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SH320 publizhed 1/2010. As it stands, Chapter 5 and other sections of the
Supplemental draft EIS (hereafter SAEIS) are inadequate for a variety of reasons:

1. The SdEIS fails to provide critical analysis on travel times on city streets for any
alternatives. Travel-tims information is vital for assessing the impact of all of the
SHS20 designs on city residents. Additional information is necessary or Chapter 5
should be rejected.

2. The analysis of bicycle-pedestrian impacts on Seattle city streets and sidewalks
iz deficient. Option A creates additicnal bicycle trips on the sidewalks of Montlake
Blvd between SR520 and Husky Stadium. There is no analysis of how many. The
sidewalks are narrow, sawrated, and dangerous for bicyclists and pedestrians at
the present. These problems will be exacerbated. A far more comprehensive
analysis of sidewalk use within a mile of 3RE20 aleng Montlake Blvd is essential or
else the SdEIS should be rejected.

3. The discussion of the impact of the proposed parallel vascule bridge over the
Montlake cut is inadequate. The SdEIS must provide a way to evaluate the costs
and benefits of this bridge. For example, | cannot determine whether the Montlake
Bridge itself is the real impediment to traffic flows and person-carrying capacity
flows on Montlake Blvd. If the major impedimants to traffic flow are actually nearby
street lights (NE Pacific Ave, Roanoke Blvd) then adding a vascule bridge has no
significant purposa. The SdEIS needs a with/without analysis of the vascule bridge
on vehicular, pedestrian, and bicycle traffic. Bicycle and pedestrian travel along
the east side of Montlake Blvd must be thoughtfully considered. As it stands, the
SdEIS is inadequate.

4. It is a major goal of UW's transportation plan and itz climate action plan to
encourage bicycle commuting to the campus. The impact of the proposed design
alternatives on bicycle travel times and corridor safety from SA520 to the main
campus destinations (south campus, main campus, east campus, west cCampus)
cannot be assessed. The SdEIS is inadequate.

5. The geometry assumed for hauling speils along NE Pacific Place near the UW
campus is inadequate. The city, Sound Transit, and UW are considering two very
different plans for the road geometry and pedestrian crosging pathways in this
area. The 3dEIS is not cognizant of either.

6. We live in the 2100 block of Shelby St in Seatte. Certain design alternatives
call for hauling of speils along Shelby and nearoy Hamlin streets. Estimates vary
from 5 to 20 hauls per hour on downhill and uphill grades, presumably using huge,
haavy, and noisy diesel trucks. The streets are cld and narrow. The water mains
under them are probably a century old and in need of occasional repairs. Many
homes have no feasible alternative to on-strest parking. There are traffic lights at
the west ends of both streets.
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Parking mitigation is not described in the SAEIS. Road damage is not assessed.
Noise levels of full and empty trucks on the inclined streets are not even
mentioned, especially at the west end of Shelby St where large trucks must
accelerate uphill when the traffic light turns green.

In addition, under-street repairs to water mains cannot be attempted with large
trucks using the streets. Ingress and egress for large emergency vehicles are not
addressed. Noise and vibration mitigation measures are not adequately analyzed.
The safety issues related to small children who live along these two residential
streets must be addressed. The impact on bicycle commuters who regularly use the
streets are not analyzed. The generation of construction dust, lights, and noise
needs to be added to the SdEIS.

There is no mention of any alternative means of disposing of spoils, such as
barges or temporary truck ramps to SR520. There is also no mention of how the
construction-related problems will be addressed if the City of Seattle does not issue
a construction variance.

7. Property values will be affected by various road configurations. Because of its
location, | would guess that our property values will decrease by 10-20% for option
A (or A+), decrease by a few percent for option L and may increase sightly for
option K. While property value may not be a problem taken up in the SdEIS, it has
an impact on the budgets of the project options.

8. Similarly, there is no mention in the SdEIS of litigation costs that are likely to be
incurred under each of the three of the alternative plans. These costs need to be
added to the costs of each of the alternatives, along with an analysis of the related
construction delays and their costs. Since so much of the value of my property is
threatened in option A, | plan to support and join a neighborhood group to defend
our property values and quality of life.

We oppose option A-A+ for its obvious impacts on the Lake Washington waterfront
and the Arboretum. The road width is the primary problem. The quality of the
Arboretum experience will be badly compromised. We also opposed A-A+ for many
of the reasons mentioned above, especially its lack of benefit on city residents and
drivers, its possible negative impacts on bikes and pedestrians on sidewalks
between the SR520 roadway and UW, and the loss of property value of my house
and those of my neighbors.

We favor a 4-lane SR520 bridge that fits within the footprint of the existing SR520
right of way in Seattle. Of the designs A, K, and L, only option L is acceptable.
Despite its many merits, option K is a blight.

Bruce & Della Balick
Seattle 98112
24 January 2010
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I1-002-001

1-002-002

1-002-003

I1-002-004

From: Dick Burkhart [mailto:dickburkhart@comcast.net]
Sent: Saturday, January 23, 2010 11:29 PM

To: SR 520 Bridge SDEIS

Subject: Comment on the 520 SDEIS

The 520 SDEIS is deeply flawed on a critical point. As a consequence, it does not
consider some options that will both save money and improve future mobility.

The flaw is that future traffic is highly unlikely to match extrapolations from past trends.
The reasons are the two unmentioned elephants in the living room: (1) Peak Oil and (2)
Climate Change.

Because of Peak Oil, SOV-type daily commutes will rapidly become unaffordable for
much of the middle class over medium to longer distances. This will be one aspect of a
long term economic contraction that will likely continue, with ups and downs, until
alternatives to fossil fuels become more affordable on a mass scale. Thus a more realistic
scenario for 2030 would project decreased traffic, not increased.

Mandates to address Climate Change will just reinforce this economic trend. In other
words, extrapolations cannot take into account paradigm shifts. What are needed are
different scenarios that do take these into account, thereby also better capturing the true
level of uncertainty that civilization is facing.

One consequence is that the two HOV lanes should be designed as exclusive transit lanes
from the beginning, including building in rails for future light rail, or at least designing to
make this very easy to do in the future. With congestion-price type tolling, there will be
strong incentives for carpools even without carpool lanes. Meanwhile barrier-separated
transit lanes won’t slow to a crawl during rush hour, as do current HOV lanes, providing
far more reliable service, hence getting many more people out of their cars. In fact, by
2030, after skyrocketing oil prices and economic contraction, we might find that a 4 lane
configuration would work just fine, so this should be studied as well.

We should also just say no to the Arboretum on and off ramps in the A+ option and go
for the simpler A option. These ramps will do nothing to encourage transit or carpooling,
quite the opposite, while preventing restoration of the Arboretum.

However, we should say yes to the transit flyer stops omitted by all the options.

Dick Burkhart

4802 S. Othello St.

Seattle, WA 98118-3851

206-721-5672 (home) 206-851-0027 (cell)
dickburkhart@comecast.net
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From: LisaAnneSC@comcast.net [ mailto: LisaAnneSC@comcast.net]
Sent: Saturday, January 23, 2010 1:31 PM

To: SR 520 Bridge SDEIS

Subject:

1-003-001 My daughter goes to college at seattle university. Will there be a student
discount? Lisa Cowdin
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From: John Gowdy [mailto:john@thegowdys.com]
Sent: Sunday, January 24, 2010 4:36 PM

To: SR 520 Bridge SDEIS

Subject: Tolls

1-004-001 How can automated tolls work as the only means to collect the tolls when there are many non-
local vehicles that won't have access to a transponder & some vehicles that don’t have a front
license plate?

If it is the rear license plate that is photographed, how do you collect from out of state or out of
country vehicles?

This may not be the correct forum for this question, but please pass it on to the appropriate
agency.

John Gowdy

john@thegowdys.com
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I-005-001

I-005-002

I-005-003

I-005-004

From: John Hutchinson [mailto:jhutch@packetvelocity.com]
Sent: Thursday, January 28, 2010 7:56 AM

To: SR 520 Bridge SDEIS

Subject: comments re 520 plan

Dear WSdot;

I trust this is the forum for comments about the current plan for 520, and if so here are a
few thoughts from someone who has lived in Montlake and the Hamlin/Shelby
neighborhood for years.

First I appreciate the recent e mail with the details of the plan. It was well laid out and
easy to read.

It will be a huge disruption to the neighborhood for many years, and anything that can be
done to mitigate the noise, traffic, etc will be most appreciated by those of us who live
here.

Hopefully the end result will be good for the neighborhood with lids across the freeway,
parks, a bike path across 520, etc.

I would hope the plan allows for the eventual addition of rapid transit across the 520
bridge.

I strongly support your choice of the A+ plan. It is the least expensive. It creates the least
destruction of the wetlands, animal habitat, and pristine views and access to Portage Bay.
The area around the south side of Portage Bay is a unique wild beautiful area, home to
many animals, and a wonderful refuge for human visitors amid an urban setting. Please
preserve it.

Would it not be simpler, better for traffic flow, and more esthetically pleasing to replace
the current Montlake bridge with a single new bridge of 6 lanes, the right lanes each way
of which could be dedicated at least during rush hour to exit from and entrance on to
520? Surely a new bridge could be built to look very similar to the current structure,
which is probably antiquated and in need of modernization.

Thanks for your interest. John Hutchinson 2158 E. Shelby St.
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From: Clark Frazier [mailto: ClarkFrazier@comcast.net]

Sent: Thursday, January 28, 2010 11:58 PM

To: SR 520 Bridge SDEIS

Subject: Comments on the 520 I-5 Junction Options; The |-5 Interchange Design Options Are
Unacceptable

1-006-001 Comments on the 520 I-5 Junction Options; The I-5 Interchange Design Options Are
Unacceptable:

I have taken a quick look at your user unfriendly on-line PDF document describing a summary
of the I-5 interchange options. Rebuilding the interchange in its present configuration is a
complete waste of money because it would simply replicate a major traffic hazard, especially
for drivers attempting to navigate to the Mercer Mess off ramp. Unfortunately, the extra
southbound lane that picks up on the left tempts I-5 drivers to move left in the same area where
drivers exiting 520 are attempting to move right. I have seen many near misses, especially
when traffic is at levels B, C or D (congested but moving, often at widely varying speeds). A
properly designed left hand entrance ramp (if such a thing is possible) would add a new lane to
the right and force drivers to merge in one lane with a line configuration not permitting I-5
drivers to move left into that lane. To mitigate the problem, a direct connection or exit from I-
5 to the Mercer mess exit is needed. Without such a fix, I don’t believe that any work should be
done on the interchange except to restripe the lanes into a slightly safer configuration.

1-006-002 In general I am opposed to the entire project because it does not include light rail. I often don’t
go to events at the Seattle Center because of the extreme congestion on the 520 bridge and the
painfully congested traffic around the Seattle Center. One thing the Metro planners don’t seem
to grasp is the need to add a second entry into Seattle for light rail. Attempting to connect a 520
light rail line with the transit tunnel or the line north to the University of Washington is not
really possible in a southbound direction. Instead, the transit alignment should be routed along
the 520 corridor with a new interchange station and possibly a connection to the north and then
call at Seattle Center before proceeding downtown on either a First Street or Third Street for a
more rational connection with the existing transit tunnel. Adding bus and HOV lanes will not
create service to the Seattle Center or parts of downtown remote from the existing Light Rail
tunnel. With HOV and bus lanes, the high operating costs associated with buses will preclude
increasing evening service to a more acceptable level of at least every 15 minutes until after
11:00 PM. Since there are no real benefits to this project for transit riders or non-carpool users,
this project should be scrapped and the existing pontoons should be used to replace the floating
part of the bridge and the rest of structure should be shored up enough to prevent seismic
collapse and call it a day. The money would be better used elsewhere until someone with real
imagination can come up with a better design.

