
P-0797-001

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

DEIS.

 

Columbia River Crossing

Appendix P September 2011



P-0797-002

Multiple methods have been used to engage the public so as to address

the needs of a wide variety of people and the project decision-making

process. Public feedback has helped guide the outreach effort. 

Examples include workshops with facilitated small-group discussions,

open houses where participants can talk one-on-one with staff, public

hearings, presentations and discussion at community and neighborhood-

sponsored meetings, often at the group’s request, and advisory group

meetings where CRC seeks recommendations from a citizen committee.

These events and meetings have taken place at a variety of locations,

days of the week and times of the day to meet the needs of the entire

community. For more information on the project’s public outreach, please

see Appendix B of the FEIS.

 

P-0797-003

According to minutes from the Feb. 22, 2007, Metro Council meeting,

Jeri Williams testified. The minutes and the link to the video (corrected

link is: http://www.portlanddocs.com/CRC/JerriWilliams-070222.wmv) do

not indicate that Ms. Williams filed any formal complaints. A search of

project records produced no record of formal written complaints being

filed with CRC by Ms. Williams. The minutes and the video indicate she

did not feel listened to and that she and others were not happy with the

process prior to analysis of alternatives in the Draft EIS.

Multiple methods have been used to engage the public to address the

needs of a wide variety of publics and the project decision-making

process. Examples include workshops with facilitated small-group

discussions, open houses where participants can talk one-on-one with

staff, public hearings, presentations and discussion at community and

neighborhood-sponsored meetings, often at the groups’ request, and

advisory group meetings where CRC seeks recommendations from a

citizen committee. These events and meetings have taken place at a

variety of locations, days of the week and times of the day to meet the
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needs of the entire community. For further information on the public

involvement process, see Chapter 6 and Appendix B of the FEIS.

 

P-0797-004

http://www.portlanddocs.com/CRC/Newman-070222-1.wmv

http://www.portlanddocs.com/CRC/Newman-070222-2.wmv

Metro Councilor Brian Newman, in the video links provided above, said

many people testified in front of the Metro Council because such an

opportunity had not been provided in the CRC-sponsored open houses

to date. Two public hearings sponsored by the CRC were held in front of

the chair of the CRC Task Force and CRC project directors during the

Draft EIS public comment period in May 2008. For further information on

the public involvement process, see Chapter 6 and Appendix B of the

FEIS.

 

P-0797-005

On Feb. 16, 2007, a joint meeting of the Oregon Senate Committee on

Business, Transportation and Workforce Development and the

Washington Senate Transportation Committee occurred. The news

report from the meeting indicates the members expressed interest in

forming an oversight committee. Formation of such a committee was the

responsibility of the members and to date has not occurred.

 

P-0797-006

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.

Columbia River Crossing

Appendix P September 2011

http://www.portlanddocs.com/CRC/Newman-070222-1.wmv
http://www.portlanddocs.com/CRC/Newman-070222-2.wmv


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-0797-007

The charter of the CRC Community and Environmental Justice Group

(CEJG) is to ensure that communities affected by the project have

meaningful opportunities to learn about and provide input to the project

team as the project is developed. Prior to the group’s formation, many

opportunities were available for members of the public to comment on

and participate in the project development process, including: two series

of widely advertised open houses with foreign language interpreters,

meetings of the CRC Task Force, informational booths at summer fairs

and festivals, and presentations to local community groups. Several

newsletter mailings and a project Web site provided continual

opportunity for ongoing public comment on the selection of alternatives

in March 2007 that were analyzed in the Draft Environmental Impact

Statement.

 

P-0797-008

Advisory groups of the Columbia River Crossing project follow the open

meeting laws in both Oregon and Washington. The open meetings laws

do not require the identification of every person in the room during an

advisory group meeting. Members of the advisory groups approve

meeting minutes and some advisory groups have chosen to list all

attendees present. The sign in sheets used for advisory committee

meetings are used to track the number of people attending, requests to

testify during a public comment period and to add names to the project’s
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mailing lists. Members of the public attending the meeting are not

required to sign in and, therefore, are not an accurate reflection of

attendance.

 

P-0797-009

CRC has hosted advisory group meetings at a variety of times to meet

member schedules and allow for public involvement. Written public

comments may be submitted to the project or an advisory group at any

time through the project Web site, by mail, or by e-mail.

 

P-0797-010

The majority of meetings hosted by the CRC project are held in or

adjacent to the project area. Some meetings were held in venues owned

by WSDOT or ODOT and outside of the immediate project area. These

facilities were chosen to save public funds and because they are

accessible by transit. The open meetings laws of Oregon and

Washington encourage, but do not specifically require, advisory group

meetings to be held in the project area.

 

P-0797-011

CRC is directed by WSDOT and ODOT. Oversight is provided by the

U.S. Department of Transportation through the Federal Highway

Administration and Federal Transit Administration, the Oregon and

Washington Transportation Commissions, and governors from both

states. A group named the Project Sponsors Council met eight times

from mid-2005 to January 2007 to reach consensus on project

development. Members included elected officials and regional leaders of

the sponsoring agencies. This group advised WSDOT and ODOT and

made no formal recommendations while it existed.

 

P-0797-012

The CRC project has provided numerous opportunities for the public to
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learn about and comment on the project through each stage of

development through hundreds of public events and eight different

advisory groups that meet in a public forum. Oversight is provided by the

U.S. Department of Transportation, through the Federal Highway

Administration and Federal Transit Administration, the Oregon and

Washington Transportation Commissions and governors from both

states.

In late 2005, the results of the I-5 Trade and Transportation Partnership

Strategic Plan and a combination of public scoping meetings,

stakeholder involvement and project staff analysis led to the

development of the project’s Statement of Purpose and Need and the

identification of 70 potential options to satisfy it.

