequential than that

associated with the forecasts of the other air pollutants.  For example,

criteria air pollutants have been regulated at the federal and state levels,

and modelled at the regional and local levels, for decades.  Legislation

that affects these emissions was first passed over 30 years ago.  The

models for estimating future emissions have been continually refined and

have long been approved by EPA.  It is a broadly accepted and

understood process.  Further, the analysis indicates that future

emissions of these pollutants will be well within compliance standards. 

There is little reason to expect that there is any unique and

substantial uncertaintly in these forecasts that would result in

dramatically different conclusions.
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The situation is quite different for greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from

vehicles. GHG emissions from vehicles were not previously, and still are

not regulated.  The only real regulation that indirectly affects greenhouse

gas emissions from automobiles is the federal fuel efficiency (CAFE)

standards.  As the DEIS was being prepared, GHGs and climate change

were growing as topics of wide public concern, and the potential for

broad new legislation, for new vehicle technologies, and for new fuel

sources that could dramatically reduce GHG emissions, was just

beginning.  Our estimates of GHG emissions in the DEIS assumed that

there would be no extraordinary changes in legislation, vehicles or fuels

to dramatically reduce GHG emissions.  Given this, it was appropriate for

the DEIS to acknowledge the unique uncertainty associated with

forecasting GHG emissions at this point in time.  In addition, the DEIS

noted other factors regarding the unique uncertainty associated with

estimating future GHG emissions.  Also see the discussion of GHG

emissions and climate change in Chapter 3 (Section 3.19) of the FEIS.

 

O-035-095

The projected emissions associated with Existing Conditions, the No-

Build alternative, and each of the Build alternatives are enumerated in

the DEIS, Exhibit 3.19-4, page 3-435.

"Existing conditions" are not presented as a choice and do not reflect

what will happen if the proposed action is not built. Existing conditions

are presented as a basis for understanding how the future conditions are

expected to change compared to today, both without the proposed action

(No-Build alternative) and with the proposed action (the Build

alternatives). 

 

O-035-096

The Air Quality Technical Report included with the DEIS provides a

detailed comparison of emissions for all alternatives at the regional and
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sub area levels.  Traffic and emission estimates have been updated for

the LPA and No-Build Alternative and are available in the Air Quality

Technical Report included with the FEIS.

 

O-035-097

Since publication of the DEIS, the EPA adopted revised standards for

lead, SO2 and NOx. New NAAQS for PM have also been implemented

since 2006.  

Conformity rules state that the project must not cause or contribute to a

violation of the national ambient air quality standard (NAAQS).  Thus, the

NAAQS are the standard by which the project is measured.  The project

cannot arbitrarily set its own “standards” under the current regulatory

environment.  Thus, until the States or EPA promulgates a new

standard, the current levels are appropriate for evaluation purposes. 

The DEIS and FEIS report emissions of CO, NO2, and PM.  SO2 and

lead emissions were not reported in the DEIS or FEIS as their monitored

levels are low compared to the standards.  The primary SO2 sources are

power production and industrial processes, which account for about 90%

of the SO2 emissions.  The transportation sector is currently not the

primary contributor to SO2 emissions in the state.  With the removal of

lead from gasoline, lead concentrations have dropped considerably, and

are many orders of magnitude lower than the standard.  Because of the

above reasons, SO2 and lead were not included in the DEIS. 

The specific NAAQS used in the FEIS analysis are reported in Exhibit 2-

1 of the Air Quality Technical Report.  
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O-035-098

The DEIS covers the regulatory need for the CO analysis.  The project

must comply with the Portland-Vancouver CO maintenance plans and

these plans require verifying that planned transportation projects will not

cause or contribute to a violation of the federal standards for CO. This

verification process is referred to as demonstrating conformity.

Demonstrating conformity consists of two different analyses:

A regional analysis – the project must be included in a conforming

regional transportation plan and transportation improvement plan.

•

A local analysis - the project must analyze the most congested

intersections and demonstrate that CO levels, including the project,

will be below the CO standards.

•

For ozone, an analysis of project ozone precursors (NOx, VOC)

emissions is also required.

The Portland-Vancouver area is in attainment for the other criteria

pollutants, so that more robust analyses are not generally required,

especially if the project shows a decrease in emissions from the existing

conditions.

 

Columbia River Crossing

Appendix P September 2011



O-035-099

The DEIS and Air Quality Technical report indicate that regional pollutant

emissions from vehicles will continue to decrease in the future even

though VMT increases, suggesting air quality will improve in the future. 

This is supported by air quality monitoring conducted by the state air

quality agencies that shows most pollutant levels have decreased over

the last ten years.

The authors cite that “the degree to which [the federal action] contributes

to the degradation of air quality” should be the measure for evaluation. 

The DEIS and FEIS demonstrate that air quality is improving from

current conditions (no degrading) and that the CRC project will slightly

lower future emissions in the project area over the No-Build Alternative

as traffic flow is improved.  
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O-035-100

Conformity rules state that the project must not cause or contribute to a

violation of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS).  The

project cannot unilaterally set its own “standards” under the current

regulatory environment.  Thus, until the States or EPA promulgates a

new standard, the current state and Federal standards are appropriate

for evaluation purposes.

Even so, it is worth noting that the future CO concentrations at the most

impacted intersections would be well below the relevant NAAQS, as

discussed on page 3-281 of the DEIS.  The highest modeled one-hour

concentration was 5.2 parts per million, or about 38 percent lower than

existing conditions and 85 percent below the NAAQS.  The highest

modeled eight-hour concentration was 4.7 ppm, or about 34 percent

lower than existing conditions and 48 percent below the standard.

You have suggested that the CRC analysis should compare projected

CO concentrations to more protective standards than the NAAQS, and

you name the World Health Organization’s (WHO) 26.1 ppm 1-hour CO

standard.  For comparison, the highest projected future 1-hour CO

concentration (5.2 ppm) with the project would be about 80

percent below the WHO standard.

The project fully recognizes the potential health effects of CO.  However,

the analysis indicates that there will be large future reductions in CO

emissions and concentrations, and that they will be substantially below

even the most protective standards that have been established to protect

human health.  Although the air quality analysis has been updated for

the FEIS, the analysis supports the conclusion reached in the DEIS.
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O-035-101

The interim year traffic analyses were not available for the DEIS because

of the large number of alternatives.  The interim year analysis has been

completed for the FEIS (see Air Quality Technical Report updated for the

FEIS).

 

See comment O-035-066 on induced traffic issue.

 

O-035-102

See responses to comments O-035-097 through O-035-100.
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O-035-103

The statement that CO is not a greenhouse gas stands corrected. 

However, this doesn't affect the calculation of greenhouse gas

emissions.  The analysis in the DEIS is based on the six primary

greenhouse gases identified by the United Nations Framework

Convention on Climate Change: Carbon Dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4),

Nitrous oxide (N2O), hydroflourocarbons (HFCs), fluorocarbon's (PFCs),

and sulfur hexafluoride. These GHGs are converted into Carbon Dioxide

equivalents (CO2e) using an approach developed by EPA.