I-006-003

Clark Frazier
15821 NE 96" Way
Redmond, WA 98052
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From: Jean Amick [mailto:jeanseattle@earthlink.net]
Sent: Thursday, January 28, 2010 6:36 PM

To: SR 520 Bridge SDEIS

Subject: Comments

1-007-001 Plan A+ still has cars, buses, and trucks stuck at a drawbridge(s) to and from the North.
This is not good for our environment as vehicles do not turn off their engines as advised.
Also, buses cannot adhere to any schedule if the drawbridge goes up at will for a sailboat
pleasure craft.

This is the 21st century and the ship canal should have a schedule for boaters to adhere
to. We do not have a Navy or Coast Guard for national security, except maybe once or
twice a year.

Having a regular drawbridge openings schedule would sure be a cheap way to keep
traffic moving.

Thank you for asking for comments,

Jean Amick

3008 E Laurelhurst Dr NE
Seattle WA 98105
206-525-7065
jeanseattle@earthlink.net
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I-008-001

From: Dr. Curt Nelson [mailto:drnelson@nelsonchiro.com]
Sent: Tuesday, January 26, 2010 12:25 PM

To: SR 520 Bridge SDEIS

Subject: 520 replacement

Dear Sir or Madam,

My comment about the 520 replacement plan is that the capacity must be increased! The
current plan of 2 general purpose lanes and one carpool lane in each direction is not
enough! This is even more true if plans are carried out that would reduce the capacity of
I-90 by transferring those carpool lanes to light rail. In the current plan for 520, while it
is an improvement over the present situation, it is clearly inadequate and will be in need
of update upon it’s very opening. This is a key link in the region and even more so if I-
90’s capacity is reduced. It should be AT LEAST 3 general purpose lanes and one
carpool lane in each direction.

Curt Nelson

16250 NE 80th St
Redmond, WA 98052
425-867-1119
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————— Original Message-----

From: Sherman w Bushnell [mailto:swbushyl@juno.com]

Sent: Thursday, February 04, 2010 2:04 PM

To: SR 520 Bridge SDEIS

Subject: Noise Walls
I-009-001
I live on Portage Bay. For years we have suffered from the nosie of the
520 freeway. The new bridge with its expanded traffic will compound the
noise. It is extrememly important that there be noise walls all the
way through Portage Bay.

Sherman Bushnell
1214 E. Hamlin, #4
Seattle, WA. 98102
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I-010-001

From: Ted Nelson [mailto:tedandderby@hotmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, January 26, 2010 8:01 PM

To: SR 520 Bridge SDEIS

Subject: One question before we spend all this money

The following is not a guess. It is a fact. All major automakers have recently
announced publicly that within two years we will have affordable cars getting 60
miles to the gallon on our roads. This is also a key component and promise of

our President. It will happen. How will this impact the money we are planning to
spend. How will this impact HOV, bus transportation, car usage, rail usage and how
many more cars, and hours of usage per driver do you anticipate, and have written
into current plans? And how are our plans flexible to account for this upcoming
impact. How do you account for these small new commuter cars? The public
deserve to have the impacts evaluated, and deserve answers. We just want to know
if your plans are for the future that is coming, or do you have plans that

make invalid assumptions, and as such, allude to a future that will not be. These
questions are extremely valid, specially in Washington, where we had a governor
that built nuclear power plants that were going out of style. In essence, we have a
long history of not thinking ahead, and when it comes to spending big time public
money, not thinking at all. Please respond. Is your evaluation looking at the
future, or looking at a present that is highly likely not to be our future?

Ted Nelson

Queen Anne
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I-011-001

From: Alan Rosebrock [mailto: aroseybeast@verizon.net]
Sent: Friday, January 22, 2010 7:16 PM

To: SR 520 Bridge SDEIS

Subject: East side 520 corridor

To whom it may concern,

I want to add my support for the bridge replacement program.

I am very supportive of the additional lane, the bike lane and the lids that will greatly
reduce the noise levels. The lids will also serve to connect the neighborhoods on the
north and south sides of 520.

I live in Kirkland and plan to make regular use of the bike lane AND the HOV lane by
using the bus.

I look forward to using the light rail as well when it comes to the eastside on my
commute to work.

Keep improving the transportation system in NW Washington!

Sincerely,

ALAN ROSEBROCK
Kirkland, WA
425-922-1258
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————— Original Message-----

From: HQ Customer Service

Sent: Thursday, February 18, 2010 2:16 PM

To: SR 520 Bridge Replacement & HOV Project

Subject: Dustin Collings - WSDOT Feedback form: comments about effects of
widening project on SR 520

I believe this e-mail is for your project team...

Please have the appropriate person respond to the e-mail below with a cc
to HQ Customer Service.

Thank you.

Kimberly Colburn
HQ Customer Service
360-705-7438

————— Original Message-----

From: dustinocoileain@yahoo.com [mailto:dustinocoileain@yahoo.com]
Sent: Thursday, February 18, 2010 12:43 PM

To: HQ Customer Service

Subject: WSDOT Feedback form

The following is the contents of a form submitted on 2/18/2010 12:42:49 PM

======My Contact information======
Name: Dustin Collings

E-mail: dustinocoileain@yahoo.com
Phone: 206-547-1253

Street Address: 4111-11th Avenue NE
City: Seattle

State: WA

Zip Code: 98105-6305

I-012-001
We, I, are concerned about please do not widen the "ditch" SR520 is in in
the Montlake area. It is pretty and we don't want to lose houses,
mansions, streets, or trees in the Washington Park area to any kind of
widening project.
Dustin Collings
Seattle, Washington
February 18th, 2010
=== Browser Type ===
Browser: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 8.0; Windows NT 5.1; Trident/4.0;
GTB6.3; .NET CLR 1.1.4322; InfoPath.1
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From: Buster Simpson [mailto:buster@bustersimpson.net]
Sent: Monday, February 08, 2010 5:06 PM

To: SR 520 Bridge SDEIS

Subject: transit is the way.

1-013-001 | think the seattle mayor has a point about designing the bridge for transit. cars will
choke the city physically and respiratory , please realign your premises. thank you

Buster Simpson
901 Yakima Ave S, Seattle, WA 98144 206.328.6212
buster@bustersimpson.net

www.bustersimpson.net
KKK
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From: Storb, Rainer F [mailto:rstorb@fhcrc.org]
Sent: Sunday, January 24, 2010 2:14 PM

To: SR 520 Bridge SDEIS

Subject: SR 520 Bridge Plan

ro14-001 | have been both living (Madison Park) and working (UW Medical School and
Hutchinson Cancer Research Center) in the 43rd District for more than 4 decades.
Given that, | am writing to let you know of my concerns about the new Plan A+ for
rebuilding the SR 520 bridge, which has been recommended by the legislative work
group. Plan A+ ignores the work by the mediation group, which had the support by the
Bay Area communities. It eliminates the tunnel under the Montlake Cut and, instead,
adds a new drawbridge over the Cut, which may necessitate removal of several
residences. A new drawbridge shares the problem of the current drawbridge, which is
opening and closing approximately 90 times daily and creating remarkable traffic
backups. Further, Plan A+ proposes to place the highway 30 - 40 feet above the water
rather than keeping it at the current level of 4 feet. This would be architectural
insensitivity akin to moving Alaskan Way Viaduct from Elliott Bay to Union Bay and to
Lake Washington and repeat that major city-planning blunder from the 1950's. Also,
while not an engineer, | wonder about susceptibility of such an elevated, floating
structure to high winds.

While any bridge floating on Lake Washington and cutting through unique, precious
wetlands abutting Foster Island is like a scar , Plan K (now Plan M), supported by the
Bay Area communities, minimized the bridge's impact. It kept the bridge at its current
height, included tunnels east of the Museum of History and Industry and under the
Montlake Cut, had a Foster Island lid, moved the interchange and, importantly,
required noise abatement.

| strongly urge you to drop Plan A+ and, instead, to implement Plan M (formerly K) as
developed by the mediation group and supported by the Bay Area communities.
Repeating the Alaskan Viaduct desaster from the 1950's along with ruining
irreplaceable wetlands per Plan A+ would make our children, grandchildren and their
children wonder what we were thinking of.

Sincerely yours,

Rainer Storb

Rainer Storb, MD
Head & Member, Transplantation Biology Program,
Fred Hutchinson Cancer Research Center
Professor of Medicine,
University of Washington
TEL: 206-667-4407
FAX: 206-667-6124
rstorb@fhcrc.org
This electronic message transmission contains information which may be confidential or privileged. The information is intended to
be for the use of the individual or entity named above. If you are not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying,
distribution or use of the contents of this information is prohibited. If you have received this electronic transmission in error, please
notify us by telephone at (206) 667-4409 or by electronic reply, and delete this message.
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From: Carl Stork [mailto: carl@ciconiaco.com]

Sent: Monday, January 25, 2010 9:30 AM

To: SR 520 Bridge SDEIS

Subject: Questions about Montlake/520 Intersection

1-015-001 I have some questions regarding the traffic flow and ramps at Montlake Blvd and the 520
interchange in Option A. Who can I call to get answers to my questions?

Carl Stork
(425) 467-0981 ext 101
carl(@ciconiaco.com
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I-016-001

————— Original Message-----

From: Brenda Greger [mailto:brendagreger@comcast.net]
Sent: Tuesday, February 09, 2010 8:22 PM

To: SR 520 Bridge SDEIS

Subject: sundays should be free

I hope those in charge of the project will seriously consider having
Sundays be complimentary pass days (no toll) on the 520. I strongly feel
that kids going to SPU and the UW should be able to go home and visit
their families for a Sunday dinner or go to church on the Eastside without
being penalized. Speaking as a parent, while I may have enough money to
pay for my kid to cross the bridge, it is in nobody's best interest to
have to consistently teach these kids that mom and dad can pay for
everything. We are encouraging and preparing our sons to be their own
men, pay for their own way, and learn to do things on their own. I know,
however, that a financial charge every Sunday to go home and visit would
make that a difficult decision.

Also, there are churches on the Eastside that many college students visit
on Sundays. A financial burden is not an asset to encouraging this
behavior and improving their moral compass which is very important in this
time of their life.

I propose that allowing Sunday to be a "free pass" day will be seen as a
"gift" to the citizens of this area, possibly easing the financial and
mental burden that the new toll will bring with its resurrection.

Thanks for your consideration!

Brenda Greger
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From: Kath or Mike Wagner [mailto:mewagner5@comcast.net]
Sent: Friday, February 19, 2010 3:44 PM

To: SR 520 Bridge SDEIS

Subject: other needs

Could southbound exit to 520 be changed to a right lane configuration rather than left lane. This

I-017-001
would cause a smoother transition rather than all the lane changing that goes on now . kathleen
Wagner
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I-018-001

I-018-002

From: Corinna Bolender [mailto: Corinna.Bolender@microsoft.com]
Sent: Wednesday, February 10, 2010 1:43 PM

To: SR 520 Bridge SDEIS

Subject: Comments

I had heard that the two carpool lanes might be converted to transit only leaving just four
lanes for regular traffic, just as the bridge exists currently, is this correct information? It
really doesn’t seem like that would help the flow of traffic. I also think the carpool lane
should be 2+ drivers vs. 3+ drivers as it currently exists, the same as on all other state
highways to ensure optimum throughput.

