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Please file as correspondence from Metro-Roberts to CRC-Brandman. Topic: Request extension of
agreement GCA5744. Thanks.
Lynn Rust

360-816-2177

From: Brandman, Richard
Sent: Tuesday, October 05, 2010 2:34 PM
To: Ficco, Doug
Cc: Rust, Lynn; Witter, Steven; Lehto, Alan
Subject: FW: Examples of requests from CRC

DougThe question has come to us regarding why should we extend Metro’s contract as it relates to New
Starts. I asked Ross when I saw him and here’s what he recently sent. Looks like we are still asking
questions.
Richard
From: Ross Roberts [mailto:Ross.Roberts@oregonmetro.gov]
Sent: Friday, October 01, 2010 10:45 AM
To: Brandman, Richard
Subject: FW: Examples of requests from CRC

Hi Richard –
Here is documentation of questions we have been answering – these are just from the last two
weeks. While we don’t have any full model runs underway, it is reasonable to expect that
questions like these will continue past September 30 th . Hope this helps.
Ross Roberts
Deputy Director|Planning and Development

600 NE Grand Avenue
Portland, OR 97232
503.797.1752
503.797-1930 (fax)

From: Peter Bosa
Sent: Friday, October 01, 2010 10:12 AM
To: Ross Roberts
Cc: Scott Higgins
Subject: Examples of requests from CRC

Hi RossAs we discussed, here are examples of the types of requests I typically receive from CRC. These
specific examples are current (within last two weeks).
The emails with the headings FW: CRC model results information were requests from CRC (Alan
Lehto) seeking Metro’s assistance in answering questions from FTA regarding the latest New Starts
submittal. Two emails are the general requests from CRC, while the third is Alan’s response back to
FTA along with the ‘products’ that Metro produced in response to the CRC request.
The emails titled FW: Transit Folio Fact Sheet Question and Annual Boardings are requests from
CRC (Kelly Betteridge) seeking assistance in understanding FEIS model results. Answering these
requests requires researching and reviewing data, including spreadsheets and model runs.
These examples exemplify the types of requests I presently receive from CRC. While they do not
often necessitate running the full demand model, they do require time to properly research and
draft responses.
Please let me know if I can answer any questions or provide more informationPeter
---------------------------------------------------------------peter g. bosa
metro
transportation research and modeling services
600 ne grand ave
portland, or 97232
peter.bosa@oregonmetro.gov
503.797.1771
metro | people places. open spaces.
www.oregonmetro.gov
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Betteridge, Kelly
Bosa, Peter
FW: Transit Folio Fact Sheet Question
Tuesday, September 28, 2010 9:33:26 AM

Good morning Peter,
We are updating our transit fact sheet and one of the items that we are including is travel times. I
took the travel times out of the transit technical report and our communications staff realized that
the times that we have in the report are only a few minutes longer than what the TriMet schedule
shows for travel times from Expo to Pioneer Square. Can you please help us to understand why the
new travel times are shorter? How many minutes does it take to get from Vancouver to Expo?
Here are the numbers in question
Transit Technical Report
Downtown Vancouver and
Rose Quarter
Downtown Vancouver and
Pioneer Square

21 minutes

Current Yellow Line schedule
from Expo to Pioneer Square
19 minutes

32 minutes

30 minutes

Thanks,
Kelly
From: Katy Belokonny [mailto:KatyB@c-tran.org]
Sent: Monday, September 27, 2010 3:49 PM
To: Betteridge, Kelly
Subject: RE: Transit Folio Fact Sheet Question

This is what I don’t understand –
How is a trip from downtown Vancouver to downtown Portland only supposed to take 3 minutes
longer than a current trip from the Expo Center to downtown Portland?
Also, how is a trip to downtown Vancouver from the Rose Quarter only supposed to take 2 minutes
longer than a current trip from the Expo Center to the Rose Quarter?
I’m confusedKaty
Katy Belokonny
Community Outreach
C-TRAN
(360) 906-7318

Columbia River Crossing Office
(360) 816-8885

The information contained in this e-mail message, including any attachments, is for the sole use
of the intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential and privileged information. Any
unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the intended
recipient and received this communication in error, please contact the sender by reply e-mail and
destroy all copies of the original message. Thank you.

P Think Green! Please do not print this e-mail unless it is completely necessary.

From: Betteridge, Kelly [mailto:BetteridgeK@columbiarivercrossing.com]
Sent: Monday, September 27, 2010 3:32 PM
To: Katy Belokonny
Subject: RE: Transit Folio Fact Sheet Question

Metro Travel Demand Model and LTK runtime simulation model
From: Katy Belokonny [mailto:KatyB@c-tran.org]
Sent: Monday, September 27, 2010 2:51 PM
To: Betteridge, Kelly
Subject: RE: Transit Folio Fact Sheet Question

Forgive my ignorance, but where did the information come from in the transit tech report? A
model or???
ThanksKaty Belokonny
Community Outreach
C-TRAN
(360) 906-7318
Columbia River Crossing Office
(360) 816-8885

The information contained in this e-mail message, including any attachments, is for the sole use
of the intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential and privileged information. Any
unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the intended
recipient and received this communication in error, please contact the sender by reply e-mail and
destroy all copies of the original message. Thank you.

P Think Green! Please do not print this e-mail unless it is completely necessary.

From: Betteridge, Kelly [mailto:BetteridgeK@columbiarivercrossing.com]

Sent: Monday, September 27, 2010 2:49 PM
To: Katy Belokonny
Subject: RE: Transit Folio Fact Sheet Question

The transit tech report
5th street station and Pioneer Square
5th street station and Rose Quarter

From: Katy Belokonny [mailto:KatyB@c-tran.org]
Sent: Monday, September 27, 2010 2:44 PM
To: Betteridge, Kelly
Subject: Transit Folio Fact Sheet Question

Kelly,
There is a section in the transit folio that has the following statistic:
“A morning commute by light rail between downtown Vancouver and downtown Portland will take
about 32 minutes. Travel time between downtown Vancouver and the Rose Quarter will be about
21 minutes.”
Can you tell me the following:
1. Where did this information come from?
2. From what location in downtown Vancouver to what location in downtown Portland are
these referring to?
ThanksKaty
Katy Belokonny
Community Outreach
C-TRAN
(360) 906-7318
Columbia River Crossing Office
(360) 816-8885

The information contained in this e-mail message, including any attachments, is for the sole use
of the intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential and privileged information. Any
unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the intended
recipient and received this communication in error, please contact the sender by reply e-mail and
destroy all copies of the original message. Thank you.

P Think Green! Please do not print this e-mail unless it is completely necessary.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Betteridge, Kelly
Bosa, Peter
Annual Boardings
Monday, September 20, 2010 8:47:42 AM

Good morning Peter,
Could you tell me what our annual trips are in 2030?
Currently we have a fact sheet that says the following:
By 2030, about 18,700 people will cross the Columbia River on light rail each day, with ???
boardings annually.