 

O-035-104

Other than CO, impact analyses are not required for other pollutants. 

Since the area is currently in attainment for all pollutants and project

emissions are projected to decrease, air quality in all neighborhoods

should continue to improve in future years regardless of which

alternative is selected.  Furthermore, the DEIS and FEIS considered

emissions in sub-area bases, indicating that the difference between

future options are much improved from existing conditions, with the

difference between alternatives being small to insignificant.  Thus, the

future contribution to PM2.5 concentrations by the CRC project are

shown to be small to insignificant compared with the overall operation of

I-5. 
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O-035-105

The DEIS accounts for increased diesel-based trucks in the projected

traffic volumes.  Current regulations on diesel emissions are expected to

drop diesel impacts by 95 percent.  The emission reductions in the DEIS

reflect changes in the emission factors for vehicles and diesel vehicles.

 

O-035-106

The PM2.5 monitoring data, as well as the other pollutants, have been

updated for the FEIS (see Air Quality Technical Report updated for the

FEIS). 
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O-035-107

The tables in the DEIS show the change in overall emissions for the

various alternatives.  Since all alternatives show decreases in emissions

from current conditions, resultant concentrations will likely decrease in

the future as well.

 

The difference between summer and winter PM emission rates is only

about 4 percent.  So regardless if summer or winter emission rates were

used, the results would show the same trends.  The tables in the FEIS

were revised to be more consistent.

 

O-035-108

In relation to the adequacy of the NAAQS in providing air quality

standards by which the project is measured, please see response to O-

035-97. The EPA issued a final rule effective January 22, 2010, updating

the NO2 standard. This rule established that the 3-year average of the

98th percentile of the daily maximum 1-hour average at each monitoring

location within an area must not exceed 100 parts per billion (ppb). The

EPA also proposes to establish requirements for an NO2 monitoring

network that will include monitors within 50 meters of major roadways.

 EPA is proposing to require monitors to be placed by January 2013.  In

addition, the EPA is currently proposing secondary standards for NO2

identical to the primary standards to provide requisite protection for the

direct effects on vegetation resulting from exposure to gaseous oxides of

nitrogen in ambient air. Final rulemaking on the secondary standards will

occur no later than March 20, 2012.

The commenter cites high hourly NO2 concentrations from a station in

Anacortes, WA.  This station is downwind of a large refinery and is not

located in an urban environment near a roadway.  Regardless, the

project fully recognizes the potential health effects of NO2 from

roadways.  Monitoring data from the ODEQ SE Lafayette station indicate

that annual NO2 concentrations are well below the Federal standard. 
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Hourly data from the ODEQ Lafayette [1] station show the fourth highest

NO2 concentrations are about 53 ppb, indicating that the regional

airshed will likely have impacts less than the new standard.  However,

monitoring next to a major highway has not been undertaken.  Studies

have shown that NO2 concentrations in vehicles and on or near major

roads are appreciably higher than those measured at monitors in the

current network.  In-vehicle concentrations can be 2-3 times higher than

measured at nearby community-wide monitors.  Near-roadway

concentrations have been measured to be approximately 30 to 100%

higher than away from major roads.  The concentrations fall off

exponentially with distance from the roadway, reaching regional values

by about 200 meters.  In 2008, a rough estimate of NOx roadway

concentrations was made by scaling the CO hot-spot concentrations

using the ratio of CO-to-NOx MOBILE 6.2 emission rates.  When

this was done, a maximum concentration of approximately 260 ppb was

calculated.  Using the DEQ hourly NO2/NOx ratio from the DEQ data,

the NO2 concentration would be approximately 53 ppb.  Although

roadway concentrations are high, these impacts would occur whether the

CRC project is built or not.  By lowering volumes in the I-5 corridor, local

effects should be reduced relative to the No-Build Alternative.

This comment cites various impacts due to “increased NOx pollution”. 

However, the DEIS and technical report shows decreased regional NOx

emissions for all alternatives from current conditions, with little difference

between the alternatives (i.e., insignificant).  With future projected

decreases in NOx emissions, impacts on health, visibility impairment,

acid deposition and lichen will not worsen and would likely improve.

[1] Oregon Department of Environmental Quality. 2010 Oregon Air

Quality Data Summaries. Available

http://www.deq.state.or.us/aq/forms/2010annualReport.pdf. Accessed

9/6/11.
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O-035-109

On June 2, 2010, EPA issued a final rule establishing the primary SO2

standard at 75 ppb measured over 1 hour. To attain this standard, the 3-

year average of the 99th percentile of the daily maximum 1-hour average

at each monitor within an area must not exceed 75 ppb. The Agency is

currently proposing secondary standards for SO2 identical to the primary

standards to provide requisite protection for the direct effects on

vegetation resulting from exposure to gaseous oxides of sulfur in the

ambient air. Final rulemaking on the secondary standards will occur no

later than March 20, 2012.

The primary SO2 sources are power production and industrial

processes, which account for about 90% of the SO2 emissions.  The

transportation sector is currently not the primary contributor to SO2

emissions in the state.   

Oregon DEQ monitors SO2 at the SE Lafayette station.  In 2008, the

maximum 3-hour SO2 concentration was 7 ppb, well less than the new

75 pbb 1-hour standard.  The annual average SO2 concentration in 2011

was 1.4 ppb.  This value is well below the threshold cited by the

commenter and should not pose a threat to human health.
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O-035-110

The discussion of MSATs was expanded in the FEIS.  In addition to the

emission estimates from the PATS modeling, modeled concentrations

from the PATS modeling and actual monitoring data from the EPA

School Air Toxics (SAT) monitoring program located at Harriet Tubman

elementary school was included in the FEIS Air Quality Technical

Report. The initial SAT results did not find any air toxic over EPA’s short-

term levels of concern.  EPA scientists warn against drawing conclusions

at this point since the project is designed to show if long-term, not short-

term, exposure poses health risks to school children and staff. Once

monitoring is complete, the full set of results from all of the schools will

be evaluated for potential health concerns from long-term exposure to

these pollutants.  EPA will post this analysis to the Web once it is

complete.

Since the difference in the no-build and build configuration are small, it is

not clear what benefits a detailed dispersion modeling and hot-spots

analysis would provide given the inherent uncertainties in emission

estimates and models.
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O-035-111

There are clear indications that emissions from I-5 will decrease

substantially between now and 2030 such that future emissions -

including those responsible for haze - will be much lower in the future

than they are today. This is due to laws requiring cleaner-burning

engines, cleaner fuels, higher standards, and the incorporation into this

project of the use of tolls, congestion pricing and transit.  Therefore, it is

highly unlikely that there will be increased impacts to visibility resulting

from worsening air quality. 