Also, any light rail options they install in the Seattle area should be similar to Vancouver
where they have a skytrain (elevated or underneath) that is significantly faster than taking
your vehicle and doesn’t cause additional traffic jams or potential collisions, with vehicle,
people or animals. The on the road train systems are hazards that just further congest
things.
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From: Reber, Richard L. (DOC) [mailto: rireber@DOC1.WA.GOV]
Sent: Monday, February 15, 2010 9:36 AM

To: SR 520 Bridge SDEIS

Subject: NO TOLLS

T-019:00% NO TOLLS
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From: Sandberg, John [mailto:john.sandberg@wsl.com]
Sent: Monday, February 15, 2010 10:13 AM

To: SR 520 Bridge SDEIS

Subject: 520 bridge replacement

1-020-001 Build the replacement 520 bridge with 4 general purpose lanes and 2 HOV lanes. We are
shorted only building 6 lanes, | wish we'd build additional SOV capacity, but our leadership has
different views.
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I1-021-001

1-021-002

I1-021-003

1-021-004

I-021-005

1)
2)
3)

1)
2)
3)
4)

From: jim.schnitzius [mailto:jim.schnitzius@comcast.net]
Sent: Saturday, February 13, 2010 11:25 AM

To: SR 520 Bridge SDEIS

Subject: Input to SR 520 bridge project

My two cents...

The goals of the 520 project is to:

Reduce congestion by moving more people in the shortest amount of time possible
Reduce the impact to the surrounding environment

Don’t break the bank

I’d like to comment on #1 goal only as I am not aware of all the environmental and cost
implications, though some suggestions are meant to reduce environmental impact.

Congestion is caused by traffic having to slow down or stop.
Traffic slows down or stops because:

Draw bridges

Traffic lights

Poor road system design

Too many vehicles for road capacity

So the more of the above items you can eliminate, the more successful you will be in
meeting the goal.

Assumptions:

Populations will continue to increase and therefore the need to transport people will continue.
Light rail to Eastside will be via I-90.

#1) Draw bridge solution:
Use tunnel or tube solution for Pacific/Montlake area for traffic going to SR520
only. Keep Montlake bridge for traffic going N.& S. on Montlake.

#2) Traffic lights solutions:

Via special “exit only lanes”, traffic traveling to or from Pacific or Montlake
(via tunnel/tube) do not stop at the Pacific & Montlake intersection. I can give you more
information on what this design would look like.

#3) Poor road system design solution:

Flow from westbound SR520 to southbound I-5 needs to be improved. Keep
current ramp design for transit/carpool, but build a single lane ramp that enters I-5 on the
far right side. This will eliminate traffic needing to cut across all lanes of I-5 to exit at
Mercer.

#4) Too many vehicles for road capacity solutions:
Increase the use of transit and smaller/narrower vehicles.
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I-021-005

YV V V

Requirements: Bridge must accommodate buses/carpool and slow moving vehicles (i.e.
bicycles (both manual and electric) and scooters) in both directions. (Pedestrian traffic is
not required))

We need to encourage people to get out of their single occupancy cars and take the bus,
carpool or ride a scooter or bike. But to make these appealing we need to make special
accommodations for them. Unlike I-5, rush hour is heavy in both directions, so a
dedicated carpool lane is needed in both directions, one that you can’t buy your way on
to.

New electric bicycles are coming to the market that are a great alternative to cars and can
travel at 20mph. But nobody will buy them if there are not paths to drive them on. So a
dedicated lane for bikes and scooters is needed and since these don’t mix with pedestrians
very well, pedestrians should not be allowed on the same lane. Ideally Eastbound
bike/scooter traffic should be separated from Westbound in some way to avoid head on
collisions.

Since bike/scooter lanes can be narrower than car/truck lanes, bike/scooter lanes could be
located on the same level as the cars or tucked under elevated sections of the bridge. A
third option would be to elevate it over the center of the main bridge deck with an option
to have a roof overhead. This elevated section would not need to be as strong as one for
the light rail system since the bike and scooter traffic would not have nearly the mass or
weight. This elevated option would allow the footprint of the bridge to stay the same. If
the bridge continues to be a floating bridge, then where the bike/scooter lanes go could be
a combination of all three with the lane being on the side or under the deck at elevated
sections and then elevating the bike/scooter lane when the bridge deck is at lake level.

So in summary:

Six lane bridge option with dedicated transit/carpool lane, plus accommodations for 10mph min
to 30mph max bike/scooter lanes.

Tunnel/tube in parallel with current draw bridge at Montlake

No stop interchange at Pacific & Montlake to and from tunnel/tube.

2 ramps from SR520 to I-5 Southbound, carpool ramp that enters I-5 on far left lane and the
another on the far right.

If you would like to talk or meet with me on any of these ideas, please let me know.

Thanks,
Jim Schnitzius
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F—%
"7' Washington State
" Department of Transportation

SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Program

I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project

Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement
SDEIS Comment Form

Please use this form to share your comments on the content provided in the Supplemental Draft
EIS document. WSDOT will consider all comments received between Jan. 22 and March 8,
2010 in making its final decision in the environmental review process. Thank you for your

comments.
You can provide comments through one of the following methods:

e Complete this form and place it in the comment box. Please write clearly.
e Mail your comments to Jenifer Young, SR 520, I-5 to Medina Environmental Manager,

Washington State Department of Transportation, 600 Stewart Street, Suite 520, Seattle, WA
98101.

e E-mail your comments to SR520Bridge SDEIS@wsdot.wa.gov.
e Visit the Web page at www.wsdot.wa.gov/projects/SR520Bridge.
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These comments will become part of the public record for the SR 520, 1-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement. Personal information is voluntary and will become part of the public record
if provided. The Washington State Department of Transportation is a public agency and is subject to the State of Washington's
Public Records Act (RCW 42.56). Therefore, meeting comments may be made available to anyone requesting them for non-

commercial purposes.

Do you have any comments on the Bridge Replacement and HOV Project Supplemental
Draft Environmental Impact Statement?
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Do you have any comments on the Bridge Replacement and HOV Project Supplemental
Draft Environmental Impact Statement? (continued from page 1)
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Washington State

V/& Department of Transportation
SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Program

I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project

Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement
SDEIS Comment Form

Please use this form to share your comments on the content provided in the Supplemental Draft
EIS document. WSDOT will consider all comments received between Jan. 22 and March 8,
2010 in making its final decision in the environmental review process. Thank you for your

comments.
You can provide comments through one of the following methods:

e Complete this form and place it in the comment box. Please write clearly.

e Mail your comments to Jenifer Young, SR 520, I-5 to Medina Environmental Manager,
Washington State Department of Transportation, 600 Stewart Street, Suite 520, Seattle, WA
98101.

e E-mail your comments to SR520Bridge SDEIS@wsdot.wa.gov.

e Visit the Web page at www.wsdot.wa.gov/projects/SR520Bridge.

Name g((/tf/ LARSEAS E-mail A/cmse,z 3??(?‘57/\{,/-6;
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These comments will become part of the public record for the SR 620, I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement. Personal information is voluntary and will become part of the public record
if provided. The Washington State Department of Transportation is a public agency and is subject to the State of Washington's
Public Records Act (RCW 42.56). Therefore, meeting comments may be made available to anyone requesting them for non-

commercial purposes.

Do you have any comments on the Bridge Replacement and HOV Project Supplemental
Draft Environmental Impact Statement?
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Do you have any comments on the Bridge Replacement and HOV Project Supplemental
Draft Environmental Impact Statement? (continued from page 1)
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A
‘ Washington State
" Department of Transportation

SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Program

I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project

Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement
SDEIS Comment Form

Please use this form to share your comments on the content provided in the Supplemental Draft
EIS document. WSDOT will consider all comments received between Jan. 22 and March 8,
2010 in making its final decision in the environmental review process. Thank you for your

comments.

You can provide comments through one of the following methods:

e Complete this form and place it in the comment box. Please write clearly.

e Mail your comments to Jenifer Young, SR 520, I-5 to Medina Environmental Manager,
Washington State Department of Transportation, 600 Stewart Street, Suite 520, Seattle, WA
98101.

e E-mail your comments to SR520Bridge SDEIS@wsdot.wa.gov.

e Visit the Web page at www.wsdot.wa.gov/projects/SR520Bridge.

Name E-mail
Address
City State Zip

These comments will become part of the public record for the SR 520, I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement. Personal information is voluntary and will become part of the public record
if provided. The Washington State Department of Transportation is a public agency and is subject to the State of Washington's
Public Records Act (RCW 42.56). Therefore, meeting comments may be made available to anyone requesting them for non-

commercial purposes.

Do you have any comments on the Bridge Replacement and HOV Project Supplemental
Draft Environmental Impact Statement?
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Do you have any comments on the Bridge Replacement and HOV Project Supplemental
Draft Environmental Impact Statement? (continued from page 1)
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Dear Folks -=--
- 1-025-001
T like Option A,but
14095-002 I don't like traffice

going through the Jennifer Young

Arboretum. SR 520 )ffice
) i 600 Stewart St.
I think that all Seattle, WA 98101

bridge traffic should
g
go to Montlake and

gspread out unles

8

it's going on to I-5.

The Arboretum
should be a sanctuary

For nature.

Joan
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I1-026-001

1-026-002

From: Roger Kuykendall [mailto: rkuykendall@g-0.com]
Sent: Thursday, February 18, 2010 8:25 AM

To: SR 520 Bridge SDEIS

Subject: Comments on SR520 Bridge

| moved to the Seattle area in 1986 and for the last 24 years have experienced the constant
construction on Interstate 405, with bridges and travel lanes being ripped apart and widened 5-6
feet, and then ripped apart again to add another 8-10 feet, then ripped apart again to move the
lanes over, or to accommodate a new off ramp, or bus lane/pullout. | do not understand why the
state cannot plan for future traffic demands, and construct the infrastructure necessary to
accommodate that growth in an organized, cost-effective manner. Frankly, it's embarrassing.

Regarding the new SR 520 Bridge project, | have no objections to tolls, but please construct a
bridge, roadway, and access ramps for the FUTURE needs of the traveling public. Two general
purpose lanes and one bus lane, with options for a bike lane and/or light rail is not enough
capacity for the year 2060. No matter how much social engineering you try to force, Americans
love driving their cars, especially with bus routes being more expensive, inconvenient, and time
consuming than driving my own car. Unless/until limited access highways are constructed to go
around Lake Washington, or another bridge is added, the bridges across the Lake need to be
constructed with the next 50 years of growth considered. The way the county has developed
over the last 40 years makes having a high density of growth on the eastside near impossible, so
it should be expected that growth will continue to spread east, requiring a higher capacity bridge
(and connecting roads) — 2 lanes is not enough!

As for the people living at either bridge ends, and their complaints about the noise and pollution —
they knew this was coming, so they accepted any “loss” of property value or quality of life when
they purchased their property. Noise and pollution can be easily mitigated. The state has been
discussing the bridge replacement at least since | arrived in the area in 1986, so certainly anyone
who has purchased property since then did it knowing that one day the bridge would be
expanded/replaced. The same growth and “progress” that has made them fortunate enough to
purchase waterfront property is what requires the bridge to be expanded, so in a sense they have
caused the bridge to be replaced, while benefiting from the wealth they obtained during the
economic growth in the area. They have enjoyed living next to the lake and SR 520 corridor
since the bridge was constructed. Without the bridge (enabling them to work and play in Seattle),
the lake front property would not be as desirable. In fact, since all of the waterfront property has
been developed, its value has been reduced by the fact that so many homes are crowded on the
shores — their property values and quality of life have been negatively affected more by their
neighbors than any bridge could ever cause. We all grow together — there are no special
privileges just because you have money and live next to a major traffic corridor. What alternative
solutions have they brought to the table?

