
P-0434-001

Preferences for specific alternatives or options, as expressed in

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

shared with local sponsor agencies to inform decision making. Following

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

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

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

Alternative (LPA). These sponsor agencies, which include the Portland

City Council, Vancouver City Council, TriMet Board, C-TRAN Board,

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

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

on the LPA.

Your substantive points in this comment will be addressed in the context

of the numbered comments below.

 

P-0434-002

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

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

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

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

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

peak highway travel decreased. Peak period highway travel changed

little.

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

gasoline prices, besides changing driving behavior. Technological

advances and legislative mandates can increase fuel efficiency

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

consumers can replace them with more fuel efficient vehicles.

Automobile manufacturers are developing and will continue to develop

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

petroleum-based fuels. This trend is already happening as evidenced by
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the growing popularity of gasoline-electric hybrid and small electric

vehicles.

 

P-0434-003

While there was no standard threshold or standardized methodology for

estimating greenhouse gas emissions when the DEIS was being

developed, the project team worked with federal and state agencies to

develop an appropriate analysis methodology that would allow disclosure

of impacts and a comparison of alternatives.  The DEIS, Chapter 3,

Section 3.19.8, summarized the results of GHG emissions and climate

change analysis conducted for the DEIS alternatives.  Further detail was

included in the Energy Technical Report that was released along with the

DEIS.   Following the public comment period on the DEIS, the CRC

project team was requested by the Metro Council and Portland City

Council to secure independent review of the GHG evaluation conducted

for the DEIS. The “Columbia River Crossing Greenhouse Gas Emission

Analysis Expert Review Panel Report” (January 8, 2009) describes the

activities and findings of the independent review panel.  The panel

concluded that the GHG evaluation methods and the findings in the

DEIS were valid and reasonable. They also found that the findings were

likely conservative, and that the LPA would likely reduce GHG emissions

even more than estimated in the DEIS.  The GHG and climate change

analysis in Chapter 3 (Section 3.19) of the FEIS updates the analysis

that was in DEIS, but the basic conclusion that the LPA would have

lower emissions than No-Build, remains unchanged. 

Based on the modeling and analysis, the CRC LPA is expected to

significantly increase transit ridership and reduce the number of vehicles

crossing the river. This shift toward transit, reduction in auto crossing,

reduced congestion, removal of bridge lifts, and lower accident rates, are

all factors that contribute to lower CO2 emissions with the project than

without it.  These factors will also make it easier for the region to meet

goals for reducing GHG emissions.
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P-0434-004

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-0434-005

Modeling has indicated that tolling I-5 without making the improvements

that are part of the CRC project, as proposed by Metro Councilor Liberty,

would not meet the project’s Purpose and Need. This does not mean

that some form of tolling prior to constructing CRC couldn’t be

implemented. The ultimate decision on any tolling options must be made

by both the Washington and Oregon Transportation Commissions.

 

P-0434-006

Please see response to comment P-0434-002 above.

 

P-0434-007

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

extensive evaluation and screening of a wide array of possible solutions

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

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

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

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

oriented options such as various transit modes and techniques for

operating the existing highway system more efficiently without any

capital investment. These options were evaluated for whether and how

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

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

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

provided only transit improvements, would provide benefits, but could

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

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

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

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

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

such improvements did not adequately address the seismic vulnerability

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

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

The DEIS evaluated alternatives with more demand management

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

considerably better on a broad set of criteria.

 

P-0434-008

Thank you for your comment. Preferences for specific alternatives or

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

inform decision making.
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