In early 2006, these options were evaluated and screened using the

Statement of Purpose and Need and evaluation criteria adopted by a 39-

member advisory Task Force. The evaluation process included two well

advertised open houses and two meetings of the Task Force. As a result

of the evaluation the most promising options moved forward for

additional analysis. The remaining options were shared with project

stakeholders. Highway and transit options were then combined into 12

multi-modal, preliminary alternatives for analysis and public input.

Based on the input received, two multi-modal alternatives (replacement

bridge with light rail and replacement bridge with bus rapid transit) and a

no build alternative were recommended to be analyzed in the Draft

Environmental Impact Statement. Subsequent public and stakeholder

feedback revealed a desire by some stakeholders for a wider range of

options to be evaluated in the Draft EIS. As a result, two additional

alternatives (supplemental bridge with light rail and supplemental bridge

with bus rapid transit) were included in the alternatives analyzed in the

Draft EIS.

Columbia River Crossing

Appendix P September 2011



The Draft EIS was published in May 2008 and included the results of an

analysis of the environmental and community effects of the five

alternatives. During the 60-day public comment period, CRC received

1,600 letters, emails, completed comment forms and transcripts of

testimony on the document. As a result of the public comments,

technical analysis in the Draft EIS and recommendation from the Task

Force, local project partner agencies selected one locally preferred

alternative in July 2008.

 

P-0797-013

The intent and factual basis of the comment is unclear. See response

from previous comment about the steps taken to meet NEPA

requirements.

 

P-0797-014

Over the course of the CRC project, the project team analyzed a variety

of geographic areas. The boundaries of these areas were designed to

meet specific purposes, such as analyzing the impacts of project

alternatives.  The boundaries of the Bridge Influence Area (BIA) were

developed by the Portland/Vancouver I-5 Transportation and Trade

Partnership as a way of determining how effectively project components

and alternatives met the project's Purpose and Need.  The project area

extends from approximately Columbia Boulevard in the south to SR 500

in the north, along the I-5 corridor. This did not, however, limit the extent

to which impacts were evaluated.  See Chapter 1 (Section 1.2) for a map

of the BIA. By 2030, the region’s population is expected to increase by

one million people. This increase will result in more people needing to

travel between home, work, school, recreation, etc. Currently, 135,000

vehicles cross the Columbia River on the Interstate Bridge which leads

to 4-6 hours of congestion each weekday. By 2030, 184,000 are

predicted to cross the river, which would lead to 15 hours of daily

congestion if no action is taken.  Congestion occurs when vehicle

demand is greater than a transportation system’s capacity. It results in
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slower speeds and increased travel times. CRC defines congestion as

vehicles traveling less than 30 m.p.h.

The Columbia River Crossing project uses information gathered from

Metro’s nationally-recognized travel demand models to determine the

project’s effect on congestion. These models predict trip frequency,

types or modes of transportation, destination, and time of day.

Transportation planners use these models to analyze the effects of such

factors as increased population and employment, transportation

improvements, and new developments on the transportation system. 

Based on the Metro model’s past ability to predict transportation effects,

the CRC project is confident in the data received from Metro, and uses it

to determine what impact the project will have on congestion. The

improvements proposed by the project to the highway and seven

interchanges will help better accommodate increased future vehicle

traffic. New auxiliary lanes and longer on/off ramps will allow safer and

more efficient merging and weaving to enter or exit the freeway. Narrow

lanes and shoulders will be widened to current standards. Shoulders will

be added where they are currently missing.

All of these changes will improve the flow of traffic in the bottleneck area

of the Interstate Bridge. In general, by reducing congestion on I-5, and

improving travel time reliability on the highway, traffic will be less likely to

divert onto local streets. Therefore the project is expected to largely

reduce cut-through traffic on neighborhood streets and potentially

increase livability in neighborhoods adjacent to the I-5 improvements of

CRC. This, and other effects on local streets, are described in Section

3.1 of the Draft EIS. CRC does not directly address bottlenecks on I-5

south of the project area, such as the I-5/I-405 split. However, this

project would not exacerbate congestion at these locations because it

would not increase the traffic volume traveling through this portion of the

corridor. As discussed in Draft EIS (Section 3.1), this project would not

increase daily traffic levels due to the toll moderating demand and the
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introduction of light rail increasing transit mode share.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, simply 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. Many different options for

addressing the project's Purpose and Need were evaluated in a

screening process prior to the development and evaluation of the

alternatives in the DEIS. Options eliminated through the screening

process included a new corridor crossing over the Columbia River (in

addition to I-5 and I-205), an arterial crossing between Hayden Island

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

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

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

and several transit modes evaluated in screening were dropped from

further consideration because they did not meet the Purpose and

Need.The ability to efficiently move freight in the Vancouver/Portland

region is critical to the overall health of our economy.  As such, the CRC

project is designed to improve freight mobility on I-5, as well as make it

safer and easier for trucks to get on and off I-5 to reach businesses and

Port facilities.  The Freight Working Group, comprised of representatives

of the Vancouver-Portland metropolitan area’s freight industry, met

several times throughout the process to advise and inform the Columbia

River Crossing project team about freight issues. The group provided

insight, observation, and recommendation about the needs for truck

access and mobility within the corridor; characterized the horizontal and

vertical clearances, acceleration/deceleration, and stopping performance

needs of trucks that must be accommodated; and provided meaningful
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comments on the effect of geometric, regulatory, and capacity changes

on truck movements in the corridor. See Chapter 3 (Sections 3.1 and

3.4) of the FEIS for detailed discussion of how the project increases

freight mobility and access along I-5 and in the region. Following the

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

project's six local sponsor agencies selected light rail to Clark College as

the project's preferred transit mode. These sponsor agencies, which

include the Vancouver City Council, Portland City Council, C-TRAN

Board, TriMet Board, RTC Board and Metro Council considered the

DEIS analysis, public comment, and a recommendation from the CRC

Task Force (a broad group of stakeholders representative of the range of

interests effected by the project - see the DEIS Public Involvement

Appendix for more information regarding the CRC Task Force) before

voting on the LPA.