Roger Kuykendall, P.E.
10620 NE 154" Place
Bothell, Washington 98011
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From: Hellriegel, John [mailto:john.hellriegel@boeing.com]
Sent: Wednesday, February 17, 2010 12:18 PM

To: SR 520 Bridge SDEIS

Subject: 520 bridge

I-027-001 My bias is always towards preserving green space or creating more of it.
I use that area for recreation on a regular basis and the time spent
there increases in the summer!

Options A and K seam to be the ones that best preserve the green space
while addressing the traffic issues. I would support either one.

Cheers-

John Hellriegel
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From: Nathan Sikes [mailto: nsikes@abbae.com]
Sent: Wednesday, February 17, 2010 10:40 AM
To: SR 520 Bridge SDEIS

Subject: 520 opinion

| think it is sick and wrong to attempt to make the bridge larger just for cars. We need dedicated
mass transit at every possible route in this city. That would drastically reduce traffic and provide
a clear alternative to sitting in traffic.

Thanks,

Nathan Sikes, B.L. Arch.

This communication constitutes an electronic communication within the meaning of the Electronic
Communications Privacy Act, 19 USC 2510, and its disclosure is strictly limited to the recipient intended by the
sender of this message. This communication may contain confidential and privileged material for the sole use of
the intended recipient and the disclosure to anyone other than the intended recipient does not constitute a loss
of the confidential or privileged nature of the communication. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact
the sender by return electronic mail and delete all copies of this communication. Please check for any defects or
viruses before opening or using any attachments. There is no warranty that this e-mail is virus free or without
error. Allana Buick & Bers, Inc. is not liable if an attachment is altered without its written consent. Thank you.
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1-029-001

From: Sue and Bryan Cairns [mailto: bscairns@comcast.net]
Sent: Tuesday, February 09, 2010 3:21 PM

To: SR 520 Bridge SDEIS

Subject: Comments

We have spent years determining the design of the bridge structure, from the 4 lane Seattle put to
the 8 lane East side initial preference. After years of debate the rather obvious 6 lane
configuration with lane designations has been adopted. It is my understanding that things are now
moving ahead with the contract for the pontoons let. The East side configuration is largely in
place | understand with the West side the outstanding issue.

As a region we need to move ahead and not be sidetracked by notions from Seattle City Hall and
an endless debate on West side connections. Studies have been made, viable options exist let us
set firm dates to finalize the designs and move ahead. Bryan Cairns
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From: Corinna Bolender [ mailto: Corinna.Bolender@microsoft.com]
Sent: Monday, February 22, 2010 3:06 PM

To: SR 520 Bridge SDEIS

Subject: 520 bridge

1-030-001 I hear that potentially two lanes of the proposed new bridge that were original slated for
carpool may be converted to transit only and am definitely against this option. I would
like for transit & carpool to share these lanes to ensure the traffic flow is more optimal. I
would also like to see that the carpool is 2+ occupants similar to other highways in
Washington state vs. 3+ occupants. I definitely also want to see a bike lane as currently it
is a huge detour to have to bike to I-90 or around the lake.

I1-030-002
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I-031-001

I-031-002

From: Corinna Bolender [mailto: Corinna.Bolender@microsoft.com]
Sent: Monday, February 22, 2010 9:28 PM

To: Corinna Bolender; SR 520 Bridge SDEIS

Subject: RE: 520 bridge

Also, I want to ensure the bicycle/pedestrian traffic is safe & separated in the areas of the
off-ramps and want to ensure this is going to be part of the final design.

From: Corinna Bolender

Sent: Monday, February 22, 2010 3:06 PM
To: 'SR520Bridge_SDEIS@wsdot.wa.goVv'
Subject: 520 bridge

I hear that potentially two lanes of the proposed new bridge that were original slated for
carpool may be converted to transit only and am definitely against this option. I would
like for transit & carpool to share these lanes to ensure the traffic flow is more optimal. I
would also like to see that the carpool is 2+ occupants similar to other highways in
Washington state vs. 3+ occupants. I definitely also want to see a bike lane as currently it
is a huge detour to have to bike to I-90 or around the lake.
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From: Eshbaugh, James [mailto:James.Eshbaugh@parsons.com]
Sent: Friday, February 19, 2010 1:45 PM

To: SR 520 Bridge SDEIS

Subject: 520 Comment

1-032-001 Enough of the reviews and discussion. Build it. Now
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From: Bill [mailto:waherzog@comcast.net]
Sent: Friday, February 19, 2010 8:03 PM
To: SR 520 Bridge SDEIS
Subject: | live in Montlake near the bridge
1-033-001 | think one thing that would help is rerouting the I-5 south bound exit #168 so it leaves on the west
side of I-5 instead of the center lane. Every afternoon people get on I-5 at 45" and slowly creep
across to exit on 520. | can’t remember a day that I-5 isn’t clogged here.
My feelings are that if you corrected this by tunneling under I-5 there would be such a ground
swell of support your project would be unstoppable.
1-033-002 Of course living along the water of Portage bay, | would give anything for sound walls built on
that portion of the project.
Thanks for reading
Bill Herzog
2350 Boyer E
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A
Washington State
" Department of Transportation

SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Program

I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project

Supplemental Draft EIS Environmental Hearing
Comment Form — Feb. 23, 2010

Welcome to the environmental hearing for the SR 520, I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and
HOV Project Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). Please use this form
to share your comments on the content provided in the Supplemental Draft EIS document.
WSDOT will consider. all comments received between Jan. 22 and April 15, 2010 in making its
final decision in the environmental review process. Thank you for your comments.

You can provide comments through one of the following methods:

o Complete this form and place it in one of the comment boxes during the meeting. Please
write clearly.

e Mail your comments to Jenifer Young, SR 520, I-5 to Medina Environmental Manager,
Washington State Department of Transportation, 600 Stewart Street, Suite 520, Seattle, WA
98101.

e E-mail your comments to SR520Bridge SDEIS@wsdot.wa.gov.

e Visit the Web page at www.wsdot.wa.gov/projects/SR520Bridge.

Name ‘\1\ i< Dowman E-mail poatth @ 5C0uﬂa\fuhbu . Cam
Address (}%‘S ’—\' (7 I%( Nf :
city SEATILE state A Zip %L(:\/a

These comments will become part of the public record for the SR 520, I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement. Personal information is voluntary and will become part of the public record
if provided. The Washington State Department of Transportation is a public agency and is subject to the State of Washington's
Public Records Act (RCW 42.56). Therefore, meeting comments may be made available to anyone requesting them for non-

commercial purposes.

Do you have any comments on the Bridge Replacement and HOV Project Supplemental
Draft Environmental Impact Statement?

I-034-001
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Do you have any comments on the Bridge Replacement and HOV Project Supplemental
Draft Environmental Impact Statement? (continued from page 1)
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I-035-001

From: Mary Ellen Hunter [mailto: maryellenhunter@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, February 23, 2010 8:34 AM

To: SR 520 Bridge SDEIS

Subject: 520 bridge

Dear Ms. Young:

Thank you for this opoortunity to express a thought that comes to mind each time I cross
the 520 bridge.

How nice would it be if there was a spur that would link up with Madison at the edge of
Lake Washington. Think of how that would ease the traffic congestion through the

Montlake area and ultimately I-5.

I don't know if this idea has been discussed previously and ruled out for some reason. It
would be expensive, but very helpful in eliminating congestion.

Thanks for reading!
Best,

Mary Ellen Hunter
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I1-036-001

I1-036-002

I-036-003

I1-036-004

From: minesg@comcast.net [ mailto:minesg@comcast.net]
Sent: Monday, February 22, 2010 4:22 PM

To: SR 520 Bridge SDEIS

Subject: SR520 Replacement

To whom it may concern:

My wife, Gillian, and | are writing to express our concern about the SR 520
solution. We strongly support design Plan M and oppose Option A+ because:

1) Plan M "aligns with that of the Seattle City Council's resolution to balance
the new design for the Westside portal of SR 520 with reasonable balance for the
neighborhoods that will bear the brunt of its expansion" (Laurelhurst Letter, Dec.
20, 2009).

2) A tunnel under the Montlake Cut will offer continuous access to SR520
and will not require a drawbridge. Plan M "aligns with that of the Seattle City
Council's resolution to balance the new design for the Westside portal of SR 520
with reasonable balance for the neighborhoods that will bear the brunt of its
expansion".(Laurelhurst Letter, Dec. 20, 2009)

3) Plan M offers a narrower footprint than Option A+.

4) Option A+'s plan for bridge 30 feet above Lake Washington affords a
significantly ugly solution which sacrifices the beauty of the area without
relieving congestion along Montlake Boulevard.

In addition, we strongly support a light rail for the bridge with an easy connection
to the planned University light rail station. Hopefully, a narrow footprint and light
rail are not mutually exclusive! The fact is making more lanes for vehicles is the
answer of the past.

As homeowners in the Laurelhurst neighborhood, we are well aware of the need
to improve traffic flow on the 520 floating bridge and along Montlake Boulevard.
However we also believe that it is well worth the investment that Plan M requires
to preserve the magnificence of this part of the City. The charm and beauty of
Seattle--the San Francisco of the Northwest--is not just its downtown center with
its wonderful architecture, but also its special geographical setting, its
neighborhoods, its parks, and the waters of Puget Sound and the lakes that give
the City its character. These are tremendous assets of irreplaceable value. We
strongly support design Plan M because it has the least impact on the
neighborhoods of Madison Park, Laurelhurst, Montlake, Portage Bay, and North
Capital Hill. It also has the least impact on use of the Arboretum by pedestrians,
and it preserves the Montlake Bridge, which is an architectural gem. Seattle
deserves preservation and Washington deserves a Seattle that is not degraded.

Mattison and Gillian Mines
4532 E. Laurel Dr. N.E.
Seattle, WA 98105

SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Project

2010 SDEIS Comments and Responses -- Comments Only

Page 1257

For Internal Use Only -- 05/26/2011 14:11 PM



I1-037
05/26/2011 12:53 PM

From: stixrood@comcast.net [ mailto: stixrood@comcast.net]

Sent: Sunday, February 21, 2010 2:21 PM

To: SR 520 Bridge SDEIS (2)

Cc: mike.mcginn@seattle.gov; richard.conlin@seattle.gov; sally.bagshaw@seattle.gov;
tom.rasmussen@seattle.gov; nick.licata@seattle.gov; jean.godden@seattle.gov;
sally.clark@seattle.gov; bruce.harrell@seattle.gov; tim.burgess@seattle.gov;
mike.obrien@seattle.gov

Subject: 520 SDEIS South Portage Bay area Comments

Please see attached comments on 520 SDEIS.

