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C-040-001

WSDOT worked closely with FHWA to ensure that the SR 520, I-5 to

Medina Bridge Replacement and HOV Project, the SR 520, Medina to

SR 202 Transit and HOV Project, and the Pontoon Construction Project

met the FHWA criteria for consideration as independent projects.

According to 23 CFR (Code of Federal Regulations) 771.111(f), the

purpose of these criteria is to “to ensure meaningful evaluation of

alternatives and to avoid commitments to transportation improvements

before they are fully evaluated.”  See the response to Comment C-040-

010 for further discussion of this regulation.

 

C-040-002

The identification and analysis of alternatives are crucial to the NEPA

process and the goal of objective decision making.  Consideration of the

range of alternatives and design options proposed by WSDOT through

consultation and public/agency scoping provided sufficient analysis

under NEPA to produce a reasonable range of environmentally sound

solutions to the transportation need.  NEPA and FHWA guidance allow

for agencies to identify a preferred alternative at the Draft EIS stage. 

The regulations of the Council on Environmental Quality include the

following related to the preferred alternative, “Identify the agency's

preferred alternative or alternatives, if one or more exists, in the draft

statement and identify such alternative in the final statement unless

another law prohibits the expression of such a preference” (40 CFR

1502.14(e)).

Even though NEPA and FHWA guidance allow for agencies to identify

an alternative preference at the Draft EIS stage, WSDOT considered the

information from the Draft EIS and SDEIS, public and agency comments

and input from the Washington State Legislature, Sound Transit, and

other groups and organizations before identifying a preferred alternative. 

The decision-making process for this project has lasted over 10 years

and has incorporated extensive participation from stakeholder groups,
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including the communities that form the Coalition. The responses to later

comments in this letter provide further information on project decision-

making.

 

C-040-003

The transportation analysis conducted for the SDEIS and the

assumptions used were consistent with industry standards, NEPA

requirements, the regional planning process, and FHWA traffic analysis

guidelines for evaluating and comparing existing and future

transportation project alternatives.  The analysis showed that the

project’s purpose of improving the movement of people and goods on

SR 520 would be satisfied by the 6-Lane Alternative. The transportation

analysis in Section 5.1 of the SDEIS (pages 5-1 through 5-32) described

the future (2030) vehicle and person demand projected for the corridor

and determined how much of that demand can be met with the 6-Lane

Alternative in comparison to the No Build Alternative. It also addressed

freeway congestion and travel times for both eastbound and westbound

general-purpose and HOV traffic. Results of the analysis indicated that

the 6-Lane Alternative would serve more vehicle and person trips than

the No Build Alternative and that travel times for both general-purpose

and HOV trips would be reduced. Thus, the 6-Lane Alternative would

improve mobility for people and goods compared to the No Build

Alternative.

Since the SDEIS was published, FHWA and WSDOT have identified a

Preferred Alternative that is similar to Option A, but refines the design to

improve future traffic operations in the corridor and minimize potential

effects. Because of this, the transportation analysis has been updated in

the Final EIS to reflect more current assumptions.  The results continue

to indicate that the Preferred Alternative would improve mobility over the

No Build Alternative. Please see Chapters 5 and 6 of the Final

Transportation Discipline Report in Attachment 7 to the Final EIS. The

responses to later comments in this letter provide further explanation
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about how the methodology for estimating demand and assessing

congestion complies with applicable regulations and guidelines.

 

C-040-004

Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of1966 states that

an agency can approve a transportation project that uses Section 4(f)

lands if the determination has been made that there is no feasible or

prudent alternative to using that property and if all possible planning has

been conducted to minimize harm to Section 4(f) properties (23 CFR

774). A Section 4(f) property is “…publicly owned land of a public park,

recreation area, or wildlife and waterfowl refuge of national, State, or

local significance, or land of an historic site of national, State, or local

significance.” (23 CFR 774.17)

Over the past decade, WSDOT has investigated a number of

alternatives for the SR 520, I-5 to Medina project, ranging in design from

an 8-lane alternative to a 4-lane alternative. Of the alternatives

considered, only the No-Build Alternative would avoid the use of Section

4(f) properties. The 4-Lane Alternative had less use of Section 4(f)

properties than the 6-Lane Alternative options studied in the Draft EIS or

the SDEIS, but it did not satisfy the project purpose of improving the

movement of people and goods on SR 520. In 2010, responding to

public comment regarding a transit-optimized 4-lane alternative or a 4-

lane alternative with congestion management, WSDOT performed

additional traffic analyses and confirmed that these concepts also would

not satisfy the project purpose and need. The results of these analyses

are documented in Section 2.4 of the Final EIS.

Because the alternative that would avoid a Section 4(f) use fails to

satisfy the project purpose and need, WSDOT determined that there is

no feasible or prudent alternative to using the land from several Section

4(f) properties. Consequently, WSDOT has continued to evaluate 6-lane

designs that minimize use of Section 4(f) properties.  With the Preferred
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Alternative, WSDOT has identified a design approach that uses less

Section 4(f) property than the design options evaluated in the SDEIS.

This is consistent with Section 4(f)’s requirements (set forth in 23 CFR

774) that if there is no feasible and prudent avoidance alternative, then

FHWA may approve, from among the remaining alternatives that use

Section 4(f) property, only the alternative that causes the least overall

harm in light of the statute’s preservation purpose. The responses to

later comments in this letter and Chapter 9 of the Final EIS provide more

information about how the project complies with Section 4(f).

 

C-040-005

As described in Chapter 1 of the SDEIS and in the Range of Alternatives

and Options Report (Attachment 8), an extensive range of alternatives

has been evaluated for this project. Alternative corridors, technologies

(e.g. tubes and tunnels), and travel modes, as well as many design

variations within the existing corridor, were evaluated as part of the

Trans-Lake Washington Study and again after the initiation of NEPA

review in 2000. Chapter 2 of the Final EIS provides additional

information on how alternatives were developed and evaluated, and why

some solutions were determined not to be reasonable alternatives.

In the 2006 Draft EIS, WSDOT studied the No Build Alternative, along

with the 4-lane and 6-lane alternatives. The 2006 Draft EIS

demonstrated that although the 4-lane alternative would improve safety

and reliability, its ability to improve the movement of people and goods

through the corridor would only be marginal. Therefore, FHWA and

WSDOT concluded that the 4-lane alternative did not meet the project

need. This conclusion was documented in the Draft EIS and confirmed in

the 2010 SDEIS through additional modeling of the 4-Lane Alternative. In

response to public comments, WSDOT performed a sensitivity analysis

of a tolled 4-Lane Alternative. This alternative was also found to provide

minimal improvements to mobility compared to No Build. The addition of

the HOV lanes improves person-mobility to a much greater degree than
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any 4-lane option, particularly for users of transit and carpools. Chapter 5

of the Final EIS and the Transportation Discipline Report (Attachment 7)

provide additional information.

Since the Trans-Lake Washington Project alternatives analysis

determined in 2003 that light rail would not be an initial component of the

SR 520 corridor, WSDOT has worked with Sound Transit to design the

corridor for future rail compatibility. An April 2010 report prepared for the

Seattle Mayor’s Office identified several changes to the SDEIS options

that were believed to be necessary to “meet the mayor’s goal of an SR

520 bridge that is readily convertible to rail.” Although WSDOT believed

that the design had already achieved this goal, it continued to work with

the City of Seattle and Sound Transit to identify changes that would

enhance the corridor’s rail compatibility. The Preferred Alternative

reflects these design changes and is compatible with two future rail

options:

Option 1: Convert the HOV/transit lanes to light rail. This approach

would accommodate light rail by converting the HOV lanes to

exclusive rail use. Trains would use the direct-access ramps at

Montlake Boulevard to exit, or they could use a 40-foot gap between

the northbound and southbound lanes of the west approach to make

a more direct connection to the University Link station at Husky

Stadium.

•

Option 2: Add light-rail-only lanes. This approach could provide

several connections—via a high bridge, a drawbridge, or a tunnel,

as suggested in the Nelson/Nygaard report—to the University Link

station.

•

Both approaches would require supplemental floating bridge pontoons to

support the additional weight of light rail if the regional decision to

implement light rail were made and funded. Such a decision would need

to be planned and programmed by regional land use and transit
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agencies, funded by a public vote, and evaluated in its own

environmental analysis.

Please see the responses to comments C-040-043 through C-040-051

for a discussion of additional issues related to the range of alternatives.

 

C-040-006

The SDEIS fully describes the alternatives and options evaluated in

Chapter 2 and the Description of Alternatives Discipline Report

(Attachment 7 to the SDEIS). Chapter 5 and the Transportation

Discipline Report (Attachment 7 to the SDEIS) address existing and

future traffic congestion, along with future foreseeable projects that might

contribute to congestion increases, in accordance with adopted regional

and local transportation and land use plans under the state’s Growth

Management Act. Please see the responses to comments C-040-052

through C-040-064.

 

C-040-007

The SDEIS addressed air quality effects by conducting analyses to test

compliance with adopted air quality standards. The analyses used

methodology accepted by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and

the Puget Sound Clean Air Agency, the local agency with jurisdiction

over Clean Air Act requirements. Compared to No Build, the Preferred

Alternative and all of the SDEIS design options would reduce emissions

of “criteria” pollutants regulated by the Clean Air Act, as well as

emissions of mobile source air toxics and emissions of greenhouse

gases. The project would comply with all current air quality standards.

Since the project would result in a net benefit compared to the No Build

Alternative, WSDOT has no “obligation to seek alternatives which will do

less damage.” Please see the responses to comments C-040-065

through C-040-074.
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C-040-008

The state has allocated full funding for replacement of the vulnerable

floating bridge. Responses to comments C-040-013 and C-040-

075address specific topics related to project funding and prioritization.

 

C-040-009

The estimated costs for natural environment and built mitigation have

always been included in program-level cost estimating. In accordance

with applicable regulations, including NEPA, SEPA, Section 4(f), Section

106, the Endangered Species Act, the Clean Water Act, the Clean Air

Act, and many others, FHWA and WSDOT have included avoidance,

minimization, and mitigation as integral elements of project development

and the NEPA process. With regard to the topics noted in the comment,

the Preferred Alternative would reduce noise and air pollution compared

to No Build and includes lids at Montlake and 10th and Delmar.

The SDEIS noted (see page 1-44) that additional work would take place

to further define mitigation measures after a Preferred Alternative had

been identified. Since publication of that document, specific mitigation

measures have been developed through a number of venues, including,

but not limited to the Regulatory Agency Coordination process, technical

working groups, community construction management planning, and the

Section 106 consulting party process. Mitigation commitments are

presented in the Final EIS and will be memorialized in the project’s

Record of Decision. Please see more specific discussions of mitigation in

response to subsequent comments in this letter.

 

C-040-010

WSDOT worked closely with FHWA to ensure that the each project in

the SR 520 program met the FHWA criteria for consideration as an

independent action under NEPA. WSDOT and FHWA are satisfied that

this requirement has been met. Information on the logical termini and

independent utility of each project was provided on pages 1-35 through
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1-37 of the SDEIS. Please refer to the discussions of specific topics

under the responses to the following comments.

Section 23 CFR Part 771, entitled “Environmental Impact and Related

Procedures,” sets forth FHWA’s responsibilities under NEPA. The

regulations regarding how project actions are to be defined are in

described in 23 CFR 111(f).  In order to ensure meaningful evaluation of

alternatives and to avoid commitments to transportation improvements

before they are fully evaluated, the action evaluated in each EIS or

finding of no significant impact (FONSI) shall:

Connect logical termini and be of sufficient length to address

environmental matters on a broad scope;

•

Have independent utility or independent significance, i.e., be usable

and be a reasonable expenditure even if no additional transportation

improvements in the area are made; and

•

Not restrict consideration of alternatives for other reasonably

foreseeable transportation improvements.

•

The discussion below provides a summary of how the three

infrastructure projects in the SR 520 program meet these criteria. (Since

the comment acknowledges the independence of the Lake Washington

Congestion Management Project, it is not addressed further in this

response.) More information can be found in each project’s

environmental documentation:

Medina to SR 202:  Eastside Transit and HOV Project, Final

Environmental Assessment and Finding of No Significant Impact,

May 2010, WSDOT/FHWA: 

http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/NR/rdonlyres/5C1514B7-14C9-46D0-

9AAE-40CF3F6FFBBE/0/0510EA_TOC_May2010.pdf.

•

SR 520-Pontoon Construction Project, Final Environmental Impact•
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Statement, December 2010, WSDOT/FHWA: 

http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/Projects/SR520/Pontoons/eis.htm.

SR 520 Variable Tolling Project, Environmental Assessment and

Finding of No Significant Impact, March 2009, WSDOT/FHWA:

http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/NR/rdonlyres/4427620F-9F8F-42A4-953D-

01C65ED717AA/0/1ExecutiveSummary.pdf.

•

SR 520, Medina to SR 202 Eastside Transit and HOV Improvements

Project

The purpose of the SR 520, Medina to SR 202 Eastside Transit and

HOV Improvements Project is to enhance travel time reliability, mobility,

access, and safety for the rapidly growing areas along the SR 520

corridor east of Lake Washington. WSDOT began developing this project

separately from the Westside project in 2008, in response to changes in

Eastside transportation needs since the 2000 Notice of Intent for the SR

520 corridor (WSDOT correspondence with FHWA, June 2008).

Connecting logical termini: The project extends from the Evergreen

Point Road transit station in Medina to the SR 520/SR 202

interchange in Redmond. Its limits encompass the entire Eastside

SR 520 corridor, which serves the urban centers of Bellevue,

Kirkland, and Redmond and the rapidly growing areas of East King

County. The Evergreen Point Road transit stop is a major local and

regional transit transfer point on the Eastside, and is the primary

transfer point for people changing from local and regional north-

south bus routes to the regional east-west service that operates on

SR 520. The stop is used by 23 bus routes that serve the cities and

towns north and south of SR 520 as well as destinations as distant

as Totem Lake, Issaquah, and Renton. This makes it one of the key

transit interface points on the Eastside, facilitating trips between

Eastside cities and employment centers as well as across Lake

Washington.

•
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Independent utility: The project will create a complete and

continuous transit and HOV system on the Eastside portion of SR

520 to support planned economic expansion and population growth

in the Eastside cities of Bellevue, Redmond, and Kirkland. It would

provide travel time benefits to transit and HOVs, support regional

planning policies promoting increased transit and HOV use, and

enhance public safety by widening shoulders and eliminating

existing weaving merge patterns. All of these benefits will be

realized, and the project will be fully functional on its own,

regardless of whether the SR 520, I-5 to Medina project is built.

•

Not restricting consideration of alternatives: The Eastside project

has been designed either to blend with the existing configuration of

the floating bridge or to merge into a new 6-lane bridge. The single

HOV lane on SR 520 west of I-405 currently ends at the east

approach to the Evergreen Point Bridge. If No Build or a 4-lane

alternative were chosen for the SR 520, I-5 to Medina project, the

merge point created by the end of the HOV lane would simply

remain as it is today. Since the design of a new 6-lane floating

bridge would be the same regardless of the Seattle interchange

design, the Eastside project is also compatible with any 6-lane

design option. Although light rail is not currently planned or

proposed in the SR 520 corridor, design of the Eastside project is

compatible with the potential addition of rail by other agencies at

some point in the future.

•

SR 520 Pontoon Construction Project

The purpose of the SR 520 Pontoon Construction project is to (1)

expedite the construction of the pontoons needed to replace the existing

traffic capacity of the Evergreen Point Bridge if a catastrophic failure

occurs, and (2) store these pontoons in case they are needed for

catastrophic failure response or until they are incorporated into the

proposed SR 520, I-5 to Medina Bridge Replacement and HOV Project.
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Pontoon construction was not evaluated as part of the 2006 SR 520

Bridge Replacement and HOV Project Draft EIS; rather, that document

stated that the site for building pontoons would be evaluated through a

separate environmental process.

Connecting logical termini: Since pontoon construction is not a linear

project, the concept of logical termini is not applicable. However, the

project covers all facilities and activities required to build pontoons

and moor them until they are needed for catastrophic failure or

project construction.

•

Independent utility: The work done to develop the SR 520

Catastrophic Failure Plan (WSDOT, July 2008) identified the

urgency of planning for replacement of the Evergreen Point Bridge

should it be partly or completely destroyed in a severe windstorm.

The plan identified the regional consequences of potential loss of

the bridge in terms of traffic congestion and resulting economic

effects. Given the high likelihood of the bridge becoming unusable in

the next 20 years, the Pontoon Construction Project will ensure that

pontoons—the longest lead time item for reconstruction—are on

hand to replace the existing capacity of the bridge should failure

occur.

•

Not restricting consideration of alternatives: As described in its

purpose statement, the Pontoon Construction Project is expressly

intended to replace only the existing 4-lane capacity of the bridge.

Therefore, it does not presuppose the choice of a 6-lane alternative

before a decision is made on the SR 520, I-5 to Medina project.

However, the pontoon design is modular, allowing for a 6-lane

bridge to be built with the addition of supplemental stability

pontoons. Construction of the additional supplemental stability

pontoons to support a 6-lane bridge is covered in the SR 520, I-5 to

Medina Bridge Replacement and HOV Project EIS. The floating

bridge design does not vary among the alternatives and options for

the SR 520, I-5 to Medina project; any new 4-lane or 6-lane floating

•
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bridge would have the same configuration across the lake,

independent of design variations in other geographic areas of that

project.

SR 520, I-5 to Medina Bridge Replacement and HOV Project

The purpose of the SR 520, I-5 to Medina Bridge Replacement and HOV

Project is to improve mobility for people and goods across Lake

Washington within the SR 520 corridor from Seattle to Redmond in a

manner that is safe, reliable, and cost-effective, while avoiding,

minimizing, and/or mitigating impacts on affected neighborhoods and the

environment.

Connecting logical termini: I-5 is a major system interchange and

the western terminus of SR 520. Evergreen Point Road in Medina,

in addition to being the western terminus of the SR 520, Medina to

SR 202 project, is at the eastern landing of the Evergreen Point

Bridge. Improving safety by replacing this vulnerable structure is one

of the primary purposes of the SR 520, I-5 to Medina project.

Although the project termini have changed since the Draft EIS,

freeway operations are still assessed from I-5 to SR 202 because of

the highway’s importance as a regional facility. (The Eastside

project also evaluated freeway operations from I-5 to SR 202.)

•

Independent utility: The SR 520, I-5 to Medina project would provide

safety benefits by replacing vulnerable structures in the corridor. It

would also provide mobility benefits by adding an HOV lane that

would reduce travel time and increase reliability for buses and

carpools. These benefits would be realized regardless of whether

other improvements occurred in the corridor.

•

Not restricting consideration of alternatives: The Eastside project

and the Pontoon Construction Project have both completed their

environmental review under NEPA. As stated in the SDEIS, the SR

520, I-5 to Medina project assumed completion of the Eastside

•
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project as a baseline condition. None of the alternatives or design

options for the SR 520, I-5 to Medina project would affect or be

affected by the choice of a site for pontoon construction.

Although light rail is not currently planned or proposed in the SR 520

corridor (and is therefore not an “active possibility,” as stated in the

comment), design of the project is compatible with the potential addition

of rail by other agencies at some point in the future. Chapter 2 of the

Final EIS provides information on the SR 520, I-5 to Medina project’s

accommodations for potential future light rail, including discussion of

legislative direction regarding high-capacity transit in the corridor and the

recommendations of the Seattle Mayor’s Office on light rail.

 

C-040-011

Please see the response to Comment C-040-010 regarding

segmentation. The purpose and need of the SR 520 Pontoon

Construction Project is misstated in the comment. The purpose of that

project is to (1) expedite construction of the pontoons needed to replace

the existing traffic capacity of the Evergreen Point Bridge, if a

catastrophic event occurs, and (2) store these pontoons in case they are

needed for catastrophic failure response or until they are incorporated

into the SR 520 Program’s I-5 to Medina project. The SR 520 Pontoon

Construction Project would construct pontoons and store them in case

they are needed in the event of an emergency, independent of the SR

520, I-5 to Medina project.

 

C-040-012

Through coordination with Sound Transit, WSDOT has designed the

Preferred Alternative to have enhanced compatibility with potential future

light rail compared to the SDEIS design options. Light rail could be

accommodated either by converting the HOV lanes for rail use or by

adding light-rail-only lanes. Similarly, the HOV lanes on the SR 520,
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Medina to SR 202 project could be converted to light rail, which would

connect up to the SR 520, I-5 to Medina project. However, since light rail

transit in the SR 520 corridor is not programmed in current regional

transit plans, any future project to add light rail in the corridor and

additional pontoons would need to undergo an extensive planning and

environmental review process by the responsible transit agency prior to

implementation.

Design options for other aspects of the two SR 520 projects are not

precluded; rather there is coordination on the design to ensure the two

projects match up, even though the projects are on a different schedule. 