Kelly Betteridge

CRC Transit Team
700 Washington Street, Suite 300
Vancouver, WA 98660
Vancouver: 360-816-2195
Portland: 503-962-2426

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Lehto, Alan
Bosa, Peter; Higgins, Scott; Walker, Richard; Mendoza, Tony
FW: CRC model results information
Monday, September 20, 2010 4:17:53 PM
VOT_Memorandum 2009-05-04.doc
CRC-I-5 Travel Speeds Memo 2010-09-20.doc
Response to FTA - 2010-09-17.docx

FYI…

From: Lehto, Alan
Sent: Monday, September 20, 2010 2:14 PM
To: 'Ken.Cervenka@dot.gov'; Joseph.Ossi@dot.gov
Cc: BrandmanR@columbiarivercrossing.com; Witter, Steven (CRC); james.saxton@dot.gov; Betteridge,
Kelly (CRC); Linda.Gehrke@dot.gov; James.Garland@dot.gov; Elizabeth.Day@dot.gov;
Maurice.Foushee@dot.gov; document.control@columbiarivercrossing.com;
FiccoD@columbiarivercrossing.com; James.Ryan@dot.gov; fta.tro10mail@dot.gov
Subject: RE: CRC model results information

Ken,
Attached are answers to your questions, plus two supporting documents that provide more detail.
Please let me know if you have additional questions.
Thanks,
Alan

Alan Lehto
Director of Project Planning
TriMet
710 NE Holladay St
Portland, OR 97232
503-962-2136
lehtoa@trimet.org

From: Ken.Cervenka@dot.gov [mailto:Ken.Cervenka@dot.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, September 15, 2010 6:10 AM
To: Lehto, Alan; Joseph.Ossi@dot.gov
Cc: BrandmanR@columbiarivercrossing.com; Witter, Steven (CRC); james.saxton@dot.gov; Betteridge,
Kelly (CRC); Linda.Gehrke@dot.gov; James.Garland@dot.gov; Elizabeth.Day@dot.gov;
Maurice.Foushee@dot.gov; document.control@columbiarivercrossing.com;
FiccoD@columbiarivercrossing.com; James.Ryan@dot.gov
Subject: RE: CRC model results information

Alan,
There is also a large change in an off-model user benefit calculation referred to as “I-5 Travel
Speeds.” The earlier template had 148,725 annual hours (representing 7% of the 2,255,000 total
hours), while the latest template has 323,340 annual hours (representing 21% of the new

calculation of 1,556,552 total hours). So this also needs documentation.
Ken C.
From: Lehto, Alan [mailto:LehtoA@tri-met.org]
Sent: Tuesday, September 14, 2010 4:18 PM
To: Cervenka, Kenneth (FTA); Ossi, Joseph (FTA)
Cc: BrandmanR@columbiarivercrossing.com; Witter, Steven (CRC); Saxton, James (FTA); Betteridge,
Kelly (CRC); Gehrke, Linda (FTA); Garland, James (FTA); Day, Elizabeth (FTA); Foushee, Maurice (FTA);
document.control@columbiarivercrossing.com; FiccoD@columbiarivercrossing.com; Ryan, James (FTA)
Subject: RE: CRC model results information

Ken,
I’ll talk with the modeling staff and put together the reasons we see for the change as soon as we
can.
Thanks,
Alan

From: Ken.Cervenka@dot.gov [mailto:Ken.Cervenka@dot.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, September 14, 2010 11:44 AM
To: Lehto, Alan; Joseph.Ossi@dot.gov
Cc: BrandmanR@columbiarivercrossing.com; Witter, Steven (CRC); james.saxton@dot.gov; Betteridge,
Kelly (CRC); Linda.Gehrke@dot.gov; James.Garland@dot.gov; Elizabeth.Day@dot.gov;
Maurice.Foushee@dot.gov; document.control@columbiarivercrossing.com;
FiccoD@columbiarivercrossing.com; James.Ryan@dot.gov
Subject: RE: CRC model results information

Hello Alan,
Joe and I were discussing the materials provided, and he suggested I send the following question to
you and the CRC team.
The latest Travel Forecasts Template shows the Daily Transit Trips for the Build Alternative (Line 2)
as 509,496 and the daily project trips (Line 22) as 21,366. An earlier Template (dated October 13,
2008, and the one that was used for the CRC Project Profile summary in the 2011 Annual New
Starts Report) shows the Daily Transit Trips for the Build as 505,557 and the daily project trips as
19,697. While this is not a large increase, it would be helpful to us if your forecaster could
summarize the reasons for the change in the Build Alternative forecasts.
An email response is fine (and actually preferred), but feel free to call me if that would work
better.
Ken Cervenka

FTA Office of Planning and Environment
202/493-0512
From: Lehto, Alan [mailto:LehtoA@tri-met.org]
Sent: Wednesday, September 08, 2010 4:21 PM
To: Ossi, Joseph (FTA)
Cc: BrandmanR@columbiarivercrossing.com; Witter, Steven (CRC); Saxton, James (FTA); Betteridge,
Kelly (CRC); Gehrke, Linda (FTA); Garland, James (FTA); Cervenka, Kenneth (FTA); Day, Elizabeth
(FTA); Foushee, Maurice (FTA); document.control; Ficco, Doug; Lehto, Alan
Subject: CRC model results information

Joe,
We sent the following via FedEx yesterday.
·
·
·
·
·

Project Description template
Travel Forecasts template
Project map
Thematic maps
SUMMIT reports

I have also attached to this email the files that are small enough to send via email.

Alan
From: Lehto, Alan
Sent: Thursday, August 19, 2010 3:47 PM
To: 'Joseph.Ossi@dot.gov'
Cc: BrandmanR@columbiarivercrossing.com; Witter, Steven (CRC); james.saxton@dot.gov; Betteridge,
Kelly (CRC); Linda.Gehrke@dot.gov; James.Garland@dot.gov; Ken.Cervenka@dot.gov;
Elizabeth.Day@dot.gov; Maurice.Foushee@dot.gov
Subject: RE: Baseline as modeled description memo

Joe,
Thank you for the response.
We will prepare the templates as soon as possible, but certainly before the September 10 date. To
be very specific, we will send `the following:
·
·
·
·
·
·

Project Description template
Travel Forecasts template
Mobility and Cost effectiveness template
Project map
Thematic maps
SUMMIT reports

If you have additional needs for this deadline, please let us know.
Thanks,
Alan

Alan Lehto
Director of Project Planning
TriMet
710 NE Holladay St
Portland, OR 97232
503-962-2136
lehtoa@trimet.org

From: Joseph.Ossi@dot.gov [mailto:Joseph.Ossi@dot.gov]
Sent: Thursday, August 19, 2010 2:24 PM
To: Lehto, Alan
Cc: BrandmanR@columbiarivercrossing.com; Witter, Steven (CRC); james.saxton@dot.gov; Betteridge,
Kelly (CRC); Linda.Gehrke@dot.gov; James.Garland@dot.gov; Ken.Cervenka@dot.gov;
Elizabeth.Day@dot.gov; Maurice.Foushee@dot.gov
Subject: RE: Baseline as modeled description memo