As discussed in relation to other comments above, the project will not

induce higher traffic volumes or higher emissions. 
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O-035-112

See comment O-035-066 on induced traffic issue.  The FEIS has been

expanded to include more information from the PATS analysis and from

the EPA SAT monitoring study.  Note that VMT growth is included in the

emissions estimates and the issues of induced growth is addressed

under O-035-066. 

 

O-035-113

The DEIS evaluation of impacts to ecosystems considered a variety of

environmental factors including aquatic and terrestrial species and their

habitats. This analysis was based on the level of design available during

the DEIS, and it focused on comparison between the alternatives for the

same goals the commenter listed - providing information to allow the

public and decision-makers to make informed comments and decisions

about the best manner for this project to proceed (or not

proceed). Overall, the analysis of ecosystem impacts (and other

analyses in the DEIS) disclosed the type and magnitude of impacts from

the alternatives and highlighted where there were differences in these

effects between the alternatives. Where mitigation measures discussed

in the DEIS applied to all of the build alternatives, they did not provide

meaningful distinction between the build alternatives or the decision

about which alternative to choose.  This was the case with endangered

species where the impacts of primary concern, and the mitigation

associated with them, were similar in type and magnitude for all of the

build alternatives.

As the commenter noted, a Biological Assessment is not required to

publish a DEIS.  For major transportation projects, a BA is not typically

prepared until after the DEIS has been completed and a preferred

alternative selected.  It is typical in projects like this to wait for a

preferred alternative to be selected and design further developed before

initiating the formal consultation (i.e. submitting a Biological

Assessment). The evaluation in the DEIS was used to solicit public
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feedback about the project's future direction and to inform local decision-

makers' selection of a locally preferred alternative. After the LPA was

selected, the project advanced its design in order to support preparation

of the BA.  Submittal of a BA occurred in July 2010, with the project

receiving a letter of concurrence from USFWS in November 2010 and

biological opinion from NMFS in January 2011. Information from these

documents was included in the FEIS to provide the most updated

analysis available, including more specificity about the type and severity

of impacts to ecosystems and the efficacy of proposed mitigation

measures.
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O-035-114

As noted on pages 3-386 through 3-389 of the DEIS, the build

alternatives then analyzed would have increased the amount of treated

impervious surface area from near zero to over 124 acres within the

project area, not an insubstantial amount of treatment.  Also noted was

that stormwater treatment will meet local, state, and federal regulations

which are designed to be protective of human health and the

environment. Bridge and interchange designs have been refined since

the release of the DEIS, and the build alternative no longer transfers

stormwater from the Hayden Island area to the Columbia Slough

watershed. 

One clarification to make is that fish listed as endangered rarely use the

Columbia Slough, although those listed as threatened do make use of it

more often. These impacts are addressed in the biological assessment

and biological opinion.

With regards to burying of data related to an increase in new impervious

surface area, these values are discussed on pages 3-386 through 3-389

of the DEIS, and are even commented on by this commenter on page

102 of their comment letter.
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O-035-115

Data on shading related to wide bridges relatively far above water

surfaces is not available to discern the differences between the wide

proposed structures that are up to 90 feet above the water surface and

the narrower existing structures that are closer to the water

surface. During coordination with NMFS, USFWS, ODFW, and WDFW,

this lack of information was concurred with. Detailed discussion on

shading impacts is included in the Ecosystems Technical Report.

 

O-035-116

The DEIS analysis of potential impacts to threatened and endangered

species was coordinated with the federal agencies that implement the

Endangered Species Act – the National Marine Fisheries Service

(NMFS) and the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), The analysis

was also coordinated with the Washington and Oregon state

departments of fish and wildlife.

Submittal of a biological assessment occurred in July 2010, with the

project receiving a letter of concurrence from USFWS in November 2010

and biological opinion from NMFS in January 2011. Information from

these documents was included in Section 3.14 and 3.16 of the FEIS to

provide the most updated analysis available, including hydroacoustic

impacts and stormwater treatment and other potential impacts to species

listed under the Endangered Species Act.

 

O-035-117

The EIS evaluation of impacts to ecosystems considers a variety of

environmental factors, including aquatic and terrestrial species, as well

as these species' habitats. The evaluation in the DEIS was focused on

comparison between the alternatives for the same goals you list -

providing information to allow the public and decision-makers to make

informed comments and decisions about the best manner for this project

to proceed (or not). Overall, the analysis of ecosystem impacts in the
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DEIS emphasized disclosing the type and magnitude of impacts from the

alternatives and highlighting where there were differences in these

effects between the alternatives. Mitigation measures described in the

DEIS were often not exclusive to one alternative because they would

apply to many or all of the build alternatives.  As indicated in the DEIS

analysis, the types of impacts to threatened and endangered salmon,

and the mitigation, would be very similar for all of the build alternatives.

 The level of detail you are requesting, such as specific take

assessments for endangered species, and specific habitat mitigation

sites, are developed through the Biological Assessment and Biological

Opinion which occur after publication of the DEIS.

To clarify, completing a Biological Assessment is required by Section 7

of the Endangered Species Act. It is not required that a BA be completed

prior to publishing a draft EIS.  The level of design refinement needed to

complete a BA is typically much more advanced than what is appropriate

at the draft EIS stage.  The DEIS evaluates and seeks public input on a

range of alternatives.  A BA typically evaluates just one alternative. 

Although the project has been coordinating with the National Marine

Fisheries Service and US Fish and Wildlife Service since 2005, formal

consultation under the Endangered Species Act was not formally

initiated until after the DEIS was published, a preferred alternative was

adopted, and a BA was proposed. The evaluation in the DEIS was used

to solicit public feedback about the project's future direction and to inform

local decision-makers' selection of a locally preferred alternative. Since

then, the LPA has been further refined and defined through on-going

analyses and extensive input.  This has helped to inform the Biological

Assessment that was reviewed by NMFS.  A summary of the evaluation

and findings for ESA compliance is included in the FEIS, including more

specificity about the type and severity of impacts to ecosystems and the

efficacy and details of mitigation and conservation measures.

See the response to comment 035-066 regarding your comment on
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induced growth, and the discussion of induced growth in Section 3.4 of

the FEIS.  The analysis indicates that the indirect impacts of the project

are likely to result in an overall benefit to threatened and endangered

salmon.

 

O-035-118

Section 3.16 of the FEIS, and the Ecosystems Technical Report, provide

information on areas with local habitat designations (Priority Habitats,

Critical Areas, Title 13, and E-zone) by alternative. Many of these

habitats overlap in whole or in part with each other. Because their

designations are not parcel-specific, based mainly on aerial photo

interpretation and distances from stream centerlines, staff could not

reasonably analyze impacts at a finer-scale.  Exhibits in the

Ecosystems Technical Report provide detailed views of potential impacts

near Burnt Bridge Creek and SR 500.  Other sites near and over the

Columbia River and Marine Drive did not have the same need for detail

due to the large areas of the designated habitats combined with

generally straightforward impacts to them. 