Carl and Annie Stixrood
2510 Boyer Avenue East
Residents adjacent to 520 Portage Bay Viaduct

*** eSafe?2 scanned this email for malicious content ***
**x IMPORTANT: Do not open attachments from unrecognized senders ***
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Carl and Annie Stixrood
2510 Boyer Avenue East
Seattle, WA 98102
February 21, 2010

Randolph L. Everett
Seattle Major Projects Oversight Manager
Federal Highway Administration

Jennifer Young

Environmental Manager

Washington State Department of Transportation
SR 520 Project Office

600 Stewart Street. Suite 520

Seattle, WA 98101

RE: SDEIS COMMENT LETTER., NOISE WALLS; PORTAGE BAY VIADUCT

SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Program FHWA-WA-EIS-06-02-DS
I-037-001
Carl and Annie Stixrood are submitting the following comments regarding the above
referenced SDEIS. Our comments are primarily focused on our immediate neighborhood
of South Portage Bay defined on the north and west by Highway 520, on the south by
Delmar Drive and on the east by 15th Avenue and the newly developed south Portage
Bay reclamation portion of the Montlake Park. This area forms a topographic “bowl
focused on the 2,500 foot long Viaduct. There are over 60 single family residences and
approximately 100 multi family units in this area that would achieve a 7-dba reduction
from noise wall mitigation. Approximately 100 of these units are “first row™ properties.
most of which were developed prior to Highway 520. In addition, the Queen City Yacht
Club and Seattle Yacht club which border the viaduct on the northwest near the bridge
ends predated viaduct construction.

My wife and I have lived next to the Portage Bay Viaduct since 1985. We are writing to
express a request for noise walls on the Portage Bay Viaduct and to express concern
about the vagueness in the SDEIS about the provision of noise walls on the Portage Bay
Viaduet.

This letter is a formal request from first row property owners that noise walls be included
in the 520 project on the Portage Bay viaduct. Noise walls should be provided for the
following reasons:

e Exhibits in the SDEIS show a dramatic positive benefit from noise walls.
o My wife and I are requesting the provision of noise walls, in writing, after having

reviewed the information in the SDEIS. We are “first row™ property owners of
three properties.
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Jennifer Young
February 13. 2010

Page 2

1-037-001 L

I-037-002

This is a Type 1 project for which noise walls appear to meet the “reasonable and
feasible™ criteria consistent with WSDOT policy. implemented in accordance with
23 CFR part 772.

Noise modeling in the SDEIS shows that noise walls meet all FHWA and
WSDOT requirements for avoidance and minimization of negative effects of the
520 viaduct.

Noise will exceed threshold criteria without walls and will be reduced by
walls to a level that meets WSDOT criteria for a decision to provide walls.
Modeling done by WSDOT shows a greater than 10 decibel reduction from walls
on all three of the properties my wife and I own and a greater than 7-dba
reduction in the noise levels for the 160 residences in the South Portage Bay area
described above. Under these conditions the WSDOT is required by its
policies to make every reasonable effort to achieve these reductions.

Review of the noise discipline report page 115-117 and modeling results (SDEIS
page 5-106) indicates that the following criteria for noise walls are met in the
South Portage Bay area:

o Many receivers achieve a 10 DBA reduction

o A 7-dba reduction appears to be achieved for over 160 single and
multifamily residences north and west of Delmar Drive

o Most of first row properties were developed prior to 520 construction

As indicated on page 1-26 of the SDEIS “regardless of the preferences of
mediation participants. they do not affect FHWA’s and WSDOT"s responsibility
to identify and consider effective noise abatement measures under existing laws.”
My wife and I agree with this statement that the mediation process does not
affect WSDOT obligation to provide noise walls along the Portage Bay
viaduct.

The recently designed and constructed South Portage Bay reclamation/interpretive
area fronting the Viaduct and adjacent to Montlake Park is not discussed in the
SDEIS. This passive park area was recently designed and constructed under the
supervision of a noted Seattle/Bellevue area Landscape Architect in partnership
with Seattle Parks and Seattle Green Partnership to provide public access and
interpretation and reclaim shoreline wildlife habitat. The park development was
funded by a grant from the Seattle Department of Neighborhoods. with
contributions from Microsoft, Starbucks. King County Council. Seattle
Department of Planning and Development (mitigation funds). Washington Native
Plant Society. Montlake Community Council, Montlake Advisory Council, and
private cash donations totaling over $15.000. Matching labor hours exceed 3,250
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Jennifer Young
February 13, 2010
Page 3

to date. Interpretive signing is being designed, installed and constructed under a
grant from the Bullitt Foundation. The South Portage Bay wildlife reclamation
project would benefit from a greater than 7 decibel reduction from noise walls.
This area should be included in the cost analysis for noise walls on a residential
equivalency basis.

Conclusion.

My wife and I agree that this project is needed to increase mobility and access and will
bring increased growth, and thus a better economy, to our region. However. consider that
roads have impacts and can destroy the goals we are trying to achieve as a region and a
nation. By mitigating noise impacts of the Portage Bay viaduct portion of this project,
WSDOT can contribute to strengthening a high density neighborhood that provides
exceptional owned and rental housing., walk to work, education, recreation and shopping
opportunities.

In summary. the viaduct portion of the 520 project. with proper noise mitigation can
support a showcase neighborhood that achieves regional and national land use planning
“smart growth™ goals. Without noise walls on the Viaduct the 520 project will destroy an
opportunity in the South Portage Bay neighborhood to achieve national security and
health objectives.

We formally request that noise walls be included on the Portage Bay Viaduct.

Sincerely, 2

= F ¥ |

Carl and Annie Stixrood

Ce

Mayor Mike McGinn

Seattle City Councilmembers

Representatives Frank Chopp. Jamie Petersen
Governor Chris Gregoire

Madison Park Community Council

Montlake Community Council

Portage Bay Roanoke Park Community Council
Washington Secretary of Transportation Paula Hammond
Queen City Yacht Club

Seattle Yacht Club

Seattle Preparatory Academy
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Carl and Annie Stixrood
2510 Boyer Avenue East
Seattle, WA 98102
February 15, 2010

Randolph L. Everett
Seattle Major Projects Oversight Manager
Federal Highway Administration

Jennifer Young

Environmental Manager

Washington State Department of Transportation
SR 520 Project Oftice

600 Stewart Street, Suite 520

Seattle, WA 98101

RE: SDEIS COMMENT LETTER, PEDESTRIAN CONNECTIVITY
SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Program FHWA-WA-EIS-06-02-DS

Carl and Annie Stixrood are submitting the following comments regarding the above referenced
SDEIS. Our comments are primarily focused on our immediate neighborhood of South Portage
Bay defined on the north and west by Highway 520, on the south by Delmar Drive and on the
east by 15th Avenue and the newly developed south Portage Bay reclamation portion of the
Montlake Park. There are over 60 single family residences and approximately 100 multi family
units in this area. Walking destinations include the bus stop on Tenth and Roanoke, employment
and shopping on Capitol Hill, University Village, and University District; the Canal, Hopin and
Mont’s Markets, Montlake Elementary School, Montlake Library, Montlake Park and
Community Center and many others.

My wife and I have lived in the Portage Bay neighborhood since 1985. We are writing to express
concern over the lack of discussion of the pedestrian network that will be affected by the project.
The analysis of the pedestrian environment in the SDEIS is inadequate. There is no discussion of
the existing sidewalk/stair system in the South Portage Bay neighborhood in Chapter 4 or the
impacts to it in Chapter 5. Discussion is provided in relation to regional movement, but it is the
impact to the fine grain of local movement opportunities that has such a effect on the liveability
and walkability of neighborhoods. The WSDOT record with respect to pedestrian facilities in the
South Portage Bay neighborhood is one of destruction. The sidewalks and stairways that knitted
this neighborhood together and to transit were destroyed by the construction of Highway 520 and
were not replaced after construction. Working over many, many years a dedicated group of
residents has been able to dig out or rebuild many of the sidewalks, stairs and other facilities
destroyed by the construction of 520. In the current era, a national goal of the present
administration 1s for planners and engineers to work together to create walkable communities.
The importance of this concept is confirmed by the strong attendance at the recent Smart Growth
conference in Seattle which attracted 1700 attendees from 46 states and 7 foreign countries with
keynote speakers including US Secretaries of Transportation and Housing and Urban
Development. Walkable communities are an important national security issue to reduce our
country’s reliance on foreign oil. It is also an important national health issue. It is questionable
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I1-037-004

Jennifer Young
February 13, 2010
Page 2

whether federal dollars should be spent in the current climate on a project that could have such a
negative effect on walkability in a neighborhood that exemplifies the goals we are trying to
achieve as a nation. Please don’t destroy our neighborhood’s sidewalk and stairway system
again.

My wife and I agree that this project is needed to increase mobility and access and will bring
increased growth, and thus a better economy, to our region. However, consider that roads have
impacts and can destroy the goals we are trying to achieve as a region and a nation. By
mitigating pedestrian movement impacts of the Portage Bay viaduct portion of this project,
WSDOT can contribute to strengthening a high density neighborhood that provides exceptional
owned and rental housing, walk to work, education, recreation and shopping opportunities.

In summary, the viaduct portion of the 520 project, with proper pedestrian mitigation can support
a showcase neighborhood that achieves regional and national land use planning “smart growth”
goals. Without pedestrian access mitigation the viaduct portion of the 520 project will destroy an
opportunity in the south portage bay area to achieve national security and health objectives.

We request that the analysis in the FEIS include a map of all existing pedestrian facilities
in the South Portage Bay neighborhood, a discussion of project effects on them and
proposed mitigating measures.

Sincerely,

ce

Transportation Secretary Ray LaHood

Seattle King County Department of Health
Mayor Mike McGinn

Seattle City Councilmembers

Representatives Frank Chopp, Jamie Petersen
Governor Chris Gregoire

Montlake Community Council

Portage Bay Roanoke Park Community Council
Washington Secretary of Transportation Paula Hammond
Queen City Yacht Club

Seattle Yacht Club

Seattle Preparatory Academy
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Carl and Annie Stixrood
2510 Boyer Avenue East
Seattle, WA 98102
February 21, 2010

Randolph L. Everett
Seattle Major Projects Oversight Manager
Federal Highway Administration

Jennifer Young

Environmental Manager

Washington State Department of Transportation
SR 520 Project Office

600 Stewart Street, Suite 520

Seattle, WA 98101

RE: SDEIS COMMENT, SILT IN PORTAGE BAY
SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Program FHWA-WA-EIS-06-02-DS

Carl and Annie Stixrood are submitting the following comments regarding the above referenced
SDEIS. Our comments are primarily focused on our immediate neighborhood of South Portage
Bay defined on the north and west by Highway 520, on the south by Delmar Drive and on the
east by 15th Avenue and the newly developed south Portage Bay reclamation portion of the
Montlake Park. There are over 60 single family residences and approximately 100 multi family
units in this area.

My wife and I have lived next to the Portage Bay Viaduct since 1985. We are writing to express
concern about the lack of discussion of sediment issues in Portage Bay. Discussion with long
time residents of the area indicates that the water depth in the Bay appears to have decreased
since construction of Highway 520, Our investigation suggests two possibilities for this: 1) Fill
placed in Montlake Park as a disposal site for 520 construction may be pushing soft underlying
peat into the Bay and 2) sediment laden stormwater collected in storm drains on the viaduct is
discharged directly to the Bay.

Discussion in the SDEIS of the sediment effects of the project appears inadequate. We cannot
find any discussion of the change in Portage Bay depths, siltation and silt pollution from the
construction and operation of the current viaduct. Page 4-77 indicates that additional sediment
quality information will be available at the time of the FEIS. This approach will not meet
required environmental procedures as there will not be adequate opportunity for public comment
on this important project affect as a basis for formulating a Record of Decision.

We request that a supplemental DEIS address sediment issues in Portage Bay to allow
public comment prior to issuing a record of decision for this project.