Alan:
This email is in response to your recent submission and phone call to Maurice Foushee of FTA.
The August 20 th submittal date noted in our reporting instructions is mostly for new projects
seeking entry into PE for which FTA may have not yet reviewed the structure of the travel model or
any travel forecasting results. In the CRC case, since we have already seen previous forecasts and
agreed to the model structure, the September 10 th submittal date is more relevant. FTA has
reviewed the revised baseline alternative definition that you sent on August 4. It appears to
address our concerns, so you should proceed with updating the travel forecasts and reporting
templates appropriately. We reserve the right to require further adjustments of the baseline if the
forecast results reveal any unanticipated deficiencies in it. The updated forecasts and reporting
templates are due to FTA on Sept 10 th but earlier submission to give us time to resolve any final
baseline issues is advised.
Joe Ossi
FTA Office of Planning and Environment
(202) 366-1613
From: Lehto, Alan [mailto:LehtoA@tri-met.org]
Sent: Wednesday, August 04, 2010 1:14 PM
To: Ossi, Joseph (FTA); Saxton, James (FTA)
Cc: Brandman, Richard; Witter, Steven (CRC); Betteridge, Kelly (CRC); document.control; Ensor,
Deborah (FTA)
Subject: Baseline as modeled description memo

Joe,

As you requested, here is a description of the Baseline as modeled at your request. Please let me
know if you have any questions.
Thanks,
Alan
*** eSafe scanned this email for malicious content ***
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Me m o ra n d u m
May 4, 2009
TO:

Project File

FROM:

CRC

SUBJECT:

Changes in Value of Time

COPY:

Va lu e o f Tim e (VOT) DEIS vs . FEIS
For the DEIS, the Metro/RTC 2030 travel demand model used a number of input assumptions. The DEIS
used a value of time of $9.88/hr in 1994 dollars or about$13/hr in 2005 dollars as a key input. This value
represented about 60% of the prevailing wage rate. This assumption worked for the limited toll rate
scenarios ($2.00 standard rate and $2.50 high rate, 2006$) used in the DEIS.
Post DEIS work tested a variety of toll rate scenarios and it became evident that the $9.88/hr value of
time used for the DEIS did not provide valid results when applied to higher toll rates. When Metro first
began the CRC tolling work, the accepted theory was that the tolling value of time should be in the
neighborhood of about 50% of the prevailing wage rate. After much testing in conjunction with the CRC
staff and tolling experts, it was determined that a 50% wage rate value of time (about $11/hr in 2005$)
was too sensitive for this region and provided unrealistic projections. Subsequent research in other areas
of the country (Seattle and California) have shown value of time numbers ranging from as low as 50%
wage rate up to 90% wage rate, depending on regional demographics, time of day, facility type, trip
purpose, and other variables. An expert review panel recently convened for this project verified those
findings, as well as made recommendations for an increase in the value of time.
For current toll model runs, the demand model is using $14.68/hr (1994$) as the tolling value of time
(VOT). This roughly corresponds to about $19/hr in 2005 dollars. The value represents about 90% of the
prevailing wage rate for the Portland region based on household income.

DP:cg

cc:

Project Controls

1
360/737-2726

503/256-2726

WWW.COLUMBIARIVERCROSSING.ORG

12/20/2006
700 WASHINGTON STREET, SUITE 300, VANCOUVER, WA 98660

Special Markets User Benefits: I-5 Travel
Speeds
Introduction: Purpose of the Analysis
The Columbia River Crossing Project is a multimodal project, with a Build project that includes
a new I-5 bridge across the Columbia River with additional auxiliary lanes to reduce congestion
at the crossing, light rail transit across the bridge, and improvements to highway interchanges on
both sides of the river in a five-mile-long section of I-5 centered on the crossing. I-5 will still
have another bottleneck to the south before it reaches downtown Portland, at the I-5/I-405 split
and Rose Quarter area. Queuing effects and propagation of congestion from this bottleneck is
projected to continue for southbound traffic heading toward Portland.
In order to better understand and report the effects of removing the bottleneck at the Columbia
River, but still having the I-5/I-405 split and Rose Quarter area bottleneck, the Columbia River
Crossing undertook detailed micro-simulation analyses for I-5 in existing conditions and in 2030.
The results of these analyses were reported in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
Project in May, 2008. The results are also summarized in this document.
This analysis also has implications for transit analysis, including the calculation of user benefits.
Express buses traversing I-5, serving between Clark County and downtown Portland will all have
to travel through this congestion, just as they do today both at that location and at the bridge
itself. Because the Interstate MAX light rail line is parallel to this stretch of I-5, the speed of
buses is one element of understanding user benefits to any proposed extension of the light rail
line.
This stretch of I-5 is a special case specifically because of the improvements proposed by the
Columbia River Crossing. The regional travel demand model is calibrated to existing conditions
for regional demand for roadway and transit. Congestion effects and the propagation of queues
are uniquely important in this analysis because the proposed project removes one bottleneck, but
another remains downstream between Clark County and Portland. In this case, unlike in the rest
of the region or for other projects without this dynamic, micro-simulation results differ enough
from regional model results that a separate, off-model calculation is used. This off-model
calculation shows user benefits that would accrue to the Build project, but are not captured in the
regional model results because of the unique aspects of this project in this corridor.
This paper presents results of both regional travel demand modeling and micro-simulation
modeling on the section of I-5 common to all express bus lines serving between Clark County
and Portland. The paper is organized in the following sections:
•

Introduction to the Analysis including methodology and area of the analysis.
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•

Existing/Future Bottlenecks showing the results of analysis for existing conditions and
future projections.

•

Travel Speed and Time reporting differences in I-5 travel speeds between regional travel
demand results and micro-simulation results.

•

Application to user benefits describing how travel times on I-5 were applied to buses
traversing that area and the delta applied to reflect user benefits of the light rail
component of the Columbia River Crossing Project.