For example, both projects are proposing 6 lanes (4 travel lanes and 2

HOV lanes).  As with any transportation improvement project there is a

need to make necessary connections at the termini to ensure traffic

operations are not hindered, which requires consideration of a project’s

end points. 

 

C-040-013

As described in Chapter 1 of the Final EIS, funding for the floating

bridge—the most vulnerable portion of the SR 520, I-5 to Medina

corridor—has been secured, and WSDOT has solicited proposals for

construction of this portion of the project. Chapter 1 also describes

construction sequencing for the project, which allows several years for

full funding to be obtained through a variety of state and federal sources.

Thus, funding and construction of the Eastside project does not preclude

the Preferred Alternative or any other alternative for the SR 520, I-5 to

Medina project.

The estimated costs for natural environment and built mitigation have

always been included in program-level cost estimating. In accordance

with federal policies, including NEPA and FHWA’s mitigation policy,

WSDOT has included mitigation as an integral element of project

development and the NEPA process. Specific mitigation measures have
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been developed through a number of venues, including, but not limited to

the Regulatory Agency Coordination process, technical working groups,

community construction management planning, and the Section 106

consulting party process, in which member groups of the Coalition for a

Sustainable SR 520 the participated.

The SDEIS identified the potential for the project to be implemented in

phases. The “phased implementation scenario” described in SDEIS

Chapter 2 included the statement that “WSDOT would develop and

implement all mitigation needed to satisfy regulatory requirements” (p. 2-

37). Although lids would have been deferred under this scenario until the

I-5 and Montlake interchange area improvements were built, WSDOT’s

intent, as stated on page 2-34, remained “to build a complete project that

fully meets all aspects of the purpose and need.” While the potential

phasing has been revised in this Final EIS (see Section 2.8 for a

discussion), WSDOT’s commitment to mitigation remains firm.

With regard to the timing of environmental reviews, please see the

response to Comment C-040-010 regarding the logical termini and

independent utility of each project in the SR 520 program. To the extent

appropriate, each project discusses the effects of the other projects as

reasonably foreseeable future actions in the cumulative effects section of

its environmental document.

 

C-040-014

The environmental analysis in the SDEIS considered, as appropriate, the

cumulative effects on the human environment from the SR 520, Medina

to SR 202 project, the SR 520, I-5 to Medina project, the SR 520

Pontoon Construction Project, and other projects in the region. See

Chapter 7 of the Final EIS for an updated discussion of cumulative

effects.
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C-040-015

The comment is correct in stating that RCW 47.01.408 calls for 6 total

lanes, 2 for HOV travel and 4 for general purpose travel. This is

consistent with the 6-Lane Alternative designs evaluated in the EIS.

WSDOT does not propose to construct light rail transit as part of the SR

520, I-5 to Medina project.  

As discussed in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, WSDOT has worked with

Sound Transit since 2003 to design for future rail compatibility in the

corridor. The Mayor’s April 2010 report identified several changes to the

SDEIS options that were believed to be necessary to “meet the mayor’s

goal of an SR 520 bridge that is readily convertible to rail.” While

WSDOT believed that the design already met this goal, the agency

worked with the City of Seattle and Sound Transit to identify changes

that would enhance the corridor’s rail compatibility. The Preferred

Alternative reflects these design change and allows for two future rail

options:

Option 1: Convert the HOV/transit lanes to light rail. This approach

would accommodate light rail by converting the HOV lanes to

exclusive rail use. Trains would use the direct-access ramps at

Montlake Boulevard to exit, or could utilize a 40-foot gap between

the eastbound and westbound lanes of the west approach to make a

more direct connection to the University Link station at Husky

Stadium.

•

Option 2: Add light-rail only lanes separate from the HOV lanes.

This approach would allow several connections—via a high bridge,

a drawbridge, or a tunnel, as suggested in the Mayor’s report—to

the University Link station.  

•

Both approaches would allow for the addition of supplemental floating

bridge pontoons to support the additional weight of light rail, should the

regional decision to do so be made and funded. Such a decision would
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need to be planned and programmed by regional land use and transit

agencies, funded by a public vote, and evaluated in its own

environmental analysis. The drawing in the bidding documents that is

referred to in the comment shows the cross-section corresponding to

Option 2 as a future design consideration, not as part of the construction

project.  The drawing included the note “This configuration is assumed

for design.  The actual configuration unknown at this time.”

It is not clear what “current documents” are referred to as showing

“buses and HOV on one lane on the east side and the bridge” and no

bus/HOV lane on the west side. If the reference is to the bidding

documents, this reflects the fact that the floating bridge would be the first

portion of the I-5 to Medina project constructed and may be completed

before the west approach bridge (to which it connects) is fully

constructed. Large construction projects are typically completed in

stages; the completed project would have full HOV lanes from I-5 to

Medina that would support bus rapid transit.

The “emergency project to produce pontoons in case of failure” is the SR

520 Pontoon Construction Project. A Draft EIS was issued for the project

in May 2010, the Final EIS was issued in December 2010, and the

Record of Decision was issued in January 2011. Please see the

response to Comment C-040-010 for a discussion of the purpose and

need and independent utility of this project. Also see that same response

for a discussion of logical termini for the SR 520, I-5 to Medina and

Medina to SR 202 projects.

 

C-040-016

NEPA requires the identification of a Preferred Alternative as part of the

EIS process (see 23 CFR 711.125). This may occur as early as the Draft

EIS; however, to provide full opportunity for public input, WSDOT

typically does not identify a Preferred Alternative until the Final EIS.

Regardless of the timing of Preferred Alternative designation, the
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process is not complete, and selection of an alternative is not final, until

the NEPA Record of Decision is signed by FHWA. As stated in the

SDEIS (page 1-21): “Although the mediation participants, the legislative

workgroup, and other political bodies can provide recommendations, it

remains FHWA’s responsibility under NEPA, and WSDOT’s under

SEPA, to select the final preferred alternative and to ensure that the

environmental review process has evaluated a reasonable range of

alternatives.” 

As described in Chapter 1 of the SDEIS and in the Range of Alternatives

and Options Report (Attachment 7 of the Final EIS), an extensive range

of alternatives has been evaluated for this project. Alternative corridors,

technologies (e.g. tubes and tunnels), and travel modes, as well as many

design variations within the existing corridor, were evaluated as part of

the Trans-Lake Washington Study and again after the initiation of NEPA

review in 2000. All of the alternatives and options have been developed

with public input, and a number of them—including the Pacific Street

Interchange option in the Draft EIS and all the mediation design options

in the SDEIS—were designed collaboratively by WSDOT and project-

area stakeholders, including Coalition communities. Chapter 2 of the

Final EIS provides additional information on how alternatives were

developed and evaluated, and why some solutions were determined not

to be reasonable alternatives. 

Chapter 1 of the SDEIS described how, based on the findings of the

Draft EIS, Governor Gregoire recommended that a 6-lane SR 520 would

best meet the needs of the regional transportation system. The

Governor’s report, A Path Forward to Action, cited the greater mobility

benefits of the 6-Lane alternative compared to the No Build and 4-Lane

Alternatives, and its greater consistency with the project’s purpose and

need statement. She also noted the benefit of the proposed HOV lanes

to regional transit service. At the same time, the Governor observed that

more work was needed to minimize impacts and identify design solutions
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that would fit the character and needs of local communities. Since the 4-

Lane Alternative had already been evaluated in the Draft EIS, and other

alternatives had been eliminated as not reasonable during earlier

evaluation, the legislation that created the SR 520 mediation process

limited the participants to developing 6-lane solutions. Because of the

previous analyses that had taken place, the Legislature’s direction did

not limit the range of alternatives under NEPA.  

It should be noted that the 2006 Draft EIS did not include an alternative

called the “Base 6,” although this term was sometimes used informally to

refer to the 6-Lane Alternative. No vote has ever taken place on SR 520,

so it is unclear what is being referred to as having been “defeated by

voters.” In addition, none of the alternatives or design options evaluated

during the SR 520 NEPA process includes a system of ramps north of

the Montlake Cut as shown in Appendix G of the comment letter.

 

C-040-017

Please see the response to comments C-040-10 and C-040-11 for

discussion of the relationship between the SR 520, I-5 to Medina project

and the SR 520 Pontoon Construction Project. The latter project

evaluated the effects of building pontoons at a site in Grays Harbor

County to replace the existing capacity of the floating bridge in the event

of a catastrophic failure. An understanding of the Pontoon Construction

Project was not necessary to comment on the SDEIS for the SR 520, I-5

to Medina project.

The Cultural Resources Discipline Report was provided for Section 106

consulting parties to review prior to its publication as an attachment to

the SDEIS. The consulting parties included representatives from the

Montlake and Portage Bay/Roanoke communities, which are members

of the Coalition. The Final EIS includes an updated cultural resources

analysis (see the Final Cultural Resources Assessment and Discipline

Report in Attachment 7 to the Final EIS). A 30-day comment period was
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also provided for consulting parties to review this report in fall 2010, prior

to release of the Final EIS.

SDEIS Chapters 3 and 6 provided a description and comparative

analysis of construction methods, durations, and effects for Options A, K,

and L. This analysis was at an appropriate level of detail for the NEPA

process and enabled readers to understand the relative effects of

construction for each design option. Identification of the Preferred

Alternative has allowed WSDOT to develop additional detail on

construction methods and effects; however, construction techniques

continue to be refined throughout the final design process. WSDOT is

continuing to coordinate with to identify ways to avoid, minimize, and/or

mitigate the effects of corridor construction.

The meaning of “the whole chain of linked parks and open spaces along

the west side” is not clear from the comment. Sections 5.4 and 6.4 of the

SDEIS identified park and open space effects for each design option.

Sections 5.4 and 6.4 of the Final EIS provide updated information on the

effects of the Preferred Alternative (which uses less park land than the

SDEIS options), as well as mitigation measures that have been

developed in greater detail since the SDEIS. Coordination with the City

of Seattle and affected communities will continue following the NEPA

process to implement mitigation commitments and develop urban design

and landscaping concepts for the proposed lids. For discussion of Option

A with suboptions (Option A+), see the responses to comments below.

 

C-040-018

Please see the response to Comment C-040-016. As stated in the

SDEIS, the legislative workgroup was not a decision-making body, and

the Preferred Alternative differs from Option A+ in a number of respects

that reflect the constructive comments received on the SDEIS. The SR

520, Medina to SR 202 project has a separate purpose and need from
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the SR 520, I-5 to Medina project, as described in the responses to

comments C-040-010 through C-010-013.

 

C-040-019

Please see the response to Comment C-040-013 regarding funding.

 

C-040-020

The timeline for the mediation process was set in recognition of the need

to replace the vulnerable floating span of the Evergreen Point Bridge,

and in light of the fact that deliberation of alternatives and design options

for the SR 520 corridor had at that point been underway for more than 10

years. All participants were aware of the timeline, which provided more

than a year for development and review of design options. At the time

the process concluded, design development was sufficient to identify

environmental effects and to provide reliable cost comparisons among

Options A, K, and L.

NEPA requires that lead agencies evaluate a reasonable range of

alternatives. WSDOT and the mediation participants agreed at the

conclusion of the mediation process that Options A, K, and L would be

evaluated in the SDEIS. NEPA does not require that alternatives or

design options be discarded when their proponents no longer support

them, nor does it require that non-reasonable alternatives be evaluated

simply because some members of the public are in favor of them.

Chapter 2 of the Final EIS discusses the reasons that Option M,

proposed during the legislative workgroup, was not considered a

reasonable alternative. The primary reasons for its dismissal were

environmental impact and cost. As stated in the findings of the legislative

workgroup, “Because the Montlake Cut is an environmentally sensitive

area, we believe the permitting of Option M’s wetlands impacts will be

very risky and very costly to mitigate and we believe there would be a

high likelihood of a much longer delay (12 to 24 months) in order to
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negotiate the permitting issue with the US Army Corps of Engineers.”

Additionally, the Cost Review Panel was concerned that given the range

of probable costs for Option M, it was unlikely to fit within the legislatively

established budget for the project.

Option A+ was fully described in the SDEIS and its environmental and

traffic effects evaluated in that document along with those of the other

design options and suboptions. The Preferred Alternative differs from

Option A+; hence, the Final EIS presents an updated analysis of this

alternative alongside the SDEIS options. The Preferred Alternative has

impacts similar to or less than those of the SDEIS design options in

virtually all elements of the environment.

 

C-040-021

The 6-Lane Alternative, as its name suggests, includes 6 lanes: 4

general-purpose lanes plus 2 HOV lanes. Standard engineering

terminology includes only through lanes, not ramps or shoulders, in

describing the number of lanes in a facility. For full disclosure of facility

width at various locations, the SDEIS provided a number of cross-

sections and dimensions, including ranges where appropriate (see, for

example, SDEIS Tables 2-2 and 2-3). The document is clear that the

HOV lanes would be used for transit (see, for example, pages 5-19

through 5-27 of the SDEIS). Buses are, by definition, high-occupancy

vehicles.

With regard to RCW 47.01.408, the complete text is provided below:

(1) The state route number 520 Bridge replacement and HOV

project shall be designed to provide six total lanes, with two lanes

that are for transit and high occupancy vehicle travel, and four

general purpose lanes.

(2) The state route number 520 Bridge replacement and HOV
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project shall be designed to accommodate effective connections for

transit, including high capacity transit, to the light rail station at the

University of Washington. [2008 c 270 § 2.]

Notes:

Finding - 2008 c 270: "The legislature finds that the

replacement of the vulnerable state route number 520 bridge is

a matter of urgency for the safety of Washington's traveling

public and the needs of the transportation system in central

Puget Sound. The state route number 520 bridge is forty-four

years old and has a useful remaining life of between thirteen

and eighteen years. While one hundred fifteen thousand

vehicles travel on the bridge each day, there is an ever present

likelihood that wind or an earthquake could suddenly destroy

the bridge or render it unusable. Therefore, the state must

develop a comprehensive approach to fund a state route

number 520 bridge replacement to be constructed by 2018."

[2008 c 270 § 1.]

The law does not define "effective connections for transit." However, the

SR 520 HCT Plan, cited in the SDEIS, documents planning for the

Montlake Multimodal Center that was conducted jointly by Sound Transit,

King County Metro, and WSDOT. The transit agencies involved in this

study have determined that the transit connections provided in this

location will be effective. Chapter 8 of the Final Transportation Discipline

Report describes the effects of the Preferred Alternative on the Montlake

Multimodal Center and on transit service to, from and between the

Montlake area, the University District, the Eastside, and downtown

Seattle.

For discussion of how potential future light rail would be accommodated

on SR 520, see the response to Comment C-040-014 above.
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The footprint and width of the proposed SR 520 corridor has been

minimized to the maximum extent feasible. Highway lanes and shoulders

are designed to standards that have been established to protect the

safety of drivers. When circumstances warrant a change from these

standards, WSDOT must request FHWA’s approval of a “design

deviation.” WSDOT has already obtained approvals for design deviations

for both lane and shoulder widths in response to community requests for

a narrower roadway footprint. In the interest of safety, FHWA will not

approve further narrowing of the corridor. WSDOT intends to operate SR

520 as a 6-lane corridor and has no plans to restripe it in the future.

 

C-040-022

See the response to Comment C-040-016 regarding decisions on the

Preferred Alternative. Regarding mitigation, please see the response to

Comment C-040-013 above. Mitigation proposed for the Preferred

Alternative is detailed in Chapters 5 and 6 of the Final EIS.

The Preferred Alternative incorporates many design measures to avoid

or minimize effects from the project. For example, lids are proposed (and

included in the funding package) over Montlake Boulevard and at 10th

Avenue East and Delmar Drive East. In the SDEIS, the lid over Montlake

would have had an opening; however, with the Preferred Alternative, this

lid would completely cover SR 520. The Preferred Alternative would

have a narrower footprint through the Arboretum than the SDEIS

options, and would require the use of less Section 4(f) land. Mitigation for

construction and operation effects of the Preferred Alternative is

described in the Final EIS. In compliance with project permitting

requirements, WSDOT will continue to refine measures to avoid,

minimize, and mitigate project effects as design development

progresses. 

A number of noise-reduction strategies for operation of the SR 520
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corridor have been introduced as part of the Preferred Alternative. The

current noise-reducing measures proposed for the project include 4-foot

concrete traffic barriers with noise-absorptive coating, reduced speed

limits on the Portage Bay Bridge, and noise-absorptive materials around

the Montlake and 10th Avenue East/Delmar Drive East lid portals. Noise

walls are not proposed in the Seattle portion of the corridor, except

potentially along I-5 in the North Capitol Hill area where the

reasonableness and feasibility of a noise wall is still be evaluated,

because noise modeling results for the Preferred Alternative show that

predicted noise levels will not only be lower compared to the No Build

Alternative, but will be lower than existing levels at most locations. For

more information, see Section 5.7 of the Final EIS and the Noise

Discipline Report Addendum in Attachment 7 to the Final EIS. 

During construction, WSDOT is committed to reducing noise as much as

possible. A number of proposed measures to reduce impacts from

construction noise were described in the SDEIS in Section 6.7, and

additional measures are described in Section 6.7 of the Final EIS. Some

of the proposed measures include:

Requiring all engine-powered equipment to have mufflers and to

comply with EPA noise standards

•

Limiting use of noisy equipment such as pile drivers and jack

hammers to daytime work hours

•

Installing temporary or portable acoustic barriers around stationary

equipment

•

Shutting off idling equipment•

Restricting use of back-up alarms during evening hours•

Scheduling construction operations to avoid periods when noise

would create the greatest annoyance such as during late evening

and early morning hours

•

Monitoring construction activities so that any issues that arise from

noise or vibration can be quickly resolved with the contractor

•
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Instituting a noise hotline so that community members can report

effects.

•

WSDOT is in the process of develioping a Community Construction

Management Plan (outlined in Attachment 9 to the Final EIS) in

coordination with adjacent communities. This will give affected residents

an opportunity to be involved in how construction noise and other

potential effects from construction (dust, visual quality, etc.) are

managed and mitigated. The plan is adaptable, so it can address

unanticipated issues if and when they arise. WSDOT will continue to

work with the communities as design and contracting progress and as

more detailed information becomes available about how the project will

be built.

The Preferred Alternative includes an alignment shift to the south at the

eastern end of the new Portage Bay Bridge. Based on feedback from

agencies, tribes, community organizations, and the public, the Preferred

Alternative includes a narrower footprint for the Portage Bay Bridge. It

includes a managed shoulder rather than an auxiliary lane, which allows

reduced shoulder widths and creates room for a landscaped median.

Please see the response to Comment C-040-021 regarding lane and

shoulder widths for SR 520.

 

C-040-023

Please see the responses to Comments C-040-016 through C-040-022.

 

C-040-024

Costs of the project disclosed in the EIS documents were through the

Cost Estimation Validation Process (CEVP®). During the CEVP process,

analysts use systematic project review and risk assessment methods to

identify and describe cost and schedule risks, and evaluate the quality of

the information available. An important part of the process is that
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analysts examine how risks can be lowered and cost vulnerabilities can

be managed or reduced. Costs estimated during the process account for

a host of project components and risks, including design, construction,

mitigation efforts, potential delays at each step of project delivery, costs

for legal challenges and litigation, and inflation. The process provides

opportunities for WSDOT to improve final cost and schedule results. The

output of the CEVP® process is a probabilistic range of costs. The range

accounts for uncertainties defined in the workshop for cost and

schedules. By WSDOT policy (IL 4071.01) the 60th percentile estimate

number is used for the budgeting process. This process conforms to

industry standards for cost estimating and is suitable for comparing

design options during project planning. The level of design development

at the time the estimates were prepared was sufficient for comparison of

the relative magnitude of costs across the options; as explained to the

mediation participants, risk is a key consideration in cost estimating

during conceptual design. Because of unique geotechnical factors

related to Option K’s proposed tunnel (in particular, the need to freeze

the soft lakebed soils beneath the Montlake Cut in order to excavate

them), as well as the extensive excavation needed to construct the

interchange on its south side, it is not appropriate to compare this effort

with a limited set of cost data from tunnels constructed under very

different conditions. In addition, resource agencies identified significant

concerns related to the environmental effects of Option K, which could

have resulted in delay or denial of permits as well as increased

mitigation costs.

The legislative workgroup had ample opportunity to consider project

costs and other factors in making its recommendation. For further

information please see the workgroup’s website at:

http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup.

 

C-040-025

The design of the floating bridge superstructure and pontoons was
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shown in Exhibit 2-17 of the SDEIS; the text on page 2-29 described the

structure and noted that it would be about 22 feet higher than the

existing bridge deck. Attachment 2, Exhibits 2-17, 2-18, 2-19 and 2-20 in

the SDEIS Visual Quality and Aesthetics Discipline Report showed a

simulation of the floating bridge. There is no proposal for a “two-layer

bridge” as characterized by the comment. All of the alternatives and

design options analyzed for the SR 520, I-5 to Medina project include a

single-deck floating structure. With all build alternatives and options, the

structure would include an area for bridge maintenance below the

roadway deck; however, no lower deck would be available for through

traffic.

