
P-0817-001

As discussed in Chapter 3 (Section 3.5) of the DEIS, tolling could impact

low-income or minority populations by introducing a new expense that

could be proportionally a greater share of total income for low-income

individuals, requiring that all users obtain transponders for electronic toll

collection, and instituting a new tolling system that could be confusing or

difficult to communicate to individuals with limited English proficiency.

However, without a toll, the project likely could not be funded, the new

capacity on the bridge would be filled faster, and transit ridership would

be lower.  Including a toll would reduce congestion, improve travel times,

and could result in a slight improvement in air quality by reducing

emissions, which would benefit all users. See Chapter 3 (Section 3.5) of

the DEIS and Chapter 3 (Section 3.5) of the FEIS for a description of all

benefits of the project, including tolling, to Environmental Justice (EJ)

populations. Proposed measures to reduce the potential impacts to low-

income or minority residents as a result of instituting a toll are listed in

Chapter 3 (Section 3.5) of the FEIS and described in more detail in the

environmental justice technical report. Potential impacts to EJ

populations would be offset by the provision of new transit options in the

project corridor.

 

P-0817-002

Safety and security are high priorities for C-Tran and TriMet. CRC, C-

TRAN and TriMet are partnering with local jurisdictions, police and

neighborhoods to design, implement and operate a safe and secure

transit system. A Safety and Security Management Plan (SSMP) was

created, in part, to address public concerns about safety, and is a

requirement for funding from the Federal Transit Administration.

Nationally, studies show that crime rates at the stations directly

correlated to the amount of crime in the surrounding neighborhoods.

Between 2008 and 2009 TriMet has aggressively enhanced safety and
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security on its MAX and bus systems. During that time frame, the

number of police officers working in the Transit Police Division doubled

to 58 officers who spend up to 70 percent of their time patrolling the

system.  Additionally, TriMet added 15 new fare inspectors and granted

authority for all 46 TriMet Road Supervisors to enforce fares.

Please see Chapter 3 (Section 3.1) of the FEIS for more information

regarding potential impact on crime and plans for ensuring the safety

and security of passengers using the light rail system.

 

P-0817-003

This issue was addressed as part of the Economics analysis and is

described in detail in the Economics Technical Report. This report, and

Section 3.4 of the DEIS, note that the increased costs of the tolls would

generally be offset by the improved travel options and travel times.

Under existing and No Build conditions, congestion delays and high

crash rates have significant costs for local businesses and travelers; and

improving these conditions is one of the purposes of the project.  

Tolls could discourage home-based shopping trips from Clark County to

points in northern Oregon, such as Hayden Island. However, the

variable-rate toll structure that was evaluated in the DEIS allows for

different rates to be charged by time of day. Therefore, discretionary

trips, such as those between Oregon and Washington for retail purposes

could be taken in off-peak hours when toll rates are at their lowest,

reducing the effect of the tolls on these types of trips. Also, CRC would

provide improved transit connections between Clark County and Oregon,

offering travelers alternative methods to paying the tolls to reach

destinations across the river.

 

P-0817-004

Construction activities associated with transit and highway improvements

have the potential to negatively and positively affect nearby businesses,

Columbia River Crossing

Appendix P September 2011



as described in Chapter 3 (Sections 3.4) of the DEIS. For example,

construction could temporarily block visibility and access to specific

businesses, cause traffic delays, and reroute traffic to detours, all of

which could divert customers and hamper business activities. Potential

positive construction effects could include increased spending in the

project area during construction, which can, for example, increase sales

at local shops and restaurants. 

The project team will work to minimize negative business impacts and

encourage positive impacts.  Construction will be carefully planned to

minimize road closures and to avoid completely closing access to

businesses. When needed, signs would be used to identify temporary

access points and the businesses they serve. Detours would be carefully

routed to reduce travel times and be signed to reduce confusion. 

Programs to help businesses affected during construction could include

business planning assistance, low-interest loans, marketing and retail

consulting, business-oriented workshops, or promotions to generate

patronage in construction areas. See Chapter 3 of the FEIS for more

discussion on temporary construction effects and possible mitigation

measures.

Additionally, nationally, studies have shown that economic development

and land use intensification opportunities arise from investment in high-

capacity transit, such as light rail.  It is expected that Vancouver

businesses will benefit from increased visibility to those riding light rail,

and that the increased retail, office and high density residential

development plans adopted by the City of Vancouver will result in an

increase of potential new customers living and working in Vancouver. 