Introduction to the Analysis
The Columbia River Crossing Project is a multimodal project using both macroscopic and
microscopic modeling. VISUM and EMME/2 were used for travel demand modeling and
developing inputs into the microscopic models. VISSIM micro-simulation software was used for
modeling detailed traffic operations of the I-5 corridor.
The five-mile segment of I-5 referred to as the Bridge Influence Area provides connections to
seven major roadways including, from north to south: State Route 500, Fourth Plain Boulevard,
Mill Plain Boulevard, and City Center/State Route 14 in Vancouver; and Hayden Island, Marine
Drive, and Interstate Avenue/Victory Boulevard in Portland. Peak period travel demand in I-5’s
overall 23-mile long study corridor (between Pioneer Street/SR 501 in Clark County and the
Marquam Bridge/I-405 in Portland) are the heaviest within the Bridge Influence Area due to the
limited available crossings of the Columbia River and I-5’s interface with key east-west
highways and arterial roadways immediately north and south of the Columbia River. Most
vehicles (68 to 75 percent) traveling on the I-5 bridge enter and/or exit I-5 within the five-mile
project area, illustrating the dependence on the river crossing for connecting the key highways in
the project area.
The larger, 23-mile-long study area inclusive of the Bridge Influence Area was used for
analyzing traffic effects for the CRC project. The larger area was used to provide a more
rigorous and inclusive approach to the traffic modeling and analysis. In total, 11 interchanges are
included in the 14 miles of the study area in Washington. In Oregon, the southern boundary is
the Marquam Bridge, where I-5 crosses the Willamette River near downtown Portland. Twelve
interchanges are located in the nine miles of the study area in Oregon.
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FIGURE 1: THE I-5 TRAFFIC SIMULATION STUDY AREA
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The modeling tools used to forecast travel demands and evaluate traffic operations are discussed
below.
EMME/2

The EMME/2 transportation modeling software program assigns regional travel demands to a
transportation network using an equilibrium assignment. The assignment results in roadway link
volumes where no traveler can achieve additional travel time savings by changing routes. The
software program is used to edit highway networks, analyze data, display and plot results, and
import and export data.
The transportation analysis used Metro’s regional travel forecasting model to simulate highway
and transit option packages to derive transportation performance measures. The highway and
transit assignments were completed using the EMME/2 software package.
VISUM

VISUM is a comprehensive, flexible software system for transportation planning, travel demand
modeling, and network data management. The region, including Metro, RTC, and many agencies
in the Portland-Vancouver region are currently transitioning from EMME/2 to VISUM as a
means for assigning trips. Most of the outputs derived during the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) analysis were prepared using EMME/2. Auto assignments were developed
using both VISUM and EMME/2 and found to produce similar results. VISUM outputs were
used for post-processing highway performance and for reviewing travel patterns for use in the
traffic operations analysis.
VISSIM

For the study of I-5’s traffic operations, VISSIM was selected as the environment for microsimulation modeling. VISSIM is the stochastic traffic simulator that uses driver behavior
corresponding to the technical capabilities of a vehicle. The behavior model for the driver
involves a classification of reactions in response to the perceived relative speed and distance with
respect to the preceding vehicle. Four driving modes are defined in VISSIM: free driving,
approaching, following, and braking. In each mode, the driver behaves differently, reacting
either to his following distance, or trying to match a prescribed target speed.
VISSIM Calibration

Models are set up to predict system responses by calibrating the model to reflect existing traffic
conditions. Calibration is a process of adjusting model parameters so that simulated responses
agree with measured field conditions. The VISSIM Calibration and Validation Technical Report
(see Appendix A) documents the components of the VISSIM model development and the
calibration process completed for the CRC project and provides a summary of validation results.
VISSIM models were developed and validated for the existing 4-hour A.M. and 4-hour P.M.
peak traffic conditions (2005). The models were developed to replicate existing travel patterns
and issues along the 23-mile study area of I-5 to serve as the basis for modeling year 2030 No-
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Build traffic conditions and future traffic improvements needed to meet mobility needs in this
corridor.
I-5 currently sustains heavy congestion during the morning and evening commute along several
miles upstream and downstream of the Interstate Bridge. The A.M. and P.M. calibration effort
covered both the peak and off-peak directions of travel along I-5 and involved comparing the
model results to the field data that included not only link traffic volumes and the extent of
queues, but also measures of effectiveness, such as travel times and average speed.

Post-Processing
General methods for post-processing raw model data are outlined in NCHRP 255 Highway
Traffic Data for Urbanized Area Project Planning and Design. Three different methodologies
are described in the report. The difference method was most applicable for use on this project.
Post-processing of raw model data was completed in accordance with NCHRP 255 guidelines to
develop future year (2030) volumes for both A.M. and P.M. peak periods. The methodology
used was similar to the method of balancing volumes along screenlines used by Metro; a process
was determined to balance ramp volumes (on- and off-ramps) along highway segments bounded
by screenlines.

Existing/Future Bottlenecks
This section presents results from the microsimulation modeling for existing conditions and for
2030 Build. Travel speed and traffic congestion profiles were created to illustrate prevailing
travel speeds at different locations along the I-5 corridor at different times of day. The regional
travel demand model provided four-hour morning (6–10 A.M.) and afternoon/evening (3–7
P.M.) travel forecasts. The forecast information was post-processed and input into the VISSIM
traffic operations model to estimate travel speeds by location throughout the two peak periods.
This data was summarized by 15-minute time increments to create an accurate picture of the
beginning and end of congestion at each specific location.
Using the total eight hours of VISSIM results, interpolation and extrapolation between and
outside of these time periods was performed to develop 16-hour profiles. These profiles,
encompassing the period from 5 A.M. to 9 P.M., assist in assessing early morning, midday, and
afternoon/evening effects. The interpolation/extrapolation technique used non-peak period speed
and travel time data collected for the CRC project, archived loop detector data, observations
from highway cameras, and corridor speed plots available from the Oregon and Washington
Departments of Transportation.
The travel speed and traffic congestion profiles show the existing conditions along I-5 by
direction (y-axis), and by time of day (x-axis). Different colors represent varying speeds,
summarized by location. Red represents 0-10 mph, dark orange represents 11-20 mph, light
orange represents 21-30 mph, yellow represents 31-40 mph, light green represents 41-50 mph,
and dark green represents greater than 50 mph. Congestion is defined in this study as occurring
when travel speeds are less than 30 mph.
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Existing conditions are presented to illustrate the analysis and set the groundwork, then 2030
results are presented.

Existing Conditions (Year 2005)
As shown in Figure 2, under existing conditions southbound I-5 undergoes a fairly regular
operational cycle in both directions of travel during typical weekday conditions. In the morning
peak, congestion and queuing occur at four southbound locations. Each of these locations shows
a band of yellows and/or reds in the graph, indicating congestion created by reductions in
capacity at these locations, with varying distances and duration of congestion propagating from
these four southbound locations:
1) I-5 Columbia River ( in the middle of the graph, labeled “Columbia River” on the y-axis)
2) Delta Park lane drop (between “Interstate Ave/Victory OFF” and Victory Blvd ON”)
3) North of the I-405 split (at “Going St ON”), and
4) The Rose Quarter/I-84 off-ramp section (at “I-84 OFF”)
The vehicle queues and slow travel speeds shown in Figure 2 are caused by capacity restrictions
and disruptions in traffic flow due to inadequate merging, diverging, and weaving distances for
vehicles. These bottlenecks interact with each other and control the flow throughput of upstream
locations.
The Interstate Bridge is generally congested for at least two hours during the morning as a result
of the bridge’s limited capacity and the downstream Delta Park bottleneck. Three hours of
congestion generally occur at the Delta Park lane drop during the morning peak. About 2.5 hours
of congestion occur north of the I-405 split due to high traffic demand within the three lane
section north of the I-5/I-405 split.
During the afternoon/evening peak, southbound congestion and vehicular queuing occur at two
bottleneck locations:
1) North of the I-405 split (labeled as “I-405 OFF” in Figure 2), and
2) The Rose Quarter/I-84 off-ramp section (“I-84 OFF”)
In addition, midday queuing and related southbound I-5 congestion occurs near the Delta Park
lane drop (“Interstate Ave/Victory OFF”) and Rose Quarter/I-84 (“I-84 OFF”) off-ramp section.
This queuing occurs independently of peak commute period congestion and lasts multiple hours
throughout the day.
Northbound I-5 experiences multiple hours of congestion along I-5 between Portland, Oregon
and the Columbia River. Figure 3 summarizes the duration of congestion for existing conditions
between 5 A.M. and 9 P.M. During the afternoon/evening peak, northbound congestion and
vehicular queuing occurs at two distinct locations:
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1) Broadway Avenue on-ramp (“Broadway ON”) and I-405 off-ramp (“I-405 OFF”), and
2) The Interstate Bridge (“Columbia River”)
The Interstate Bridge bottleneck, which lasts for about four hours, is more restrictive and extends
longer than the Broadway/I-405 bottleneck, which lasts almost two hours. During the morning
travel period, queuing occurs between the I-84 on-ramp and the I-405 off-ramp and extends for
almost two hours.
FIGURE 2: SOUTHBOUND CONGESTION EXISTING CONDITIONS