 

O-035-119

The project would not impact 291.7 acres of significant habitat.  State

and local agencies have developed overlay designations covering broad

areas of land in the project area.  However, that does not mean that all

that land is actual functioning habitat.  Nearly all of the land that would

be within the CRC's project footprint is already paved or otherwise

developed.  Section 3.16 of the FEIS and the Ecosystems Technical

Report provide greater detail on the overlay designations versus actual

uses. 

 

O-035-120

Peregrines were not specifically surveyed for as their presence and

location is known, and ODOT tracks their status regularly.  Because of
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their sensitive listing, further information is not given in public reports. 

Other nest surveys were limited to those habitat elements likely to be

used by birds protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, and that

would likely be directly impacted by the proposed project.  In segment B,

these elements were limited to overcrossings. 

 

O-035-120

Peregrines were not specifically surveyed for as their presence and

location is known, and ODOT tracks their status regularly.  Because of

their sensitive listing, further information is not given in public reports. 

Other nest surveys were limited to those habitat elements likely to be

used by birds protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, and that

would likely be directly impacted by the proposed project.  In segment B,

these elements were limited to overcrossings. 

 

O-035-121

Please see section 3.6.1 of the Ecosystems Technical Report for a

description of species of interest.  These species include those species

protected under federal and state laws, as well as others that are rare

but have not been placed on sensitive or candidate lists.  Table 3-18

presents a sample of these species of interest, including their federal

and state status under ESA or sensitive species regulations.  The term

"species of interest" was used because of the multiple jurisdictions

involved in the project and the effort to assess impacts to all ecosystem

resources, not just those with regulatory protection. 

Peregrine falcons were delisted from the Oregon Endangered Species

Act on April 13, 2007. The Oregon Sensitive Species List was officially

updated and adopted in 2008. Nevertheless, they were and are

protected under the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act, the Washington

sensitive species regulations, and an agreement on a management plan

between ODOT and ODFW.
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O-035-122

Avian watchlists from non-governmental organizations are not generally

consulted when state and federal listings and information from

government agency biologists are available.

 

O-035-123

Western pond turtle and western painted turtle are the only reptile

species listed as sensitive within the project area. No amphibians listed

as sensitive are located in the project area.  While other non-listed

reptiles or amphibians may be present in the area, their habitat and life

history requirements are not as distinct as the more rare native turtles

mentioned. 

Sensitive invertebrates are also not known to occur in the project area. 

Aquatic invertebrates likely occur in the waters in and near the project

area, but no detailed information on the species composition and

interactions with other fauna is available. A brief discussion of

invertebrates is included in the Ecosystems Technical Report.

 

O-035-124

Vegetative communities were analyzed for connectivity and habitat for

wildlife.  While removal of trees, without proper revegetation, may lead to

not meeting "strategies" (rather than requirements) for urban tree

canopies, it does not necessarily lead to non-compliance with

stormwater treatment, as other vegetation types, mechanical means, or

a combination of both may lead to better overall stormwater

management in many situations. Please note that the DEIS did not refer

to black cottonwoods as "junk trees" nor as unimportant habitat, and note

that the project would not remove any of the referenced black

cottonwoods on West Hayden Island.   
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O-035-125

See response to comment 035-019 for explanation about the description

in the DEIS of impacts from potential staging sites.

 

O-035-126

Please refer to the Wetlands and Jurisdictional Waters Technical

Report which provides detailed information on the Vanport Wetlands

complex.    

 

O-035-127

The DEIS included a wide range of alternatives and options, but the

impacts on habitat did not vary significantly.  As such, the magnitude and

character of mitigation would also not vary significantly among the

alternatives.  For the DEIS, the main purpose of the mitigation discussion

was to identify whether or not impacts that could not be avoided or

minimized, could be mitigated.  It was not necessary to identify all of the

specific sites or develop detailed mitigation designs at that stage.  Since

then, an LPA has been selected, and the project team has refined

designs, coordinated further with the regulatory agencies overseeing the

jurisdictional resources, and have investigated and evaluated specific

sites.  These activities have all confirmed that there are ample

opportunities to mitigate habitat impacts that cannot be avoided or

minimized.  See the FEIS and Ecosystems Technical Report for a more

comprehensive discussion of mitigation/restoration/enhancement

strategy.

 

O-035-128

The steel trusses over the decks of the existing Columbia River bridges

provide habitat for European starling and rock dove.  ODOT implements

control actions to deter these species from the bridge.  The bridges also

provide habitat for Peregrine falcon.  At the DEIS phase,

the preliminary design of the proposed new bridges over the Columbia
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River and North Portland Harbor did not anticipate any such truss work

over the decks.  The LPA also does not contain any lattice work like that

on the existing bridge, and is therefore not discussed in the FEIS or

Ecosystems Technical Report.  

 

O-035-129

The reason for the diversion of stormwater from the Columbia River

watershed to the Columbia Slough was not addressed in this portion of

the DEIS, but it involved sloping of ramps and bridges between Marine

Drive and Hayden Island. Bridge and interchange designs have been

refined since the release of the DEIS, and the build alternative no longer

transfers stormwater from the Hayden Island area to the Columbia

Slough watershed. This new design is addressed in the FEIS and

biological assessment and biological opinion.

 

O-035-130

The DEIS and the associated Water Quality and Hydrology Technical

Report used the WSDOT/FHWA method for evaluating highway runoff.

The EPA reference supports that typical highway runoff includes those

pollutants listed on 3-381 of the DEIS. The project team notes a

reasonable connection between DDE, PCBs, arsenic, and dioxin

highway runoff. However, there may be some indirect connection

between temperature and total dissolved gas and highway runoff. There

is a connection between PAHs in the forms of oils and greases and

highway runoff under some situations. The proposed stormwater

treatment facilities would treat for pollutants such as these. Water quality

analysis has been updated for the FEIS, and is included in Chapter 3

(Section 3.14). As discussed in the FEIS, although the total amount of

pollutant generating impervious surface would slightly increase for the

LPA, the amount of untreated impervious surface would drop

dramatically compared to existing conditions and the No-Build

Alternative. As a result, the LPA is expected to improve water quality in

the Columbia River relative to the No-Build Alternative. Further
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discussion of PAHs are included in the Water Quality and Hydrology

Technical Report supporting the FEIS.

 

O-035-131

The analysis referred to in the comment is not required under current

local, state, or federal regulations. Also, although collecting and

analyzing stormwater runoff from the I-5 bridge may have resulted in

some site-specific and storm-specific data, this data is generally limited

unless it is done over many, many sampling periods under different

meteorological and traffic conditions. Updated stormwater modeling has

been completed and is discussed in Section 3.14 of the FEIS and in the

Water Quality and Hydrology Technical Report.

 

O-035-132

All four of the DEIS build alternatives would result in increased

impervious area. Also mentioned in the DEIS, one sentence after the

sentence cited in the comment, is that the amount of impervious area

that would be treated would increase from near zero to over 124 acres

for each build alternative.  All developed impervious surface areas within

and outside the project result in changes to natural flow regimes. 