As illustrated in the DEIS, and summarized in Exhibit 29 (page S-33) of

the Executive Summary, light rail would better serve transit riders than

bus rapid transit (BRT) within the CRC project area. Not only would light

rail carry more passengers across the river during the PM peak, it would

also result in more people choosing to take transit, faster travel times

through the project area, and fewer potential noise impacts than BRT.

Additionally, light rail is more likely to attract desirable development on

Hayden Island and in downtown Vancouver, which is consistent with

local land use plans.  Lastly, the City of Vancouver and Clark County’s

populations are not too small to qualify for federal funding to construct

light rail.  The CRC Task Force, a broad group of stakeholders

representative of the range of interests effected by the project (see the

DEIS Public Involvement Appendix for more information regarding the

CRC Task Force) recommended that light rail be selected as the

preferred transit mode.  Commuter rail, on the other hand, does not meet

the project’s Purpose and Need, as described in Section 2.5 of the DEIS.

Improving safety and mobility of cars and freight using the bridge and

highway is a part of the CRC projects purpose and need. As described in
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Chapter 3 (page 3-50) of the DEIS, the replacement bridge and highway

alignment, which was chosen as part of the LPA, includes a range of

safety and design improvements. Some of those improvements include:

A new bridge structure high enough for marine traffic, which

eliminates the need for a lift span

•

The addition of safety shoulders for stalled vehicles and incident

responders

•

Improved sight lines so drivers can see over the crest of the bridge,

reducing the potential for rear-end collisions during congested

periods

•

Longer on-ramps and off-ramps to make it easier for drivers to

merge onto traffic and improve connections between interchanges

•

Additional potential safety measures, such as eliminating interchanges or

reducing posted speeds, were considered during earlier phases of the

CRC project but were dropped for further consideration because they did

not meet the accessibility goals of the project, did not meet highway

design standards, and/or were not supported by the local jurisdictions.

 As discussed in the DEIS, a replacement bridge over the Columbia

River will include dramatically improved bicycle and pedestrian facilities

by providing:

A new multi-use pathway over the Columbia River•

Protections from traffic noise and debris for pedestrians and

bicyclists

•

More direct connections on each side of the river, consisting of

stairs, ramps, and elevators, as well as pathway extensions that

connect in with existing or planned facilities and public transit

•

New or enhanced sidewalks, bike lanes, and crosswalks near the

bridge

•
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Since the publication of the DEIS in May 2008, and the selection of the

LPA in July 2008, the CRC project team has continued to work with the

Pedestrian and Bicycle Advisory Committee and project partners to

refine route and facility design. The final design, as described in

Chapter 2 of the FEIS, is the outcome of a long collaboration

process.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

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.  As discussed in the Chapter 3 (Section 3.4) of the

DEIS, the introduction of light rail into Vancouver will support

development and redevelopment around transit stations. This could

result in greater advancement of local and regional land use goals to

concentrate growth along transit corridors, and potentially greater

economic investment around station areas.  The project will also result in

improvements to economic development conditions for businesses in

Portland and Vancouver by reducing congestion and improving access,

safety, and travel time reliability.  This is especially important for the
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movement of goods and services. These improvements would support

economic growth by increasing the efficiency of truck-hauled freight in

the region and improving access for commuters and other travelers

traveling between Portland and Vancouver.The construction of the CRC

project is not intended to be a substitute for creating jobs in Clark

County.  In fact, the project’s improvements for freight, reliability and

transit access area expected to stimulate economic activity and job

growth.  The economic analysis indicates that job growth in Vancouver

and at the Port of Vancouver will benefit from the project. The

construction of the project itself will also provide jobs to workers in Clark

County.  Vancouver, Clark County, the Columbia River Economic

Development Council, and other organizations work together to increase

the jobs to population ratio in Clark County. As discussed above, a third

corridor crossing, including RC-14, does not meet the project’s Purpose

and Need. Regarding the existing I-5 bridges, like many older bridges in

the region and nation, they are not seismically sound and were never

designed to survive a significant earthquake.  In 1995, ODOT

commissioned a study to look specifically at the lift spans of the I-5

bridges, which are considered the most vulnerable sections of the

bridges.  Vulnerabilities were found in the bearings, piles, piers, and lift

span tower truss members.  Both the northbound and southbound

bridges have been identified as functionally obsolete bridges.  This

classification means they no longer meet the geometric and/or load

capacity criteria of the Interstate system. The fact that there are other

bridges in the region that are seismically unsound does not diminish the

importance of protecting the I-5 crossing from failure in the event of a

significant earthquake. 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.
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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. Objections to the name of the project?  Hasn’t been a common

theme amongst commenters.

 

P-0797-015

The Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation (page 5-52) included a discussion

regarding alternative corridors, including the Bi-State Industrial Corridor.

This Evaluation stated that while the alternative corridors could provide

some transportation benefits, they failed to meet most or all of the

elements of the project's Purpose and Need. Additionally, though the

alternative corridors would have avoided affecting the Section 4(f)

resources impacted by the alternatives evaluated in the DEIS, given the

density and distribution of historic and recreational resources within the

north Portland and Vancouver areas, these corridors would very likely

result in impacts to different Section 4(f) resources. This conclusion is

also included in the Final Section 4(f) Evaluation.