Interstate Bridge

Detla Park

North of I-405 split

Rose Quarter/ I-
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FIGURE 3: NORTHBOUND CONGESTION EXISTING CONDITIONS

Interstate Bridge

Broadway/I-405

Replacement Bridge Alternative (Year 2030)
Both the Multimodal Baseline and the Multimodal Build include a Replacement Bridge (and
other related highway improvements on both sides of the river). The replacement crossing would
reduce southbound congestion on the Interstate Bridge from 7.25 hours under No-Build
conditions to 3.5 hours, as shown in Figure 6. Southbound traffic queues would no longer extend
beyond Fourth Plain Boulevard for multiple hours each day. The traffic congestion remaining at
the bridge would result, similar to No-Build conditions, because of an existing downstream
bottleneck on I-5 just north of the I-405 split. The replacement crossing would not exacerbate or
worsen this existing bottleneck, although the CRC improvements would enable an increase in
vehicular throughput of about six percent along I-5 just north of the I-405 split. It only appears
bigger because the Columbia River Bridge would no longer provide a metering effect.
The downstream bottleneck near the I-405 split would remain similar to No-Build conditions,
experiencing 11.5 hours of congestion. Similarly, the effects of the southbound bottleneck
located near the I-5 lane drop in the Rose Quarter would remain, with approximately 3.75 hours
of congestion.
The replacement crossing would eliminate the northbound I-5 crossing bottleneck. Northbound
traffic queues would no longer extend to I-405 for multiple hours each day. The replacement
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crossing would reduce the duration of congestion at the I-5 crossing from 7.75 hours to less than
2 hours each day (see Figure 7).
The other bottleneck located near the I-405/Rose Quarter weaving area (“I-405 OFF”) would
operate similar to No-Build conditions.
FIGURE 4: SOUTHBOUND CONGESTION 2030 BUILD

North of I-405 split

Rose Quarter/ I-
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FIGURE 5: NORTHBOUND CONGESTION 2030 BUILD

Interstate Bridge

Broadway/ I-405
split

Travel Speed and Time
Southbound A.M. and northbound P.M. 4-hour travel speeds from the regional travel demand
model (EMME/2/VISUM) and the micro-simulation model (VISSIM) were compared. Regional
travel demand models work on a link-by-link basis and can only identify congestion on specific
links which are over-capacity while micro-simulation models propagate over-capacity conditions
and resulting congestion upstream of specific bottlenecks. In other words, the EMME/2/VISUM
models “isolate” over-capacity conditions along a highway link or segment without accounting
for upstream effects of the over-saturated link, while micro-simulation models account for the
upstream congestion by predicting extending vehicle queues and decreasing travel speeds. In
addition, micro-simulation accounts for small-scale effects such as weaving movements, on- and
off-ramp traffic and other driver behavior that effects travel speeds of individual vehicles but are
at too detailed a level of analysis for regional travel demand models.
The comparison figures below summarize 4-hour average speeds from the regional travel
demand model (EMME/2/VISUM) on the left, and the micro-simulation model (VISSIM) on the
right follows the same color representation as identified previously under the 16-hour traffic
congestion profiles. The purpose of these comparisons is to show specifically where travel times
varied between EMME/2/VISUM upon which the regional travel demand results and
consequently user benefits were based, contrasted with the VISSIM results. At the end of this
section of comparisons, the method for calculating additional user benefits to the Build that were
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not otherwise accounted for due to differences in travel speed results at the macro- vs. microlevel is provided.

2030 Replacement Bridge
Both the Multimodal Baseline and the Multimodal Build include a Replacement Bridge (and
other related highway improvements on both sides of the river). Figure 7 compares the 2030
Replacement Bridge southbound A.M. regional travel demand model (EMME/2/VISUM) and
the operational model (VISSIM) 4-hour average travel speeds. The Replacement Bridge
alternative would remove the two existing I-5 bridges and replace them with a new crossing
immediately west of the current I-5 crossing. The new northbound traffic and southbound traffic
bridges would accommodate up to six lanes each for highway traffic. Highway improvements
north and south of the replacement river crossing would provide three lanes for traffic traveling
all the way through the project area, and one to three auxiliary lanes for traffic entering, exiting,
or traveling short distances on the highway within the project area.
Similar to No-Build conditions, the existing downstream bottleneck near the I-5/I-405 split
would remain. The regional travel demand model shows some congestion in the vicinity of the I5/I-405 split with slowing extending to approximately Lombard Street because the volumes are
high enough, but does not reflect queuing from the bottleneck. Here, southbound four-hour
average travel speeds through much of the bridge influence area including the bridge are forecast
to be in excess of 40 miles per hour. The VISSIM operational model shows significant queuing
from the I-5/I-405 split will extend north through the bridge influence area across the river to
approximately Main Street. As a result, the operational model is forecasting travel times and
speeds that are longer and slower than the regional travel demand model.
FIGURE 6: COMPARISONS SOUTHBOUND 2030 BUILD
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Figure 13 below compares the 2030 Replacement Bridge northbound P.M. regional travel
demand model (EMME/2/VISUM) and the operational model (VISSIM) 4-hour average travel
speeds. In the northbound direction the two models forecasted similar conditions with minimal
queuing and faster speeds existing between downtown Portland and the Interstate Bridge.
FIGURE 7: COMPARISONS NORTHBOUND 2030 BUILD