Sincerely,
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Ce

Mayor Mike McGinn

Seattle City Councilmembers

Representatives Frank Chopp, Jamie Petersen

Governor Chris Gregoire

Montlake Community Council

Portage Bay Roanoke Park Community Council
Washington Secretary of Transportation Paula Hammond
Queen City Yacht Club

Seattle Yacht Club
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From: Doug Armintrout [mailto:dougarmintrout@hotmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, February 24, 2010 10:08 AM

To: SR 520 Bridge SDEIS

Subject: comment on 520 bridge replacement

| am a 20+ year resident of Laurelhurst. My home faces the 520 bridge. | am
writing to say that the position taken by the Laurelhurst Community Club does not
represent my opinion. | am for beginning the A+ replacement option as soon as
possible.

Sincerely,
Doug Armintrout

3509 43rd Ave NE
Seattle, WA 98105

Hotmail: Trusted email with Microsoft’s powerful SPAM protection. Sign up now.

SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Project

2010 SDEIS Comments and Responses -- Comments Only

Page 1266

For Internal Use Only -- 05/26/2011 14:11 PM



I-039
05/26/2011 12:53 PM

F N
Washington Stat
" De:a:'r?-n::t of Ti?ansporialion

SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Program

I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project

Supplemental Draft EIS Environmental Hearing
Comment Form - Feb. 23, 2010

Welcome to the environmental hearing for the SR 520, I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and
HOV Project Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). Please use this form
to share your comments on the content provided in the Supplemental Draft EIS document.
WSDOT will consider all comments received between Jan. 22 and April 15, 2010 in making its
final decision in the environmental review process. Thank you for your comments.

You can provide comments through one of the following methods:

e Complete this form and place it in one of the comment boxes during the meeting. Please
write clearly.

e Mail your comments to Jenifer Young, SR 520, I-5 to Medina Environmental Manager,
Washington State Department of Transportation, 600 Stewart Street, Suite 520, Seattle, WA
98101.

e E-mail your comments to SR520Bridge SDEIS@wsdot.wa.gov.

e Visit the Web page at www.wsdot.wa.gov/projects/SR520Bridge.

- D
e - - ) F
Name ) pyce OO0 Cla emait de\lo. by |ocle @ rowcast nd
Address
City State Zip

These comments will become part of the public record for the SR 520, I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement. Personal information is voluntary and will become part of the public record
if provided. The Washington State Department of Transportation is a public agency and is subject to the State of Washington’s
Public Records Act (RCW 42.56). Therefore, meeting comments may be made available to anyone requesting them for non-
commercial purposes.

Do you have any comments on the Bridge Replacement and HOV Project Supplemental

Draft Environmental Impact Statement?
I-039-001
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Do you have any comments on the Bridge Replacement and HOV Project Supplemental
Draft Environmental Impact Statement? (continued from page 1)
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From: Jacobsen, Michelle [mailto:mcjacobsen@seattleschools.org]
Sent: Wednesday, February 24, 2010 12:35 PM

To: SR 520 Bridge SDEIS

Subject: SR520

To Whom This May Concern,

Before you commit to a design for a new SR520 bridge, please consider the future and
how your decision will be perceived over the next 50 years...

It is not too late to consider building a “signature” aesthetically exciting bridge that will
connect the Eastside and Microsoft to Seattle and the UW. With new technologies there
should be ways to build a gorgeous new bridge and ramps that enhance the views and
communities rather than building a 1950s era concrete 30 foot wall that almost makes the
current bridge almost look beautiful.

Since Microsoft is in a hurry to build a bridge, perhaps someone could approach
Microsoft and suggest that they front the extra $$$ to build a really beautiful bridge and
name it the Microsoft Bridge. Why not?

Sincerely,
Michelle Jacobsen

2006 Boyer Ave. E.
Seattle, Wa 98112
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Washington State
" Department of Transportation

SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Program

I1-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project

SR 520, |-5 to Medina: Supplemental Draft EIS Comment Form

Please use this form to share your comments on the content provided in the Supplemental Draft Environmental
Impact Statement document. WSDOT will consider all comments received between Jan. 22 and April 15, 2010 in
making its final decision in the environmental review process. Thank you for your comments.

You can provide comments using one of the following methods:

-- Complete this form.

-- Mail your comments to Jenifer Young, SDEIS Environmental Manager, Washington State Department
of Transportation, 600 Stewart Street, Suite 520, Seattle, WA 98101.

-- E-mail your comments to SR520Bridge_SDEI S@wsdot.wa.gov.

-- Speak to a court reporter at an environmental hearing scheduled for 5 — 7 p.m., Feb. 23, at
Lake Union Park Naval Reserve Building, 860 Terry Ave. N., Seattle.

1. Name David Fugate

2. E-mail midnightdf@yahoo.com
3. Address:

4. City: Kirkland

5. State: WA

* 6. Zip Code: 98034

7. Do you have any comments on the SR 520, |-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project Supplemental

Draft Environmental Impact Statement?

The replacement for this bridge should have at least EIGHT lanes of traffic. The four lanes we currently have cause gridlock nearly every day,
and only providing six lanes (two of which will be for transit only) fixes nothing! There needs to be at least six lanes of traffic open to everyone.

These comments will become part of the public record for the SR 520, |-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project

Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement. Personal information is voluntary and will become part of the public record
if provided. The Washington State Department of Transportation is a public agency and is subject to the State of Washington’s

Public Records Act (RCW 42.56). Therefore, comments may be made available to anyone requesting them for non-commercial
purposes.
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From: Barb [mailto:boleson02@hotmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, February 23, 2010 11:00 AM
To: SR 520 Bridge SDEIS

Subject: Microsoft

They took out a full page ad to push a new bridge. Let them help foot the bill. It's their
staff who benefit hugely from that bridge.

I1-042-001
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Washington State
" Department of Transportation

SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Program

I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project

Supplemental Draft EIS Environmental Hearing
Comment Form - Feb. 23, 2010

Welcome to the environmental hearing for the SR 520, I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and
HOV Project Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). Please use this form
to share your comments on the content provided in the Supplemental Draft EIS document.
WSDOT will consider all comments received between Jan. 22 and April 15, 2010 in making its
final decision in the environmental review process. Thank you for your comments.

You can provide comments through one of the following methods:

e Complete this form and place it in one of the comment boxes during the meeting. Please
write clearly.

e Mail your comments to Jenifer Young, SR 520, I-5 to Medina Environmental Manager,
Washington State Department of Transportation, 600 Stewart Street, Suite 520, Seattle, WA
98101.

e E-mail your comments to SR520Bridge SDEIS@wsdot.wa.gov.

e Visit the Web page at www.wsdot.wa.gov/projects/SR520Bridge.

Name \(’\.) ! ( N ‘Q IE’C '[ B A»,{ [/ E-mail vu'\x J [ o (L :{Q(“L{Z%/ VG [1 00, e
Address ( C{ 9 }/- L}’{’L/:("t/*AV‘é ‘ #E (

City < L(AH’ / < State L-Uf\ Zip (?Q ( (“_5

These comments will become part of the public record for the SR 520, 1-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement. Personal information is voluntary and will become part of the public record
if provided. The Washington State Department of Transportation is a public agency and is subject fo the State of Washington's
Public Records Act (RCW 42.56). Therefore, meeting comments may be made available to anyone requesting them for non-

commercial purposes.

Do you have any comments on the Bridge Replacement and HOV Project Supplemental
Draft Environmental Impact Statement?
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Do you have any comments on the Bridge Replacement and HOV Project Supplemental
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Washington State
" Department of Transportation

SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Program

I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project

Supplemental Draft EIS Environmental Hearing
Comment Form - Feb. 23, 2010

Welcome to the environmental hearing for the SR 520, I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and
HOV Project Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). Please use this form
to share your comments on the content provided in the Supplemental Draft EIS document.
WSDOT will consider all comments received between Jan. 22 and April 15, 2010 in making its
final decision in the environmental review process. Thank you for your comments.

You can provide comments through one of the following methods:

e Complete this form and place it in one of the comment boxes during the meeting. Please
write clearly.

e Mail your comments to Jenifer Young, SR 520, I-5 to Medina Environmental Manager,
Washington State Department of Transportation, 600 Stewart Street, Suite 520, Seattle, WA
98101.

e E-mail your comments to SR520Bridge SDEIS@wsdot.wa.gov.

e Visit the Web page at www.wsdot.wa.gov/projects/SR520Bridge.

Name ﬁ’/@f/ ALBLIENT E-mail ﬂ/éqi?%lf' 2 damiFir @ min. Cone
Address 4,7 27 4£. JOUIA S f-—
City S AT LR state VN Zip 75// 7

These comments will become part of the public record for the SR 520, I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement. Personal information is voluntary and will become part of the public record
if provided. The Washington State Department of Transportation is a public agency and is subject to the State of Washington's
Public Records Act (RCW 42.56). Therefore, meeting comments may be made available to anyone requesting them for non-
commercial purposes.

Do you have any comments on the Bridge Replacement and HOV Project Supplemental
Draft Environmental Impact Statement?
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Do you have any comments on the Bridge Replacement and HOV Project Supplemental
Draft Environmental Impact Statement? (continued from page 1)
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Washington Stat
" DeparTm of 1:ansportation

SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Program

I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project

Supplemental Draft EIS Environmental Hearing
Comment Form - Feb. 23, 2010

Welcome to the environmental hearing for the SR 520, I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and
HOV Project Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). Please use this form
to share your comments on the content provided in the Supplemental Draft EIS document.
WSDOT will consider all comments received between Jan. 22 and April 15, 2010 in making its
final decision in the environmental review process. Thank you for your comments.

You can provide comments through one of the following methods:

e Complete this form and place it in one of the comment boxes during the meeting. Please
write clearly.

e Mail your comments to Jenifer Young, SR 520, I-5 to Medina Environmental Manager,
Washington State Department of Transportation, 600 Stewart Street, Suite 520, Seattle, WA
98101.

e E-mail your comments to SR520Bridge SDEIS@wsdot.wa.gov.

e Visit the Web page at www.wsdot.wa.gov/projects/SR520Bridge.

Name W/ . ]‘ A vy R UMPI‘I."AD\‘ E-mail
=)
Address
City State Zip

These comments will become part of the public record for the SR 520, I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement. Personal information is voluntary and will become part of the public record
if provided. The Washington State Department of Transportation is a public agency and is subject to the State of Washington's
Public Records Act (RCW 42.56). Therefore, meeting comments may be made available to anyone requesting them for non-

commercial purposes.

Do you have any comments on the Bridge Replacement and HOV Project Supplemental
Draft Environmental Impact Statement?
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Do you have any comments on the Bridge Replacement and HOV Project Supplemental
Draft Environmental Impact Statement? (continued from page 1)
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Washington State
Department of Transportation

SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Program

I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project

Supplemental Draft EIS Environmental Hearing
Comment Form — Feb. 23, 2010

Welcome to the environmental hearing for the SR 520, I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and
HOV Project Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). Please use this form
to share your comments on the content provided in the Supplemental Draft EIS document.
WSDOT will consider all comments received between Jan. 22 and April 15, 2010 in making its
final decision in the environmental review process. Thank you for your comments.

You can provide comments through one of the following methods:

e Complete this form and place it in one of the comment boxes during the meeting. Please
write clearly.

e Mail your comments to Jenifer Young, SR 520, I-5 to Medina Environmental Manager,
Washington State Department of Transportation, 600 Stewart Street, Suite 520, Seattle, WA
98101.

e E-mail your comments to SR520Bridge SDEIS(@wsdot.wa.gov.

e Visit the Web page at www.wsdot.wa.gov/projects/SR520Bridge.