Pages 2-29 through 2-30 of the SDEIS described the pontoons

necessary for construction of the SR 520, I-5 to Medina project.

Construction of pontoons to replace the existing 4-lane bridge in the

event of a catastrophic failure is analyzed in the SR 520 Pontoon

Construction Project EIS. The Final EIS for the SR 520, I-5 to Medina

project describes the potential effects of constructing supplemental

stability pontoons needed to provide 6 lanes on the floating bridge.

 

C-040-026

Please see the response to Comment C-040-003 regarding

improvements in mobility resulting from the SR 520, I-5 to Medina

project.  The methodology for the SR 520, I-5 to Medina project

transportation analysis is consistent with industry standards, NEPA

requirements, regional planning processes, and FHWA traffic analysis

guidelines for evaluating and comparing existing and future

transportation project alternatives. WSDOT and the co-lead agencies for

the project selected the Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC) travel

demand model because it is the accepted standard used for all major

transportation planning projects in the region. 

Because traffic modeling predicts future conditions, it must rely on
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assumptions, as noted in the comment. These assumptions include

predictions of how land use, population, and employment will change in

the project area, as well as on what travel choices people will make with

or without the project. Land use plans adopted by local governments

guide where, how, and to what densities land may be developed. This

allows projections to be made of future population and employment. On

a regional basis, PSRC is responsible for developing a demand model

that translates this future growth and development into an estimate of the

number of people who will use the future regional transportation system.

These assumptions are based on long-term regional data and trends.

Factors such as “citizen pressure” cannot be incorporated into a data-

driven model and are more appropriately addressed through agency

policy. 

The transportation analysis assumed completion of the SR 520, Medina

to SR 202 project because it was included in regional and statewide

transportation plans and had received funding. Thus, it was reasonable

to assume that by the design year of 2030, this project would be

complete. Similar assumptions were made regarding other regional

projects planned for completion by 2030. These assumptions are made

not to “justify” the SR 520, I-5 to Medina project, but because these

future projects will influence the movement of traffic throughout the

regional transportation network. Thus, NEPA requires that these future

projects be considered when determining how traffic will move as a

result of the SR 520, I-5 to Medina project. The2030 travel demand

model for the Final EIS also accounted for all of the projects in Sound

Transit 2, including light rail on I-90, in the evaluation of the Preferred

Alternative and the No Build Alternative.

Please see the Final Transportation Discipline Report (Attachment 7 to

the Final EIS) for information about the assumptions that were used for

the Preferred Alternative. The responses to comments C-040-029
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though C-040-038 address further statements in the comment letter

regarding the transportation analysis.

 

C-040-027

The methodology for estimating travel demand and traffic congestion in

the project area is consistent with industry standards, NEPA

requirements, regional planning processes, and FHWA traffic analysis

guidelines for evaluating and comparing existing and future

transportation project alternatives. The SR 520, I-5 to Medina project

selected its horizon year for transportation analysis to be consistent with

regional planning work performed by the Puget Sound Regional Council.

At the time the Final EIS transportation analysis began, 2030 was the

horizon year. WSDOT used PSRC’s travel demand model and its

population, employment, and land use forecasts. The SR 520, I-5 to

Medina project will provide the region with the flexibility to respond to

future changes in demand through the addition of a safe and reliable

structure and design improvements that will improve traffic operations

and safety.

 

C-040-028

The 4-Lane Alternative evaluated in the 2006 Draft EIS was assumed to

be tolled, and was determined not to meet the project purpose and need.

As discussed in the response to Comment C-040-005 and Chapter 2 of

the Final EIS, tolled and “transit-optimized” 4-lane alternative options

also would not satisfy the project purpose and need, and therefore have

not been advanced for the project. 

The 6-Lane Alternative options in the SDEIS and the Preferred

Alternative in the Final EIS are all assumed to be tolled, and the

Preferred Alternative includes updated tolling assumptions. As explained

on page 1-37 of the SDEIS, the SR 520 Variable Tolling Project will

implement tolling on SR 520 in 2011 for the primary purpose of

managing traffic congestion. This toll would remain in place until the
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construction of the SR 520, I-5 to Medina project and would then be

replaced with new tolls adopted by the Transportation Commission to

provide project funding in accordance with the financing plan. Although

the state Legislature has authorized allocation of revenues from the

Variable Tolling Project to fund the SR 520 Pontoon Construction Project

and the SR 520, Medina to SR 202: Eastside Transit and HOV Project,

the toll would be removed when the bonds for those projects are repaid,

which is expected to be before 2030. Therefore, if the SR 520, I-5 to

Medina project were not built, there would be no toll in effect in 2030,

which is the year used to compare the No Build Alternative and the Build

alternatives. This is why the baseline No Build Alternative assumption is

that the SR 520 corridor would not be tolled.

WSDOT and FHWA understand that the Legislature might choose to

extend the duration of variable tolling for congestion management even if

the SR 520, I-5 to Medina project were not built. Discussions about

tolling are taking place also at a regional level. Accordingly, WSDOT

performed a sensitivity analysis to understand how traffic modeling

results for the SR 520, I-5 to Medina project might differ if the No Build

Alternative were tolled. This analysis showed that transit and HOV use

would increase with a tolled No Build, but only by about half as much as

they would under the Preferred Alternative. It also showed that the tolled

No Build Alternative would move about 10,000 fewer people each day

through the SR 520 corridor than the untolled No Build, and about

20,000 fewer people than the Preferred Alternative. In other words, the

mobility benefits of the Preferred Alternative are even greater when

compared to a tolled No Build Alternative than they are compared to the

untolled No Build used for the EIS analysis. The sensitivity analysis is

summarized in more detail in Section 5.1 of the Final EIS.

Please see Chapter 4, Transportation Forecasts and Operations

Analysis Methodology, and Chapter 8, Transit Operations, of the Final

Transportation Discipline Report for further discussion of modeling
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assumptions. See also Section 1.11 of the Final EIS for more information

about tolling. WSDOT has conducted the necessary and appropriate

planning to comply with the requirement to study alternatives under

NEPA.

 

C-040-029

The methodology for the SR 520, I-5 to Medina project transportation

analysis is consistent with industry standards, NEPA requirements,

regional planning process, and FHWA traffic analysis guidelines for

evaluating and comparing existing and future transportation project

alternatives. WSDOT and the co-lead agencies for the project selected

the PSRC travel demand model because it is used for all major

transportation planning projects in the region. PSRC is the regional

Metropolitan Transportation Planning Organization. WSDOT reviewed

and validated the model. The travel demand and traffic operations

modeling processes are described in Chapters 3 and 4, respectively, of

the Transportation Discipline Report and the Final Transportation

Discipline Report (Attachment 7 to the Final EIS).

Existing data from October were used because this is when traffic

volumes are typically at their highest (school is in session and there are

few holidays). The travel demand model does account for behavioral

changes that are influenced by travel times, tolls, bus transfers, and

parking prices, to name a few. This has been demonstrated by the shift

in mode choice that resulted with the Preferred Alternative.

The underlying assumptions, including population, land use, and planned

improvements other than the project, were the same for the No Build and

the build alternatives, which made it possible to determine the specific

effects the build alternatives and design options would have on the

transportation network in the SR 520 corridor. This approach is

consistent with FHWA’s customary practices for NEPA documents in

densely developed urban areas where the project itself is not expected
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to cause significant changes in land use.Analysis of differing scenarios

for growth, economic conditions, travel pricing structures, and other

variables affecting travel demand is appropriately done at the regional

planning level. For example, PSRC’s recently adopted Transportation

2040 plan included an EIS that evaluated these types of considerations.

It would be outside the scope of NEPA for WSDOT to engage in

speculative analysis of planning efforts that are outside its purview.

That the SR 520, Medina to SR 202: Eastside Transit and HOV Project

would be complete in the design year for the I-5 to Medina project is a

reasonable assumption about the future transportation network.(Please

see the response to comment C-040-026 for additional information.)

Comparing the Build alternatives to the No Build Alternative, the effect

the SR 520, I-5 to Medina project would have on travel time was

discussed on page 2-3 of the Transportation Discipline Report. Travel

time associated with the HOV lane that is part of the SR 520, Medina to

SR 202 project was provided only as additional information.

Please see the responses to Comments C-040-194 and C-040-195

regarding Appendices M and N in the comment letter. These appendices

were also submitted by the Laurelhurst Community Club (Comment

Letter C-031). See the responses to Comments C-031-071 through C-

031-080 in that letter.

 

C-040-030

The models used for evaluating vehicle travel demand (travel demand

model), freeway operations (CORSIM) and local streets and intersection

(Synchro), used together, are able to predict traffic performance on local

streets.  In addition to the models listed above, the transportation

analysis conducted for the Final EIS was expanded to include a VISSIM

(PTV AG 2010) micro-simulation analysis of the Montlake interchange

along with the Synchro analysis. Together, these two models provided

more detailed information regarding local street operations, congestion,
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and travel time.  Please see Chapter 4 of the Final Transportation

Discipline Report (Attachment 7 to the Final EIS) for a description of the

methodology used to forecast traffic volumes and evaluate traffic

operations.  Please see Chapters 6 and 8 of the Final Transportation

Discipline Report for a discussion of the modeling results and the effects

the Preferred Alternative would have on local street traffic volume,

intersection operations, congestion, and transit travel times.

 

C-040-031

The interchange influence areas described in the Transportation

Discipline Report were identified to help summarize where similar growth

in traffic was anticipated.  The boundaries of the interchange influence

areas were based on where the majority of the traffic growth would

occur.  However, the traffic model itself did include a broader area in the

analysis including a number of local intersections.  Please see the

response to comment C-040-033 for a description of how local

intersections were selected for the model.

 

C-040-032

As noted in the comment, pedestrian volumes were assumed in the

SDEIS to be consistent with existing volumes. When existing pedestrian

volumes were unavailable, estimates were based on data provided in the

Transportation Research Board’s Highway Capacity Manual for central

business district (CBD) and non-CBD areas.

For the Final EIS, WSDOT based pedestrian forecasts in the Montlake

area on the North Link Final Supplemental EIS Addendum Traffic

Operations and Construction Transportation Analysis (Sound Transit

2010), which includes pedestrian activity related to the Husky Stadium

Light Rail Station. The Final EIS transportation analysis incorporates the

assumption that existing pedestrian volume would increase by 2030,

keeping pace with population and employment growth, increased transit

ridership, and changing behavior. The results of the 2030 level-of-service
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analysis are in Chapter 6 of the Final Transportation Discipline Report

(Attachment 7 to the Final EIS).

 

C-040-033

The local traffic study area in the SDEIS was determined by comparing

traffic volume on local streets between the No Build Alternative and

Options A, K, and L during peak hours. Based on standard methodology,

the traffic operations analysis only included intersections where traffic

volume would change by more than 5 percent between No Build and the

design options. Five percent was used as a criterion because a change

of that magnitude would typically result in measurable operational

changes. Traffic volume changes of less than 5 percent are within the

daily fluctuation and so are not considered measurable or significant.

Therefore, if traffic volume was predicted to change by more than 5

percent on streets adjacent to an intersection, effects on that intersection

were presented in the SDEIS. Conversely, if an intersection showed an

overall change in traffic volume of less than 5 percent, effects on that

intersection were not presented in the SDEIS. The same 5 percent

threshold has been used for the Preferred Alternative analysis. Please

see the Final Transportation Discipline Report (Attachment 7 to the Final

EIS) for detailed information about traffic volume changes and

intersection operations with the Preferred Alternative.

 

C-040-034

2030 is the analysis year used in the SDEIS and the Final EIS; it is not

clear why the comment refers to 2090. The transportation analysis for

the Preferred Alternative indicates that congestion at the I-5/SR 520

interchange would be reduced significantly over the No Build Alternative.

In 2030, the Preferred Alternative would result in near free-flow

conditions on I-5 northbound during the morning commute. Travel time

between Seattle and Bellevue would be reduced by 36 minutes

compared to the No Build Alternative. During the afternoon commute,

travel times with the Preferred Alternative would improve by 12 minutes
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for this same trip. Please see Chapter 5 of the Final Transportation

Discipline Report (Attachment 7 to the Final EIS), for more about the

effects of the Preferred Alternative on traffic volume and operations at

the I-5/SR 520 interchange in 2030.

 

C-040-035

The Montlake Bridge does not open during the morning and afternoon

peak-traffic periods. However, it does open at other times and can cause

congestion and backups that affect operations on SR 520 and local

roads. Consequently, Montlake Bridge openings were included in the

traffic model to identify their effect on overall traffic operations in the

Montlake area. Please see Chapters 6 and 8 of the Final Transportation

Discipline Report (Attachment 7 to the Final EIS) for more information.

 

C-040-036

The assumptions that were used in the project’s transportation analysis

are documented in the Chapters 3 and 4 of the Final Transportation

Discipline Report (Attachment 7 to the Final EIS). The methodology for

estimating and assessing travel demand and traffic operations for

highways and local streets is consistent with industry standards, NEPA

requirements, regional planning processes, and FHWA traffic analysis

guidelines for evaluating and comparing existing and future project

alternatives. 

Traffic growth is not caused by a transportation project; it is caused by

population growth and land use planning that directs where population

growth can occur. The traffic model used for the SR 520, I-5 to Median

project is based on land use plans and forecasts of population growth

that have been adopted by the local jurisdictions. These plans and

forecasts have been incorporated into the regional travel demand model

maintained by the Puget Sound Regional Council. Background growth,

such as increased traffic, is presented as part of the No Build Alternative

analyses for 2030 and is not considered to be a direct or indirect effect of
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the project. More information about travel demand modeling and

transportation analysis methodology was provided in Chapters 3, 4, 5,

and 11 of the Transportation Discipline Report (Attachment 7 to the

SDEIS). The analysis allowed the project alternatives and design options

to be compared to the No Build Alternative and to each other for their

effects on travel time and congestion.

Please see the response to Comment C-040-033 regarding the local

study area for transportation effects and why effects on streets outside

the study area that was included in the discipline report would not be

significant.

See also the response to Comment C-040-197 regarding Appendix P in

the comment letter.

 

C-040-037

Please see the responses to Comments C-040-005 and C-040-006 for

discussion of light rail transit on SR 520. The SR 520 High-Capacity

Transit Study (December 2008) recommended bus rapid transit as the

preferred more of high-capacity transit on SR 520.

The average vehicle occupancy (AVO) estimate of 65 passengers per

bus was used to determine the total bus capacity that would be available

in the future with the project. The AVO of 65 passengers is consistent

with the project travel demand model. This passenger volume assumes

that some riders would stand during the peak hour.

The discussion on page 8-35 of the Transportation Discipline Report

responded to the question, “Would there be enough bus service to meet

Build Alternative demand?” The footnote on that page provided further

information on transit assumptions. Based on information from King

County Metro, it was assumed that 65 percent of bus trips would use

standard buses (42 seats) and 35 percent would use articulated buses
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(58 seats). This was a conservative estimate because more articulated

buses are expected in the future, especially as bus rapid transit service

is deployed in the corridor. Please see Chapter 8 of the Final

Transportation Discipline Report (Attachment 7 to the Final EIS) for an

updated evaluation and discussion of transit demand and capacity in

2030 with the Preferred Alternative. Since the completion of the SDEIS,

the Urban Partnership Agreement and Sound Transit’s ST2 programs

have funded additional bus service for the SR 520 corridor.  Updates to

the plan are documented in Chapter 8 of the Final Transportation

Discipline Report. See also the response to Comment C-040-029

regarding the validity of transit use assumptions.

 

C-040-038

Please see the response to Comment C-040-004 regarding the Section

4(f) analysis. The definition of Section 4(f) protected properties does not

include all properties that may be perceived as parks, such as plantings

in rights-of-way or informal open spaces not designated for park

purposes. In particular, it does not include land within the WSDOT right-

of-way that is designated for transportation use, regardless of whether

the land is informally used or regarded as recreational or open space.

WSDOT has worked closely with FHWA and the agencies with

jurisdiction over Section 4(f) resources to determine which properties are

protected by this regulation. These agencies have all concurred on the

4(f) resources identified in the Final EIS. Please see the responses to

Comments C-040-080 through C-040-107 below regarding specific

portions of the WSDOT right-of-way mentioned in Appendix B. Also see

the Final Section 4(f) Evaluation in Chapter 9 of the Final EIS and the

Recreation Discipline Report Addendum in Attachment 7 to the Final

EIS.

WSDOT has evaluated all of the public parks and significant historic

sites in the project area and has found that 8 park and recreation
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facilities and more than 350 historic properties are eligible for protection

under Section 4(f). The Draft Section 4(f)/6(f) Evaluation (Attachment 6

to the SDEIS) identified 4 parks, 2 trails, and 11 historic properties that

would be subject to a project use under Section 4(f) with Options A, K, or

L. Properties protected by Section 4(f) but not affected by the project do

not warrant extensive discussion. Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) resources

have been reevaluated for the Preferred Alternative and are discussed in

Chapters 9 and 10 of the Final EIS.

 

C-040-039

The Preferred Alternative would minimize the amount of park land

required for the project compared to the SDEIS options, and would

strengthen the connections among project-area parks by providing new

and enhanced trail linkages as well as improved pedestrian crossings of

SR 520, which currently serves as a partial barrier in moving between

parks north and south of it. As noted in the response to Comment C-040-

004, appropriate mitigation has been identified for impacts on Section

4(f) and Section 6(f) properties; this mitigation has been agreed upon by

the agencies with jurisdiction (FHWA, the Seattle Parks and Recreation

Department, and the University of Washington). Please see the Final

Indirect and Cumulative Effects Discipline Report (Attachment 7 to the

Final EIS), which provides a discussion of the Preferred Alternative’s

effects on parks in the larger context of Seattle’s recreational lands.

Please see the Final Section 4(f) Evaluation in Chapter 9 of the Final EIS

for additional information on this topic.

 

C-040-040

Regulations enacted since the original construction of SR 520 require

the evaluation of environmental impacts and the protection of park land.

The National and State Environmental Policy Acts (adopted in 1969 and

1971, respectively) require preparation of an environmental impact

statement for projects that are likely to have significant adverse effects

on the natural or built environment. Section 4(f) of the Department of
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Transportation Act was enacted in 1966 to preserve public parks and

recreation lands, wildlife and waterfowl refuges, and historic sites.

Section 4(f) had not been adopted in 1963, and a Section 4(f) evaluation

was not required at that time. As discussed in the response to comment

C-040-004, WSDOT planning for the SR 520, I-5 to Medina project has

been and will continue to be consistent with Section 4(f). This includes

evaluating all feasible and prudent alternatives to use of land protected

by Section 4(f), planning to minimize harm to protected lands, and

providing appropriate mitigation for Section 4(f) uses that cannot be

avoided.

As described on page 50 of the Draft Section 4(f)/Section 6(f) Evaluation

(Attachment 6 to the SDEIS), in 1963 the State Department of Highways

condemned approximately 47 acres of land in the Arboretum for the

construction of SR 520. The Preferred Alternative evaluated in this Final

EIS would require acquisition of 0.5 acre of land in the Arboretum

and 6.2 acres of land from other parks in the project area for a total of

6.7 acres of park land acquisition. Thus, the statement that “The state

would take more park space than it did in 1963” is incorrect.

 

C-040-041

Please see the response to Comment C-040-004. As documented in the

Final Section 4(f) evaluation (Chapter 9 of the Final EIS),there are no

feasible and prudent avoidance alternatives to the use of Section 4(f)

properties, and the Preferred Alternative results in the least net harm to

Section 4(f) properties of any alternative meeting the project purpose

and need.

 

C-040-042

WSDOT has conducted the necessary and appropriate planning to

comply with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, which

protects historic properties, and has evaluated historic properties as

appropriate in the Final Section 4(f) Evaluation (Chapter 9 of the Final
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EIS). Please see that document for discussions of how the Preferred

Alternative minimizes harm to historic properties and how remaining

effects would be mitigated. See also the response to comment C-040-

041. The responses to comments C-040-020 and C-040-043 through C-

040-051 provide information on why a 4-lane SR 520, immersed tube

tunnel designs, and/or immediate implementation of light rail transit are

not being considered further.

The Final Cultural Resources Assessment and Discipline Report

(Attachment 7 to the Final EIS) updates the SDEIS cultural resources

analysis and addresses many of the comments in Appendix Z of this

letter. Appendix Z is a duplicate of a comment letter submitted separately

by the Portage Bay/Roanoke Park Community Council (Comment Letter

C-008). Please see the responses to that letter for further information.