Stormwater treatment proposed as part of the build alternatives would

meet the requirements for water quantity and quality mandated under

local, state, and federal regulations designed to protect the natural

environment and human health. The DEIS presented an analysis of

several pollutants of concern identified during coordination with

regulatory agencies, while the Water Quality and Hydrology Technical

Report supporting the DEIS discussed all standard pollutants. Effects on

endangered species (and other organisms) are addressed in detail in the

Ecosystems Technical Report.

Water quality analysis has been updated for the FEIS, and is included in

Chapter 3 (Section 3.14). As discussed in the FEIS, although the total
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amount of pollutant generating impervious surface would slightly

increase for the LPA, the amount of untreated impervious surface would

drop dramatically (from 219 acres to 0 acres) compared to existing

conditions and the No-Build Alternative. As a result, the LPA is expected

to improve water quality in the Columbia River relative to the No-Build

Alternative. Effects on ESA-listed species (and other organisms) are

addressed in detail in Section 3.16 of the FEIS and in the Ecosystems

Technical Report.

 

O-035-133

Project designs have been refined so that stormwater is no longer

diverted from the Hayden Island area to the Columbia Slough

watershed. Furthermore, stormwater treatment will need to comply with

local, state, and federal regulations which are meant to be protective of

the environment.  When approved, stormwater runoff would not exceed

water quality standards. Please see Chapter 3 (Section 3.14) for updated

analysis of stormwater management.

 

O-035-134

Pages 3-385 through 3-389 of the DEIS discussed pollutant loading,

including impacts from untreated areas.  On page 3-385, the difference

between the no-build and the build alternatives was discussed - "Any of

the build alternatives would decrease the area contributing untreated

runoff to waterways by more than 120 acres."  The proposed stormwater

treatment system resulted in treating between 330 and 390 percent of

the net new impervious surface area.  Water quality analysis has been

updated for the FEIS, and is included in Chapter 3 (Section 3.14). As

discussed in the FEIS, although the total amount of pollutant generating

impervious surface would slightly increase for the LPA, the amount of

untreated impervious surface would drop dramatically compared to

existing conditions and the No-Build Alternative. As a result, the LPA is

expected to improve water quality in the Columbia River relative to the

No-Build Alternative.
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O-035-135

The level of design for alternatives evaluated in the DEIS was

conceptual, but provided an understanding of whether and how

stormwater could be retained and treated to current standards for each

of the alternatives. While the exact location and type of treatment

facilities were not finalized prior to the DEIS, the effect on local

waterbodies was identified for each of the alternatives. Advancements in

design have changed the amount of runoff that would flow into some

local watersheds, but this has not significantly changed the impact of this

project on water quality and has not affected the ability of the project to

meet existing water quality standards. Water quality analysis has been

updated for the FEIS, and is included in Chapter 3 (Section 3.14). See

response to comment O-035-019 for an explanation of the description of

possible impacts from potential staging sites.

 

O-035-136

The DEIS and DEIS Water Quality and Hydrology Technical Report

diddisclose the appropriate level of pollutant loading analysis for the

alternatives (see Exhibits 3.16-6 through 3.16-9 in the DEIS and Exhibit

5-3 of the Technical Report).  Water quality analysis has been updated

for the FEIS, and is included in Chapter 3 (Section 3.14).
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O-035-137

Please refer to Chapter 3 (Sections 3.15 and 3.18) of the FEIS for the

mitigation measures developed to avoid and minimize the impacts

listed.  Impacts that cannot be avoided must be minimized.  The

existence of potential impacts related to sediments and contaminants do

not automatically mean that water quality standards would be exceeded

if such impacts are not measurable.  Construction activities will require

the approval of Ecology and DEQ through a water quality certification

and NPDES 1200-CA permit, limiting water quality impacts and imposing

appropriate impact avoidance and minimization measures.
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O-035-138

Water quality analysis and discussion has been updated since the

DEIS, and is included in Chapter 3 (Section 3.14) of the FEIS and in the

Water Quality and Hydrology Technical Report. The term "best

management practice" is the industry term for stormwater treatment

facilities. The development of stormwater treatment systems that meet

the standards of local and state jurisdictions, plus those of WSDOT and

ODOT, includes rigorous review by those agencies and others. Inclusion

of the details of these standards within the body of the DEIS and FEIS

would not serve the general reader, and the technical reader is given the

appropriate reference to the technical document.
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O-035-139

The cumulative effects analysis in the DEIS does list past and

reasonably foreseeable future actions, but then also assesses the

impacts of these actions in relation to the CRC project's impacts. The

beginning of the section in the DEIS (3.19) describes relevant past and

planned actions. Subsequent sections evaluate the general type and

magnitude of impacts from these actions, with a focus on how they relate

to the effects of the CRC alternatives. For example, 3.19.5 evaluates

cumulative effects related to environmental justice. This

section describes how the construction of I-5 in the early 1960s affected

low-income and minority populations that lived in communities that were

divided by the freeway, and how recent and planned projects, including

CRC, create slightly widened roadway profiles along I-5 and that new

features such as transit improvements can provide a benefit to low-

income populations.
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O-035-140

The cumulative effects analysis was not artificially constrained to

projects only in the immediate area of CRC, but projects in a close

proximity can be more relevant. Thus, projects near the CRC

alternatives comprise the majority of the focus of the cumulative effects

analysis in the DEIS.

At the time of publishing the DEIS, the proposed LNG terminal had

neither a Record of Decision nor a Biological Opinion,

making it speculative to consider it "reasonably foreseeable". However,

the cumulative effects analysis in the FEIS was amended to include

consideration of this proposed project because it received approval from

FERC in 2008.

To clarify, the DEIS did not find any of the build alternatives would incur

"serious water quality issues from construction debris, increased

turbidity, and discharged pollutants". In fact, the build alternatives would

generally improve water quality long-term due to adding stormwater

treatment to clean runoff that currently flows off I-5 untreated into local

receiving waters. Construction impacts to water quality could generally

be minimized by developing plans to control construction-related risks

from erosion, sedimentation, or accidental spills.
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O-035-141

Comment noted.  See responses to other specific comments regarding

climate change, such as 035-094, 035-095, 035-103, 035-142, 035-143,

and 035-144.
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O-035-142

It would be inappropriate and unproductive to list or cite in the purpose

and need statement, all of the laws, regulations, plans and policies that

could be relevant to the proposed action.  This would be a very long list

and it would obfuscate the reason for developing a purpose and need

statement.  Reducing greenhouse gas emissions is an important goal

locally and globally, but climate change is not one of the driving needs

behind the proposed action and therefore is not part of the purpose and

need statement.  That said, this does not mean that greenhouse gas

emissions are ignored. On the contrary, the EIS has evaluated impacts

on greenhouse gas emissions and climate change, just as it

has evaluated all other potentially significant impacts on social, natural

and cultural resources. The CRC DEIS was one of the first transportation

EISs in the country to provide an analysis of impacts to GHG emissions

and climate change, and that analysis has been used to help inform the

public and decision makers about the impacts, benefits and trade-offs of

the various alternatives under consideration.  The analysis has shown

that the project would reduce GHG emissions compared to a future

without the project (see the response to comment 035-143).  The DEIS

further described various other actions, outside the control of the project

or the project sponsors, that could result in further reductions in GHG

emissions.