Application to User Benefits
Buses operating on I-5 will experience any congestion caused by remaining bottlenecks in this
section of the highway. The results presented below take a conservative approach to applying
these differing speed differences. If the speed differences had been incorporated directly into the
regional travel demand model, bus service between Clark County and Portland would have been
slower and less competitive. However, doing so would also have created changes in the overall
traffic demand that might have had unexpected results in travel patterns. Because the analysis
was being used for both highway and transit in the DEIS, a more modest approach was
implemented. The calculation shown in Table 1 below shows the differences in travel time for
three segments of I-5. Table 2 then shows which bus lines traverse each of those segments and
the change in ridership between the Multimodal Baseline and the Multimodal Build from the
regional travel demand model results (without any adjustment to I-5 travel speeds in the model).
Off-model calculations of user benefits were conducted only on southbound travel. In contrast,
northbound travel does not have the downstream bottleneck and therefore does not have queuing
effects that require micro-simulation analysis for understanding user benefits. Therefore, offmodel calculations only show ridership and user benefits differences for southbound travel.
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TABLE 1
TRAVEL TIME DIFFERENCES FOR SOUTHBOUND TRAVEL
Time Adjustments (Minutes ) To Bus Mode - AM4 SB
SR-14 to I-405
VISSIM travel time

26

Emme/2 travel time

8.2

Additional travel time

17.8

SR-14 to Victory Blvd
VISSIM travel time
Emme/2 travel time
Additional travel time

13
2.1
10.9

SR-14 to Hayden Island
VISSIM travel time

3

Emme/2 travel time

1.0

Additional travel time

2.0

Table 2 presents ridership to which the travel time differences are applied. In each case, the bus
lines are listed, and the change in ridership between the multimodal Baseline and the multimodal
Build are shown, along with the resulting user benefit changes resulting from that increment of
riders experiencing negative user benefits from additional in-vehicle travel time.
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TABLE 2
CALCULATIONS OF USER BENEFIT RESULTING FROM TRAVEL TIME DIFFERENCES
I-5 bus ridership : A.M. 4-hr southbound

Equilibrated Baseline to Build

Notes:

Vancouver CBD to Portland CBD bus line
Build - no routes

0

All ridership on LRT line

4,317

C105 routes between CBDs specific to this scenario

Difference in ridership

4,317

Difference in ridership

Change in UBs (min)

76,749

Difference in ridership multiplied by SR-14 to I-405 time

Baseline - C105 routes

Vancouver CBD to PIR bus lines
Build - no routes
Baseline - four routes

0
754

Difference in ridership

754

Change in UBs (min)

8,203

All ridership on LRT line
C004, C004L, C114, and C173L routes to PIR specific to this scenario
Difference in ridership
Difference in ridership multiplied by SR-14 to Victory Blvd time

Vancouver CBD to Hayden Island bus line
Build - no routes
Baseline - one route

0
190

All ridership on LRT line
C004 route to Hayden Island specific to this scenario

Difference in ridership

190

Difference in ridership

Change in UBs (min)

374

Difference in ridership multiplied by SR-14 to Hayden Island time

Clark County PnR Express-only I-5 bus lines
Build - Express routes

1,779

All ridership on PnR Express-only routes identical between scenarios :
C134, C157, C190, C199

Baseline - Express routes

1,259

All ridership on PnR Express-only routes identical between scenarios :
C134, C157, C190, C199

Difference in ridership

-520

Difference in ridership

Change in UBs (min)

-9,240

Difference in ridership multiplied by SR-14 to I-405 time

76,086

UBs added to multimodal Baseline – multimodal Build Summit
comparison

Total Change in Daily UBs (min)

The total change in user benefits shown in the bottom cell of Table 2 is reported in the special
markets section of the Travel Forecasts Template.
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Inquiry 1
On 9/14/2010, K. Cervenka wrote:
The latest Travel Forecasts Template shows the Daily Transit Trips for the Build Alternative
(Line 2) as 509,496 and the daily project trips (Line 22) as 21,366. An earlier Template (dated
October 13, 2008, and the one that was used for the CRC Project Profile summary in the 2011
Annual New Starts Report) shows the Daily Transit Trips for the Build as 505,557 and the daily
project trips as 19,697. While this is not a large increase, it would be helpful to us if your
forecaster could summarize the reasons for the change in the Build Alternative forecast.
Response
The two largest contributors to the change in transit ridership between the original submittal and the
most recent update are due to changes in the value of time assumptions used by the CRC project and
the inclusion of park and ride facilities in the Multimodal Baseline. These two factors lead to moderately
increased demand for the project line, which in turn leads to a need to improve the project line
frequency from 8 min peak headway to 7.5 minutes.
Change in Value of Time
The CRC multimodal project contains both transit and highway improvements. One of the largest
improvements is the replacement of the existing I-5 bridge with a larger bridge that includes tolling. The
original submittal assumed a value of time of $9.88/hr (1994$) for the toll across the bridge. The latest
submittal assumes a value of time of $14.68/hr (1994$).
The updated value of time assumption ($14.68) is based on research done by the CRC Tolling team prior
to beginning the FEIS, but after the original New Starts submittal. It is based on both an evaluation of
value of time studies from the Puget Sound / Seattle region and input from national tolling experts.
Most recently, a stated-preference survey performed by the CRC project confirms that this value of time
is within an acceptable range for this region.
Value of time (VOT) is used to convert the toll rate from dollars into a travel-time equivalent impedance.
The higher the VOT, the lower the impedance. Therefore, the $14.68 VOT creates less 'toll' impedance
across the bridge than the $9.88 VOT, which leads to perceived improvement of travel times in the
project corridor and an increase in overall person trips crossing the Columbia River in the project
corridor. This increase in trips is reflected in all modes, including transit.
Multimodal Baseline park and ride
The original submittal did not include new park and ride lots in the project area for the Multimodal
Baseline. Park and ride facilities were added to the Multimodal Baseline in the latest submittal at FTA’s
direction. Metro's four-step model includes transit accessibility within the destination choice evaluation.
The inclusion of the park and ride facilities in the Multimodal Baseline has the effect of slightly
increasing overall accessibility in the project area, thereby slightly increasing total person trips into/out
of the project area. Since trip distribution from the Multimodal Baseline is used in the SUMMIT analysis
with the Multimodal Build, the slightly increased person trips into/out of the project area is also
reflected in the transit ridership results.
Project-specific changes
Increased transit demand for the project (LRT extension to Vancouver, WA) requires an increase in the
service from the original submittal. The original submittal included peak period headways on the Yellow
Line of 8 minutes. The latest submittal requires peak period headways of 7.5 minutes in order to service
the peak demand on the project line. This increase in service has the effect of drawing more transit
users to the project, some from other modes and some from competing transit routes.