In response to your concern regarding the project's efforts to include all

stakeholders, multiple methods have been used to engage the public so

as to address the needs of a wide variety of publics and the project

Columbia River Crossing

Appendix P September 2011



decision-making process. Examples include workshops with facilitated

small-group discussions, open houses where participants can talk one-

on-one with staff, public hearings, presentations and discussion at

community and neighborhood-sponsored meetings, often at the groups

request, and advisory group meetings where CRC seeks

recommendations from a citizen committee. These events and meetings

have taken place at a variety of locations, days of the week and times of

the day to meet the needs of the entire community. For more information

on the project’s public outreach, please see Appendix B of the FEIS.

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, including the Bi-State

Industrial Corridor (RC-14). Chapter 2 (Section 2.5) of the DEIS explains

why the third corridors 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-0797-016

CRC is directed by WSDOT and ODOT. Oversight is provided by the

U.S. Department of Transportation through the Federal Highway

Administration and Federal Transit Administration, the Oregon and

Washington Transportation Commissions, and governors from both

states. A group named the Project Sponsors Council met eight times

from mid-2005 to January 2007 to reach consensus on project

development. Members included elected officials and regional leaders of

the sponsoring agencies. This group advised WSDOT and ODOT and

made no formal recommendations while it existed. The original Project

Sponsors Council members made the decision to disband. Following
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selection of a locally preferred alternative in July 2008, the governors of

Washington and Oregon created and appointed a Project Sponsors

Council to advise on continued development and refinement of the LPA.

In general, the schedule identified for NEPA milestones has been

followed through step 4. A Record of Decision is anticipated in

December 2010.

 

P-0797-017

The intent of the comment is unclear. An electronic file of completed

meeting summaries may be made available if requested in writing to:

Tonja Gleason, Columbia River Crossing, 700 Washington Street, Suite

300, Vancouver, WA 98660.

 

P-0797-018

See response to comment P-0979-017.

 

P-0797-019

The U.S. Department of Transportation published a notice in the Federal

Register on Sept. 27, 2005 (Volume 70, Number 186, p. 56523) that

notified interested parties of the agency’s intent to publish an EIS for

proposed highway and transit improvements in the I-5 corridor between

Portland and Vancouver. As a notice, it does not require the agency to

act, but rather identifies what the agency plans to do. The notice

identifies the studies from which the project will begin its work and the

public meetings planned to receive additional input.

The culmination of the notice was the publication of the Draft EIS in May

2008. See related response to P-0797-012.

 

P-0797-020

See discussion of CRC management and oversight in P-0797-016.
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P-0797-021

While the precise intent of this comment is unclear, various alternative

crossings were evaluated as a part of the CRC project. For an updated

description of impacts of the LPA, please see the FEIS.
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P-0797-022

The CRC Task Force completed its work in June 2008 with a

recommendation for a Locally Preferred Alternative. No new members

were appointed.
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P-0797-023

There will not be a public vote on construction of the various CRC project

elements. However, as a public project, it must be approved and funded

by the decisions of elected officials who are themselves directly elected

by voters. Long-term operation and maintenance of the new light rail line

will be funded through C-TRAN and TriMet. For its share of the

operations and maintenance funding, C-TRAN plans on pursuing a

public vote.
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P-0797-024

Over the course of the CRC project, the project team analyzed a variety

of geographic areas. The boundaries of these areas were designed to

meet specific purposes, such as analyzing the impacts of project

alternatives.  The boundaries of the Bridge Influence Area (BIA) were

developed by the Portland/Vancouver I-5 Transportation and Trade

Partnership as a way of defining the problems to be addressed, and

determining how effectively project components and alternatives met the

project's Purpose and Need.  The project area extends from

approximately Columbia Boulevard in the south to SR 500 in the north,

along the I-5 corridor. This did not, however, limit the extent to which

impacts were evaluated or limit consideration of potential transportation

improvements. As shown on Exhibit 2.7-1, five other corridors were

evaluated during this screening process, located from 2 to 3 miles

downstream to 10 to 12 miles upstream of the project area.
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P-0797-025

See response to comment P-0797-016.

In late 2005, the results of the I-5 Trade and Transportation Partnership

Strategic Plan and a combination of public scoping meetings,

stakeholder involvement, and project staff analysis led to the

development of the project’s Statement of Purpose and Need and the

identification of 70 potential options to satisfy it. The option RC-14, the

“Port to Port” was one of these options.

In early 2006, these options were evaluated and screened using the

Statement of Purpose and Need and evaluation criteria adopted by a 39-

member advisory Task Force. The evaluation process included two well

advertised open houses and two meetings of the Task Force. As a result

of the evaluation the most promising options moved forward for

additional analysis. The RC-14 option was not moved forward because it

did not address all six issues set forth in the Statement of Purpose and

Need. These include: growing travel demand and congestion; impaired

freight movement; limited public transportation operation, connectivity

and reliability; safety and vulnerability to incidents; substandard bicycle

and pedestrian facilities; and seismic vulnerability.

During screening, it was found that four of the six project goals would not

be met under the RC-14 proposal: the potential to improve limited public

transit on I-5; improve safety and vulnerability to incidents on I-5;

improve substandard bicycle and pedestrian facilities; and reduce

seismic vulnerability at the I-5 bridge. The RC-14 option was reviewed

twice by CRC staff and the results presented at two public meetings of

the CRC Task Force in the spring of 2006. The second review was

conducted at the request of Ms. Sharon Nasset. The CRC project moved

forward with the recommendation of the Task Force, which was to

remove the RC-14 option from future consideration. The remaining

options were shared with project stakeholders. Highway and transit
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options were then combined into 12 multi-modal, preliminary alternatives

for analysis and public input.