 

O-035-143

It is unclear what you believe the DEIS failed to disclose regarding GHG

and climate change impacts. The DEIS disclosed that with the

forecasted growth in regional population and employment, GHG

emissions will increase over existing conditions, whether the project is

built or not. It disclosed the emission estimates for each future

alternative, and showed the potential for lower emissions with some of

the build alternatives compared to the No-build alternative.  It described

the individual elements of the build alternatives that most influence GHG

emissions.  It also disclosed the uncertainty associated with estimating
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future GHG emissions, and indicated that there are elements of the

proposed action that, although not reflected in the model estimates,

would be expected to further reduce emissions relative to No-build.  The

DEIS also identified other actions, outside the control of this project or

the project sponsors, that could result in further reductions in future GHG

emissions with or without the project (for example, changes in federal

legislation regarding fuel efficiency and/or GHG emissions or substantial

changes and adoption of new vehicle technologies and new fuels). 

 

O-035-144

Please refer to the response to comment 035-142 regarding why

reducing greenhouse gas emissions is not, and does not need to be, part

of the purpose and need statement, and why it is not necessary to

forward an alternative that by itself will reduce future greenhouse gas

emissions below 1990 levels.  The projected increase in GHG emissions

is due to projected population growth; it is not due to the CRC project. 

This is also discussed in the response to comment 035-037.

Your comment that high capacity transit and bicycle and pedestrian

access should be "put on an equal footing" with highway is generally

consistent with the direction of the CRC project and accurately describes

the preferred alternative.  Each of these modes is reflected in the

project's purpose and need statement, and each is a significant element

of the preferred alternative.  While the project would increase throughput

capacity and safety for people in cars and trucks, it also represents one

of the region's largest single investments in high capacity transit, and the

region's largest, by far, investment in pedestrian and bicycle facility

improvements.  To provide further support for transit, biking and walking,

the project proposes a toll for the river crossing that would be paid only

be highway users, not by transit riders, pedestrians or bicyclists. 
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O-035-145

While there was no regulatory threshold or standardized methodology for

estimating greenhouse gas emissions when the DEIS was being

developed, the project team worked with federal and state agencies to

develop an appropriate analysis methodology that would allow disclosure

of impacts and a comparison of alternatives.  The DEIS, Chapter 3,

Section 3.19.8, summarized the results of GHG emissions and climate

change analysis conducted for the DEIS alternatives.  Further detail was

included in the Energy Technical Report that was released along with the

DEIS.   

Following the public comment period on the DEIS, the CRC project team

was requested by the Metro Council and Portland City Council to secure

independent review of the GHG evaluation conducted for the DEIS. The

“Columbia River Crossing Greenhouse Gas Emission Analysis Expert

Review Panel Report” (January 8, 2009) describes the activities and

findings of the independent review panel.  The panel concluded that the

GHG evaluation methods and the findings in the DEIS were valid and

reasonable. They also found that the findings were likely conservative,

and that the LPA would likely reduce GHG emissions even more than

estimated in the DEIS.  The GHG and climate change analysis in

Chapter 3 (Section 3.19.10) of the FEIS updates the analysis that was in

the DEIS, but the basic conclusion that the LPA would have lower

emissions than No-Build, remains unchanged. 

The reasons that the project would reduce GHG emissions compared to

No-build were described in the DEIS, and are included in the report

mentioned above as well as the FEIS.  The highway improvements

decrease congestion which reduces the amount and duration of idling

and slow-moving traffic. The extension of high capacity transit increases

transit mode share and reduces the number of autos crossing the river at

I-5.  The new highway toll further reduces auto trips and increases the

transit mode share.  The reductions in auto travel and the reductions in
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congestion result in lower GHG emissions from I-5 traffic.  The electric

power generation for the extended light rail transit system increases

transit-related GHG emissions, but these increases are offset by the

reduction in GHG emissions from I-5 traffic.  Other elements of the

project, including eliminating bridge lifts and reducing crashes, would

further reduce traffic back ups and idling, which will further reduce GHG

emissions beyond that estimated in the model.  While reducing VMT or

other metrics for auto use can help reduce GHG emissions, travel

speeds are also a significant determinant.  Traffic idling or moving slowly

on the interstate highway generates significantly more GHG emissions

than the same amount of traffic that is not impeded by significant

durations of congestion, major bottlenecks, bridge lifts or traffic incidents.

The DEIS also evaluated alternatives (4 and 5) with much

smaller improvements to highway capacity, more high capacity transit

service, and higher tolls on the highway crossing, than proposed in the

preferred alternative.  These alternatives provided a test of how an

alternative with greater emphasis on transit service and less emphasis

on  highway improvements would affect, among other things, GHG

emissions.  Modeling predicted that these alternatives would result in a

slightly higher transit mode share and further reductions in autos

crossing I-5, but they would not provide further meaningful improvements

in GHG emissions. This is because they would result in much greater

congestion on I-5 and greater traffic diversion to I-205 (because of the

higher toll and greater congestion on I-5), and substantially more

emissions from electrical generation used to power twice the train

service. Transit use is already projected to be very high with the

preferred alternative, and doubling the number of trains running would

not result in a proportional reduction in auto use. 

The DEIS did not ignore the potential for induced growth.  In fact it

included a robust analysis of induced growth effects, according to

an independent panel of experts that reviewed the project's travel

demand modeling and induced growth analysis (Travel Demand Model
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Review Panel Report, November 25, 2008, available at

www.columbiarivercrossing.org).  Your assertion that "research has

shown that additional highway capacity results in additional VMT"

ignores the fundamental details of the national body of high quality

research that has been conducted on induced growth.  As described in

Chapter 3, Section 3.4 of the DEIS and in Appendix A: Indirect Effects:

Induced Growth of the CRC Land Use Technical Report (2008), 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, but induced

growth is not inevitable with every highway improvement.  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 associated with highway projects that induce sprawl. These are

discussed in Chapter 3 (Section 3.4) of the FEIS and in the Land Use,

Economics and Indirect Effects Technical Reports.  Based on the CRC

project team’s comparison of those national research findings to CRC’s

travel demand modeling, Metro’s 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, and

induced traffic, from the CRC project is very low.  In fact, because of its

location in an already urbanized area, the inclusion of new tolls that help

to 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. These are

factors that over the long-term will tend to result in reducing VMT.