WSDOT will provide appropriate mitigation for all Section 106 adverse

effects and all Section 4(f) uses found to occur with the Preferred

Alternative. The Section 106 Programmatic Agreement in Attachment 9

to the Final EIS contains mitigation measures for effects on Section 106

properties. The Final Section 4(f) Evaluation in Chapter 9 of the Final

EIS describes the mitigation planned for Section 4(f) uses. As noted in

the response to comments C-040-009 and C-040-013, mitigation is a

commitment that is required by regulations, included in project costs, and

documented in the Record of Decision. Although lids are not considered

mitigation, the lids included in the Preferred Alternative are an integral

part of the project and are not “optional.”

 

C-040-043

Please see the responses to comments C-040-005, C-040-016, and C-

040-020 regarding the range of alternatives evaluated under NEPA. Also

see the response to Comment C-040-004 regarding the consideration of

alternatives in the Section 4(f) analysis. WSDOT has conducted the

necessary and appropriate planning to comply with the requirements to
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evaluate alternatives under NEPA and Section 4(f). Chapter 2 of the

Final EIS contains a description of how alternatives for the project were

identified and evaluated.

 

C-040-044

Please see the response to Comment C-040-020 regarding legislative

directives related to bridge safety. Also see the response to Comment C-

040-013 regarding funding. Replacement of the floating bridge, which is

the most vulnerable portion of the SR 520 corridor, is fully funded

through current legislative allocations.

 

C-040-045

Project design must meet FHWA, AASHTO and WSDOT safety

standards, irrespective of the alternative or design option chosen. 

WSDOT is developing the project design to comply with applicable

design standards for structural, seismic, and wind safety. Within the

constraints imposed by these standards, WSDOT has minimized impacts

on the natural and built environment to the greatest extent feasible.   For

a discussion of seismic hazards, see the Geology and Soils Discipline

Report. The fixed structures in the SR 520 corridor would be designed to

avoid collapse during the design seismic event. The design seismic

event is a 1,000-year event where the magnitude of the earthquake

would range from 8 to 9 on the Richter scale.  This means that an

earthquake of this magnitude has a 0.1 (one-tenth of one percent)

probability of occurring in any given year. 

The storm safety issues related to the Evergreen Point Bridge were

discussed on page 1-4 of the SDEIS. The span was originally designed

for a sustained wind speed of 57.5 miles per hour (mph). In 1999,

WSDOT rehabilitated the bridge to enable it to withstand sustained

winds up to 77 mph. This still falls well short of the current design

standard of 92 mph. The probability that the existing bridge will sustain

serious structural damage sometime in the next 15 years is extremely
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high. To bring the bridge up to current design standards and eliminate

the risk of catastrophic failure, the existing span must be completely

replaced. 

Safety considerations in the corridor also include the need for shoulders

that are consistent with American Association of State Highway and

Transportation Officials (AASHTO) standards. Current safety standards

for both highway design and seismic design are far more rigorous than

those that were in effect when the existing bridge was built. As noted

above, WSDOT has worked with FHWA to reduce the additional width

needed to the greatest extent possible consistent with maintaining safe

driving conditions.

 

C-040-046

The potential for retrofitting the existing bridges was discussed during

the mediation process and was dismissed from further consideration at

that time (see pages 1-17 through 1-19 of the SDEIS). The No Build

Alternative evaluated in the Draft EIS did assume that minor retrofits

associated with maintenance and safety would continue. However,

retrofitting the Evergreen Point Bridge and bridge approach structures to

current standards was determined not to be a viable option because the

bridge has had a number of safety and maintenance retrofits to date, and

further retrofits are not feasible due to structural and pontoon floatation

limitations. Although it might be feasible to seismically retrofit the hollow

columns supporting the west approach to the Evergreen Point Bridge,

the Portage Bay Bridge, and on- and off-ramps in Montlake and the

Arboretum, such a retrofit is likely to have similar costs to new

construction, similar or greater impacts, and a shorter design life. Thus, it

would not be cost-effective compared to building new structures.

 

C-040-047

Please see the response to Comment C-040-013 regarding funding.
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C-040-048

Please see the responses to Comments C-040-005 and C-040-016

regarding alternatives and the response to Comment C-040-004

regarding protection of parks.

 

C-040-049

Under NEPA, an EIS must include analysis of a "no action" alternative

(40 CFR 1502.14(d)). The No Build Alternative satisfies this requirement.

As noted on page 2-1 of the SDEIS: "Given the vulnerabilities of the

existing bridges, the No Build Alternative is not a likely scenario;

however, it provides a set of baseline conditions to which the expected

effects of the project can be compared."

Please see the response to Comment C-040-028 regarding evaluation of

the No Build Alternative with tolling. The toll that is authorized for the

existing bridge would expire prior to 2030 if the SR 520, I-5 to Medina

project were not built; therefore, the No Build Alternative is not assumed

to be tolled.  Please see the response to Comment C-040-005 regarding

a tolled, transit-optimized 4-lane alternative. The Draft EIS analysis

determined that a 4-lane alternative would not satisfy the project purpose

and need. This was confirmed in the SDEIS and again in the Final EIS,

when an additional transportation analysis of 4-lane alternative options

was performed.

Appendix Q was also included in the comments submitted by the

Laurelhurst Community Club. It is responded to in Comments C-031-

062 through C-031-067.

See the responses to Comments C-040-004 and C-040-053 regarding

compliance with Section 4(f). The Preferred Alternative would have fewer

effects on parks and historic properties protected under Section 4(f) than

any other alternative that meets the project purpose and need.
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C-040-050

Please see the response to comment C-040-020 and Section 2.4 of the

Final EIS for a discussion of why Option M was not studied further. The

variations of Option M described in the comment would involve greater

environmental impacts than the original concept, including open

trenching through a large portion of Union Bay salmonid habitat and

potentially across the Foster Island traditional cultural property (which is

also a park). Impacts of this magnitude are not acceptable when less

damaging alternatives exist, and are incompatible with the project goal of

avoiding, minimizing, and mitigating impacts on affected neighborhoods

and the environment.

The legislative work group was informed about the regulations protecting

parks and natural resources at its meeting on September 22, 2009. This

meeting included representatives from the Federal Highway

Administration, the Washington State Recreation and Conservation

Office, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, the U.S. Army Corps

of Engineers, the Washington State Department of Ecology, the National

Marine Fisheries Service, the U.S. Department of Fish and Wildlife, the

Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife, and the Washington

Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation. They provided

information to the workgroup on environmental regulatory requirements

with respect to the design options under consideration. The meeting

summary can be viewed at:

http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/0922_

meetingsummary.pdf.

The legislators were also provided with traffic modeling results at the

October 8, 2009 Westside subgroup meeting. These results did not

indicate “permanent congestion in all the areas from Montlake to north

Capitol Hill.” A summary of this meeting is available at:

http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/1008_

meetingsummary.pdf.
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In 2006, citizens from the Madison Park and Roanoke neighborhoods

suggested constructing the segment of SR 520 that extends from I-5 to

the western end of the floating bridge as a tunnel. WSDOT reviewed the

tunnel concept, investigated engineering, evaluated key environmental

considerations, and identified preliminary cost ranges. This work is

documented in the Assessment of Tunnel Concept I-5 to Lake

Washington report of April 17, 2006 (available at:

http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/NR/rdonlyres/B81AC988-E033-4255-AFCE-

0D38DF05E52D/0/AssessmentofTunnelConceptI5toLakeWashington417

06.pdf.  

The assessment found that major engineering challenges are associated

with construction of a tunnel through this area. The tunnel concept would

provide fewer opportunities for local traffic to access SR 520. Maintaining

correct roadway geometrics would require significant excavation on

Marsh Island and Foster Island for the tunnel to transition above ground

and connect to the Evergreen Point Bridge, and would likely require

substantial open water fill that would be regulated under the Corps of

Engineers Section 404 permitting process. Effects to the fragile

ecosystems of the Arboretum and Marsh and Foster Islands would be

substantial; restoration of the natural environment would take decades.

There is a strong likelihood that resource agencies with jurisdiction would

be unwilling to issue required permits for tunnel construction, and the

tunnel concept would add billions of dollars to the SR 520 project costs.

Designing the project to coordinate with the Sound Transit tunnel, the

Portage Bay Bridge, the interchange connection to I-5, and on- and off-

ramps to the local street network also present unique design challenges

and would be expensive to engineer and construct. The reduction in

access could result in increases in street congestion in some locations.

Based on these issues related to feasibility, design, environmental

effects, and cost, WSDOT eliminated the I-5 to Lake Washington tunnel
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from further consideration as an alternative and did not evaluate it in the

Draft EIS.

 

C-040-051

Please see the response to Comment C-040-005 regarding study of a 6-

lane alternative with two lanes used for light rail. As described in Chapter

2 of the Final EIS and in the response to Comment C-040-004, including

light rail with the opening of the SR 520, I-5 to Medina project was

considered during alternatives analysis, but was not evaluated as an

alternative based on a number of regional planning decisions made over

the past decade. The SR 520 High-Capacity Transit Plan, which was

completed in 2008 by WSDOT, King County Metro, and Sound Transit,

determined that demand for transit in the SR 520 corridor could be

satisfied until at least 2030 by bus rapid transit that runs in HOV/transit

lanes, complementing Sound Transit’s East Link. The 6-Lane Alternative

design options evaluated in the SDEIS were designed to accommodate

light rail in the future, if a decision should be made to use SR 520 as a

second high-capacity transit route across Lake Washington. With the

Preferred Alternative, the design has been modified to enhance the

compatibility with potential future light rail.

 

C-040-052

Please see the responses to comments C-040-005 and C-040-051

regarding why light rail on the corridor was not studied in the SDEIS and

the timing of a possible future decision to add light rail to the corridor. It

is not likely that a decision would be made to implement light rail in the

SR 520 corridor in the next 15 to 20 years.

As noted in the response to Comment C-040-005 and discussed in

Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, there are two potential ways to accommodate

future light rail on SR 520: in the HOV lane or in a new right-of-way

separate from the HOV lanes. On the floating bridge, the second method

(addition of a new rail right-of-way) would involve widening of the bridge,
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which would require additional supplemental stability pontoons to

support the weight of light rail. This configuration is the one depicted in

the drawing reproduced on page 28 of the comment letter. The drawing

depicts one potential future configuration of a 6-lane roadway with future

HCT that was included in the SR 520 Pontoon Construction Project

Design-Build Request for Proposals. The original drawing included the

note “This configuration is assumed for design. Actual configuration

unknown at this time.” In keeping with the desire expressed by the

Coalition and others to keep future light rail options open, this depiction

represents a possible future design consideration for bidders to consider.

It does not represent the project that is proposed by WSDOT and

evaluated in the EIS.

 

C-040-053

The standard terminology for referring to the number of lanes in a

transportation facility is based on the number of through lanes. The 6-

Lane Alternative has six through lanes: four for general-purpose traffic

and two for HOVs. Ancillary facilities such as ramps are needed in some

areas on all limited-access highways to support proper function, mobility,

and safety. These facilities are accounted for in defining right-of-way

limits and associated impacts, but are not counted as through lanes.

Transit vehicles are, by definition, high-occupancy vehicles. They are

distinguished from carpools as appropriate in the transportation analysis.

 

C-040-054

Highway lanes and shoulders are designed to standards that have been

established to protect the safety of drivers. When circumstances warrant

a change from these standards, WSDOT must request FHWA’s approval

of a “design deviation.” WSDOT has already obtained approvals for

design deviations for both lane and shoulder widths in response to

community requests for a narrower roadway footprint. In the interest of

safety, FHWA will not approve further narrowing of the corridor. WSDOT
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intends to operate SR 520 as a 6-lane corridor and has no plans to

restripe it in the future.

 

C-040-055

The Visual Quality Discipline Report Addendum (Attachment 7 to the

Final EIS) shows side views of the bridge from Webster Point and

Madison Park. 

Based on public concerns about views, the Preferred Alternative

includes a modified bridge height, approximately 20 feet above water in

the middle of the lake, and approximately 5 to 10 feet lower than Options

A, K, and L. The new bridge would be higher than the existing bridge

because of maintenance needs associated with the pontoons and design

considerations such as protecting travelers on the bridge from high

waves. These design issues were weighed against costs and public

concerns to achieve an optimal height for the bridge.

Bridge height would not affect the use of "public space used by the

public" as described in the comment because the range of bridge heights

evaluated would not change the project footprint. The height of the

bridge would somewhat reduce noise, since it would increase the

distance between the noise source and the listener. The Preferred

Alternative would include 4-foot concrete traffic barriers with noise-

absorptive coating, which would further reduce noise levels.

All of the alternatives and design options analyzed for the SR 520, I-5 to

Medina project include a single-deck floating structure. Under all build

alternatives and options, the structure would include an area for bridge

maintenance below the roadway deck; however, this area would not be

available for through traffic.

As described on page 2-29 of the SDEIS, WSDOT does not state that

the bridge deck could not be located directly on the surface of the
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pontoon, but does indicate that there are engineering and safety issues

that influence bridge height: (1) Improved safety for drivers by being

further above crashing waves and water, and improved safety for

maintenance workers who would have access to pontoons without

having to interrupt or negotiate traffic, (2) An elevated structure could be

modified to accommodate light rail more readily than a roadway located

directly on the surface of the pontoon.  Furthermore, there are

engineering advantages to having the electrical vehicle power system

located further away from the pontoons, as described in the text box on

page 2-29 of the SDEIS. Stray electrical current could corrode the steel

used to construct the pontoons, and could substantially shorten the life of

the structure, and (3) There are construction efficiencies with having an

elevated road deck, which allows WSDOT to deliver a new floating

bridge more quickly.

 

C-040-056

An updated discussion about the changes in traffic volume and

operations on the local streets in the Roanoke interchange area is in

Chapter 6 of the Final EIS. Delmar Drive East is not included in this

chapter because traffic volume on this street would change less than 5

percent compared to the No Build Alternative, and thus would not result

in measurable operational changes. Please see the response to

Comment C-040-033 regarding how the local traffic study area was

defined and why the results for this street were not presented in the

SDEIS.

 

C-040-057

Page 173 of the 2009 SDEIS Cultural Resources Discipline Report,

published as part of the SDEIS describes the height of the reversible

HOV ramp, indicates that the ramp would be higher on the south west

end than the existing ramp, and also indicates that the visual effects

anticipated would not be adverse.  This component of the project was

analyzed by all relevant disciplines for the SDEIS. Additional information
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about the design of the reversible HOV ramp at the SR 520/I-5

interchange will be included in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS.  

The lane configuration and merging from SR 520 to I-5 is shown on page

2-8, in Exhibit 2-4 of the SDEIS. While the lid at 10th Avenue East and

Delmar Drive East is shown on this graphic, the proposed lane and ramp

configuration can be seen.  Chapter 2 of the Final EIS will have improved

scale so that the lane and ramp configurations can be more easily

interpreted by the reader.

An analysis of effects in I-5 interchange areas near SR 520 was included

in Chapter 6 of the Transportation Discipline Report.  Additional

information and updates for the Preferred Alternative, including an

evaluation of the effects of SR 520 traffic volumes on the I-5 express

lanes and mainline, are found in Chapter 5 of the Final Transportation

Discipline Report (Attachment 7 to the Final EIS). For example, the

transportation analysis indicates that the Preferred Alternative would

result in less congestion at the I-5/SR 520 interchange than the No Build

Alternative. The Preferred Alternative would provide near free-flowing

conditions on I-5 northbound during the morning commute and would

increase the number of vehicles served on I-5, which would decrease

travel times on I-5 southbound (see Chapter 5 of the Final EIS and the

Final Transportation Discipline Report for additional analysis). Please

see the response to Comment C-040-056 regarding traffic operations in

the Roanoke interchange area.

 

C-040-058

Under existing conditions, westbound Portage Bay Bridge is one of the

most congested areas in the SR 520 corridor. Much of this congestion

results from the short distance between the Montlake Boulevard on-ramp

and the I-5 northbound on-ramp, which forces vehicles to merge and

weave in very limited space to reach the I-5 ramps. The SDEIS options

used different approaches to address this condition: Option A provided
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an auxiliary lane, while Options K and L lengthened the distance

between the two interchanges.  

Following the publication of the SDEIS, WSDOT developed a number of

refinements to the Preferred Alternative to address community

comments. Concern regarding the width of the Portage Bay Bridge was

a frequently expressed theme. Accordingly, the Preferred Alternative

would replace the auxiliary lane on SR 520 westbound with a managed

shoulder, which would operate only during peak periods. This would

reduce the roadway width compared to Option A, thereby minimizing

effects on the surrounding Portage Bay area. When operating, this

shoulder lane would help to accommodate the high volume of vehicles

entering from the Montlake interchange, as well as those vehicles exiting

to I-5, and would improve operations on both the SR 520 westbound

mainline and on Montlake Boulevard. Please see Chapter 5 of the Final

Transportation Discipline Report (Attachment 7 to the Final EIS) for a

discussion of the effects of the Preferred Alternative on traffic volume

and operations on the Portage Bay Bridge with the managed shoulder.

A detailed description and maps showing the width of the Portage Bay

Bridge as it approaches the Delmar area and the lane configuration as it

approaches I-5 were provided in Exhibit 2-6 and Table 2-2 in Chapter 2

of the SDEIS.

 

C-040-059

The auxiliary lane in the SDEIS options, and the managed shoulder in

the Preferred Alternative, would help to accommodate the high volume of

vehicles entering from the Montlake interchange, as well as those

vehicles exiting to I-5, improving operations on both the SR 520

westbound mainline and on Montlake Boulevard. The eastbound

congestion between I-5 and the west bridge approach (near the

Arboretum) would be substantially reduced because of the project

improvements. As a result, eastbound general-purpose travel times in

this section of SR 520 would be reduced by 7 to 9 minutes and HOV

SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Project



travel times by 8 to 11 minutes compared to the No Build Alternative.

See Chapter 5 of the Final Transportation Discipline Report (Attachment

7 to the Final EIS).

Improved air quality is associated with reduced idling, and therefore

pollutant emissions would be reduced by traffic flowing freely. Air quality

would improve with all SDEIS options and the Preferred Alternative,

compared to the No Build Alternative (see the Air Quality Discipline

Report Addendum in Attachment 7 of the Final EIS).

 

C-040-060

Please see the responses to comments C-040-005, C-040-016, and C-

040-020 regarding the range of alternatives evaluated under NEPA. Also

see the response to Comment C-040-004 regarding the consideration of

alternatives in the Section 4(f) analysis. WSDOT has conducted the

necessary and appropriate planning to comply with the requirements to

evaluate alternatives under NEPA and Section 4(f). Chapter 2 of the

Final EIS contains a description of how alternatives for the project were

identified and evaluated.

 

C-040-061

A large-scale diagram of bicycle and pedestrian paths in the Montlake

Interchange area has been added to Chapter 7 of the Final

Transportation Discipline Report (Attachment 7 to the Final EIS).

Drawings of specific designs for these paths were not provided in the

SDEIS because design development is ongoing. Please see the ESSB

6392: Design Refinements and Transit Connections Workgroup

Recommendations Report (Attachment 16 to the Final EIS) for design

recommendations regarding these paths.

Attachment 2 to the Visual Quality and Aesthetics Discipline Report

included visual simulations of the Montlake interchange and lid from

several vantage points. Views of the Preferred Alternative interchange
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and lid are included in the Visual Quality and Aesthetics Discipline

Report Addendum (Attachment 7 to the Final EIS). There are also

several simulated views of the bridge over the water from Webster Point

and Madison Park.

 

C-040-062

Visualizations of the second bascule bridge, including views from the

water and land, were provided on pages 2-42 through 2-45 in

Attachment 2 to the Visual Quality and Aesthetics Discipline Report.

The Cultural Resources Discipline Report included a discussion of the

effects of construction and operation of a second bascule bridge on

historic properties. As stated in that report, the design of the second

bascule bridge would be context sensitive to minimize effects on the

setting and feeling of the historic Carl F. Gould Montlake Bridge. The

Section 106 Programmatic Agreement (Attachment 9 to the Final EIS)

stipulates that the new bridge design must be in keeping with National

Parks Service guidelines to minimize effects on the historic bridge. It also

includes stipulations that will ensure mitigation of effects that could result

from the new bascule bridge or its proximity to the existing Montlake

Bridge. Please see the Visual Quality and Aesthetics Discipline Report

and Addendum, and the Final Cultural Resources Assessment and

Discipline Report, both in Attachment 7 to the Final EIS, for further

information.

The Recreation Discipline Report (Attachment 7 to the SDEIS) and its

addendum in Attachment 7 to the Final EIS, the Draft Section 4(f)/6(f)

Evaluation in the SDEIS, and the Final Section 4(f) Evaluation in Chapter

9 of the Final EIS describe the effects of construction and operation of

the second bascule bridge on park and recreational resources. WSDOT

has determined that there would not be a constructive use of the Ship

Canal Waterside Trail, as defined by Section 4(f), because the trail would

retain the activities, features, and attributes that qualify it for protection
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under Section 4(f). The Ship Canal Waterside Trail would remain open

during the construction of the second bascule bridge. Although WSDOT

would use a small section of the trail during construction, a detour would

be provided to ensure that the trail remains open for public use. The user

experience below the new bridge would be similar to that under the

existing bridge.

