
P-0792-001

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

DEIS.
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P-0792-002

The project purpose is to improve Interstate 5 corridor mobility by

addressing present and future travel demand and mobility needs in the

Columbia River crossing Bridge Influence Area (BIA). The BIA extends

from approximately Columbia Boulevard in the south to SR 500 in the

north. Relative to the No-build alternative, the proposed action is

intended to achieve the following objectives: a) improve travel safety and

traffic operations on the Interstate 5 crossing’s bridges and associated

interchanges; b) improve connectivity, reliability, travel times and

operations of public transportation modal alternatives in the BIA; c)

improve highway freight mobility and address interstate travel and

commerce needs in the BIA; and d) improve the Interstate 5 river

crossing’s structural integrity.  See Chapter 1 of the DEIS for more

discussion on the development of the project Purpose and Need.

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.

See discussion of energy, climate change, and induced development

below.

 

P-0792-003

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

interchanges) are used to alleviate safety issues associated with the

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

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

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

space for this traffic to do so without disrupting cars and trucks traveling
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to destinations further north and south of the project area. The project

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

reinforce the region’s goals of concentrating development in regional

centers, reinforcing existing corridors, and promoting transit and

pedestrian friendly development and development patterns. In 2010,

Metro ran the MetroScope model (an integrated land use and

transportation model) to forecast growth associated with transportation

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

The model showed only minimal changes in employment location and

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

FEIS Chapter 3, Section 3.4.

 

P-0792-004

It is true that bridge demand can be reduced with congestion pricing,

light rail transit, etc. Even with such reductions, the Interstate facility will

carry tens of thousands of cars daily, far more than can be easily

accomodated with a new "non-freeway" connection.

 

P-0792-005

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

were evaluated in a screening process prior to the development and

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

screening process included a new corridor crossing over the Columbia

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

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

and various modes of transit other than light rail and bus rapid transit.
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Section 2.5 of the DEIS explains why a third corridor, arterial crossing of

the Columbia River, and several transit modes evaluated in screening

were dropped from further consideration because they did not meet the

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

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

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

proposals that were dropped from further consideration included

elements that helped shape the alternatives in the DEIS.

 

P-0792-006

Significant increases in oil prices can have both short term and long term

effects on travel behavior.  In the short term, the options for responding

to rising gas prices are more limited, and include driving less and/or

changing from driving to walking, biking or transit for at least some trips. 

During recent increases in gasoline prices transit use increased and off-

peak highway travel decreased. Peak period highway travel changed

little.

Over the long term, there are more options for adjusting to changes in

gasoline prices, besides changing driving behavior. Technological

advances and legislative mandates can increase fuel efficiency

standards in the long term. In turn, as older vehicles wear out, more

consumers can replace them with more fuel efficient vehicles.

Automobile manufacturers are developing and will continue to develop

new vehicle and engine technologies that require much less, or even no,

petroleum-based fuels. This trend is already happening as evidenced by

the growing popularity of gasoline-electric hybrid and small electric

vehicles.

 

P-0792-007

Please see response to comment P-0792-005.
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P-0792-008

Many of the ramps have been reevaluated. Designs have been modified

on Hayden Island and at Marine Drive specifically.

 

P-0792-009

Eliminating bridge lifts would provide a substantial safety improvement

and reduce operating and maintenance costs, but it is not a stated

purpose of the CRC project.  Relocating the BNSF railroad bridge swing

span would reduce the number of times the I-5 bridge would need to lift,

but it would not eliminate the need for bridge lifts.  The bridge would still

need to lift for regular monitoring and maintenance and for occasional

taller vessels such as construction barges and high-mast recreational

vessels.  More importantly, proposals that rely significantly on moving

the BNSF swing span would also not address key substandard features

of the existing I-5 facility as described in Chapter 1 (Section 1.3) of the

DEIS.

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

evaluation and screening of a wide array of possible solutions to the

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

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

and how 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 in the highway

generally did not adequately address the seismic vulnerability of the
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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.