 

P-0817-005

The income level of the riders of light rail who will be boarding the

trains at specific stations in the alignment is unknown. However, the

demographic data of the neighborhoods which are included in the project
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area (FEIS Exhibit 3.5-2) shows that the Kenton neighborhood in

North Portland has 14% of the population below poverty, which is lower

than that of the Esther Short, Hough, Arnada, and Central

Park neighborhoods of Vancouver which have 35%, 20%, 15%, and

25% respectively. 

As described in Chapter 3 of the DEIS (Section 3.1) Portland’s local

street operations would improve system-wide relative to no-build

conditions.  The improved operations on I-5 under the build alternatives

would draw traffic from nearby parallel roadways including Interstate

Avenue, Vancouver Avenue, and Martin Luther King Jr. Boulevard back

to I-5.  Traffic volumes along key east-west local streets between

Columbia Boulevard and Going Street would decrease by about five

percent relative to no-build conditions, while traffic volumes on key north-

south local streets between Greeley Avenue and Martin Luther King Jr.

Boulevard would decline by up to 15 percent.  The reduction in duration

of congestion along northbound I-5 during the afternoon/evening peak

period at the river crossing would also reduce congestion on north-south

local streets. The increased transit service along Interstate Avenue, and

the reductions in cut-through traffic in Portland neighborhoods (due to

reduced congestion on I-5), as well as improved air quality, would tend to

improve livability in these neighborhoods. Without the improvements to I-

5, and resulting congestion reduction, the increased number of light rail

trains on Interstate Avenue would increase traffic delays on local

east/west and north/south streets in North Portland.

Analysis done for the FEIS, which can be found in FEIS Chapter 3

(Section 3.1) and in the Traffic Technical Report and Transit Technical

Report, indicate similar impacts. Through coordination with the City of

Portland,  FEIS Chapter 3, (Section 3.1) proposes specific measures to

mitigate traffic impacts on Interstate Avenue as a result of the CRC

project.
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P-0817-006

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

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

reflects extensive feedback from the public and stakeholder groups. This

includes analysis and input during the CRC study as well as the I-5

Transportation and Trade Partnership Study and Strategic Plan that

preceded CRC. The Purpose and Need focuses largely on metrics that

do not inherently require substantial, or exclusive, increases in highway

capacity. The purpose statement is intentionally worded so as to allow

consideration of a wide range of solutions including demand

management, transit, highway, tolling, and other options for addressing

the stated needs. Following the development of the Purpose and Need

statement, analysis of a wide range of alternatives, and input from the

public, agencies and stakeholders on those alternatives and analysis, it

became clear that that the Purpose and Need could not be met by any

single type of improvement.  It is best met by a multimodal alternative

that improves highway, transit, and bicycle and pedestrian facilities in the

I-5 corridor, and adds tolling to the highway river crossing.

 

P-0817-007

Please see response to comment P-0817-001.

 

P-0817-008

Please see response to comment P-0817-002.

 

P-0817-009

The Economics Section of the FEIS provides an analysis of the effects of

tolling on local businesses. The Economics Technical Report (an

appendix of the FEIS) provides additional detail.Tolling I-205 is not part

of this project, but could be implemented separately if Oregon and

Washington, in partnership with the Federal Highway Administration,

determine it is needed to advance regional transportation objectives.
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Traffic modeling indicates that tolling I-5, but not I-205, would divert

some traffic to I-205.  However, under existing and No-build conditions,

trips already, and would continue to, divert to I-205 because of the

unreliability and congestion in the I-5 corridor.  With the CRC

improvements to I-5, many of those diverted trips would shift back to I-5

because it would be a shorter and more reliable trip than I-205. Tolling

the I-5 crossing causes some trips to shift to I-205 in order to avoid the

toll.  Thus the net difference in the number of trips crossing on I-205 is

only slightly higher with the CRC project as without it. Section 3.1 of the

DEIS discusses the effects of the project on traffic levels in the I-5 and I-

205 corridors.

 

P-0817-010

Please see response to comment P-0817-004.

 

P-0817-011

Please see response to P-0817-005.

 

P-0817-012

Four of the 12 alternative packages that received detailed analysis

included bus transit components with no or limited use of exclusive right-

of-way. These alternative packages were designed to assess how each

alternative package performed generally, and to see how individual

features of the alternative packages performed in different combinations.