As noted above, visualizations of the second bascule bridge were

provided on pages 2-42 through 2-45 in Attachment 2 to the Visual

Quality and Aesthetics Discipline Report. Under the Preferred Alternative

and SDEIS Option A, the second bascule bridge would not result in a

change in the visual quality measurements of character, vividness,

intactness, or unity of the views of the Montlake Cut if it is designed to be

an appropriate architectural companion to the existing historic bridge

(see page 65 of the discipline report).

The analysis in the Final Transportation Discipline Report (Attachment 7

to the Final EIS) confirms that the Preferred Alternative with the second

bascule bridge would improve transportation operations in the Montlake

area, compared to the No Build Alternative. The second bridge would

allow for lane continuity between the Montlake Cut and the SR

520/Montlake interchange, which would improve traffic operations

compared to No Build. The bridge would provide additional capacity for

transit and carpools, bicycles, and pedestrians. Most notably, overall

delay related to bridge openings would decrease for all vehicles because

the additional capacity would allow congestion to clear more quickly. The

changes in traffic volumes and operations on the local streets in the

Montlake interchange area are described in Chapter 6 of the

Transportation Discipline Report; effects nonmotorized transportation

facilities and connections are described in Chapter 7. The effects of the

Preferred Alternative on transit service and facilities, ridership, travel

times, and rider connections are discussed in Chapter 8.
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As noted above and described more fully in Chapter 9 of the Final EIS,

the proposed second bascule bridge does not result in a Section 4(f) use

of the Ship Canal Waterside Trail, nor does it substantially impair the

features and attributes that make the original Montlake Bridge eligible for

listing on the NRHP. Thus, no analysis of avoidance alternatives is

necessary. Addition of the second bascule bridge would support the

overall purpose and need of improving mobility for people and goods.

 

C-040-063

Population growth and associated growth in travel demand in the region

will create increased traffic volumes in the Montlake area, regardless of

whether the project is built.  The improvements proposed under the

Preferred Alternative would better accommodate this growth in demand,

improving traffic operations in the Montlake interchange area and on the

SR 520 mainline compared to the No Build Alternative. Please see

Chapters 5 and 6 of the Final Transportation Discipline Report

(Attachment 7 to the Final EIS) for a discussion of the changes in traffic

volume and operations on the highway and local streets in the Montlake

interchange area with the Preferred Alternative.

 

C-040-064

In reviewing the SDEIS, WSDOT was unable to find a statement

indicating that only 18 homes in Madison Park would be affected by the

project. Please see the response to comment C-040-055 and the Visual

Quality and Aesthetics Discipline Report Addendum regarding the height

of the floating bridge and its effects on views under the Preferred

Alternative.

 

C-040-065

The air quality analysis was conducted using a model approved by the

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. WSDOT worked with the Puget

Sound Clear Air Agency to determine appropriate inputs to the model. As
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described in Chapter 5 of the Final EIS, the project would result in

operational improvements in air quality and reductions to greenhouse

gas emissions compared to the No Build Alternative. The Air Quality

Discipline Report Addendum (Attachment 7 to the Final EIS) includes a

quantitative analysis of mobile source air toxics (MSATs) that shows that

MSAT emissions would also decrease with the Preferred Alternative

compared to existing conditions. Factors that account for the expected

improvement in air quality include changes to the fleet as older vehicles

are replaced with newer, low-emissions vehicles; reduced idling and

increased speeds resulting from improved intersection and roadway

operations and HOV lanes; and a higher proportion of trips using transit

and carpools. Please see the response to Comment C-040-007

regarding air quality and the responses to Comments C-040-026, C-040-

027, and C-040-029 regarding the assumptions used in traffic modeling.

 

C-040-066

It is standard practice for NEPA analyses to evaluate projects on the

basis of a design year 20 to 25 years into the future. Detailed population

and employment projections to support the analysis of travel demand

and resulting effects on air quality are not generally available beyond this

horizon. WSDOT analyzed conditions in 2030 to be consistent with

Destination 2030, the adopted regional transportation plan (in effect at

the time the analysis was done), which calculated regional air emissions

for the same year (see page 23 of the Air Quality Discipline Report).

 

C-040-067

Air quality standards established by the Clean Air Act are intended to

protect human health and the environment. The U.S. EPA regulates

“criteria” pollutants by developing science-based guidelines for setting

permissible levels of these pollutants in the atmosphere. The first set of

limits, based on protection of human health, is called the primary

standards. Another set of limits, intended to prevent environmental and

property damage, is called secondary standards. A geographic area with
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air quality that is cleaner than the primary standards is called an

attainment area; areas that do not meet the primary standard are called

nonattainment areas. (See www.epa.gov/air/peg/cleanup.html for more

information.)

The Puget Sound metropolitan area is currently in attainment status,

meaning that overall air quality is consistent with human health needs,

except for carbon monoxide for which the region is designated as

maintenance status meaning that additional care must be taken to

ensure that the carbon monoxide standard is not exceeded. The project-

specific air quality analysis for the SR 520, I-5 to Medina project found

that the project would not cause new violations of the National Ambient

Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). Modeling of local carbon monoxide

concentrations at the highest-volume intersections (referred to as

“conformity analysis”) showed that CO would remain within allowable

concentrations. In addition, as described in the Air Quality Discipline

Report Addendum, MSAT emissions are expected to be lower with the

project than under No Build. Because the project would improve

conditions with respect to standards that protect human health, no

adverse health impacts would result from its implementation.

The NAAQS include 24-hour standards for PM10 and PM2.5, which are

shown in Exhibit 8 of the Air Quality Discipline Report (Attachment 7 to

the SDEIS). The standards in Exhibit 8 are the current standards, as

referenced in Exhibit 8. The NAAQS also include a 24-hour standard for

sulfur dioxide; however, this is not a pollutant of air quality concern for

transportation-related projects (see page 16 of the Discipline Report). A

burden analysis was conducted for daily operational project emissions

for five criteria pollutants, including PM10 and PM2.5 (see page 29 of the

Air Quality Discipline Report).

 

C-040-068

Please see the responses to comments C-040-065 and C-040-067. It is
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not clear where “the state” is believed to have made the arguments the

comment attributes to it. Operation of the project would result in

improved air quality, as discussed in the Air Quality Discipline Report

and Addendum (Attachment 7 to the Final EIS). Emissions of criteria

pollutants, MSATs, and greenhouses gases would all be reduced by its

implementation. This would constitute a beneficial effect on human

health and the environment. No mitigation is proposed because none is

warranted.

Supporting effective transit service has always been a key consideration

in the project. As proposed, the Preferred Alternative supports the

implementation of bus rapid transit in the near term, and light rail transit

in the long term if regional decisions are made to provide it. The HOV

lanes will provide benefits to transit users by reducing transit travel times

and increasing reliability. These benefits would facilitate increased use of

transit, with resulting increases in person-throughput and transportation

system efficiency.  Please see the responses to comments C-040-005

and C-040-016 regarding why initial implementation of light rail transit is

not proposed for the project and regarding the range of alternatives

evaluated under NEPA. Please see the response to comment C-040-050

for information on why tube and tunnel alternatives are not being studied

further.

 

C-040-069

Please see the response to the previous comment. The information cited

in the comment relates to air quality in general and does not characterize

the incremental effects of a specific transportation project such as the

SR 520, I-5 to Medina project. The air quality analysis performed for the

project is consistent with applicable policies and regulations, including

guidance from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and

Washington State Department of Ecology. This guidance has been

formulated to protect human health and the environment. The SR 520, I-
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5 to Medina project would improve air quality compared to the No Build

Alternative.

 

C-040-070

An EIS addresses air quality effects by conducting analyses to assess a

project’s compliance with national, state, and local air quality standards.

The analyses for the project were conducted using accepted

methodology and show that the project conforms with all current air

quality standards. Please see pages 17 through 22 of the Air Quality

Discipline Report for a discussion of applicable standards and pages 23

through 25 for a description of the methodology.

To augment the SDEIS analyses, a quantitative analysis of mobile

source air toxics was conducted for operation of the Preferred Alternative

and No Build Alternative, and a quantitative analysis of effects on air

quality effects from construction was conducted for the Preferred

Alternative. See the Air Quality Discipline Report Addendum (Attachment

7 to the Final EIS) for those analyses. Also, please see the responses to

Comments C-040-159 and C-040-162.

 

C-040-071

The SR 520 Health Impact Assessment (HIA) was developed to support

and inform the mediation efforts mandated by Engrossed Substitute

Senate Bill (ESSB) 6099, and its findings and recommendations were

included in the developed by the mediation group. King County Health

and the Puget Sound Clean Air Agency led preparation of the HIA, with

support from WSDOT. All parties agreed that the HIA was not part of the

NEPA process, although the HIA used data from the Draft EIS, and the

SDEIS referred to the results of the HIA. In general, the HIA

recommended measures that could be incorporated to improve the

region’s overall quality of health, rather than attributing specific health

outcomes to any one project. However, protecting human health is one

of the reasons behind many of the studies conducted in the preparation
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of an EIS.

Appendix U of this comment letter only includes comments on the HIA.

Because the HIA was not prepared by WSDOT and is not part of the

NEPA process, specific responses to the comments in Appendix U are

provided in the Final EIS.

 

C-040-072

Please see the responses to Comments C-040-005, C-040-065, C-040-

068, and C-040-070. 

 

C-040-073

The SR 520, I-5 to Medina project would not discourage physical

activities that benefit human health. Rather, the Preferred Alternative

would improve regional bicycle and pedestrian connections and create

new non-motorized travel and commuting opportunities by providing a

bicycle/pedestrian lane on the floating bridge that links with other

regional trail facilities. Connections would also be improved between the

trails in the Arboretum and other regional trails such as the Burke-Gilman

Trail. The Preferred Alternative includes a considerably larger Montlake

lid than Option A, which would provide better pedestrian facilities in the

central part of the Montlake neighborhood and a connection to the

Arboretum (see Chapter 2 of the Final EIS). These effects are described

in Chapter 7 of the Final Transportation Discipline Report (Attachment 7

to the Final EIS) and in the Recreation Discipline Report Addendum

(Attachment 7 to the Final EIS). The revised profile of the west approach

bridge also allows room for easier passage under the bridge for

pedestrians, bicycles, and watercraft.

In early 2010, additional amenities for pedestrians, bicyclists, and park

users were added to the Preferred Alternative as a result of Engrossed

Substitute Senate Bill (ESSB) 6392. A regional agency workgroup

formed under the bill recommended development of bicycle and
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pedestrian connections in the Arboretum and the Montlake interchange

area, and lid. The bill also resulted in the preparation of the Arboretum

Mitigation Plan, which includes many projects that will enhance the

natural and recreational features of this important park. See the ESSB

6392: Design Refinements and Transit Connections Workgroup

Recommendations Report in Attachment 16 of the Final EIS, and the

Arboretum Mitigation Plan in Attachment 9.

Overall, the Preferred Alternative has been designed to minimize

recreation impacts, and WSDOT has completed the necessary and

appropriate planning to comply with Section 4(f) and Section 6(f). The

Preferred Alternative would have fewer effects on project area parks

than any option evaluated in the SDEIS. Conditions in the Arboretum

would improve as a result of reduced noise, better pedestrian passage

beneath SR 520, removal of the existing Lake Washington Boulevard

ramps, and implementation of the Arboretum Mitigation Plan. As

mitigation for conversion of recreational properties protected by Section

6(f), WSDOT would fund the development of a new park at the Bryant

Building site, resulting in a permanent net gain of approximately 1.3

acres of Section 6(f) recreational space in the project area. See the

Section 6(f) Evaluation in Chapter 10 of the Final EIS for additional

information. The project would not cause permanent effects on

recreational boating or hand-carry boat launch sites (see the Recreation

Discipline Report Addendum in Attachment 7 to the Final EIS).

The Preferred Alternative also includes a number of design refinements

to address noise and aesthetics, thus improving the environment for

bicyclists, pedestrians, and recreational activities in the project area. In

addition to the expanded Montlake lid, these include 4-foot concrete

traffic barriers with noise-absorptive coating and a narrower footprint and

reduced design speed on the Portage Bay Bridge than Option A.

Context-sensitive design guidelines will be applied throughout the entire

corridor to help the project better fit into its surroundings.
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C-040-074

The Preferred Alternative, like the SDEIS design options, would reduce

greenhouse gas emissions. The analysis of greenhouse gas emissions

in the NEPA documents, which is based on accepted methodology, is

consistent with WSDOT policy. The “data based analyses” cited in the

comment reflect generalized assumptions, while the analysis in the

NEPA documents is based directly on the traffic on SR 520 and the

proposed changes in this corridor. Please see pages 36 to 37 of the

SDEIS Energy Discipline Report, which explains that the methodology

used accounts for HOV lanes and tolling, both of which are reduce

congestion and thereby keep traffic flowing at a moderate and more

efficient speed. This, in turn, would reduce greenhouse gas emissions

compared to the more congested conditions that would occur under No

Build.

To augment the discussion of greenhouse gas emissions, the Final EIS

includes an analysis of emissions at the subregional level to account for

trips that could be diverted as a result of tolling on the SR 520 corridor.

The subregional analysis shows that on-road greenhouse gas emissions

would increase by about 20 percent between now and 2030, regardless

of the alternative chosen for the SR 520, I-5 to Medina project. However,

with the Preferred Alternative in place, the corridor emissions would be

about 10 percent less than with the No Build Alternative. The SR 520, I-5

to Medina project would not contribute to corridor or regional increases in

greenhouse gas emissions. Section 5.9 of the Final EIS includes a

discussion of how the project relates to regional goals to reduce

greenhouse gas emissions.

 

C-040-075

Please see the response to Comment C-040-013. As described in

Chapter 1 of the Final EIS, funding for the floating bridge—the most

vulnerable portion of the SR 520, I-5 to Medina corridor—has been

secured, and WSDOT has solicited proposals for construction of this

SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Project



portion of the project. Chapter 1 also describes construction sequencing

for the project, which provides for project completion by 2018 while

allowing several years for full funding to be obtained through a variety of

state and federal sources. Thus, funding and construction of the

Eastside project does not preclude the Preferred Alternative or any other

alternative for the SR 520, I-5 to Medina project. Tolling of I-90, although

it has been discussed as one possible revenue source, has not been

proposed or approved by the legislature except as a potential

contingency measure, and is not assumed in estimates of committed

project funding. No new taxes are being proposed or assumed in funding

estimates.

As described in the response to comment C-040-013, mitigation is

included in project cost estimates, which are also designed to account

for risks related to project delay such as the “community actions”

mentioned in the comment. Costs of the project disclosed in the EIS

documents were through the Cost Estimation Validation Process

(CEVP®).During the CEVP process, analysts use systematic project

review and risk assessment methods to identify and describe cost and

schedule risks, and evaluate the quality of the information available. An

important part of the process is that analysts examine how risks can be

lowered and cost vulnerabilities can be managed or reduced. Costs

estimated during the process account for a host of project components

and risks, including design, construction, mitigation efforts, potential

delays at each step of project delivery, costs for legal challenges and

litigation, and inflation. The process provides opportunities for WSDOT to

improve final cost and schedule results. The output of the CEVP®

process is a probabilistic range of costs. The range accounts for

uncertainties defined in the workshop for cost and schedules. By

WSDOT policy (IL 4071.01) the 60th percentile estimate number is used

for the budgeting process.

As noted in the comment, the SDEIS identified the potential for the
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project to be implemented in phases. The “phased implementation

scenario” described in SDEIS Chapter 2 included the statement that

“WSDOT would develop and implement all mitigation needed to satisfy

regulatory requirements” (p. 2-37). Although lids would have been

deferred under this scenario until the I-5 and Montlake interchange area

improvements were built, WSDOT’s intent, as stated on page 2-34,

remained “to build a complete project that fully meets all aspects of the

purpose and need.” Potential phasing for the SR 520, I-5 to Medina

project has been revised in this Final EIS (see Section 2.8 for a

discussion). However, WSDOT’s commitment to mitigation remains firm.

See the response to Comment C-040-047 regarding the idea of a retrofit.

No cost effective retrofit method has been established, and retrofitting

was determined to not be a viable option. See also the response to

Comment C-040-004 regarding a transit-optimized 4-lane alternative.

WSDOT has conducted the necessary and appropriate planning to

comply with the requirement to evaluate alternatives under NEPA.

 

C-040-076

Please see the response to Comments C-040-009 and C-040-075.

Mitigation is an integral part of the project that is accounted for in cost

estimates. The Final EIS contains information on mitigation measures for

operational and construction impacts of the Preferred Alternative as

required by federal, state, and local regulations.  The Record of Decision

(ROD) for the project will document mitigation commitments and

conservation actions in compliance with NEPA and other laws, and will

identify how those measures will be implemented.

 

C-040-077

Please see the responses to Comments C-040-009 and C-040-022

regarding noise modeling results and noise reduction strategies that are

part of the Preferred Alternative.
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C-040-078

As described in the Final EIS, WSDOT has coordinated extensively with

federal and state resource agencies and tribes to avoid and minimize the

effects of the SR 520, I-5 to Medina project on fish and to develop

appropriate and effective mitigation for impacts that cannot be avoided.

Please see the response to Comment C-040-207 for a response to the

discussion in Appendix W.

 

C-040-079

This comment (referenced as Appendix A in the comment letter) is a

duplicate of the comment letter submitted separately by Bricklin &

Newman (Item Number C-021). Please see the responses to that item.

 

C-040-080

Please see the responses to comments C-040-004 and C-040-038

through C-040-042. Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act

of 1966 states that an Agency can approve a transportation project that

uses Section 4(f) land if the determination has been made that there is

no feasible or prudent alternative to using the property. Please note that

the definition of Section 4(f) protected properties does not cover all

properties that may be perceived as parks, such as plantings in rights-of-

way or informal open spaces not designated for park purposes. FHWA,

as the agency responsible for Section 4(f) compliance, has concurred

with WSDOT’s determinations of Section 4(f) eligibility, which were

arrived at through extensive coordination with the agencies with

jurisdiction over Section 4(f) resources. Please see the Final Section 4(f)

Evaluation in Chapter 9 of the Final EIS for additional information on

which properties are protected under Section 4(f). WSDOT has also

coordinated with the National Park Service and the Washington State

Recreation and Conservation Office on compliance with Section 6(f) of

the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act. This coordination and an

analysis of effects on Section 6(f) protected properties are contained in

Chapter 10 of the Final EIS.
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Since the inception of the SR 520, I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement

and HOV Project, FHWA and WSDOT have evaluated a wide range of

project alternatives and options. Attachment 8 to the SDEIS, the Range

of Alternatives and Options Evaluated report, described the evaluation

process in detail. As required under Section 4(f), WSDOT also evaluated

whether there were feasible and prudent alternatives that would avoid

the use of Section 4(f) properties. This evaluation was done both for the

corridor as a whole and on a resource-by-resource basis, and was

described on pages 121-133 of the Draft Section 4(f)/Section 6(f)

Evaluation in Attachment 6 to the SDEIS. This evaluation was not

constrained by the design options generated through mediation; it went

beyond these options to look at the No Build Alternative, new corridors,

new travel modes, and specific potential design changes that might

avoid effects on each Section 4(f) resource. The analysis concluded that

there were no feasible and prudent alternatives to the use of Section 4(f)

resources. The design of the Preferred Alternative has been further

refined to minimize harm to Section 4(f) properties.

In addition to complying with Section 4(f) and Section 6(f), WSDOT has

also conducted the necessary and appropriate planning to comply with

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, which protects

historic properties.

 

C-040-081

WSDOT coordinated closely with FHWA, the agency with jurisdiction, in

determining whether project construction activities met the criteria for

temporary occupancy. A temporary occupancy is not considered to

constitute a use of a Section 4(f) resource when all of the conditions set

forth in 23 CFR 771.135 are met:

Duration (of the occupancy) must be temporary, i.e., less than the

time needed for construction of the project, and there should be no

1.
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change in ownership of the land;

Scope of work must be minor, i.e., both the nature and the

magnitude of the changes to the 4(f) resource are minimal;

2.

There are no anticipated permanent adverse physical impacts, now

will there be interference with the activities or purpose of the

resource, on either a temporary or permanent basis;

3.

The land being used must be fully restored, i.e., the resource must

be returned to a condition which is at least as good as that which

existed prior to the project; and

4.

There must be documented agreement of the appropriate Federal,

State or local officials having jurisdiction over the resource regarding

the above conditions.

5.