Also, travel demand modeling and traffic analysis demonstrated that

alternatives with substantially more transit service and only minor

highway capacity improvements, had only marginal differences in transit

ridership and auto demand, but had substantially greater congestion,

emissions, and highway safety problems. As documented in the Panel

Assessment of Interstate Bridges Seismic Vulnerabilities Technical

Report (2006), it was determined necessary for any CRC project

alternatives that reused the existing I-5 bridges to also seismically retrofit

those bridges. The DEIS analyzed a Supplemental River Crossing as a

component of two out of the five alternatives studied.

A Supplemental River Crossing, which would retain and seismically

retrofit the existing bridges for northbound traffic and add one new bridge

to the west for southbound traffic, was not chosen as a part of the locally

preferred alternative by the local sponsor agencies. This decision was

informed by the DEIS, which found, among other things, that the

Supplemental River Crossing would not substantially improve congestion

over No-Build, would maintain some substandard and unsafe design

features, would not improve, and may actually worsen marine navigation,

and would not be substantially cheaper to construct than a replacement

river crossing, as originally believed.

Though the Supplemental River Crossing would improve the seismic

safety of the existing bridges, these findings indicate that it did not meet

the project's Purpose and Need as effectively as the Replacement River

Crossing.

 

P-0792-010

Thank you for your comment. Preferences for specific alternatives or

options, as expressed in comments received before and after the
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issuance of the DEIS, were shared with local sponsor agencies to

inform decision making.

 

P-0792-011

Following the selection 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. These technical evaluation

criteria included, but were not limited to, traffic safety, congestion, traffic

diversion onto local streets and I-205, regional vehicle miles travelled,

transit ridership, regional economic impact, effects to neighborhoods,

and protected species and habitats. In additional to the technical

information, PSC received input from CRC advisory groups and

reviewed public comment submitted to the project and obtained during

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, the PSC voted unanimously to

recommend that the replacement bridges be constructed with 10 lanes

and full shoulders. For more information regarding the number of lanes

decision making process, see Chapter 2 (Section 2.7) of the FEIS.

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

or more interchanges), which are used to alleviate safety issues

associated with the closely spaced interchanges in the project area, and

accommodate the 68 to 75% of traffic that enters and/or exits I-5 within

two miles of the Columbia River.

 

P-0792-012

Please see response to comment P-0792-009.
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P-0792-013

Significant increases in oil prices can have both short term and long term

effects on travel behavior.  In the short term, the options for responding

to rising gas prices are more limited, and include driving less and/or

changing from driving to walking, biking or transit for at least some trips. 

During recent increases in gasoline prices transit use increased and off-

peak highway travel decreased. Peak period highway travel changed

little.

Over the long term, there are more options for adjusting to changes in

gasoline prices, besides changing driving behavior. Technological

advances and legislative mandates can increase fuel efficiency

standards in the long term. In turn, as older vehicles wear out, more

consumers can replace them with more fuel efficient vehicles.

Automobile manufacturers are developing and will continue to develop

new vehicle and engine technologies that require much less, or even no,

petroleum-based fuels. This trend is already happening as evidenced by

the growing popularity of gasoline-electric hybrid and small electric

vehicles.

 

P-0792-014

See discussion of the CRC project's Purpose and Need above.  Also, the

Vancouver-Portland region is the "last mile" for 85 percent of the freight

traveling in the region.  That is, goods are produced, assembled, and/or

delivered within the region, and the overwhelming majority of the local

shippers and customers are not located on a rail spur or within a

rail/intermodal terminal.  Even if there was a targeted effort to use

railroads more frequently, the goods would need to travel by truck on

regional roads and freeways to arrive at rail terminals.  In fact, most of

the goods produced or received from the rail system must drive those

goods by truck to or from the rail lines; and, increased rail service would

likely lead to greater use of trucks for this very reason. Additionally,

according to the Feasibility of Diverting Truck Freight to Rail in the
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Columbia River Corridor  Technical Memorandum produced by CRC

project staff in April 2006, trains cannot move smaller loads as cost-

effectively as trucks and may even be more costly for shipping distances

under 500 miles. This is a key point, as the average trip distance by truck

in the Portland/Vancouver region is 199 miles. While there are certainly

some commodities that could shift form truck to rail in the region, it is

probably a very minimal amount, probably not part of a consistent and

regular shipment schedule, and would not significantly ease congestion

along I-5 in the project area. 
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