Project staff used the criteria outlined in the Evaluation Framework to

assess the performance of each alternative package, focusing on the

performance of river crossing types and transit modes. Based on this

analysis, bus rapid transit and light rail provided the best transit

performance, particularly when paired with express bus service. One

primary advantage is that their use of dedicated right-of-way minimizes

hours of delay and improves modal choice.  In addition, light rail, and to
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a lesser degree bus rapid transit, better meet local and regional plans

and policies.  The alternative package analysis process is described in

section 2.5.4 of the Draft EIS. In addition, the Development of the Range

of Alternatives memo, prepared in June 2007, contains detailed

information about the evaluation of these alternative packages. The body

of the memo explains the process for developing the range of

alternatives, including the latter stage 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.

 

P-0817-013

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.

 

P-0817-014

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
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long list of potential solutions. After identifying this wide array of options,

the project evaluated whether and how they met the project's Purpose

and Need. This evalution found that, on their own, individual transit,

highway, and interchange improvements would not satisfy the project's

Purpose and Need. For example, alternatives that did not include such

improvements in the highway generally did not adequately address the

seismic vulnerability of the existing I-5 bridges, traffic congestion on I-5,

or the existing safety problems caused by sub-standard design of the

highway in this corridor. Similarly, improved transit service along the I-5

corridor is an important element of Purpose and Need, and therefore,

alternatives that do not include transit investments would not meet the

project's Purpose and Need.

 

P-0817-015

It is difficult to precisely assign costs between transportation modes.

However, in response to questions such as yours, an estimate of the

costs for bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure has been developed and

may be requested from the CRC office.

 

P-0817-016

Planning for safety and security on and around light rail is a high priority.

The light rail system will be designed to promote safe interactions

between light rail trains, cars, bicycles and pedestrians. Through a

cooperative team effort and the systematic application of safety and

security principles, the project will be designed and constructed to run

safely, securely, dependably, and efficiently. A Safety and Security

Management Plan (SSMP) was created, in part, to address public

concerns about safety, and is a requirement for funding from the Federal

Transit Administration.

Safety measures that will be designed into the project as appropriate

include 1) physical barriers such as medians, fencing, landscaping or

chain and bollard to help channel automobiles, pedestrians and
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bicyclists; 2) signage, tactile pavers, audio warnings, and pavement

markings at the track crossing to alert individuals they are approaching

tracks; 3) active treatments such as flashing lights, bells, illuminated and

audible warning devices in traffic signals; 4) Creating inviting, well-lighted

platforms and station areas; 5) maintaining clear sight lines for the

oncoming train and 6) implementing a public safety education campaign

before the start of service.

According to the United States Bureau of Transportation Statistics, public

transportation represents less than 1 percent of the national average of

all street and highway fatalities.  Light rail is one of the safest forms of

public transportation. As described on page 3-56 of the DEIS, collisions

on TriMet’s light rail system have decreased over the years. For more

information on how the CRC project is accounting for safety in the design

of light rail, please see Chapter 3 (Section 3.1) of the FEIS.

 

P-0817-017

In 2006, the project had developed a schematic design which did not

allow for a precise cost estimate. Best available information was used at

each project stage. Later in project development, the project team was

able to develop more detailed cost estimating and conduct advanced risk

analysis. Since 2002, WSDOT has been developing a process of

determining cost and schedule estimates, the Cost Estimate Validation

Process® (CEVP®), to help deliver major projects. Compared to

conventional cost estimating, CEVP® is a risk-based estimating process,

iterative in nature, and represents a “snapshot in time” for that project

under the conditions known at that time. CEVP® is the expression of

project cost and schedule as a range rather than as a single number.

Providing cost information as a range accounts for risk factors that might

otherwise cause costs to balloon over time. The cost information is given

for the year of expenditure and addresses even “unknown” issues that

may arise. CEVP® is a construction cost estimate tool and does not

estimate long-term operations and maintenance costs. WSDOT now

Columbia River Crossing

Appendix P September 2011



mandates all projects over $25 million use the process. Chapter 4 of the

DEIS, and the Cost Risk Assessment included as an appendix to the

DEIS, include information about how costs were estimated for the DEIS.

See Chapter 4 of the FEIS for more discussion on how project costs

were estimated in the CEVP® that was conducted following publication

of the DEIS.