In the situation where a project does not meet all of the above criteria,

the temporary occupancy will be considered a use of the Section 4(f)

resource and the appropriate Section 4(f) analysis will be required.

Since the SDEIS was published, WSDOT has evaluated a number of

additional sites in response to comments from agencies, community

groups and individuals to determine whether they are protected under

Section 4(f). WSDOT has also discussed the nature of potential effects

on protected properties with the stewards of these properties. For

impacts that WSDOT determined to be temporary, WSDOT has obtained

concurrence on this finding from the officials with jurisdiction over the

affected resources. Please see the Final Section 4(f) Evaluation in

Chapter 9 of the Final EIS for more information.

 

C-040-082

Please see the response to Comment C-040-013. As described in

Chapter 1 of the Final EIS, funding for the floating bridge - the most

vulnerable portion of the SR 520, I-5 to Medina corridor - has been

secured, and WSDOT has solicited proposals for construction of this

portion of the project. Chapter 1 also describes construction sequencing
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for the project, which allows several years for full funding to be obtained

through a variety of state and federal sources.  WSDOT is continuing to

develop further refinements of project costs and is working with the

Legislature to identify additional funding sources for the SR 520

program.

The lids identified in the Preferred Alternative are an integral part of the

project. The discussion of deferred construction of lids that is quoted in

the comment was presented in the SDEIS as part of the Phased

Implementation Scenario. Nowhere did the SDEIS describe the lids as

"optional." Page 2-34 of the SDEIS stated: “It is important to note that,

while the new bridge(s) might be the only parts of the project in place for

a period of time, WSDOT’s intent is to build a complete project that fully

meets all aspects of the purpose and need.”

The SDEIS discussed the possibility of constructing the project in

separate phases over time, with the vulnerable structures (the Evergreen

Point floating bridge, west approach bridge, and Portage Bay bridge)

built first. This “Phased Implementation scenario” was analyzed for each

environmental resource. Due to the funding shortfall, FHWA and

WSDOT still believe it is prudent to evaluate the possibility of phased

construction of the corridor should full project funding not be available by

2012. Currently committed funding is sufficient to construct the

Evergreen Point floating bridge and landings; a Request for Proposals

has been issued for this portion of the project, with proposals due in

June 2011. Accordingly, this Final EIS discusses the potential for the

floating bridge and landings to be built as the first phase of the SR 520, I-

5 to Medina project. This differs from the SDEIS Phased Implementation

scenario, which included the west approach and the Portage Bay bridge

in the first construction phase. See Section 2.8 of this Final EIS for

further information on potential project phasing.

However, whether or not the west approach and Portage Bay Bridge
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portions of the project are delayed, the full-corridor delivery strategy

includes area-by-area implementation of the project. The lids will be

constructed together with the portion of the project in which they are

located, and will not be delayed or deferred. WSDOT will continue to

work with Seattle Parks and Recreation, the Seattle Design Commission,

and local communities on planning and programming for the lids.

 

C-040-083

The Preferred Alternative would not require permanent acquisition of

land or vegetation from Interlaken Park, nor would it require any

temporary construction easements. Because Interlaken Park would not

be affected by the project, there would be no Section 4(f) use of under

the Preferred Alternative, and therefore the park is not addressed in the

Final Section 4(f) Evaluation. As noted in the response to Comment C-

040-082, the 10th and Delmar lid is an integral part of project design and

would be built at the same time as other project components in this area.

See Chapter 3 of the Final EIS for a construction schedule.

 

C-040-084

Although Bagley Viewpoint may have connected to Interlaken Park fifty

years ago, it does not exist in that condition today. The City of Seattle

recognizes Bagley Viewpoint as a distinct recreational resource, and

WSDOT has also evaluated it as an individual recreational resource.

Under the Preferred Alternative and all options evaluated in the Draft EIS

and the SDEIS, the project would require a full acquisition of Bagley

Viewpoint, constituting a Section 4(f) use of 0.1 acre. The need for

acquisition of the viewpoint is not affected by the width of the Portage

Bay Bridge.

WSDOT will construct a new viewpoint on the 10th Avenue East/Delmar

Drive East lid that will recreate the experience the Bagley Viewpoint was

designed to provide (see the Final Section 4(f) Evaluation in Chapter 9 of

the Final EIS for further discussion). The City of Seattle Parks and
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Recreation Department and nearby neighborhoods will play an integral

role in the planning and design of this replacement space.

See the response to Comment C- 040-082 regarding the timing of lid

construction.

 

C-040-085

The definition of Section 4(f) protected properties does not cover all

properties that may be perceived as parks, such as plantings in rights-of-

way or informal open spaces not designated for park purposes. For this

reason, the areas described in the comment as Parklands East and

Parklands West do not constitute a Section 4(f) resource. They are

landscaped transportation rights-of-way that are not designated or

programmed for park or open space use. Therefore, no analysis of

avoidance or minimization alternatives is warranted. FHWA and the

agencies with jurisdiction over potentially affected recreational resources

have coordinated closely with WSDOT throughout design and project

development and concur that the resources discussed in the Final

Section 4(f) Evaluation comprise all of the Section 4(f) resources within

the SR 520 corridor. Please see the Final Section 4(f) Evaluation for

more information about these identified Section 4(f) resources.

 

C-040-086

The historic Roanoke Park has been recognized by WSDOT, throughout

the NEPA process, as an NRHP-listed and contributing resource to the

Roanoke Park Historic District and as a Section 4(f) resource. In an effort

to minimize project effects to the historic district and the park, WSDOT

shifted the 10th Avenue East and Delmar Drive East lid slightly to the

south, so that reconfiguration of the 10th Avenue East and East

Roanoke Street intersection could occur without impacting the historic

district’s sidewalks or park.

Due to the design refinements of the Preferred Alternative that avoid
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direct effects to the Roanoke Park, along with the development and

implementation of the Section 106 Programmatic Agreement, which

resolves potential adverse effects, WSDOT has determined that the

Roanoke Park Historic District and the contributing elements within the

district would not be adversely affected by the project. For these

reasons, the project would not have a Section 4(f) use of Roanoke Park.

The Preferred Alternative and all options presented in the SDEIS would

construct a lid at 10th Avenue East and Delmar Drive East. The SDEIS

and Final EIS noise analyses have demonstrated that this lid would

contribute to an overall noise reduction in the Roanoke Park and Portage

Bay area. However, although the lid would provide noise reduction

benefits, this is not its primary purpose. Other features of the project

design such as 4-foot concrete traffic barriers with noise-absorptive

coating  would also help reduce noise levels in the area. Please see the

Noise Discipline Report Addendum for more information (Attachment 7

of the Final EIS). As discussed in the response to Comment C-040-082,

lids will be constructed together with the rest of the project.

The Final Section 4(f) Evaluation discusses the potential for constructive

use under Section 4(f) with regard to the Roanoke Park Historic District

as a whole. The analysis concludes that the proximity of the project

would not substantially impair the features and attributes that make the

district eligible for the NRHP. Please see Chapter 9 of the Final EIS for

additional information.
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C-040-087

Please see the response to comment C-040-085. As a transportation

right-of-way not designated or managed for park use, the area referred

to in the comment as the south forest area is not a Section 4(f)

resource.  As noted in the comment, WSDOT’s limits of construction for

this project area only extend partially into this area. WSDOT does not

intend to remove trees in the southern portion of this area. The northern

portion may experience some clearing, but it is likely that not all trees will

be removed.
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C-040-088

Please see the response to comment C-040-087. This area is not a

Section 4(f) resource. The trees in this area are located within WSDOT

right-of-way, which is not designated for recreational purposes, and were

not planted as mitigation. FEIS Section 6.5 notes that "Preparation for

constructing the 10th Avenue East/Delmar Drive East lid would

permanently remove mature roadside trees and shrubs along both sides

of SR 520." These trees would be cleared to accommodate the

construction of a lid at 10th Avenue East and Delmar Drive East. The lid

would reconnect neighborhoods on both sides of the corridor by

facilitating bicycle and pedestrian crossing, and creating landscaped

open space. The 10th Avenue East bridge would be replaced with a 100

foot wide structure as part of the new lid, and would include planter

strips, sidewalks and shoulders. For those who travel across this new

bridge, native landscape and views would still be prominent.
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C-040-089

Please see the response to comment C-040-085. FHWA and WSDOT, in

consultation with the Seattle Parks and Recreation Department, have

determined that the Bagley stairs are not a Section 4(f) resource.

Therefore, no analysis of avoidance or minimization alternatives is

warranted. The stairs fall within WSDOT’s limits of construction, and

therefore will be closed while construction occurs in the area. WSDOT

will restore the area when construction is complete.

WSDOT will continue to work on the between the stairs and the 10th and

Delmar lid.
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C-040-090

The Roanoke street end is not currently used for recreation, as noted in

the comment, and is not designated for future park development.

Therefore, it is not a Section 4(f) resource and no analysis of avoidance

and minimization alternatives is required. WSDOT plans to use this area

during construction, after which it would be restored and planted with

native vegetation. The biofiltration swale proposed in this area

(erroneously referred to in the comment as a wastewater treatment

facility) would be vegetated and would have a natural appearance.

WSDOT is exploring the possibility of providing public access in this.

None of the other street ends referred to in the comment would be

affected by the project.
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C-040-091

Although recreational activities occur on and around Portage Bay, the

bay itself is not a Section 4(f) resource. As noted in the FHWA Section

4(f) Policy Paper cited in the comment, “Lakes are sometimes subject to

multiple, even conflicting activities and do not readily fit into one category

or another. When lakes function for park, recreation, or refuge purposes,

Section 4(f) would only apply to those portions of water which function

primarily for those purposes.” Through consultation with the Seattle

Parks and Recreation Department, FHWA and WSDOT have determined

that the submerged lands owned by Seattle Parks in the vicinity of the

Portage Bay Bridge are subject to Section 4(f); however, the rest of the

lake is not. The Final Section 4(f) Evaluation in Chapter 9 of the Final

EIS includes an analysis of avoidance and minimization alternatives for

these submerged lands, as well as measures to minimize harm. In

response to general public concerns about the Portage Bay Bridge

design, WSDOT has also reduced width of the new Portage Bay Bridge

at the midpoint from 110 feet to 105 feet.  To accommodate the bridge’s

footprint, WSDOT would acquire right-of-way to the north of the existing

Portage Bay Bridge. The recreation analysis (see Chapter 5 of the Final

EIS and the Recreation Discipline Report Addendum) demonstrates that

this permanent acquisition would not affect any of the recreational uses

of Portage Bay.
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C-040-092

As acknowledged in the comment, the City of Seattle has not identified

the “South Portage Bay Park” as a separate facility from Montlake

Playfield, and therefore this area has not been addressed as a distinct

resource within the Final Section 4(f) Evaluation.  The Montlake Playfield

is a publicly owned, documented recreation resource of significance for

the City of Seattle. Therefore, it is subject to the provisions of

Section 4(f) and is addressed in the Final Section 4(f) Evaluation. Please

see Chapter 9 of the Final EIS for more information.

 

C-040-093

Please see the response to comment C-040-092. A full Section 4(f)

analysis has been completed for the Montlake Playfield and is presented

in Chapter 9 of the Final EIS. Noise modeling was conducted for several

locations in Montlake Playfield, as shown in Exhibit 29 of the Noise

Discipline Report (Attachment 7 to the SDEIS). The analysis also

included a noise monitoring location in Montlake Playfield. The same

modeling locations were used in the Final EIS noise analysis. Therefore,

data was collected and modeled to support the noise effect conclusions

presented in the SDEIS and Final EIS.

The majority of the mature vegetation within the park would not be

disturbed from construction or operations, and would continue to provide

the benefits perceived by the community as described in the comment.
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C-040-094

Please see the response to Comment C-040-091. Since the SDEIS was

published, FHWA and WSDOT have agreed, at the request of the City of

Seattle as the agency with jurisdiction, to treat submerged parklands as

Section 4(f) properties in the Montlake Playfield.  The Final Section 4(f)

Evaluation reflects this new approach. 

WSDOT has worked closely with FHWA, which administers Section 4(f),

on the characterization of uses under this regulation. FHWA and

WSDOT have determined that the Montlake Playfield would experience

a direct use (i.e., an acquisition of property) as a result of the Preferred

Alternative and all options evaluated in the SDEIS. If there is a direct use

of a Section 4(f) property, the analysis does not go on to consider

constructive use as defined by 24 CFR 774, since the direct use triggers

the need to consider avoidance alternatives and measures to minimize

harm. WSDOT has worked closely with the City of Seattle as an agency

with jurisdiction over Section 4(f) resources in evaluating impacts and

developing mitigation measures for these resources. 

A portion of the area located to the south of the existing Portage Bay

bridge is not recognized as part of the Montlake Playfield and does not

receive protection under Section 4(f).  During construction, it would be

occupied by work bridges during construction of the new structure.

However, there would be no permanent right-of-way acquisition in this

area and no permanent negative effects.

 

C-040-095

See the response to Comment C-040-094 regarding submerged lands.
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C-040-096

See the responses to comments C-040-092 and C-040-093 regarding

construction impacts and mitigation at Montlake Playfield Park.
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C-040-097

See the response to Comment C-040-091. 

Table 5.2-2 of the SDEIS indicated that construction of a new Portage

Bay Bridge under options A, K and L would acquire additional right-of-

way totaling 2.2 acres, 1.75 acres and 0.85 acres, respectively.  The

graphic depictions located directly above this table demonstrate that the

right-of-way acquisition is almost exclusively to the north of the existing

SR 520. Using the information available at that time, WSDOT did not

consider this area as part of the Montlake Playfield because it is was not

designated as park land by the City of Seattle, and therefore did not

attribute this as a use of Montlake Playfield.  Acreages in the Final EIS

have been revised as necessary to reflect consideration of the

submerged lands as park lands. 

Exhibit 28 of the Draft Section 4(f)/6(f) Evaluation (Attachment 6 of the

SDEIS) depicted the proposed use of the Montlake Playfield, with the

playfield boundaries recognized by WSDOT at that time, for options A, K

and L. The Draft Section 4(f)/6(f) Evaluation also evaluated the use of

this playfield under each option.  The Final Section 4(f) Evaluation

includes evaluation of the submerged land areas subject to Section 4(f),

as identified through consultation with the City of Seattle.
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C-040-098

The Preferred Alternative would not result in a substantial impairment of

the Bill Dawson Trail. As an active member of the project’s Parks

Technical Working Group, the Seattle Parks and Recreation Department

has helped to develop a plan for the trail. During construction, WSDOT

will provide a user-friendly construction detour for cyclists and

pedestrians, using on-street and sidewalk connections between

Montlake Boulevard and Montlake Playfield. Following construction,

WSDOT will replace the affected portion of the Bill Dawson Trail (with a

slight realignment to accommodate for the new corridor and stormwater

pond) in a manner that complies with the standards of the Americans

with Disabilities Act and corrects current flooding and encroachment

issues. The trail would continue to provide a north-south pedestrian and

bicycle connection underneath SR 520 from Montlake Playfield to the

Montlake Boulevard area.
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C-040-099

As noted in the responses to previous comments, FHWA, the Seattle

Parks and Recreation Department, and WSDOT have concurred on the

lands to which Section 4(f) is applicable in the project area. The

Preferred Alternative reduces land acquisition in the Washington Park

Arboretum to 0.5 acre (lower than any of the SDEIS design options) and

mitigates for that land both through measures identified in the Arboretum

Mitigation Plan and through the creation of a new public park under

Section 6(f) of the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act. The

Preferred Alternative would also eliminate the existing Lake Washington

Boulevard ramps and reduce traffic on Lake Washington Boulevard

through the Arboretum. Please see Chapters 5, 9, and 10 of the Final

EIS for additional information. See also the responses to comments from

the Arboretum Foundation and the Seattle Board of Park

Commissioners.
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C-040-100

Although West Montlake Park is a City designated park, it does not

experience a Section 4(f) use. FHWA and all the agencies with

jurisdiction have been working closely together on Section 4(f) and all

concur that the resources described in the Final Section 4(f) Evaluation

are the affected Section 4(f) resources in the corridor.

 

C-040-101

Through the Parks Technical Working Group and the project’s Section

6(f) process, WSDOT has worked with the City of Seattle and the

University of Washington to address project effects the Ship Canal

Waterside Trail. As noted in the comment, this trail is protected under

Section 6(f) of the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act.  With the

Preferred Alternative, access to the portion of the Ship Canal Waterside

Trail west of Montlake Boulevard would still be available during and after

construction; and access to the eastern portion of the trail and its

connection to the Arboretum Waterfront Trail would be available from

East Shelby Street, East Hamlin Street, and East Montlake Park during

and after construction. After construction, a connection from the Ship

Canal Waterside Trail within East Montlake Park to the new bascule

bridge would be provided, similar to the current stairs up to the existing

bridge and Montlake Boulevard, so continuity of the trail would be

maintained. However, mitigation would be required because the duration

of effects during construction would be more than 180 days. 

WSDOT will mitigate for its use of affected Section 6(f) resources,

including the Ship Canal Waterside Trail, by providing replacement

property at the Bryant Building site.  For more information, please see

Chapter 10 of the Final EIS.

 

C-040-102

Since Section 6(f) is the only federal regulation requiring replacement of

protected property converted to another use, it is assumed that the
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comment refers to Section 6(f) replacement property. As described in the

response to comment C-040-101, WSDOT plans to use the Bryant

Building site as replacement property for conversion of Section 6(f)

properties, which include portions of East Montlake Park. The WSDOT

right-of-way containing the R.H. Thomson Expressway ramps is not

proposed for use as Section 6(f) replacement property, nor is the area on

top of the proposed Montlake lid.

 

C-040-103

See the response to Comment C-040-102.

 

C-040-104

The comment confuses Section 6(f)—which requires construction

impacts lasting 180 days or more to be mitigated as permanent

conversions—with Section 4(f), which allows FHWA to make a

constructive use determination if the indirect effects of a project

substantially impair the features that qualify it for Section 4(f) protection.

Section 6(f) does not include the concept of constructive use. Closures

of the Arboretum Waterfront Trail itself would intermittent and for fewer

than 180 days; access to Foster Island via the trail would be available

from one or both directions at all times. However, permanent acquisition

of portions of the Arboretum and East Montlake Park, as well as

construction in East Montlake Park and along the Ship Canal Waterside

Trail, would constitute a conversion of Section 6(f) property that would

require replacement. The Section 6(f) Evaluation in Chapter 10 of the

Final EIS documents the areas converted from park use to right-of-way

and the replacement property agreed upon by the grantees. The City of

Seattle and the University of Washington, the Section 6(f) grantees, have

agreed that this site is of reasonably equivalent usefulness and value as

required by Section 6(f).
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C-040-105

The existing WSDOT right-of-way containing the R.H. Thomson ramps

(also area known as the “WSDOT peninsula”)  is not a Section 4(f)

recreation property. It was purchased for transportation purposes and

still contains operating transportation facilities. The agreement between

WSDOT and the City of Seattle regarding this WSDOT right-of-way

holds that, while the state allows Seattle to use and maintain portions of

the property for park purposes, the property remains under WSDOT

ownership and must be relinquished within 90 days if WSDOT needs it

for transportation purposes. (See page 30 of the Cultural Resources

Discipline Report). Both FHWA and the U.S. Department of Interior have

concurred that the peninsula property is therefore not subject to Section

4(f) as a recreation property.

The agency correspondence cited in the comment regarding use of the

WSDOT peninsula as replacement park property is dated January 12,

2006. At that time, WSDOT did envision using the area for this purpose.

However, subsequent discussions with the National Park Service and

the Recreation and Conservation Office indicated that this property did

not meet the requirements for replacement land under Section 6(f).

Therefore, conversion of Section 6(f) properties is being mitigated for at

the Bryant Building site (see the response to comment C-040-101).
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C-040-106

WSDOT has determined that the Canal Reserve land is eligible for listing

in the NRHP, and the State Historic Preservation Officer has concurred

with this finding. However, FHWA has concurred that the property is not

a significant public park because it is located within WSDOT right-of-

way. Because the Canal Reserve land is not a recognized recreational

resource, it is not a Section 4(f) recreation property. The Canal Reserve

land is discussed as a contributing element to the Montlake Historic

District in both the Final Cultural Resources Assessment and Discipline

Report (Attachment 7 of the Final EIS) and in the Final Section 4(f)

Evaluation (Chapter 9 of the Final EIS). Therefore, as required by

Section 106 and Section 4(f), WSDOT will minimize project impacts to

the Montlake Historic District and its contributing elements, and mitigate

impacts as required under Section 106. Under the Preferred Alternative,

this area would be developed as part of the Montlake lid, which would

provide landscaped open space, would restore and create views and

would facilitate pedestrian and bicycle connectivity to and from the

Arboretum.
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C-040-107

See the response to Comment C-040-082 regarding design of the

proposed lid.
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C-040-108

The Final EIS presents an expanded version of the transportation

analysis, which includes a VISSIM analysis of the Montlake interchange

along with the Synchro analysis. Together, these two micro-simulation

models provide more detailed information regarding local street

operations and congestion. Please see Chapters 6 and 8 of the Final

Transportation Discipline Report (Attachment 7 to the Final EIS) for more

information regarding operational effects of the Preferred Alternative,

including local traffic volumes and intersection operations in the

Montlake interchange area and a discussion of travel time estimates for

the new bascule bridge. Estimates are provided for the a.m., p.m., and

off-peak periods.