Based on the input received, two multi-modal alternatives (replacement

bridge with light rail and replacement bridge with bus rapid transit) and a

no build alternative were recommended to be analyzed in the Draft

Environmental Impact Statement. Subsequent public and stakeholder

feedback revealed a desire by some stakeholders for a wider range of

options to be evaluated in the Draft EIS. As a result, two additional

alternatives (supplemental bridge with light rail and supplemental bridge

with bus rapid transit) were included in the alternatives analyzed in the

Draft EIS.

The Draft EIS was published in May 2008 and included the results of an

analysis of the environmental and community effects of the five

alternatives. During the 60-day public comment period, CRC received

1,600 letters, emails, completed comment forms and transcripts of

testimony on the document. As a result of the public comments,

technical analysis in the Draft EIS, and recommendation from the Task

Force, local project partner agencies selected a locally preferred

alternative in July 2008.

 

P-0797-026

Please see the response to P-0797-026 regarding selection of the LPA.

Since the publication of the DEIS in May of 2008, and the selection of

the LPA by local sponsor agencies in July 2008, the CRC project team

has been working to minimize the potential property impacts associated

with the projects'  improvements. Though the project team has been

working to stay within the existing right-of-way, some land purchases will

be unavoidable.  Where our impacts affect 4(f) resources, the proposed

minimization and mitigation actions are described in Chapter 5.
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P-0797-027

The CRC project received several letters directly from JBMI that

addressed many of these same issues, and responses have been

provided. Issues related to coordination with JBMI and marina relocation

are addressed in N-009-015. Issues related to the market value of

floating homes are addressed in P-0811-014. Issues related to potential

financial impacts to the JBMI association are addressed in P-0811-008.

In addition, the CRC Traffic Technical Report describes proposed

changes to local circulation on Hayden Island as well as the performance

of N. Jantzen Beach Avenue. Updated information on the LPA's impacts

on aesthetics, air quality, and noise & vibration are included in Chapter 3

(Sections 3.9, 3.10, and 3.11, respectively) of the FEIS. Lastly, as

discussed in Chapter 2 (Section 2.7) of the FEIS, an upstream (east)

replacement crossing was eliminated from further evaluation after

analysis revealed that this alignment would pose serious construction

difficulties and provide no substantial benefits to offset this problem. As

also discussed in Chapter 2 (Section 2.7), including light rail within the

replacement bridge structure provides advantages, including fewer piers

with less in-water structure, smaller surface area generating less

stormwater runoff, and a more compact crossing with less imposing

visual obstruction of the river.
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P-0797-028

Over the course of the CRC project, a public involvement program has

been used to educate and involve stakeholders and the public in order

for them to become active participants in shaping the CRC project. At the

time of DEIS publication, the project team had participated in over 350

public events, giving over 10,000 people a face-to-face opportunity to

learn about the project and provide meaningful input.  In order to

encourage the highest levels of attendance as possible, most meetings

scheduled by the project team were on weekday evenings or weekends

during the day.  Meetings have been held primarily within the project

area to ensure proximity to those potentially most affected by the

project.  In addition to public events, the program also enabled significant

involvement for those who are unable to attend meetings through an

extensive website and project update notifications.  Prior to publication of

the DEIS, property owners potentially affected by project alternatives

were notified directly via mail, and six meetings specifically focused on

potential right-of-way needs were held in September of 2007.

Extensive outreach has been conducted through distribution of written

information in hard copy and electronic form, including comment forms,

the creation of a project web site, and outreach to local and regional

media.  When the DEIS was published, the project's database, used to

encourage participation in public events and involve the broader

community, had grown to over 3,000 e-mail addresses and over 10,000

postal mailing addresses.  Through implementation of the public

involvement program, over 3,000 public comments were received before

publication of the DEIS and nearly 1,700 comments were received

during the 60-day DEIS comment period. See Appendix B of the DEIS

for a broader discussion of the public involvement program, including a

list of public involvement events that have occurred related to this

project.

Extending light rail from the Expo Center, onto Hayden Island, and into
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Vancouver was chosen as a part of the LPA in July 2008. As TriMet

currently operates the Yellow Line, and would do so up to the state line

with the extension, C-TRAN (which has the authority to operate in

Washington State) will contract with TriMet to operate light rail into

Vancouver and to the Clark College terminus.

C-TRAN will own and operate the stations and park and rides associated

with the light rail alignment in Vancouver. The physical rail and catenary

system will also be owned by C-TRAN, but the transit agency will

contract with TriMet to maintain the facilities, given TriMet's experience

and existing resources.

Tri-Met, as a contracted service provider, would have no taxing authority

in Clark County. C-TRAN will continue to make financial and service

decisions in Clark County. Metro does not have authority in Clark

County.

Tolling was evaluated in the DEIS, and included in the LPA for two

important reasons. First, a toll may be necessary to pay for the

construction of this project, as discussed in Chapter 4 of the FEIS.

Second, a toll provides a valuable travel demand management tool that

encourages travelers to take alternative modes (including light rail

provided by this project), travel at off-peak periods, or reduce their auto

trips. This demand management reduces congestion and extends the

effective service of the facility.

When the existing I-5 northbound bridge was built in 1917, it was paid for

with a toll.  The southbound I-5 bridge, built in 1958, was also funded

partially by tolls.

Proposed toll rates are $1 per crossing during non-peak and $2 per

crossing during peak hours (in 2006 dollars). Tolls on other facilities are

not proposed with the CRC project.
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P-0797-029

See discussion of the project area boundaries above.
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P-0797-030

See discussion of project area boundaries, above.
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P-0797-031

Though the intent of the comment is unclear, the CRC project meets

the intent of the Oregon Public Meeting Law.
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P-0797-032

The Columbia River Crossing project makes every effort to publicize all

meetings on the CRC Web site where CRC staff will provide information

about the project in a public forum so that people interested in the project

may learn more and ask questions. The list submitted as part of this

comment does not appear to be created by the CRC project. The

submitted list identified some meetings hosted by CRC and publicized on

the CRC Web site and some events that could have been public

meetings publicized by other organizations. Events where CRC staff did

not present information and were not in attendance are not listed on the

CRC Web site.