 

P-0817-018

See the Energy technical report for a discussion of the vehicle fleet

assumed for the 2030 analysis.  It takes into account current law that

requires specific fuel efficiency standards, but does not assume any

extraordinary changes beyond that.  It does not acknowledge that market

forces or future regulatory requirements could result in more efficient

vehicles or more alternative fuel vehicles.  As such, the estimate of

operational emissions and energy consumption for the FEIS is likely

conservative.

 

P-0817-019

The GHG analysis in the DEIS and FEIS (Section 3.19.10) included an

assumption that the vehicle fleet would generally meet the future CAFE

standards based on legislation current at the time.  The analysis did not

assume extraordinary changes in the vehicle fleet.

 

P-0817-020

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

other stakeholders with relevant information in order to understand the

impacts and trade-offs associated with various alternatives. While some

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

Columbia River Crossing

Appendix P September 2011



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

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

project website.

Public open houses and numerous public meetings were also held to

provide opportunities for public participation. Additionally, the project

team attempted to respond to questions about the location of certain

information in the DEIS during the DEIS comment period. Staff, with the

help of the Community and Environmental Justice Group, also

developed a reader friendly table of contents and DEIS guide, to help

individuals locate the information most important to them, develop and

submit comments on the DEIS, and to understand next steps. Both of

these documents were distributed with DEIS materials as inserts, and

were available on the project website.

 

P-0817-021

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.
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P-0817-022

See discussion regarding level of detail in the DEIS, above.

 

P-0817-023

There are no provisions against a firm contributing money to a public

policy objective in its own community.  The consultants on this project

are not the decision makers.

 

P-0817-024

The Task Force was an advisory group and did not have responsibility

for making decisions for the CRC project. Each of the task force

members has one or more interests in the project area, including home

owners, business owners, property owners, citizen groups,

environmental groups and local governments.  They all have the

potential for both adverse and beneficial impacts to themselves as well

as to groups they represent.  This does not exclude them from being

members of the task force.  In fact this is the primary reason that their

input is relevant.

 

P-0817-025

Please see response to comment P-0817-014.

 

P-0817-026

The representatives from the 39-member, bi-state advisory Task Force

served to represent a variety of interests, including neighborhoods,

business, transit, local government, freight, and the environment. Most of

the interests represented rely upon and advocated for an efficient and

safe I-5 corridor that serves motorists. The list of all Task Force

members can be found in Appendix B of this FEIS.

 

P-0817-027

The project apologizes that you did not receive the answers expected to
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your questions or requests for information. The project strives to respond

to questions and requests in a timely manner. The project did not

respond to comments that were received during the Draft EIS comment

period. Those comments are addressed in the Final EIS. If there is still

information you are looking for, please feel free to contact the project at

feedback@columbiarivercrossing.org. 

In regards to your past requests for a cost breakdown of highway

interchanges and other project elements, project records show that these

requests were responded to. Information was provided that explained the

project did not currently have a cost breakdown by interchange or project

element at that time. Before a Locally Preferred Alternative was selected

in July 2008, it was unknown what would be built. When the type of river

crossing and transit mode were selected, project staff began to refine

designs and develop more detailed cost estimates and financial

information. This information is included in the Final Environmental

Impact Statement.

 

P-0817-028

Please see response to P-0817-027.

 

P-0817-029

Chapter 3 of the FEIS estimates the project's impacts on operational

GHG emissions (Section 3.19.10) as well as construction GHG

emissions (Section 3.19.24). The operational analysis is based on a

travel demand model and an EPA emissions model. This method

captures the primary energy savings associated with changes in trips

and speed, but does not capture the energy savings from eliminating the

congestion associated with bridge lifts or reducing the congestion

associated with crashes. Bridge lifts and crashes both result in increased

back-up, traffic idling and higher GHG emissions. This model also does

not reflect the secondary energy savings associated with reduced fuel

consumption.  As such it is only a partial estimate of GHG reduction
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associated with operations.

The construction analysis uses a CALTRANS model that reflects the

comprehensive energy "costs" associated with all construction activities

and materials (both primary and secondary energy use and GHG

emissions). Therefore, because the construction estimates and

operational estimates are not comparable, there is no estimate of a

GHG "payback" period. 

 

P-0817-030

The FEIS estimates the project's impacts on operational energy and

GHG emissions as well as construction energy and GHG emissions. 