Effects on affected intersections were described in the Section 5.1 of the

SDEIS and the Transportation Discipline Report. Exhibits 6-3 and 6-4 of

the Transportation Discipline Report show the predicted level of service

in 2030 at Montlake area intersections.

The traffic analysis methodology provides a comparison of operations for

a Build and No Build condition. The comparison determines if the project

interchange options would improve or degrade operations compared to

the No Build alternative as is required.  The local system operations are

measured at intersections because these are the constraints on a

system (the junctions of arterial roadways).  Please see Chapter 12 of

the SDEIS Transportation Discipline Report to review the project

requirements in regards to maintaining or improving local traffic

operations.  The operations analysis completed allows the impacts to be

measured relative to these requirements.

Based on standard methodology, the traffic operations analysis only

included intersections where traffic volume would change by more than 5

percent between No Build and the design options. Five percent was

used as a criterion because a change of that magnitude would typically
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result in measurable operational changes. Traffic volume changes of

less than 5 percent are within the daily fluctuation and so are not

considered measurable or significant. Therefore, if traffic volume was

predicted to change by more than 5 percent on streets adjacent to an

intersection, effects on that intersection were presented in the SDEIS.

Conversely, if an intersection showed an overall change in traffic volume

of less than 5 percent, effects on that intersection were not presented in

the SDEIS. The same 5 percent threshold has been used for the

Preferred Alternative analysis.  Please see the Final Transportation

Discipline Report (Attachment 7 to the Final EIS) for detailed information

about traffic volume changes and intersection operations with the

Preferred Alternative.

The Final EIS further measured the relationship between the SR 520 and

local operations, and queue spillback from overcapacity intersections

you describe by providing travel time data from a microsimulation model.

This data is reported in Chapter 8 of the Final Transportation Discipline

Report.

 

C-040-109

Please see the response to comment C-040-073. The Preferred

Alternative, which is similar to Option A, includes a revised and

expanded Montlake lid that would improve bicycle and pedestrian

connectivity in the SR 520 corridor, reduce crossing distance for many

pedestrians, and improve pedestrian safety. Bicycle connections would

be improved by addition of a regional trail across the floating bridge; a

proposed undercrossing beneath SR 520 between the Washington Park

Arboretum and East Montlake Park; and an undercrossing beneath

Montlake Boulevard connecting the new regional trail to the Bill Dawson

Trail. WSDOT will continue to work with the City of Seattle through final

design of the SR 520, I-5 to Medina project to ensure that new bicycle

routes that are part of the project are designed to applicable standards

and that pedestrian facilities have appropriate treatments. Please see
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Chapter 7 of the Final Transportation Discipline Report (Attachment 7 to

the Final EIS) for descriptions of the bicycle and pedestrian paths and

connections that are part of the SR 520, I-5 to Medina project.

In accordance with the requirements of ESSB 6392, WSDOT worked

collaboratively with the Seattle Department of Transportation, the City of

Seattle Pedestrian Advisory Board, and the Seattle Bicycle Advisory

Board to recommend design refinements for facilities to improve the

bicycle and pedestrian environment, particularly in the area of the

Montlake lid. Please see the ESSB 6392: Design Refinements and

Transit Connections Workgroup Recommendations Report (Attachment

16 to the Final EIS) for a description of the resulting design refinements.

The ESSB 6392 workgroup also considered priority treatments for

transit. The workgroup process resulted in a number of

recommendations for improving transit speed and reliability at the future

Montlake Multimodal Center, which will be located at the intersection of

Montlake Boulevard and Pacific Street. Additional transit priority

treatments beyond those included in the SR 520, I-5 to Medina project

could be implemented by the City of Seattle and King County Metro

Transit. Please see Chapter 8 of the Final Transportation Discipline

Report (Attachment 7 to the Final EIS) for more information on the

effects of the Preferred Alternative on multimodal transfers.

The Preferred Alternative would reduce volumes on Lake Washington

Boulevard through the Arboretum, similar to Option A. If Options K or L

were identified as the Preferred Alternative in the future, WSDOT would

provide additional information as part of final design and permitting and

ensure that negative effects associated with these options are mitigated

to the extent practicable.

 

C-040-110

Please see the response to Comment C-040-033 regarding local
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intersection modeling and analysis. Please also see the Final

Transportation Discipline Report (Attachment 7 to the Final EIS) for

detailed information regarding traffic volume changes and intersection

operations with the Preferred Alternative.

 

C-040-111

Please see the response to Comment C-040-062. The new bascule

bridge would improve mobility for people and goods by adding transit

and HOV capacity across the Montlake Cut. It would also provide new

pedestrian and bicycle facilities across the Montlake Cut, thus improving

conditions for nonmotorized travel. For updated information about the

effects of the Preferred Alternative on Montlake Boulevard, please see

Chapter 6 of the Final Transportation Discipline Report (Attachment 7 to

the Final EIS).

Other options studied for providing additional capacity across the cut

were included in the SDEIS in Options K (which would tunnel under the

Montlake Cut) and L (which would cross the cut on a long diagonal

bascule bridge passing across East Montlake Park and south of Husky

Stadium). The analysis showed that these options would result in greater

environmental effects, particularly on parks and natural resources, than a

new bascule bridge next to the existing bridge. Thus, the Preferred

Alternative does not include either of these other options for providing

capacity across the Montlake Cut.

 

C-040-112

Similar to what was done in the SDEIS, the transportation demand

model in the Final EIS forecasts year 2030 transit demand with and

without the Preferred Alternative using transit network and service

assumptions from multiple transit agencies. This method results in a

reasonable determination of effects of the Preferred Alternative on

ridership and transit service.  
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With or without the SR 520, I-5 to Medina project, transit ridership in the

SR 520 corridor is assumed to increase between now and the year 2030

because of increases in congestion and regional traffic demand

management efforts. With the Preferred Alternative, WSDOT forecasts

that transit ridership would increase compared to the No Build

Alternative, because completion of the HOV lane between SR 202 and I-

5 and the direct connection to the I-5 express lanes would improve

transit speed and reliability.

Please see page 8-35 of the SDEIS Transportation Discipline Report,

which stated that the calculated bus capacity is a conservative estimate,

meaning that there is likely to be more bus capacity than what was

assumed for the SDEIS transportation analysis, with the addition of more

articulated buses to SR 520 bus routes. Since the completion of the

SDEIS, the Urban Partnership Agreement and Sound Transit’s ST2

programs have funded additional bus service for the SR 520 corridor. 

Updates to the plan are documented in Chapter 8 of the Final

Transportation Discipline Report.

 

C-040-113

Please see the response to Comment C-040-037 regarding bus capacity

and average vehicle occupancy assumptions.

 

C-040-114

Yes, the travel demand model used for the SR 520, I-5 to Medina NEPA

documents accounted for the effect of transfers on transit demand.

 

C-040-115

Please see the response to Comment C-040-036 regarding planned

changes in land use. The travel demand model used for the SR 520, I-5

to Medina project includes the development projects noted in this

comment and the traffic associated with them. They are included in both
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the No Build Alternative and the Preferred Alternative, because they are

part of the background conditions, which are assumed to be in place with

or without the project. Therefore, the trips associated with these projects

are included in the traffic volumes shown in Chapter 6 of the Final

Transportation Discipline Report (Attachment 7 to the Final EIS).

 

C-040-116

Please see the response to Comment C-040-032 regarding the increase

in pedestrian volumes over time.

 

C-040-117

The modified plan to provide a new surface crossing of Montlake

Boulevard between NE Pacific Street and NE Pacific Place, proposed by

the University of Washington, did not move forward.  Therefore, the

SDEIS and the Final EIS traffic analyses do not include this crossing.

 

C-040-118

Travel times for buses traveling through the Montlake interchange area

on NE Pacific Street and Montlake Boulevard were evaluated as part of

the ESHB 2211 legislative workgroup process and are summarized on

page 8-31 in Chapter 8 of the SDEIS Transportation Discipline Report. 

Two origin-destination pairs were evaluated to compare the effects of

improvements included in Option A, Option A with suboptions, Option K,

and Option L on transit travel times during the PM peak hour. 

For the Final EIS, travel times for buses using Montlake Boulevard NE

and NE Pacific Streets were estimated for the No Build and Preferred

Alternatives to determine how adding a new bascule bridge over the

Montlake Cut and implementing Montlake HOV improvements would

affect local buses.  These travel times, presented for both peak and off-

peak periods, can be found in Chapter 8 of the Final Transportation

Discipline Report.
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Please see Chapter 6 of the Final Transportation Discipline Report

(Attachment 7 to the Final EIS) for more information regarding operation

effects of the Preferred Alternative and No Build Alternative, including

local traffic volumes and intersection operations and travel times in the

Montlake interchange area.

 

C-040-119

The use of the peak hour for arterial and freeway traffic analysis is

standard practice for planning and designing transportation facilities. For

the SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Program, two 5-hour periods

(5 am to 10 am and 2:30 pm to 7:30 pm) were evaluated for the freeway

analysis to more thoroughly evaluate the effects of congestion, which

currently occurs for several hours on a typical weekday.  For the local

traffic analysis, the am and pm peak hours were determined to be

adequate for providing a relative comparison among alternatives and

options, and for planning and designing local arterial and intersection

improvements adjacent to the freeway interchanges.

Today, the I-5 and Montlake interchange areas can be congested for

several hours during commute periods. In the future, without the SR 520,

I-5 to Medina project, congestion periods are expected to worsen and

lengthen because of increases in population and employment and

associated traffic. Increased congestion on SR 520 and I-5 would also

lead to increased congestion on local streets within the transportation

study area. With the project, SR 520 mainline and ramp improvements

would lead to improvements in peak-hour traffic operations for both

highway and local traffic. Improving peak-hour traffic flow would also

improve traffic flow in the hours leading up to and following the most

congested times. Please see Chapters 5 and 6 of the Final

Transportation Discipline Report (Attachment 7 to the Final EIS) for a

discussion of the effects of the Preferred Alternative on freeway and

local traffic volumes and operations. The effect of Montlake Bridge
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openings on traffic operations during the off-peak hours was included in

the analysis performed for the Preferred Alternative.  Please see the

Final Transportation Discipline Report, Chapters 6 and 8, for the results

of this analysis.

 

C-040-120

Please see the response to comment C-040-062. Openings of the

existing and new bascule bridges would be synchronized so as not to

increase waiting times for traffic. Overall delay related to bridge openings

would decrease for all vehicles because the additional capacity would

allow congestion to clear more quickly. The transportation analysis in the

Final EIS accounts for the effects of bridge openings. Please see

Chapter 6 of the Final Transportation Discipline Report (Attachment 7 to

the Final EIS) for more information regarding operational effects of the

Preferred Alternative and No Build Alternative, including local traffic

volumes and intersection operations in the Montlake interchange area.

 

C-040-121

With all build alternatives, traffic volumes in the Montlake interchange

area would decrease, in part, because of tolling on the Evergreen Point

Bridge. Some drivers would switch to transit or carpools, and some

would use alternate routes. With Option A, additional traffic volume

decreases would occur in the Montlake interchange area due to the

removal of the Lake Washington Boulevard ramps.  With Option A, traffic

volumes that would typically use the Lake Washington Boulevard ramps

would need to use Montlake Boulevard to access areas south of the

Montlake interchange, contributing to the already-congested conditions

at the interchange ramps.  This would cause some trips to and from

areas north and west of the interchange to divert to the SR 520/I-5/East

Roanoke Street and I-5/NE 45th Street interchanges. These changes in

travel patterns and associated traffic volumes were forecasted based on

output from the SR 520 travel demand model, which was developed

using PSRC's model and validated for the SR 520 corridor.
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Since publication of the SDEIS, WSDOT has developed a Preferred

Alternative, which is similar to Option A, but with a number of design

refinements that would improve mobility and safety while reducing

negative effects. Chapter 2 of the Final EIS describes the Preferred

Alternative. Please see Chapter 4 of the Final Transportation Discipline

Report (Attachment 7 to the Final EIS) for a description of methodology

used to forecast and evaluate transportation effects.  Please see

Chapter 6 of the Final Transportation Discipline Report for descriptions

and exhibits regarding the effects of the Preferred Alternative on traffic

patterns. This discussion includes the effects of removing the Lake

Washington Boulevard ramps as configured today.

 

C-040-122

Option A reduced traffic volumes on Lake Washington Boulevard

because it eliminated the ramp connections between Lake Washington

Boulevard and SR 520. It did not result in measurable changes in traffic

volumes on the street segments and intersections mentioned in this

comment, and therefore the results at these locations were not

presented in the SDEIS. Please see the response to Comment C-040-

033 regarding the study area for traffic operations analysis, and Chapter

6 of the Final Transportation Discipline Report for descriptions and

exhibits regarding effects of the Preferred Alternative on traffic patterns

in the Lake Washington Boulevard and Montlake interchange areas.

 

C-040-123

Option A, with a westbound auxiliary lane across Portage Bay, was

defined as part of the ESSB 6099 mediation process and evaluated for

the SDEIS.  A similar option without a westbound auxiliary lane was not

evaluated as part of this process.

Modifications in the Preferred Alternative include providing a managed

shoulder and eliminating the auxiliary lane that was part of Option A.
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Please see Chapter 5 of the Final Transportation Discipline Report

(Attachment 7 to the Final EIS) for a description of effects of the

Preferred Alternative on freeway traffic volumes and operations and

Chapter 6 for a description of its effects on interchange operations.

 

C-040-124

Please see Chapter 6 of the SDEIS Transportation Discipline Report for

traffic volumes on Roanoke Street with Options K and L. Options K and L

would not result in measurable changes in intersection operations at the

Lake Washington Boulevard/East Madison Street intersection, and

therefore the results at this location were not presented in the SDEIS

(see response to Comments C-040-033 and C-040-122). This feature of

Option K is not included in the Preferred Alternative. If Option K were

identified as the Preferred Alternative in the future, WSDOT would

ensure that negative effects associated with Option K are mitigated to

the extent practicable.

 

C-040-125

Please refer to page 6-44 of the SDEIS, which described the effects of

the SDEIS design options on queue length and operations at the

Roanoke Street/Harvard Avenue intersection. Please also see Exhibit 6-

6 of the SDEIS Transportation Discipline Report for traffic volumes on

10th Avenue East. The SDEIS also presented intersection operations at

10th Avenue/East Roanoke Street (please see Exhibit 6-7 in the SDEIS

Transportation Discipline Report). Operations at other locations on 10th

Avenue East would not change measurably compared to the No Build

Alternative. Please see Chapter 6 of the Final Transportation Discipline

Report (Attachment 7 to the Final EIS) for a description of traffic volumes

and operations on local streets in the Roanoke interchange area with the

Preferred Alternative.
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C-040-126

Exhibit 5-19 in the SDEIS Transportation Discipline Report depicts the

changes in demand across Portage Bay Bridge and volume served from

the westbound on ramp from Montlake.  Today and in the No Build

Alternative, the westbound on-ramp ramp is not metered, so most the

demand is served.  However, this results in congestion at the merge

point, where slower vehicles from the westbound on-ramp accelerate

and try to merge with SR 520 mainline vehicles.  This congestion occurs

through most the peak period.  In addition to congestion caused by the

westbound on-ramp, please note that (as described in Chapter 6 of the

SDEIS Transportation Discipline Report), today and in the year 2030 No

Build Alternative, Montlake Blvd operates/would operate with congestion

southbound approaching the eastbound loop on ramp.  This bottleneck

also significantly impacts the operations of Montlake Boulevard.

 

With all build alternatives, the westbound on ramp would be metered,

which would improve mainline operations and safety.  Traffic operations

in the interchange area would be influenced by the operations of the

westbound on-ramp along with improvements to local intersections (from

LOS F to E at the Montlake Boulevard/SR 520 eastbound ramp

intersection), and by increasing capacity (with an additional general

purpose lane) on the eastbound loop on ramp with Option A.  The result

is that traffic operations along Montlake Blvd would improve with Option

A compared to the No Build Alternative.  The effect of these

improvements on travel times, as a system, are summarized in the SR

520 ESHB 2211 legislative workgroup text box shown on page 8-31.

 

C-040-127

The statement on page 11-15 of the SDEIS Transportation Discipline

Report was intended to mean that the full extent of potential operational

transportation effects of the SR 520, I-5 to Medina project were disclosed

in the SDEIS. 
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Since publication of the SDEIS, the project travel demand model has

been updated in the Final EIS transportation analysis to account for

changes in planned improvements to the transportation network and

transit, including the full Sound Transit 2 Plan package in both the No

Build Alternative and the Preferred Alternative (please see the response

to Comment C-040-026).  These projects were evaluated in the SDEIS

as part of the cumulative effects scenario, as they were not yet

programmed at the time the SDEIS direct effects analysis was

conducted (i.e., the ST2 regional funding package had not yet been

approved by voters).  With the I-90 light rail project and other transit and

capacity projects in place, as assumed in both the SDEIS cumulative

effects analysis and Final EIS direct effects analysis, travel demand on

SR 520 would be expected to decrease slightly in comparison to what

was forecast in the SDEIS direct effects analysis.

Please see the response to Comment C-040-037 regarding demand for

transit and bus capacity assumptions. The statement on page 11-7 of the

SDEIS Transportation Discipline Report was intended to mean that the

cumulative effects analysis was regional in nature. It was not intended to

describe localized effects at specific interchanges or arterials.

 

C-040-128

In the SDEIS, Options K and L failed to improve LOS F conditions on

Montlake Boulevard. With the No Build Alternative, the level of service at

intersections along Montlake Boulevard would be LOS F; however, with

Option A in the SDEIS and the Preferred Alternative in the Final EIS, the

level of service would improve to conditions better than the No Build

Alternative. It should be noted that the purpose of the SR 520, I-5 to

Medina project is to improve mobility on SR 520, not on the local street

network.

 

C-040-129

Please see Chapter 6 of the Final Transportation Discipline Report
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(Attachment 7 to the Final EIS) for a discussion of changes in traffic

volumes and operations on local streets in the Montlake interchange

area with the Preferred Alternative. Please see Chapter 7 for an

expanded discussion of the effects of the Preferred Alternative on

nonmotorized transportation facilities and connections. Please see

Chapter 8 for a discussion of the effects of the Preferred Alternative on

transit service, facilities, ridership, travel times, and rider connections.

Travel time estimates are provided for the a.m., p.m., and off-peak

periods for the No Build Alternative and Preferred Alternative.

 

C-040-130

Please see the Noise Discipline Report (Attachment 7 to the SDEIS).

Exhibit 18 of this report showed exemptions for short-term noise

exceedances in the City of Seattle; Exhibit 19 showed allowable

exceedances for construction equipment and operations; and Exhibit 20

showed maximum noise levels for impact types of construction

equipment. Please also see the Noise Discipline Report Addendum

(Attachment 7 of the Final EIS), which provides additional information

about construction noise effects. Complying with the City noise

ordinance may involve obtaining a noise variance for activities that would

not meet the noise standards. That variance, if needed, would apply

specific noise limits and durations to various construction activities

including pile-driving.

Noise analysis performed for the SDEIS and Final EIS has been

consistent with current FHWA methodology, which is the accepted

standard for modeling and mitigation of highway traffic noise. The SDEIS

did assess predicted future noise levels with the SR 520, I-5 to Medina

project. For example, see Exhibits 27 through 32 in the SDEIS Noise

Discipline Report,  which show noise levels at all modeled receivers for

existing conditions, No Build, and Options A, K, and L. These results are

the basis for SDEIS Exhibits 5.7-1 and 5.7-3.
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WSDOT also predicted construction noise levels using the methods

described in FHWA Highway Construction Noise: Measurement,

Prediction and Mitigation

(http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/noise/construction_noise/special_r

eport/).

Please see the Noise Discipline Report and the Noise Discipline Report

Addendum for more information.

 

C-040-131

Please see the response to Comment C-040-130 regarding compliance

with City of Seattle construction noise regulations and the methods used

in the noise analysis. Please also see the Noise Discipline Report

Addendum (Attachment 7 to the Final EIS). 

The evaluation conducted through the NEPA/SEPA process was

intended to identify whether the SR 520, I-5 to Medina project would be

likely to result in adverse noise effects and whether mitigation measures

would be available to address those effects. The construction noise

levels presented in the Final EIS are the worst case predicted noise

levels that would only be expected during the heaviest construction

periods, when activities are nearest sensitive properties. Actual

construction noise levels would vary with activity and would typically be

lower than those presented.  