Inquiry 2
On 9/15/2010, K. Cervenka wrote:
There is also a large change in an off-model user benefit calculation referred to as “I-5 Travel
Speeds.” The earlier template had 148,725 annual hours (representing 7% of the 2,255,000
total hours), while the latest template has 323,340 annual hours (representing 21% of the new
calculation of 1,556,552 total hours).
Response
Please refer to the document CRC-I-5 Travel Speeds Memo-08-29.doc for an explanation of reasons and
methodology behind the I-5 off-model speed adjustment.
The reason the I-5 travel adjustment goes up in the new submittal is because now there are more bus
riders on I-5 in the Multimodal Baseline (due to the park and ride facilities) than in the original
Multimodal Baseline, which did not include park and ride facilities in the corridor. As a reminder, the I-5
travel adjustment looks at the difference in regional model vs. microsimulation travel times along I-5 SB
in the AM 4-hr time period. It then "adjusts" Multimodal Baseline bus rider benefits (by adding benefits
back to the Multimodal Build) based on the slower microsimulation travel times which better represent
operational congestion and queue-back effects. Since the number of bus riders using I-5 routes has
increased in the new Multimodal Baseline, the total effect of the off-model calculation has also
increased.

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Lehto, Alan
Bosa, Peter; Higgins, Scott
Betteridge, Kelly
Fw: CRC model results information
Wednesday, September 15, 2010 6:31:35 AM

And this too...

Alan Lehto, TriMet
Please excuse any typos or grammatical errors-Message sent from a BlackBerry device.

From: Ken.Cervenka@dot.gov <Ken.Cervenka@dot.gov>
To: Lehto, Alan; Joseph.Ossi@dot.gov <Joseph.Ossi@dot.gov>
Cc: BrandmanR@columbiarivercrossing.com <BrandmanR@columbiarivercrossing.com>; Witter, Steven
(CRC); james.saxton@dot.gov <james.saxton@dot.gov>; Betteridge, Kelly (CRC);
Linda.Gehrke@dot.gov <Linda.Gehrke@dot.gov>; James.Garland@dot.gov <James.Garland@dot.gov>;
Elizabeth.Day@dot.gov <Elizabeth.Day@dot.gov>; Maurice.Foushee@dot.gov
<Maurice.Foushee@dot.gov>; document.control@columbiarivercrossing.com
<document.control@columbiarivercrossing.com>; FiccoD@columbiarivercrossing.com
<FiccoD@columbiarivercrossing.com>; James.Ryan@dot.gov <James.Ryan@dot.gov>
Sent: Wed Sep 15 06:09:57 2010
Subject: RE: CRC model results information

Alan,
There is also a large change in an off-model user benefit calculation referred to as “I-5 Travel
Speeds.” The earlier template had 148,725 annual hours (representing 7% of the 2,255,000 total
hours), while the latest template has 323,340 annual hours (representing 21% of the new
calculation of 1,556,552 total hours). So this also needs documentation.
Ken C.
From: Lehto, Alan [mailto:LehtoA@tri-met.org]
Sent: Tuesday, September 14, 2010 4:18 PM
To: Cervenka, Kenneth (FTA); Ossi, Joseph (FTA)
Cc: BrandmanR@columbiarivercrossing.com; Witter, Steven (CRC); Saxton, James (FTA); Betteridge,
Kelly (CRC); Gehrke, Linda (FTA); Garland, James (FTA); Day, Elizabeth (FTA); Foushee, Maurice (FTA);
document.control@columbiarivercrossing.com; FiccoD@columbiarivercrossing.com; Ryan, James (FTA)
Subject: RE: CRC model results information

Ken,
I’ll talk with the modeling staff and put together the reasons we see for the change as soon as we
can.
Thanks,
Alan

From: Ken.Cervenka@dot.gov [mailto:Ken.Cervenka@dot.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, September 14, 2010 11:44 AM
To: Lehto, Alan; Joseph.Ossi@dot.gov
Cc: BrandmanR@columbiarivercrossing.com; Witter, Steven (CRC); james.saxton@dot.gov; Betteridge,
Kelly (CRC); Linda.Gehrke@dot.gov; James.Garland@dot.gov; Elizabeth.Day@dot.gov;
Maurice.Foushee@dot.gov; document.control@columbiarivercrossing.com;
FiccoD@columbiarivercrossing.com; James.Ryan@dot.gov
Subject: RE: CRC model results information

Hello Alan,
Joe and I were discussing the materials provided, and he suggested I send the following question to
you and the CRC team.
The latest Travel Forecasts Template shows the Daily Transit Trips for the Build Alternative (Line 2)
as 509,496 and the daily project trips (Line 22) as 21,366. An earlier Template (dated October 13,
2008, and the one that was used for the CRC Project Profile summary in the 2011 Annual New
Starts Report) shows the Daily Transit Trips for the Build as 505,557 and the daily project trips as
19,697. While this is not a large increase, it would be helpful to us if your forecaster could
summarize the reasons for the change in the Build Alternative forecasts.
An email response is fine (and actually preferred), but feel free to call me if that would work
better.
Ken Cervenka
FTA Office of Planning and Environment
202/493-0512
From: Lehto, Alan [mailto:LehtoA@tri-met.org]
Sent: Wednesday, September 08, 2010 4:21 PM
To: Ossi, Joseph (FTA)
Cc: BrandmanR@columbiarivercrossing.com; Witter, Steven (CRC); Saxton, James (FTA); Betteridge,
Kelly (CRC); Gehrke, Linda (FTA); Garland, James (FTA); Cervenka, Kenneth (FTA); Day, Elizabeth
(FTA); Foushee, Maurice (FTA); document.control; Ficco, Doug; Lehto, Alan
Subject: CRC model results information

Joe,
We sent the following via FedEx yesterday.
·
·
·
·
·

Project Description template
Travel Forecasts template
Project map
Thematic maps
SUMMIT reports

I have also attached to this email the files that are small enough to send via email.

Alan
From: Lehto, Alan
Sent: Thursday, August 19, 2010 3:47 PM
To: 'Joseph.Ossi@dot.gov'
Cc: BrandmanR@columbiarivercrossing.com; Witter, Steven (CRC); james.saxton@dot.gov; Betteridge,
Kelly (CRC); Linda.Gehrke@dot.gov; James.Garland@dot.gov; Ken.Cervenka@dot.gov;
Elizabeth.Day@dot.gov; Maurice.Foushee@dot.gov
Subject: RE: Baseline as modeled description memo

Joe,
Thank you for the response.
We will prepare the templates as soon as possible, but certainly before the September 10 date. To
be very specific, we will send `the following:
·
·
·
·
·
·

Project Description template
Travel Forecasts template
Mobility and Cost effectiveness template
Project map
Thematic maps
SUMMIT reports

If you have additional needs for this deadline, please let us know.
Thanks,
Alan

Alan Lehto
Director of Project Planning
TriMet
710 NE Holladay St
Portland, OR 97232
503-962-2136
lehtoa@trimet.org

From: Joseph.Ossi@dot.gov [mailto:Joseph.Ossi@dot.gov]
Sent: Thursday, August 19, 2010 2:24 PM
To: Lehto, Alan
Cc: BrandmanR@columbiarivercrossing.com; Witter, Steven (CRC); james.saxton@dot.gov; Betteridge,

Kelly (CRC); Linda.Gehrke@dot.gov; James.Garland@dot.gov; Ken.Cervenka@dot.gov;
Elizabeth.Day@dot.gov; Maurice.Foushee@dot.gov
Subject: RE: Baseline as modeled description memo