The operational analysis is based on a travel demand model, energy

multiplier and an EPA emissions model.  This method captures the

primary energy savings associated with changes to trips and speed, but

does not capture the energy savings from eliminating the congestion

associated with bridge lifts or reducing the congestion associated with

crashes.  Bridge lifts and crashes both result in increased back-up, traffic

idling and higher energy consumption and higher GHG emissions.  This

model also does not reflect the secondary energy savings associated

with reduced fuel consumption.  As such it is only a partial estimate

of energy savings and GHG reduction associated with operations.

The construction analysis uses a CALTRANS model that reflects the

comprehensive energy "costs" associated with all construction activities

and materials (both primary and secondary energy use and GHG

emissions). Therefore, because the construction estimates and

operational estimates are not comparable, they cannot be validly

compared to estimate an energy or GHG "payback" period. 

 

P-0817-031

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
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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 affected 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. Light rail would carry

more passengers across the river during the PM peak, result in more

people choosing to take transit, faster travel times through the project

area, fewer potential noise impacts, and lower costs per incremental

rider 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.

 

P-0817-032

As described in Chapter 1 of the DEIS, the project's Purpose and Need

reflects "previous planning studies, solicitation of public input, and

coordination with stakeholder groups." This outreach, and prior planning

studies, identified improving transit service along the I-5 corridor as an

important element of this project. This need is included in the project's

Purpose and Need. As such, any alternative (except No-Build) evaluated

in the DEIS must address this need to improve transit service.

 

P-0817-033

See discussion above regarding the project's Purpose and Need.
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P-0817-034

Please see response to comment P-0817-023.

 

P-0817-035

Thank you for your comment.

 

P-0817-036

Please see response to P-0817-027.

 

P-0817-037

Please see the response above to comment P-0817-029.

 

P-0817-038

Please refer to our other responses regarding the costs of light rail.

 

P-0817-039

Please see response to comment P-0817-023.

 

P-0817-040

Please see response to P-0817-027.
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P-0817-041

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

extensive evaluation and screening of a wide array of possible solutions

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

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

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

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

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

oriented options such as various transit modes and techniques for

operating the existing highway system more efficiently without any

capital investment. These options were evaluated for whether and how

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

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

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

provided only transit improvements, would provide benefits, but could

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

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

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

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

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

such improvements did not adequately address the seismic vulnerability

of the existing I-5 bridges, traffic congestion on I-5, or the existing safety

problems caused by sub-standard design of the highway in this corridor.

The DEIS evaluated alternatives with more demand management

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

considerably better on a broad set of criteria.
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P-0817-042

See discussion of the project boundaries above.

 

P-0817-043

See response to this same comment above, in P-0817-014.

 

P-0817-044

Please see response to same comment, above.

 

P-0817-045

Please see response to comment P-0817-016.

 

P-0817-046

The project has sought to accurately estimate costs for this complex

project. The costs have been separated between modes and between

geographic areas. However, the integrated nature of the project makes it

difficult to have full and completely differentiated costs for transit and

highway components.

The loading on the bridge is driven by the mass of the bridge itself. This

is one reason why the stacked option was selected; as it is a very

efficient way of providing the bike and pedestrian, and transit river

crossings. The bridge would not be built any smaller if transit were not

part of it.  The difference is almost entirely in the less costly options such

as decking, railing, and electric catenary wires.

The costs attributed to transit have been calculated by taking the cost of

the proposed design and comparing it to the cost of a typical segmental

bridge without transit.

 

P-0817-047

Please see response above to comment P-0817-018.
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P-0817-048

Please see response above to comment P-0817-019.

 

P-0817-049

See response to same comment, above.

 

P-0817-050

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.

 

P-0817-051

See response to same comment, above.

 

P-0817-052

See response to same comment, above.

 

P-0817-053

See response to same comment, above.
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P-0817-054

See response to this same comment, in P-0817-025, above.

 

P-0817-055

See response to same comment, above.

 

P-0817-056

Please see response to P-0817-027.

 

P-0817-057

Please see response above to comment P-0817-029.

 

P-0817-058

Please see response above to comment P-0817-030.

 

P-0817-059

Please refer to our other responses regarding the cots of light rail.

 

P-0817-060

See response to this same comment above, in P-0817-032.

 

P-0817-061

See discussion of project's Purpose and Need above.
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