Name E-mail
Address
City State Zip

These comments will become part of the public record for the SR 520, I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement. Personal information is voluntary and will become part of the public record
if provided. The Washington State Department of Transportation is a public agency and is subject to the State of Washington's
Public Records Act (RCW 42.56). Therefore, meeting comments may be made available to anyone requesting them for non-

commercial purposes.

Do you have any comments on the Bridge Replacement and HOV Project Supplemental
Draft Environmental Impact Statement?
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Do you have any comments on the Bridge Replacement and HOV Project Supplemental
Draft Environmental Impact Statement? (continued from page 1)
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Washington State
Department of Transportation

SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Program

I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project

Supplemental Draft EIS Environmental Hearing
Comment Form - Feb. 23, 2010

Welcome to the environmental hearing for the SR 520, I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and
HOV Project Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). Please use this form
to share your comments on the content provided in the Supplemental Draft EIS document.
WSDOT will consider all comments received between Jan. 22 and April 15, 2010 in making its
final decision in the environmental review process. Thank you for your comments.

You can provide comments through one of the following methods:

e Complete this form and place it in one of the comment boxes during the meeting. Please
write clearly.

e Mail your comments to Jenifer Young, SR 520, I-5 to Medina Environmental Manager,
Washington State Department of Transportation, 600 Stewart Street, Suite 520, Seattle, WA

98101.
e E-mail your comments to SR520Bridge SDEIS@wsdot.wa.gov.

e Visit the Web page at www.wsdot.wa.gov/projects/SR520Bridge.

Name E-mail
Address
City State Zip

These comments will become part of the public record for the SR 520, I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement. Personal information is voluntary and will become part of the public record
if provided. The Washington State Department of Transportation is a public agency and is subject to the State of Washington's
Public Records Act (RCW 42.56). Therefore, meeting comments may be made available to anyone requesting them for non-

commercial purposes.

Do you have any comments on the Bridge Replacement and HOV Project Supplemental
Draft Environmental Impact Statement?
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Do you have any comments on the Bridge Replacement and HOV Project Supplemental
Draft Environmental Impact Statement? (continued from page 1)
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SR 520 Brid

Washington State
Department of Transportation

SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Program

I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project

Supplemental Draft EIS Environmental Hearing
Comment Form - Feb. 23, 2010

Welcome to the environmental hearing for the SR 520, I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and
HOV Project Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). Please use this form
to share your comments on the content provided in the Supplemental Draft EIS document.
WSDOT will consider all comments received between Jan. 22 and April 15, 2010 in making its
final decision in the environmental review process. Thank you for your comments.

You can provide comments through one of the following methods:

e Complete this form and place it in one of the comment boxes during the meeting. Please

write clearly.

e Mail your comments to Jenifer Young, SR 520, I-5 to Medina Environmental Manager,
Washington State Department of Transportation, 600 Stewart Street, Suite 520, Seattle, WA
98101.

e E-mail your comments to SR520Bridge SDEIS@wsdot.wa.gov.

e Visit the Web page at www.wsdot.wa.gov/projects/SR520Bridge.

Name E-mail

Address
city State pr/’f’ 5/ / <

These comments will become part of the public record for the SR 520, I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement

Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement. Personal information is voluntary and will become part of the public record
if provided. The Washington State Department of Transportation is a public agency and is subject to the State of Washington’s
Public Records Act (RCW 42.56). Therefore, meeting comments may be made available to anyone reguesting them for non-

commercial purposes.

Do you have any comments on the Bridge Replacement and HOV Project Supplemental
Draft Environmental Impact Statement?
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Do you have any comments on the Bridge Replacement and HOV Project Supplemental
Draft Environmental Impact Statement? (continued from page 1)
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Washington State
Department of Transportation

SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Program

I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project

Supplemental Draft EIS Environmental Hearing
Comment Form - Feb. 23, 2010

Welcome to the environmental hearing for the SR 520, I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and
HOV Project Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). Please use this form
to share your comments on the content provided in the Supplemental Draft EIS document.
WSDOT will consider all comments received between Jan. 22 and April 15, 2010 in making its
final decision in the environmental review process. Thank you for your comments.

You can provide comments through one of the following methods:

e Complete this form and place it in one of the comment boxes during the meeting. Please
write clearly.

e Mail your comments to Jenifer Young, SR 520, I-5 to Medina Environmental Manager,
Washington State Department of Transportation, 600 Stewart Street, Suite 520, Seattle, WA
98101.

e E-mail your comments to SR520Bridge SDEIS@wsdot.wa.gov.
e Visit the Web page at www.wsdot.wa.gov/projects/SR520Bridge.

Name Bruce Bulik Emait della. by 2liel G com et nsT™
Address 21X € Shelby St
city Jeuatlle State [/ z;'pﬁ}/ (3

These comments will become part of the public record for the SR 520, I-5 fo Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement. Personal information is voluntary and will become part of the public record
if provided. The Washington State Department of Transportation is a public agency and is subject to the State of Washington’s
Public Records Act (RCW 42.56). Therefore, meeting comments may be made available to anyone requesting them for non-
commercial purposes.

Do you have any comments on the Bridge Replacement and HOV Project Supplemental
Draft Environmental Impact Statement?
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Do you have any comments on the Bridge Replacement and HOV Project Supplemental
Draft Environmental Impact Statement? (continued from page 1)
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Washington State
Department of Transportation

SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Program

I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project

Supplemental Draft EIS Environmental Hearing
Comment Form — Feb. 23, 2010

Welcome to the environmental hearing for the SR 520, I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and
HOV Project Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). Please use this form
to share your comments on the content provided in the Supplemental Draft EIS document.
WSDOT will consider all comments received between Jan. 22 and April 15, 2010 in making its
final decision in the environmental review process. Thank you for your comments.

You can provide comments through one of the following methods:

e Complete this form and place it in one of the comment boxes during the meeting. Please
write clearly.

e Mail your comments to Jenifer Young, SR 520, I-5 to Medina Environmental Manager,
Washington State Department of Transportation, 600 Stewart Street, Suite 520, Seattle, WA
98101.

e E-mail your comments to SR520Bridge SDEIS@wsdot.wa.gov.

e Visit the Web page at www.wsdot.wa.gov/projects/SR520Bridge.

Name G”ﬁ' %C/?‘WO 2e L E-mail «,cmcéé@@/:mz/ (on
Address 50 ! (ﬂwfer bor s mee £ #/23
ciy .S QM‘J@ [ state WA zip Y81/

These comments will become part of the public record for the SR 520, I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement. Personal information is voluntary and will become part of the public record
if provided. The Washington State Department of Transportation is a public agency and is subject to the Stafe of Washington's
Public Records Act (RCW 42.56). Therefore, meeting comments may be made available to anyone requesting them for non-

commercial purposes.

Do you have any comments on the Bridge Replacement and HOV Project Supplemental
Draft Environmental Impact Statement?
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Do you have any comments on the Bridge Replacement and HOV Project Supplemental
Draft Environmental Impact Statement? (continued from page 1)
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Washington State
Department of Transportation

SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Program

I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project

Supplemental Draft EIS Environmental Hearing
Comment Form — Feb. 23, 2010

Welcome to the environmental hearing for the SR 520, I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and
HOV Project Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). Please use this form
to share your comments on the content provided in the Supplemental Draft EIS document.
WSDOT will consider all comments received between Jan. 22 and April 15, 2010 in making its
final decision in the environmental review process. Thank you for your comments.

You can provide comments through one of the following methods:

e Complete this form and place it in one of the comment boxes during the meeting. Please
write clearly.

e Mail your comments to Jenifer Young, SR 520, I-5 to Medina Environmental Manager,
Washington State Department of Transportation, 600 Stewart Street, Suite 520, Seattle, WA
98101.

e E-mail your comments to SR520Bridge_SDEIS@wsdot.wa.gov.

e Visit the Web page at www.wsdot.wa.gov/projects/SR520Bridge.

Name "}JM /\!%?et)/mﬁd p E-mail ur /')r’“(?nr};'p/ é‘b (waazo CD%L_
Address Qa_! (o Tan /u&u.x, %« €. L /23

/&Mlﬁo State COA Zip 99/)2

These comments will become part of the public record for the SR 520, I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement. Personal information is voluntary and will become part of the public record
if provided. The Washington State Department of Transportation is a public agency and is subject to the State of Washington's
Public Records Act (RCW 42.56). Therefore, meeting comments may be made available to anyone requesting them for non-

commercial purposes.
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Do you have any comments on the Bridge Replacement and HOV Project Supplemental
Draft Environmental Impact Statement? (continued from page 1)
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Washington State
" Depa:-lr?nent of Transportation

SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Program

I1-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project

Supplemental Draft EIS Environmental Hearing

Comment Form - Feb. 23, 2010

Welcome to the environmental hearing for the SR 520, I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and
HOV Project Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). Please use this form
to share your comments on the content provided in the Supplemental Draft EIS document.
WSDOT will consider all comments received between Jan. 22 and April 15, 2010 in making its
final decision in the environmental review process. Thank you for your comments.

You can provide comments through one of the following methods:

e Complete this form and place it in one of the comment boxes during the meeting. Please

write clearly.

e Mail your comments to Jenifer Young, SR 520, I-5 to Medina Environmental Manager,
Washington State Department of Transportation, 600 Stewart Street, Suite 520, Seattle, WA

98101.

e E-mail your comments to SR520Bridge_SDEIS@wsdot.wa.gov.
e Visit the Web page at www.wsdot.wa.gov/projects/SR520Bridge.
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P EWVH NG N iy,

4 i 5 ‘ £~
Name {)~silic  Copnion E-mail Char | @
Address 11,05 %D A AIRS
City SCerid { State /,J?“} Z:p/;f/() )

These comments will become part of the public record for the SR 520, I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement. Personal information is voluntary and will become part of the public record
if provided. The Washington State Department of Transportation is a public agency and is subject to the State of Washington's
Public Records Act (RCW 42.56). Therefore, meeting comments may be made available to anyone requesting them for non-

commercial purposes.

Do you have any comments on the Bridge Replacement and HOV Project Supplemental

Draft Environmental Impact Statement?
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Do you have any comments on the Bridge Replacement and HOV Project Supplemental
Draft Environmental Impact Statement? (continued from page 1)

SR 520 BriddeRbpI&dediia afridoe Fieelacement and HOV Project Page 20of 2 page 1291
2010 SDEIS SuRplgiamtakEdmitdas Viksrratabmypact Statement — Feb. 23, 2010 For Internal Use Only - 05/26/2011 14:11 PM



I-053
05/26/2011 12:53 PM

Washington State
 / ’ Department of Transportation

SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Program

I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project

Supplemental Draft EIS Environmental Hearing
Comment Form - Feb. 23, 2010

Welcome to the environmental hearing for the SR 520, I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and
HOV Project Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). Please use this form
to share your comments on the content provided in the Supplemental Draft EIS document.
WSDOT will consider all comments received between Jan. 22 and April 15, 2010 in making its
final decision in the environmental review process. Thank you for your comments.

You can provide comments through one of the following methods:

e Complete this form and place it in one of the comment boxes during the meeting. Please
write clearly.

e Mail your comments to Jenifer Young, SR 520, I-5 to Medina Environmental Manager,
Washington State Department of Transportation, 600 Stewart Street, Suite 520, Seattle, WA
98101.

e E-mail your comments to SR520Bridge SDEIS@wsdot.wa.gov.

e Visit the Web page at www.wsdot.wa.gov/projects/SR520Bridge.