Evaluating and managing noise related to construction is an ongoing

process for WSDOT that only ends when construction ends. As with

other large-scale public WSDOT projects, the details of construction

methods, staging areas, and other project-related issues will be

addressed in greater detail during final design. The Community

Construction Management Plan (outlined in Attachment 9 to the Final

EIS) will include noise as one of its most important considerations, and

will provide measures to reduce and manage construction noise,
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including methods for affected individuals to report exceedances and

concerns.  

 

C-040-132

Please see pages 18 through 20 of the SDEIS Noise Discipline Report

(Attachment 7 to the SDEIS) for a discussion of the effects of ground

attenuation and atmospheric absorption. Because these topics were

covered there, WSDOT did not incorporate the suggested change to the

text on page 6-68 of the SDEIS.

 

C-040-133

Please see page 1 of the SDEIS Noise Discipline Report, which

discussed the fact that noise, including sounds generated by

construction, can affect human health and welfare. Please also see the

responses to comments C-040-022 and C-040-130 regarding

construction noise mitigation. WSDOT will determine the best methods

to abate construction noise based on site conditions, the expected

durations of work, and the types of equipment to be used.

The Preferred Alternative incorporates many design measures to avoid

or minimize effects from the project. During construction, WSDOT is

committed to reducing noise as much as possible. A number of proposed

measures to reduce impacts from construction noise, including pile

driving noise, were described in the SDEIS in Section 6.7, and additional

measures are described in Section 6.7 of the Final EIS.

Both the permanent and the construction structures would require pile

driving and other in-water construction activities. Pile driving could affect

nearby fish behavior or potentially cause fish mortality from the high

sound pressure levels from impact pile driving hammers. Appropriate

and available construction BMPs would be used to minimize the effects

of pile driving. Effects on fish habitat could also occur through temporary

increases in turbidity and shade, and habitat loss would occur due to

piling placement for construction work structures.

WSDOT could require vibration monitoring of all activities that might
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produce vibration levels at or above 0.5 inch per second whenever

structures are located near the construction activity. This would include

pile driving, vibratory sheet installation, soil compacting, and other

construction activities that had the potential to cause high levels of

vibration. There is virtually no effective method to reduce vibration

effects from construction. However, by restricting and monitoring

vibration-producing activities, vibration effects from construction can be

kept to a minimum.

In cooperation with resource agencies, WSDOT would develop plans for

habitat construction, improvements, or restoration to mitigate the effects

of bridge construction, the increased width of shoreline and open-water

crossings, and direct physical impacts from construction activities. An

Initial Mitigation Report was prepared in the fall of 2009. Detailed plans

would be included in permit applications for construction of the I-5 to

Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project.

As discussed in the response to Comment C-040-131, the Community

Construction Management Plan will give affected residents an

opportunity to be involved in how construction noise and other potential

effects from construction (dust, visual quality, etc.) are managed and

mitigated. Techniques for reducing pile driving noise can be shared at

that time. The plan will be adaptable, so it can address unanticipated

issues if and when they arise. WSDOT will continue to work with the

communities as design and contracting progress and as more detailed

information becomes available about how the project will be built.

 

C-040-134

Please see the responses to comments C-040-022 and C-040-130

regarding construction noise mitigation. WSDOT will define noise

monitoring that would be conducted during construction. Please see

Chapter 6 of the Final EIS for a list of construction mitigation measures

for each discipline.
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C-040-135

WSDOT has not yet developed the construction schedule for the SR

520, I-5 to Medina project. WSDOT will be working with the City of

Seattle (and other jurisdictions in which construction noise will occur) to

determine the best noise reduction strategies based on timing and site

conditions. Please see the responses to Comments C-040-130 for more

information.

 

C-040-136

The City of Seattle now requires the use of broadband alarm systems or

both back-up spotters and broadband alarms at construction sites during

nighttime hours (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.). Although the WAC and local

codes generally exempt sounds created by warning devices that are not

operating continuously, WSDOT may consider other measures to

mitigate for these sounds if conditions warrant for more than five

minutes.

 

C-040-137

WSDOT will follow United States Department of Transportation

guidelines for acceptable vibration levels from construction activities, as

noted on page 60 of the SDEIS Noise Discipline Report. The guidelines

recommend that the maximum peak-particle velocity levels remain below

1.27 inches per second at structures nearest the construction site. The

noted level of 0.5 inches per second is well below this guideline. Please

see Exhibit 21 of that report for all of the United States Department of

Transportation guidelines for peak particle velocity.

WSDOT will develop a construction vibration monitoring plan for the SR

520, I-5 to Medina project. The plan will provide guidelines for monitoring

construction vibration near sensitive properties and structures, thereby

avoiding or limiting damage during construction. WSDOT will also

provide a public information telephone line, which will allow area

residents to notify WSDOT of any problems associated with project
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construction. As the SR 520, I-5 to Medina project moves forward, more

information on vibration will be provided to area residents.  Please see

the Noise Discipline Report Addendum (Attachment 7 to the Final EIS)

for more information.

 

C-040-138

The paragraph referred to on page 6-69 pertained to the effects of

suboptions, not of Options A, K, and L themselves. The discussion on

pages 6-64 up to the heading "Effects of Suboptions" applied to the

project area in general, including Montlake.  The Preferred Alternative

includes a new bascule bridge adjacent to the existing Montlake Bridge,

rather than in the location of Option L. If Option L were identified as the

Preferred Alternative in the future, WSDOT would ensure that negative

effects associated with Option L are mitigated to the extent practicable.

 

C-040-139

Please see the response to Comment C-040-131 regarding construction

noise mitigation.

 

C-040-140

Noise analysis performed for the SDEIS and Final EIS has been

consistent with current FHWA methodology, which is the accepted

standard for modeling and mitigation of highway traffic noise. Additional

detail to support the conclusions presented in Section 5.7 of the SDEIS

was provided in the SDEIS Noise Discipline Report (please see Exhibits

27 through 29, 33 through 35, and 36 through 39, as well as pages 71

through 96). In many areas of the project corridor, the Preferred

Alternative would result in a decrease in noise levels compared to the No

Build Alternative. Please see the Noise Discipline Report Addendum

(Attachment 7 to the Final EIS) for more information.
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C-040-141

As described in the response to Comment C-040-022, the Preferred

Alternative includes a number of noise reduction strategies along the SR

520, I-5 to Medina project corridor (please see regarding noise reduction

strategies). These strategies were defined based on the

recommendations of an expert review panel of internationally renowned

acousticians who were asked to evaluate potential noise reduction

methods for the SR 520, I-5 to Medina project.

Quieter concrete pavement is included as a design feature for Option A,

Option K, and the Preferred Alternative on SR 520 from I-5 across Lake

Washington; however, because it is not an FHWA-approved mitigation

measure and because future pavement surface conditions cannot be

determined with certainty and therefore WSDOT cannot guarantee

specific noise reduction results, it is not included in the noise model for

the project.

 

C-040-142

With the Preferred Alternative, noise walls are not recommended for the

Seattle portion of the SR 520, I-5 to Medina project, except potentially

along I-5 in the North Capitol Hill area where the reasonableness and

feasibility of a noise wall is still be evaluated (see Section 5.7 of the Final

EIS).  Four-foot concrete traffic barriers with noise-absorptive coating

included in the project design would reduce noise throughout the project

corridor. Please the see the response to Comment C-040-022 and

Chapter 5 of the SDEIS for information on measures proposed to

minimize traffic noise, and Chapter 2 of the Final EIS for a description of

the Preferred Alternative and its noise reduction strategies.

 

C-040-143

Please see the response to Comment C-040-142.
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C-040-144

The Preferred Alternative design extends the length of the Montlake lid

to approximately 1,400 feet; and noise-absorptive materials will be used

around lid portals.

 

C-040-145

Please see the responses to Comments C-040-130 through C-040-144.

 

C-040-146

Because this material is not a comment on a document that is part of the

SR 520, I-5 to Medina NEPA process, the Final EIS does not provide a

response to it.

 

C-040-147

Because this material is not a comment on a document that is part of the

NEPA process, the Final EIS does not provide a response to it.

 

C-040-148

Because this material is not a comment on a document that is part of the

NEPA process, the Final EIS does not provide a response to it.

 

C-040-149

Because this material is not a comment on a document that is part of the

NEPA process, the Final EIS does not provide a response to it.
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C-040-150

Because this material is not a comment on a document that is part of the

NEPA process, the Final EIS does not provide a response to it.
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C-040-151

This comment (referenced as Appendix M in the comment letter) is a

duplicate of comments on pages 51-53 of a letter submitted by the

Laurelhurst Community Club. Please see the responses to Comments C-

031-071 through C-031-080.
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C-040-152

This comment (referenced as Appendix N in the comment letter) is a

duplicate of comments on pages 54 to 55 of the letter submitted by the

Laurelhurst Community Club. Please see the responses to Comments C-

031-076 through C-031-080.
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C-040-153

Because this material is not a comment on a document that is part of the

NEPA process, the Final EIS does not provide a response to it.
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C-040-154

This article addresses the potential for additional “generated” traffic

resulting from roadway improvements that increase traffic capacity. The

SR 520, I-5 to Medina project would not provide new general-purpose

vehicle capacity. The new HOV lanes would provide time travel savings

and a lower relative cost for transit users than for drivers in the general-

purpose lanes. This would increase transit use on SR 520 by 33 percent

compared to No Build, while resulting in a 5 percent reduction in average

daily cross-lake vehicle trips in 2030. Hence, “generated traffic,” “induced

travel” and any associated potential for adverse effects would not occur

as a result of the SR 520, I-5 to Medina project.
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C-040-155

This comment (referenced as Appendix Q in the comment letter, but

labeled Appendix J) is a duplicate of comments on pages 30 to 32 of the

letter submitted by the Laurelhurst Community Club. Please see the

responses to Comments C-031-062 through C-031-067.
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C-040-156

Because this material is not a comment on a document that is part of the

NEPA process, the Final EIS does not provide a response to it.
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C-040-157

Because this material is not a comment on a document that is part of the

NEPA process, the Final EIS does not provide a response to it.
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C-040-158

As discussed in the SDEIS and confirmed in the Final EIS, the SR 520, I-

5 to Medina project would not increase air pollutant emissions compared

to No Build, and would actually reduce emissions for certain pollutants.

By 2030, criteria pollutant emissions are expected to be lower than they

are today both with and without the project. Hence, the project is not

expected to result in adverse  health effects associated with traffic-

related air pollution.
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C-040-159

This comment (as well as the other comments in Appendix T) refers to

text found in the Executive Summary of the SDEIS. As noted on page 2

of that document: "This summary is not intended to provide all the

information contained within the SDEIS, and the reader should refer to

the complete SDEIS for details on information provided herein." The

information requested in the comment was provided in Chapter 5 of the

SDEIS and in the Air Quality Discipline Report in Attachment 7 to the

SDEIS. The remainder of this comment response provides a brief

overview of the information that was contained in those analyses. Please

see also the responses to Comments C-040-065 through C-040-071.

During the NEPA process, WSDOT has addressed effects on air quality

by conducting analyses to test compliance with national, state, and local

air quality standards. The analyses, which were conducted using

accepted methodology, demonstrate that the project would comply with

all current air quality standards. Please see pages 17 through 22 of the

SDEIS Air Quality Discipline Report (Attachment 7 to the SDEIS) for a

discussion of applicable standards, and pages 23 through 25 for a

description of the methodology.

WSDOT performed two types of analysis: a regional “burden” analysis,

and a local analysis to test worst-case intersections (sometimes referred

to as a conformity analysis). The regional burden analysis showed

overall effects of the SR 520, I-5 to Medina project. It also tested the

alternatives against the region’s carbon monoxide budget. The test

showed that the SR 520, I-5 to Medina project would not cause the

region to exceed the budget. The region does not have a budget for

other criteria pollutants, because it has been in attainment of the

standards for those pollutants.To augment the SDEIS analyses, WSDOT

conducted a quantitative analysis of mobile source air toxics (MSATs) for

operation of the Preferred Alternative and No Build Alternative. The

MSAT analysis is also a regional “burden” analysis. The region does not
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have a budget for MSATs, and thus the analysis simply compares the

expected concentrations of MSATs with and without the SR 520, I-5 to

Medina project. The analysis showed that emissions of MSATs would

decrease as a result of the project. Please see the Air Quality Discipline

Report Addendum (Attachment 7 to the Final EIS) for more information.

The local analysis tested the worst-case intersections against the 1- and

8-hour National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for carbon

monoxide. Please see Exhibit 12 in the SDEIS Air Quality Discipline

Report for the modeled intersections, as well the Project Effects section

of the Air Quality Discipline Report Addendum (Attachment 7 to the Final

EIS). The local analysis included dispersion modeling. The carbon

monoxide analysis focuses on intersections because carbon monoxide

emissions from idling vehicles are higher than from moving vehicles. An

intersection represents a “hot spot” where many vehicles are idling at

once. It is assumed that if a congested intersection does not cause a

violation of the NAAQS, then other roadway segments would not cause a

violation either. None of the intersections evaluated showed a violation of

the NAAQS as a result of the project.

 

C-040-160

Please see the response to comment C-040-159. Information on how the

project’s effects on energy were calculated can be found in Chapter 5 of

the SDEIS and in the Energy and Greenhouse Gases Discipline Report

in Attachment 7 to the SDEIS. The remainder of this comment response

provides a brief overview of the information that was contained in those

analyses. The HIA report was not prepared by WSDOT and was not part

of the project NEPA analysis.

The analysis of energy use for the SR 520, I-5 to Medina project is

based on the transportation analysis for the project, which is based on

regional planning data, including expected population increases. The

analyses account for the regional transportation network, including

SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Project



existing capacity and planned improvements. The Final Transportation

Discipline Report (Attachment 7 to the Final EIS) provides a detailed

explanation of all of these considerations. The NEPA and SEPA

environmental review process has tested the effects of the SR 520, I-5 to

Medina project, comparing the effects of proposed alternatives to the

effects of the No Build Alternative. While the process incorporates

information from adopted regional plans and tests consistency with

adopted regional plans, it is not intended to replace regional planning

processes.

Please see Chapter 2 of the Final EIS for a discussion of high-capacity

transit on the SR 520 corridor in relation to the environmental review

processes for the SR 520, I-5 to Medina project. Please also see Section

2.4 of the Final EIS for a discussion of why some alternatives suggested

by SDEIS commenters were not studied further, including an alternative

that would include light-rail transit on SR 520 when it opened, rather than

accommodating it as part of a future project.

 

C-040-161

Please see the response to comment C-040-159. Information on how the

project’s effects on greenhouse were calculated can be found in Chapter

5 of the SDEIS and in the Energy and Greenhouse Gases Discipline

Report in Attachment 7 to the SDEIS.

The analysis of the effects of operation of the SR 520, I-5 to Medina

project on greenhouse gas emissions was based on vehicle miles

traveled for each 15-minute period for each roadway link (please see

page 37 of the SDEIS Energy Discipline Report) as estimated in the

transportation model for the project. Vehicle miles traveled for each

roadway link was multiplied by the relevant speed-based emission factor

for greenhouse gases. Per-vehicle greenhouse gas emissions are

expected to decrease in all future build scenarios as a result of reduced

congestion and improved speeds, along with more efficient vehicles.
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C-040-162

Please see the response to comment C-040-159. The incremental

effects of operation of the project on air quality do not constitute

significant adverse effects. Instead, the SR 520, I-5 to Medina project

would result in improvements to regional air quality compared to the No

Build Alternative. Therefore, no mitigation is proposed for effects of

project operation on air quality. WSDOT is not required to mitigate for

effects that are not associated with the SR 520, I-5 to Medina project.

Please see Attachment 1 to the SDEIS Air Quality Discipline Report for a

summary of the characteristics and health effects of criteria pollutants.

The air quality analysis was conducted using accepted methodology

consistent with the policies of the United States Environmental

Protection Agency, Washington Department of Ecology, FHWA, and

WSDOT. Air quality standards and guidance from these agencies have

been formulated to protect human health and the environment.

 

C-040-163

Although the SR 520 legislative work group recommended tolling on I-90

as a source of funds for the SR 520 project, such tolling is not a part of

the project’s current finance plan. Legislation would be required to make

I-90 a tolled facility and to allocate funds from any I-90 tolls. WSDOT

continues to work with state and federal legislators to identify additional

sources of funding.
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C-040-164

The analysis of effects on fish presented in the SDEIS was based on the

best available science and on the professional judgment of resource

analysts, working in close coordination with staff from regulatory

agencies that have jurisdiction over aquatic resources. The potential

effects of overwater shade discussed in the SDEIS were based primarily

on studies and observations of juvenile salmonids, because shading

could relate to the secondary effects of predation and delayed or

extended migrations for this life stage. In contrast, the University of

Washington study mentioned in the comment was based on information

on adult salmonid migration behavior. These two life stages have

different sensitivities and vulnerabilities to environmental conditions.

A higher structure would allow more light under the structure, reducing

the intensity of the shade. This, in turn, is expected to reduce the

structure’s potential to affect the behavior of fish, particularly juvenile

salmonids. However, increased light does not necessarily cause an

increase in water temperature, because the primary mechanism affecting

water temperature is solar radiation. In the case of an east-to-west

oriented bridge, such as the Evergreen Point Bridge, a higher structure

would produce a wider shadow, which would block a wider area from

solar radiation. Therefore, if the information provided in the comment is

correct, the higher structure would tend to produce a larger area of

reduced temperature for adult migration.

Regarding the effects of shade on aquatic vegetation, a higher bridge

would result in greater amounts of light under the structure, thereby

potentially increasing growth of aquatic vegetation. As indicated in this

comment, this could lead to decreased dissolved oxygen in the water

when the vegetation dies and decays. However, the proposed bridge

would also be approximately twice as wide as the existing bridge,

resulting in a wider area shaded from direct sunlight. This shaded area

would have reduced potential for plant growth, offsetting some of the
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effects of increased light caused by the higher structure. Overall, the

differences in dissolved oxygen levels with the various bridge options

would not be significant.

 

C-040-165

This material is duplicated in a comment letter submitted separately by

the City of Seattle Board of Parks Commissioners (Item L-001). Please

see the responses to that item.
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C-040-166

Because this material is not a comment on a document that is part of the

NEPA process, the Final EIS does not provide a response to it.
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C-040-167

This comment along with the following pages associated with it (total of

65 pages from Erin O’Connor dated March 8, 2010, referenced as

Appendix Z in the comment letter) is a duplicate of a comment letter

submitted separately by the Portage Bay/Roanoke Park Community

Council (Item C-008). Please see the responses to that item.
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C-040-168

Because this material is not a comment on a document that is part of the

NEPA process, the Final EIS does not provide a response to it.
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C-040-169

The SR 520 Health Impact Assessment was prepared by the Puget

Sound Clean Air Agency and Public Health-Seattle and King County.

Since it is not part of the NEPA process, WSDOT will not respond in

detail. However, since some of the comments and questions are

answered in the EIS, the following general responses are provided to

direct readers to a source of accurate information.

The SR 520, I-5 to Medina project will not increase single-occupant

vehicle capacity, as stated in the comment. Rather, it will provide

new HOV lanes that will encourage increased use of transit and

carpools. As a result, SR 520 will move more people in fewer

vehicles than under No Build. Daily transit ridership would increase

33 percent with the Preferred Alternative as compared to No Build.

This results in a reduction in vehicle miles traveled and greenhouse

gas emissions within the corridor. Please see Section 5.1 of the

Final EIS for a discussion of vehicle trips and person-trips with and

without the project, as well as an analysis of transit operations.

•

Chapter 2 of the Final EIS provides a detailed explanation of how

high-capacity transit was considered in the development of

alternatives for the project. A regional decision has been made to

designate I-90 as the initial light rail corridor crossing Lake

Washington, with further study of future light rail transit on SR 520.

The Preferred Alternative accommodates future light rail either on a

separate right-of-way or in the HOV lanes. In the near term, the SR

520 High-Capacity Transit Plan recommended bus rapid transit in

the HOV lanes.

•

As noted in the response to comment C-040-158, air pollutant

emissions from operation of the SR 520, I-5 to Medina project would

be the same as, or less than, emissions under No Build. Emissions

of two criteria pollutants (volatile organic compounds and oxides of

nitrogen) and six mobile source air toxics would be reduced by the

Preferred Alternative compared to No Build, while emissions for

•
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other pollutants would be the same as No Build. Please see section

5.8 of the Final EIS for more information.

The methods used to establish existing pollutant levels and to model

future pollutant emissions are described in the Air Quality Discipline

Report and Addendum. Methods used in the analysis are consistent

with guidance from the Puget Sound Clean Air Agency and the U.S.

Environmental Protection Agency.

•
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