 

Please see Chapter 3 (Section 3.4) of the FEIS regarding induced

growth and induced traffic.
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O-035-146

This comment repeats some of the same issues addressed in

your comments above.  Please see responses to comments 035-142,

035-143 and 035-145.  
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O-035-147

CRC is first and foremost a transportation project.  VMT is projected to

grow because population and employment are projected to grow.  The

VMT growth is not due to the proposed project.  The DEIS demonstrates

that, in spite of population growth, future emissions from I-5 will be lower

than today,  due to the current regulations on vehicle emissions and

fuels, resulting in better air quality for the region and local areas,

regardless of the alternative selected.  Although the difference in current-

to-future year emissions is large, the differences in emissions between

build and no build are so small that they are essentially insignificant. 

Although some stakeholders in the Portland-Vancouver region have

requested that CRC should seek methods for improving air quality, the

magnitude of the benefits between alternatives would likely be minor

compared to the overall benefit in vehicle emission reduction.  Given

this, a quantitative cumulative analysis would also show minimal

differences between alternatives, and would not provide the public with

new, useful information, beyond that which has already been provided.

 

Columbia River Crossing

Appendix P September 2011



O-035-148

See above comments on cumulative impacts.

 

 

Care should be exercised when interpreting the HEI report.  The report

suggests that by switching to alternative fuels, emissions from some

MSATs could increase based on studies in Brazil and Mexico where

more alternative fuels are used.  Under their key conclusions for

acetaldehyde, HEI states:

 

“Urban concentrations of acetaldehyde measured in Brazil, where

ethanol is widely used in motor vehicles as an alternative to conventional

fuels, suggest that acetaldehyde concentrations elsewhere might

increase in the future if the use of alcohols in fuels increases.” (emphasis

added)

 

The report later states:

 

“Indeed, the widespread introduction of ethanol and compressed natural

gas as vehicle fuels in some regions of the world that has less advanced

engine and emission control technologies than the U.S. has already led

to increases in ambient concentrations of aldehydes in these regions.

Whether or not the same increases will be seen in the U.S. as

alternative-fuel use increases is unknown.”

 

Thus, to conclude that U.S. MSAT emissions will increase due to

alternative fuels is premature.  Since the current emission models predict

future emission reductions in aldehydes, it is not clear that phased-in

implementation of alternative fuels will automatically result in future

increases of aldehydes emissions as inferred by HEI.

 

The HEI report also concludes:

“There is no evidence to suggest that current ambient concentrations of
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acetaldehyde adversely affect human health.”

 

Similar conclusions were cited for formaldehyde and naphthalene. 

 

The evaluation of potential impact from different mixtures of alternative

fuels in the future is beyond the scope of the CRC project.  Regardless

of the fuel mixtures used, the difference between alternatives is expected

to be minimal as discussed above. 

 

O-035-149

See above comments on cumulative impacts.

 

FHWA Interim Guidance Update on Mobile Source Air Toxic Analysis in

NEPA Documents identified seven compounds to consider.  These

compounds are acrolein, benzene, 1,3-butadiene, diesel particulate

matter plus diesel exhaust organic gases (diesel PM), formaldehyde,

naphthalene, and polycyclic organic matter (POM).  EPA identified these

compounds as significant mobile source contributors that were among

the national and regional-scale cancer risk drivers from their 1999

National Air Toxics Assessment (NATA)

(http://www.epa.gov/ttn/atw/nata1999/).  PATA evaluated 12 air toxics of

concern, based on the 1996 NATA national-scale assessment for the

Portland area.  Several of the PATA toxics (e.g., chloroform, nickel, and

perchloroethylene) are not generally associated with mobile emissions. 

Thus, there were six common toxics designated in the two available sets

which then were evaluated in the DEIS.

 

O-035-150

See comments on cumulative analysis above. 

 

The typical long range planning horizon is 20 to 25 years, in part

because evaluating impacts beyond that time frame begins to get

increasingly speculative.  That said, as population and employment
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increase, it is reasonable to assume that traffic volumes are likely to

increase, even if VMT per capita continues to decrease.  The DEIS

analysis has shown that the project is much more effective at reducing

congestion and increasing transit mode share than the No-Build

Alternative, and this trend would be likely to continue beyond 2030.  The

indirect effects analysis further indicates that the project would effectively

help the region manage sprawl.  There is no indication that these

benefits would be reversed over a longer period of time.  On the

contrary, because the project focuses improvements in an existing,

urbanized corridor, would promote future development around light rail

stations, and would improve biking and walking facilities, it is likely that

the congestion management and growth management benefits of the

project would grow over time.  Further, most evidence and trends

suggest that the prevailing trend in lower emissions from vehicles would

be likely to continue well beyond 2030.

 

O-035-151

The DEIS described an evaluation of regional, sub-area and intersection

level air quality impacts. The analysis showed that with or without the

CRC project, future levels of all air pollutants will be significantly lower

than today and would be well under federal and state thresholds

developed to protect human health (Section 3.10). These large

reductions in future emissions are due primarily to improvements in

vehicle technologies and fuels - changes due to legislation that

is separate from this project. This evaluation also found that the CRC

project, compared to No-build, would provide additional small reductions

in emissions of all pollutants in most areas along the project, except

around the I-5/ SR14 interchange in Vancouver where it would result in

slightly higher than No-Build levels of CO and NOx (still well under

thresholds developed to protect human health). Regarding noise, the

DEIS described an evaluation of potential noise impacts from the

project's alternatives. This evaluation found that with anticipated

mitigation (e.g. new or rebuilt noise walls), there would be substantially

Columbia River Crossing

Appendix P September 2011



fewer noise impacts to nearby residents and businesses than without the

project, and fewer than today (Section 3.11).  Economic impacts due to

project construction are an important consideration for this project’s

construction phasing and sequencing. Section 3.4.4 of the

DEIS described how this project's construction could impact local

businesses and Section 3.4.5 identified potential mitigation measures for

these impacts. While construction-related detours and delay would be

unavoidable, developing a construction plan with local

businesses, property owners and residents will play an important role in

minimizing these adverse effects.

 

O-035-152

In the context of the cumulative effects of 150+ years of development in

the region, project impacts are relatively small, and the project continues

to work with regulatory agencies to minimize and offset impacts where

possible.  So far no offsets to peregrine falcons has been identified

during agency meetings.  Impacts to fish habitat have been minimized

and offsets to those impacts have been developed.  Stormwater from the

project will be treated under the LPA. Currently, very little of the runoff in

the project area receives stormwater treatment.  This treatment will be a

benefit of the project. Other in-water construction activities may result

in temporary and localized increased turbidity levels.  The existing

substrate consists mainly of fine- to coarse-grained sand, a substrate

that is not easily resuspended and which settles relatively quickly when

disturbed. All construction activities will need to comply with DEQ and

Ecology water quality certifications that limit turbidity levels and require

monitoring.