 

Columbia River Crossing

Appendix P September 2011



Columbia River Crossing

Appendix P September 2011



Columbia River Crossing

Appendix P September 2011



Columbia River Crossing

Appendix P September 2011



Columbia River Crossing

Appendix P September 2011



Columbia River Crossing

Appendix P September 2011



Columbia River Crossing

Appendix P September 2011



Columbia River Crossing

Appendix P September 2011



P-0797-033

See response to P-0797-032.
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P-0797-034

The Columbia River Crossing project regularly posts the schedules of

each advisory group on the CRC Web site. In addition, news releases

were regularly distributed in advance of the CRC Task Force when it was

actively meeting from 2005 to 2008. In early 2005, the CRC did not have

a Web site. A search of project records found no evidence of a news

release preceding the February 3, 2005 meeting. No recommendations

relating to project development were made at this meeting. Future

meetings of the Task Force were noticed to the public with news

releases.
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P-0797-035

See response to P-0797-034.
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P-0797-036

The Columbia River Crossing project responds to public records

requests in accordance with Oregon and Washington public records

laws. A search of project records found no letter requesting these

documents. An electronic file of all sign-in sheets may be made available

if requested in writing to: Tonja Gleason, Columbia River Crossing, 700

Washington Street, Suite 300, Vancouver, WA 98660. Regarding

requirements to sign-in to speak, Columbia River Crossing advisory

group meetings have varying levels of formality, depending on the size of

the group, the available time, and whether the meeting is being filmed for

later broadcast on cable TV. Sign in sheets are one way to ensure

people who want to speak are called upon and receive their allotted time

in an orderly fashion that respects the time of everyone in attendance.

Public records laws do not require all people present at a public meeting

to be listed in a meeting summary. The listing of people present at the

meeting is at the discretion of the committee chair person.
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P-0797-037

The intent of the comment is unclear. The text provided appears to be

from the CRC Web site in 2005.
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P-0797-038

The intent of the comment is unclear.
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P-0797-039

Though the intent of the comment is unclear, the CRC project policies

and practices are consistent with open meeting law.
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P-0797-040

See response to P-0797-036.
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P-0797-041

Intent of handwritten comment is unclear. Response to the stated

concerns is below.

Response to comments 1 and 2: Table tents with Task Force members’

names and affiliations were implemented and used during Task Force

meetings.

Response to comment 3: Staff was available at the welcome table to

offer assistance and answer questions about the meetings and any

procedures including public testimony.

Response to comment 4: The CRC project acknowledges the concern.

Name tags are provided for citizens to use for events depending on the

type of event being held. Typically the project provides name tags at

interactive public meetings like workshops.

Response to comment 5: Members of the public may address each

active group by sending a letter, fax or email to the group in care of the

Columbia River Crossing project. CRC staff forwards the information

during the next communication with the group. Also, members of the

public can attend advisory group meetings and provide comments in

person. However, for the stated example of the Task Force, this group

has completed its work and no longer meets.

Formal public records requests for the contact information of advisory

group members have been fulfilled on an individual basis. Each of the

volunteer committee members is notified that their contact information

will be made public prior to release of the information.

Response to comment 6: The chair for each advisory committee

facilitates the meetings using protocols accepted by the members to

ensure a productive meeting. It is our understanding that specific voting
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procedures as described are not required by state law or policy.

Response to comment 7: The chair for each advisory committee

facilitates the meetings using protocol accepted by the members to

ensure a productive meeting. There is time before and after the meetings

and during breaks to speak with members.

Response to comment 8: The chair for each advisory committee

facilitates the meetings using protocol accepted by the members to

ensure a productive meeting. There is time before and after the meetings

and during breaks to speak with members.

Members of the public may address each active group by sending a

letter, fax or email to the group in care of the Columbia River Crossing

project. CRC staff forwards the information during the next

communication with the group. Also, members of the public can attend

advisory group meetings and provide comments in person. However, for

the stated example of the Task Force, this group has completed its work

and no longer meets.

Response to comment 9: Some of the meeting summaries include all

people who signed in to the meeting and some do not. Members of the

advisory groups approve the meeting summaries. It is our understanding

that publicizing a transcript of the sign in sheet is not required by state

law or policy. The sign in sheet is used to track the number of people

present and to maintain an accurate mailing list for future communication

about project information. Often members of the public do not completely

fill out sign in sheets. Sign-in sheets from any meeting may be requested

via either Washington or Oregon’s public records acts.

Response to comment 10: Summaries of advisory group meetings are

not a verbatim transcript of the meeting. The summaries provide an

overview of what occurred at the meeting, including any action taken and
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information requested. In general, the summaries also include a list of

the members of the public that spoke at the meeting and a synopsis of

their comment, if public comment was included in the agenda. The

meeting summaries are considered draft until they are approved by the

members. Draft and final summaries are available online.

Response to comment 11: Members of the public may address each

active group by sending a letter, fax or email to the group in care of the

Columbia River Crossing project. CRC staff forwards the information

during the next communication with the group. Also, members of the

public can attend advisory group meetings and provide comments in

person. However, for the stated example of the Task Force, this group

has completed its work and no longer meets.

All comments received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

were converted to PDFs and posted to the CRC Web site as per the

stated policy of the Federal Transit Administration. They may be found

at:

http://www.columbiarivercrossing.org/Library/Type.aspx?CategoryID=28.