Alan:
This email is in response to your recent submission and phone call to Maurice Foushee of FTA.
The August 20 th submittal date noted in our reporting instructions is mostly for new projects
seeking entry into PE for which FTA may have not yet reviewed the structure of the travel model or
any travel forecasting results. In the CRC case, since we have already seen previous forecasts and
agreed to the model structure, the September 10 th submittal date is more relevant. FTA has
reviewed the revised baseline alternative definition that you sent on August 4. It appears to
address our concerns, so you should proceed with updating the travel forecasts and reporting
templates appropriately. We reserve the right to require further adjustments of the baseline if the
forecast results reveal any unanticipated deficiencies in it. The updated forecasts and reporting
templates are due to FTA on Sept 10 th but earlier submission to give us time to resolve any final
baseline issues is advised.
Joe Ossi
FTA Office of Planning and Environment
(202) 366-1613
From: Lehto, Alan [mailto:LehtoA@tri-met.org]
Sent: Wednesday, August 04, 2010 1:14 PM
To: Ossi, Joseph (FTA); Saxton, James (FTA)
Cc: Brandman, Richard; Witter, Steven (CRC); Betteridge, Kelly (CRC); document.control; Ensor,
Deborah (FTA)
Subject: Baseline as modeled description memo

Joe,
As you requested, here is a description of the Baseline as modeled at your request. Please let me
know if you have any questions.
Thanks,
Alan

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Lehto, Alan
Bosa, Peter
Higgins, Scott; Betteridge, Kelly
FW: CRC model results information
Tuesday, September 14, 2010 1:19:29 PM

Peter,
Need some help answering this one. Should we meet to discuss or do you have an idea already?
It’s a relatively small change so we’ll just want to be clear and have a solid logical description.

Thanks,
Alan
From: Ken.Cervenka@dot.gov [mailto:Ken.Cervenka@dot.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, September 14, 2010 11:44 AM
To: Lehto, Alan; Joseph.Ossi@dot.gov
Cc: BrandmanR@columbiarivercrossing.com; Witter, Steven (CRC); james.saxton@dot.gov; Betteridge,
Kelly (CRC); Linda.Gehrke@dot.gov; James.Garland@dot.gov; Elizabeth.Day@dot.gov;
Maurice.Foushee@dot.gov; document.control@columbiarivercrossing.com;
FiccoD@columbiarivercrossing.com; James.Ryan@dot.gov
Subject: RE: CRC model results information

Hello Alan,
Joe and I were discussing the materials provided, and he suggested I send the following question to
you and the CRC team.
The latest Travel Forecasts Template shows the Daily Transit Trips for the Build Alternative (Line 2)
as 509,496 and the daily project trips (Line 22) as 21,366. An earlier Template (dated October 13,
2008, and the one that was used for the CRC Project Profile summary in the 2011 Annual New
Starts Report) shows the Daily Transit Trips for the Build as 505,557 and the daily project trips as
19,697. While this is not a large increase, it would be helpful to us if your forecaster could
summarize the reasons for the change in the Build Alternative forecasts.
An email response is fine (and actually preferred), but feel free to call me if that would work
better.
Ken Cervenka
FTA Office of Planning and Environment
202/493-0512
From: Lehto, Alan [mailto:LehtoA@tri-met.org]
Sent: Wednesday, September 08, 2010 4:21 PM
To: Ossi, Joseph (FTA)

Cc: BrandmanR@columbiarivercrossing.com; Witter, Steven (CRC); Saxton, James (FTA); Betteridge,
Kelly (CRC); Gehrke, Linda (FTA); Garland, James (FTA); Cervenka, Kenneth (FTA); Day, Elizabeth
(FTA); Foushee, Maurice (FTA); document.control; Ficco, Doug; Lehto, Alan
Subject: CRC model results information

Joe,
We sent the following via FedEx yesterday.
·
·
·
·
·

Project Description template
Travel Forecasts template
Project map
Thematic maps
SUMMIT reports

I have also attached to this email the files that are small enough to send via email.

Alan
From: Lehto, Alan
Sent: Thursday, August 19, 2010 3:47 PM
To: 'Joseph.Ossi@dot.gov'
Cc: BrandmanR@columbiarivercrossing.com; Witter, Steven (CRC); james.saxton@dot.gov; Betteridge,
Kelly (CRC); Linda.Gehrke@dot.gov; James.Garland@dot.gov; Ken.Cervenka@dot.gov;
Elizabeth.Day@dot.gov; Maurice.Foushee@dot.gov
Subject: RE: Baseline as modeled description memo

Joe,
Thank you for the response.
We will prepare the templates as soon as possible, but certainly before the September 10 date. To
be very specific, we will send `the following:
·
·
·
·
·
·

Project Description template
Travel Forecasts template
Mobility and Cost effectiveness template
Project map
Thematic maps
SUMMIT reports

If you have additional needs for this deadline, please let us know.
Thanks,
Alan

Alan Lehto
Director of Project Planning
TriMet
710 NE Holladay St
Portland, OR 97232
503-962-2136
lehtoa@trimet.org

From: Joseph.Ossi@dot.gov [mailto:Joseph.Ossi@dot.gov]
Sent: Thursday, August 19, 2010 2:24 PM
To: Lehto, Alan
Cc: BrandmanR@columbiarivercrossing.com; Witter, Steven (CRC); james.saxton@dot.gov; Betteridge,
Kelly (CRC); Linda.Gehrke@dot.gov; James.Garland@dot.gov; Ken.Cervenka@dot.gov;
Elizabeth.Day@dot.gov; Maurice.Foushee@dot.gov
Subject: RE: Baseline as modeled description memo

Alan:
This email is in response to your recent submission and phone call to Maurice Foushee of FTA.
The August 20 th submittal date noted in our reporting instructions is mostly for new projects
seeking entry into PE for which FTA may have not yet reviewed the structure of the travel model or
any travel forecasting results. In the CRC case, since we have already seen previous forecasts and
agreed to the model structure, the September 10 th submittal date is more relevant. FTA has
reviewed the revised baseline alternative definition that you sent on August 4. It appears to
address our concerns, so you should proceed with updating the travel forecasts and reporting
templates appropriately. We reserve the right to require further adjustments of the baseline if the
forecast results reveal any unanticipated deficiencies in it. The updated forecasts and reporting
templates are due to FTA on Sept 10 th but earlier submission to give us time to resolve any final
baseline issues is advised.
Joe Ossi
FTA Office of Planning and Environment
(202) 366-1613
From: Lehto, Alan [mailto:LehtoA@tri-met.org]
Sent: Wednesday, August 04, 2010 1:14 PM
To: Ossi, Joseph (FTA); Saxton, James (FTA)
Cc: Brandman, Richard; Witter, Steven (CRC); Betteridge, Kelly (CRC); document.control; Ensor,
Deborah (FTA)
Subject: Baseline as modeled description memo

Joe,
As you requested, here is a description of the Baseline as modeled at your request. Please let me
know if you have any questions.
Thanks,

Alan