 

O-035-153

This comment only states that the analysis provided is not accurate; it

does not provide any suggestion about what those inaccuracies might

be, or what an accurate analysis would need to include.  This comment

does not provide enough information to allow a specific response.  The
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cumulative impacts analysis in the FEIS includes more information on

cumulative impacts to salmon (see FEIS Chapter 3 Section 3.19).  While

this information does not result in any changes in conclusions, it does

provide additional detail not available at the DEIS phase.

 

O-035-154

The DEIS summarized how historic development trends and actions in

the water shed have degraded water quality compared to

predevelopment conditions, and how more recent regulations and

actions have improved water quality in recent years.  Page 3-443 of the

DEIS provided a clear and succinct explanation for the conclusion that

the stormwater treatment associated with the CRC project, combined

with other reasonably foreseeable actions that will be subject to more

stringent water quality regulations than in the past, will likely result in

overall water quality improvements compared to existing conditions. 

 

O-035-155

The DEIS identifies a number of potentially serious impacts associated

with project construction, and potentially serious cumulative effects.  The

specific text you are referencing is referring to the impacts that could

result from multiple, simultaneous construction projects, not to the

cumulative effect of all past, present and reasonably foreseeable

actions.  This has been revised in the FEIS for better clarity.  Because

the BA has been completed since the DEIS was published, there is also

additional detail regarding water quality and salmon impacts and

mitigation.

 

O-035-156

This comment states that there was not adequate documentation

regarding analysis of prudent and feasible alternatives, or regarding de

minimis impacts in the Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation. However,

the comment does not provide any specific suggestions for what more
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should have been included.  Given that, we direct you to the Draft

Section 4(f) Evaluation where you will find that it analyzed potential

avoidance alternatives, documented that there was no prudent and

feasible alternative that could avoid all 4(f) properties, identified and

evaluated potential measures to minimize harm, identified preliminary de

minimis impacts, and provided a preliminary conclusion regarding the

least harm alternative.  The document also provided the rationale for

each of the findings.  Also see updated Section 4(f) Evaluation in

Chapter 5 of the FEIS.

See responses to comments O-035-158 and -160 below regarding

prudent and feasible alternatives and minimization measures.  See the

response to comment O-035-159 below regarding de minimis impact

findings.

 

O-035-157

See the response to comment 035-020 regarding alternatives analysis

and preliminary findings of effect on historic resources; comment 035-

158 regarding prudent and feasible criteria; and, comment 035-159

regarding de minimis impact findings.

Because it was a draft, the Draft 4(f) Evaluation included preliminary,

rather than final, findings regarding de minimis impacts, minimization

measures and the least harm alternative. A primary function of the draft

is to seek additional comment from the public and other stakeholders

prior to making final conclusions.  The fact that the findings were labeled

as preliminary or draft does not confound the ability of the public to make

comments.  Additional public and agency input on the findings, and on-

going design refinement and analysis, inform the final findings and

conclusions in the Final Section 4(f) Evaluation included with the FEIS.

 

O-035-158

Under Section 4(f), the "prudent and feasible test" applies only to
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avoidance alternatives (see 23 CFR part 774.17(4)).  An avoidance

alternative is not just an alternative with lower 4(f) impacts, it is an

alternative that avoids all 4(f) impacts (or has only de minimis

impacts).  When there are no prudent and feasible alternatives that can

avoid Section 4(f) resources, the next step is to consider all reasonable

measures to minimize harm.  Under 4(f), minimization measures are

subject to the "reasonableness" test not the "prudent and feasible test". 

The Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation evaluated alternatives to determine if

any could avoid all 4(f) uses (avoidance alternatives) as well as

alternatives that would have lower impacts to 4(f) uses (minimization

measures).  As described in the Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation, there are

no avoidance alternatives that are feasible.  Some of the minimization

measures are not reasonable, but many of them were determined to be

reasonable or at least potentially reasonable.  This evaluation of

minimization measures has been updated and finalized for the Final

Section 4(f) Evaluation (FEIS Chapter 5). 

The purpose and need statement for CRC was based on input from

multiple stakeholders, analyses and data. Since it was adopted, there

has been no reasonable rationale provided to-date to revise the purpose

and need.  You suggest that the purpose and need should include

climate change, environmental impacts and public health concerns, and

that the range of alternatives should include alternatives that improve

transit but do not increase traffic.  The purpose and need for the

proposed project is transportation-related. It's purpose is not to address

climate change, public health or the environment.  However, such goals

are part of the stated values that the project is striving to achieve, and

the analysis shows that the preferred alternative would have an overall

reduction in greenhouse gas emissions, beneficial environmental

impacts, beneficial impacts to public health, and reduced auto use.
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O-035-159

In this case, because there are no prudent and feasible alternatives that

can avoid all 4(f) resources, the impacts to individual resources are not

subject to the "prudent and feasible test".  See response above to

comment  035-158 regarding the application of the Section 4(f) "prudent

and feasible test" to avoidance alternatives, not minimization measures.

We appreciate your comments on the proposed de minimis impact

findings.  The Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation referred to these impacts as

"proposed" de minimis findings, precisely because of the desire and

requirement that such findings, as they relate to parklands, cannot be

finalized before affording opportunity for public review and comment and

gaining concurrence from the officials with jurisdiction over the property

(see 23 CFR 774.5(b)(2)).  We have provided information on these

impacts at public meetings and open houses during and since the DEIS

comment period, to provide ample opportunities for comment.  We have

also coordinated with the administrators of these parklands at the City of

Vancouver, Vancouver Public Schools, Clark College, City of Portland

and Metro to elicit any concerns they may have regarding the impacts or

proposed de minimis findings. Based on the input we have received, we

have made some design refinements and reached final conclusions,

supported by the officials with jurisdiction, regarding de minimis impact

findings, as described in the Final Section 4(f) Evaluation (Chapter 5 of

the FEIS).

De minimis impact findings for historic resources do not require specific

public input but we appreciate and have considered your comments.  For

historic resources, project designs have been revised and mitigation

developed in part based on comments received.

See Chapter 5 of the FEIS for the final conclusions regarding de minimis

impact findings.
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O-035-160

The Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation considered multiple alternatives in the

analysis of potential avoidance alternatives.  Those that did not meet

purpose and need or could not be revised to meet the purpose and

need, were not advanced for additional analysis beyond that point. 

Minimization measures,  including the Supplemental Bridge

crossing, were then evaluated in order to identify "reasonable" (see

definition in 23 CFR part 774.17(3)) design changes or other measures

that could reduce the overall impact on 4(f) resources.  Such measures

were not summarily dismissed in the Draft Evaluation.  On the contrary,

those measures that passed the "reasonable" test, and there were many,

were advanced for further analysis and incorporation into the proposed

project.  They have helped to define the least harm alternative.  Also,

see the response above to comment 035-158 for more information on

the "prudent and feasible" test versus the "reasonableness test". 
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O-035-161

These comments are repeated from above.  See responses to

comments 035-157, 035-158, 035-159 and 035-160.
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O-035-162

See above for responses to specific points regarding request for a

supplemental DEIS.
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