Other public comments have not been posted to the Web site unless

they were included as part of the meeting materials. Public comments

not posted on the Web site may be requested via either Washington or

Oregon’s public records acts. In addition, summaries of public comment

received at events are published regularly and can be found at:

http://www.columbiarivercrossing.org/Library/Type.aspx?CategoryID=11.

 

Response to comment 12: We make every effort to publish advisory

working groups and committee agendas on the project web site at least

one week in advance of meetings. The chair for each advisory

committee facilitates the meetings using protocol accepted by the

members to ensure a productive meeting.
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Response to comment 13: The chair for each advisory committee

facilitates the meetings using protocol accepted by the members to

ensure a productive meeting. Additional citizen comment periods and

hearings have been held through the Task Force or by the project at

large as appropriate at key decision points.

Response to comment 14: The CRC project maintains an extensive

library of materials on the project Web site. Data that is not posted on the

Web site may be requested via either Washington or Oregon’s public

records acts.

Response to comment 15: The CRC project schedules meetings at

different days and times to help ensure access to a broad range of

citizens including those who work day and swing shift. Typically, two

open houses are held with the same information; one in Oregon and one

in Washington on different days and times. Project meetings are often

held close to the project area to ensure they are easily accessible by

those who may be most affected by the project.

Response to comment 16: Conversations among Task Force members

or elected officials outside of a formal advisory meeting were not

prohibited by state law or policy. All votes related to recommendations by

the Task Force to the CRC project occurred during open public

meetings.

Response to comment 17: The CRC project maintains an extensive

library of materials on the project Web site, including project maps from

various stages of project development. A map of neighborhoods near the

project was posted in November of 2006 and can be found on the web

site at:

http://columbiarivercrossing.org/FileLibrary/ConcepMaps/BIAneighborho

ods.pdf. Data that is not posted on the Web site may be requested via

either Washington or Oregon’s public records acts.
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Response to comment 18: The CRC project uses an integrated staff to

develop the project. All staff, regardless of their paycheck, are

responsible to the state departments of transportation and provide the

same information to the public. The staff uniform is a blue t-shirt and is

worn at large public meetings to help ensure members of the public can

identify staff easily for any questions or comments.

Response to comment 19: The CRC project has conducted two online

surveys. The first was completed during project scoping and was online

from September 30 to November 20, 2005. This survey had 620 web

respondents and 22 print copy respondents. All respondents were

included in the tabulation of results. As noted in the summary report, the

results from the online survey are not statistically valid and were only

used as part of the public involvement process. The second was

completed as part of the tolling study and was online from August 18 to

October 31, 2009. This survey had 4,248 people answer some or all of

the CRC tolling study questions. All respondents were included in the

tabulation of results. The results from this online survey are not

statistically valid and were only used as part of the public involvement

process.

Response to comment 20: Currently project expenditures are reported

on the project web site at:

http://www.columbiarivercrossing.org/FileLibrary/GeneralProjectDocs/CR

C_ProjectExpenditureSummary.pdf. Additional information related to

project expenditures may be requested via either Washington or

Oregon’s public record acts.

 

P-0797-042

Public records laws do not require all people present at a public meeting

to be listed in a meeting summary. The listing of people present at the

meeting is at the discretion of the committee chair person. The Columbia

Columbia River Crossing

Appendix P September 2011

http://www.columbiarivercrossing.org/FileLibrary/GeneralProjectDocs/CRC_ProjectExpenditureSummary.pdf
http://www.columbiarivercrossing.org/FileLibrary/GeneralProjectDocs/CRC_ProjectExpenditureSummary.pdf


River Crossing project makes every effort to responsibly use public

funds. One way this is accomplished is to use meeting spaces that do

not require rent, such as the WSDOT region headquarters. As a result of

public comment prior to the release of the Draft EIS in May 2008, CRC

staff has researched the public transit schedules and confirmed that

public transportation is available. When buses are not regularly running,

arrangements are made for a shuttle from C-TRAN. Meeting locations

with no public transit are not used for CRC public meetings.
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P-0797-043

The Modeling Working Group was a staff-level technical group. The

meetings were not public and meeting summaries were not completed. 
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P-0797-044

The Freight Working Group began meeting in 2006. The meetings occur

in the Columbia River Crossing project office in downtown Vancouver

during business hours. Agendas and meeting materials for the group are

posted on the CRC Web site about one week in advance of the meeting.

A listing of the members can be found on the CRC Web site. The

meeting summaries list those members that attended and any CRC staff.

The meeting summaries provide a general sense of what happened

during the meeting and any action items. Meeting materials from

meetings held prior to May 16, 2007 were not posted to the CRC Web

site. In April 2007, the CRC Web site underwent an overhaul. At that

time, efforts were made to ensure all materials from all advisory and

working groups were made available on the Web. Previous meeting

summaries may be made available if requested in writing to: Tonja

Gleason, Columbia River Crossing, 700 Washington Street, Suite 300,

Vancouver, WA 98660.

The Urban Design Advisory Group has met in several locations,

including Vancouver Hilton, Red Lion at the Quay, CRC project office,

WSDOT SW Region headquarters and the Clark County elections

building. The locations are listed on the CRC Web site. Meeting

summaries from each of UDAG’s meetings also are found on the Web

site and list the members who attended and CRC staff. Some meeting

summaries also list guests who attended. The meeting summaries

provide a general sense of what happened during the meeting and any

action items. The first meeting of UDAG occurred in March 2007. The

Dec. 13, 2006 meeting was an internal planning meeting of sponsor

agency staff where project development decisions were not made. The

Design Working Group listed in the 2006 version of the CRC Web site

was an internal group of staff engineers from sponsor agencies. Project

development decisions were not made in these meetings.
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P-0797-045

The intent of this comment is unclear.
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P-0797-046

The intent of this comment is unclear.
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P-0797-047

Though the intent of the comment is not clear, the CRC project has

included extensive public involvement efforts including electronic means

for people to obtain information and submit comments. Although the type

of computer hardware and software used to navigate the Internet varies

widely from person to person, the system established by CRC staff was

successfully used by many commenters.
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P-0797-048

This is a copy of the Metro Council resolution endorsing the LPA. 
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P-0797-049

The intent of this comment is unclear.
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P-0797-050

This meeting occurred in 2006.
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P-0797-051

There is not enough specific information included in your email to

provide more than a general response - as mentioned above, RC-14 was

analyzed and failed to meet the project's Purpose and Need, and was

therefore screened out.  Staff have discussed RC-14 and the screening

process with you numerous times, and we have met with you after you

sent this email.
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P-0797-052

Though it is noted that these concerns were accompanied by 55 pages

of signatures, the discussion of how RC-14 was screened out as an

alternative for not meeting the project's Purpose and Need is still valid. 

Extensive technical and public review and input has been included in all

phases of the CRC project, from developing a purpose and need

statement, screening a wide variety of alternatives, and developing a

Draft and Final EIS.  This process met the requirements and intent of

NEPA law and has resulted in a DEIS and FEIS that are complete and

sound. 

 

Columbia River Crossing

Appendix P September 2011



P-0797-053

Please see response to comment P-0797-052.
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P-0797-054

Thank you for your comment. The 17 pages of signatures against the

proposed light rail transit alignment have been noted. Preferences for

specific alternatives or options, as expressed in comments received

before and after the issuance of the DEIS, were shared with local

sponsor agencies to inform decision making.
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P-0797-055

The FEIS chapter 2 includes a discussion and map showing the

locations of various crossing alignments that were considered. 

 

P-0797-056

Identifying a long list of alternatives and options, collecting data,

soliciting input from the public and evaluating those alternatives and

options was a significant portion of the project work that occurred after

the purpose and need was developed and before the DEIS began.  We

do not have a breakdown of how many staff or how much money was

spent on evaluating each separate alternative and option.  The

documentation of that work is included in the various screening reports

that are summarized and referenced in Chapter 2 (Section 2.7) of the

FEIS.
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P-0797-057

For a description and maps of the businesses displaced on Hayden

Island by CRC project improvements, please see Section 3.3, Property

Acquisitions and Displacements, in the FEIS. Estimated costs of these

property acquisitions, including associated relocation costs and potential

site clean-up, are included in the cost estimates presented in Chapter 4

of the FEIS. The selection of the project corridor was based on many

factors, not just the cost of property acquisitions. The Bi-State Industrial

Corridor was screened out during initial screening of project

components, as summarized in Section 2.7 of the FEIS. 
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P-0797-058

Thank you for your comment.
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P-0797-059

As discussed above, 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.  RC-14 was

eliminated through this screening process, as it did not meet the project's

Purpose and Need.  NEPA requires that all alternatives included within a

project's reasonable range of alternatives meet that project's Purpose

and Need, and no other federal or state laws, policies, or agreements

supercede this requirement.  

 

P-0797-060

A variety of different corridors, including the"Bi-State Industrial Corridor"

were evaluated prior to the DEIS.  The alternative corridors were

dropped from further consideration when it became clear that they could

not meet fundamental elements of the project purpose and need.  Please

see Sections 2.7 and 5.4 of the FEIS.

 

P-0797-061

In 2006 and 2007, CRC staff had numerous conversations with Ms.

Nasset before and after public meetings of the CRC Task Force, project

partner elected board meetings, council meetings, and CRC open house

events. As discussed above, the RC-14 option was reviewed twice by

CRC staff and the results presented at two public meetings of the CRC

Task Force in the spring of 2006. The second review was conducted at

the request of Ms. Sharon Nasset. The CRC project moved forward with

the recommendation of the Task Force, which was to remove the option

from future consideration.
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P-0797-062

Please see response to comment P-0797-015.

Though the exact impacts are not known, it is likely that the Bi-State

Industrial Cooridor would impact historic properties, require the

displacement of residences and business, and disrupt traffic when the

new corridor is connected to I-5.
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P-0797-063

The I-5 bridges, like many older bridges in the region and nation, are not

seismically sound and were never designed to survive a significant

earthquake.  In 1995, ODOT commissioned a study to look specifically at

the lift spans of the I-5 bridges, which are considered the most

vulnerable sections of the bridges.  Vulnerabilities were found in the

bearings, piles, piers, and lift span tower truss members.  Both the

northbound and southbound bridges have been identified as functionally

obsolete bridges.  This classification means they no longer meet the

geometric and/or load capacity criteria of the Interstate system. The fact

that there are other bridges in the region that are seismically unsound

does not diminish the importance of protecting the I-5 crossing from

failure in the event of a significant earthquake.
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P-0797-064

Thank you for submitting your ideas regarding project funding. Please

refer to Chapter 4 of the FEIS for a description of the current plans for

funding construction and operation of the LPA. This discussion provides

an updated assessment of likely funding sources for this project, though

it is not common practice to receive funding commitments prior to

completion of the alternative selection process. As described in the

FEIS, project funding is expected to come from a variety of local, state,

and federal sources, with federal funding and tolls providing substantial

revenue for the construction.  As Oregon and Washington businesses

and residents will benefit from the project’s multi-modal improvements,

both states have been identified as contributors to the project.  As

jurisdictions on both sides of the river seek to encourage non-auto travel,

tolls are not anticipated for bikes, pedestrians, and transit users. Lastly,

CRC assumes funds allocated to other projects and purposes would

remain dedicated to those projects and purposes. Please see the

response to comments P-0797-006, P-0797-062, and P-0797-063 for a

discussion of screeening of alternatives, bridge safety and 4(f).  
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