Name R?Qﬂ UFPEJ/\ E-mail UU’“\ QVe (:f M A i', Lom
i ) . ‘ ) [, :

Address | & Y b S \JE’,\\Q[' Oy

City % Q;,ﬁ_-l.-{_ State \A/A' zip Y 3Ly ‘-f

These comments will become part of the public record for the SR 520. I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement. Personal information is voluntary and will become part of the public record
if provided. The Washington State Department of Transportation is a public agency and is subject to the State of Washington's
Public Records Act (RCW 42.56). Therefore, meeting comments may be made available to anyone requesting them for non-
commercial purposes.

Do you have any comments on the Bridge Replacement and HOV Project Supplemental
Draft Environmental Impact Statement?
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Do you have any comments on the Bridge Replacement and HOV Project Supplemental
Draft Environmental Impact Statement? (continued from page 1)
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Washington State
Department of Transportation

SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Program

I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replcement and HOV Project

Supplemental Draft EIS Environmental Hearing
Comment Form - Feb. 23, 2010

Welcome to the environmental hearing for the SR 520, I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and
HOV Project Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). Please use this form
to share your comments on the content provided in the Supplemental Draft EIS document.
WSDOT will consider all comments received between Jan. 22 and April 15, 2010 in making its
final decision in the environmental review process. Thank you for your comments.

You can provide comments through one of the following methods:

e Complete this form and place it in one of the comment boxes during the meeting. Please
write clearly.

e Mail your comments to Jenifer Young, SR 520, I-5 to Medina Environmental Manager,
Washington State Department of Transportation, 600 Stewart Street, Suite 520, Seattle, WA
98101.

e E-mail your comments to SR520Bridge SDEIS@wsdot.wa.gov.

e Visit the Web page at www.wsdot.wa.gov/projects/SR520Bridge.

Name ‘/M/ﬁf %/ /-p’ E-mail

{
Address /Lﬁj‘ /U[ ﬁﬂr

City W/L state LA Zip Cf( /) S\“"

These comments will become part of the public record for the SR 520, I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement. Personal information is voluntary and will become part of the public record
if provided. The Washington State Department of Transportation is a public agency and is subject to the State of Washington's
Public Records Act (RCW 42.56). Therefore, meeting comments may be made available to anyone requesting them for non-

commercial purposes.

Do you have any comments on the Bridge Replacement and HOV Project Supplemental
Draft Environmental Impact Statement?
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Do you have any comments on the Bridge Replacement and HOV Project Supplemental
Draft Environmental Impact Statement? (continued from page 1)
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Washington State
Department of Transportation

SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Program

I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project

Supplemental Draft EIS Environmental Hearing
Comment Form - Feb. 23, 2010

Welcome to the environmental hearing for the SR 520, -5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and
HOV Project Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). Please use this form
to share your comments on the content provided in the Supplemental Draft EIS document.
WSDOT will consider all comments received between Jan. 22 and April 15, 2010 in making its
final decision in the environmental review process. Thank you for your comments.

You can provide comments through one of the following methods:

o Complete this form and place it in one of the comment boxes during the meeting. Please
write clearly.

e Mail your comments to Jenifer Young, SR 520, I-5 to Medina Environmental Manager,
Washington State Department of Transportation, 600 Stewart Street, Suite 520, Seattle, WA
98101.

e E-mail your comments to SR520Bridge SDEIS@wsdot.wa.gov.
o Visit the Web page at www.wsdot.wa.gov/projects/SR520Bridge.

Name \‘j?"" € L, 6’9 LE Email {124 Bu. A«Mﬁ“ﬁ‘{ ﬂf’(/’l'“‘)
Address ?) 93"{ PE’WQ'WL{EE 7 ;4 l/fé ﬂ/ O q (\]
City 5 Qfﬁrg state 1 zZp 9%/03

These comments will become part of the public record for the SR 520, I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement. Personal information is voluntary and will become part of the public record
if provided. The Washington State Department of Transportation is a public agency and is subject to the State of Washington’s
Public Records Act (RCW 42.56). Therefore, meeting comments may be made available to anyone requesting them for non-
commercial purposes.

Do you have any comments on the Bridge Replacement and HOV Project Supplemental
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Do you have any comments on the Bridge Replacement and HOV Project Supplemental
. Draft Environmental Impact Statement? (continued from page 1)
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Al
Washington State
" Department of Transportation

SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Program

I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project

Supplemental Draft EIS Environmental Hearing
Comment Form - Feb. 23, 2010

Welcome to the environmental hearing for the SR 520, I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and
HOV Project Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). Please use this form
to share your comments on the content provided in the Supplemental Draft EIS document.
WSDOT will consider all comments received between Jan. 22 and April 15, 2010 in making its
final decision in the environmental review process. Thank you for your comments.

You can provide comments through one of the following methods:

e Complete this form and place it in one of the comment boxes during the meeting. Please
write clearly.

e Mail your comments to Jenifer Young, SR 520, I-5 to Medina Environmental Manager,
Washington State Department of Transportation, 600 Stewart Street, Suite 520, Seattle, WA

98101.
e E-mail your comments to SR520Bridge SDEIS@wsdot.wa.gov.
e Visit the Web page at www.wsdot.wa.gov/projects/SR520Bridge.

Name ] o ing [o m,rL{g E-mail [ Oam/m (® amai ‘/Q com
Address
City State Zip

These comments will become part of the public record for the SR 520, I-5 to Medina. Bridge Replacement and HOV Project
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement. Personal information is voluntary and will become part of the public record
if provided. The Washington State Department of Transportation is a public agency and is subject to the State of Washington's
Public Records Act (RCW 42.56). Therefore, meeling comments may be made available to anyone requesting them for non-

commercial purposes.

Do you have any comments on the Bridge Replacement and HOV Project Supplemental
Draft Environmental Impact Statement?
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Do you have any comments on the Bridge Replacement and HOV Project Supplemental
Draft Environmental Impact Statement? (continued from page 1)
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Washington State
Department of Transportation

SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Program

I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project

Supplemental Draft EIS Environmental Hearing
Comment Form - Feb. 23, 2010

Welcome to the environmental hearing for the SR 520. I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and
HOV Project Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). Please use this form
to share your comments on the content provided in the Supplemental Draft EIS document.
WSDOT will consider all comments received between Jan. 22 and April 15, 2010 in making its
final decision in the environmental review process. Thank you for your comments.

You can provide comments through one of the following methods:

e Complete this form and place it in one of the comment boxes during the meeting. Please
write clearly.

e Mail your comments to Jenifer Young, SR 520, I-5 to Medina Environmental Manager,
Washington State Department of Transportation, 600 Stewart Street, Suite 520, Seattle, WA
98101.

e E-mail your comments to SR520Bridge SDEIS@wsdot.wa.gov.

e Visit the Web page at www.wsdot.wa.gov/projects/SR520Bridge.

Name /€ . 4//4-’25 R 72 E-mail
Address 2317 /9 4‘/& &
City 5!4»% State L%~ Zip FE70 2~

These comments will become part of the public record for the SR 520, I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement. Personal information is voluntary and will becomne part of the public record
if provided. The Washington State Department of Transportation is a public agency and is subject to the State of Washington's
Public Records Act (RCW 42 56). Therefore, meeting comments may be made available to anyone requesting them for non-
commercial purposes.

Do you have any comments on the Bridge Replacement and HOV Project Supplemental
Draft Environmental Impact Statement?
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Do you have any comments on the Bridge Replacement and HOV Project Supplemental
Draft Environmental Impact Statement? (continued from page 1)
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Washington State
" Department of Transportation

SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Program

I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project

Supplemental Draft EIS Environmental Hearing
Comment Form - Feb. 23, 2010

Welcome to the environmental hearing for the SR 520, I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and
HOV Project Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). Please use this form
to share your comments on the content provided in the Supplemental Draft EIS document.
WSDOT will consider all comments received between Jan. 22 and April 15, 2010 in making its
final decision in the environmental review process. Thank you for your comments.

You can provide comments through one of the following methods:

e Complete this form and place it in one of the comment boxes during the meeting. Please
write clearly.

e Mail your comments to Jenifer Young, SR 520, I-5 to Medina Environmental Manager,
Washington State Department of Transportation, 600 Stewart Street, Suite 520, Seattle, WA
98101.

e E-mail your comments to SR520Bridge SDEIS@wsdot.wa.gov.

e Visit the Web page at www.wsdot.wa.gov/projects/SR520Bridge.

Name 5DEG KL/ __Email
Address / ‘o6 o3« ,
City SyiA]llez State /17 Zp P s o3¢

These comments will become part of the public record for the SR 520, I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement. Personal information is voluntary and will become part of the public record
if provided. The Washington State Department of Transportation is a public agency and is subject to the State of Washingfon's
Public Records Act (RCW 42.56). Therefore, meeting comments may be made available to anyone requesting them for non-

commercial purposes.

Do you have any comments on the Bridge Replacement and HOV Project Supplemental
Draft Environmental Impact Statement?
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Do you have any comments on the Bridge Replacement and HOV Project Supplemental
Draft Environmental Impact Statement? (continued from page 1)
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N
7- Washington Stat
" Depa:';'r!l"le‘:xnt oia'!'l?ansportation

SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Program

I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project

Supplemental Draft EIS Environmental Hearing
Comment Form - Feb. 23, 2010

Welcome to the environmental hearing for the SR 520, I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and
HOV Project Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). Please use this form
to share your comments on the content provided in the Supplemental Draft EIS document.
WSDOT will consider all comments received between Jan. 22 and April 15, 2010 in making its
final decision in the environmental review process. Thank you for your comments.

You can provide comments through one of the following methods:

e Complete this form and place it in one of the comment boxes during the meeting. Please

write clearly.
e Mail your comments to Jenifer Young, SR 520, I-5 to Medina Environmental Manager,
Washington State Department of Transportation, 600 Stewart Street, Suite 520, Seattle, WA

98101.
e E-mail your comments to SR520Bridge SDEIS@wsdot.wa.gov.
e Visit the Web page at www.wsdot.wa.gov/projects/SR520Bridge.

Name L/\ N)}% MN l( L// E-mail ’ 1547)”\ LM/W’LQ” c C{)\V‘\
Address %g& . L(' ;A/Ug é
TR T 2 State L"\)‘r?q/ Al £
These comments will become part of the public record for the SR 520, I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement. Personal information is voluntary and will become part of the public record

if provided. The Washington State Department of Transportation is a public agency and is subject to the State of Washington's
Public Records Act (RCW 42.56). Therefore, meeting comments may be made available to anyone requesting them for non-

commercial purposes.
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Do you have any comments on the Bridge Replacement and HOV Project Supplemental
Draft Environmental Impact Statement? (continued from page 1)
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Washington State
\ / ’ Department of Transportation

SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Program

I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project

Supplemental Draft EIS Environmental Hearing
Comment Form - Feb. 23, 2010

Welcome to the environmental hearing for the SR 520, I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and
HOV Project Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). Please use this form
to share your comments on the content provided in the Supplemental Draft EIS document.
WSDOT will consider all comments received between Jan. 22 and April 15, 2010 in making its
final decision in the environmental review process. Thank you for your comments.

You can provide comments through one of the following methods:

e Complete this form and place it in one of the comment boxes during the meeting. Please
write clearly.

e Mail your comments to Jenifer Young, SR 520, I-5 to Medina Environmental Manager,
Washington State Department of Transportation, 600 Stewart Street, Suite 520, Seattle, WA
98101.

e E-mail your comments to SR520Bridge SDEIS@wsdot.wa.gov.

e Visit the Web page at www.wsdot.wa.gov/projects/SR520Bridge.

Name f~cn ng\uﬂ\k , E-mail
)
Address
City State Zip

These comments will become part of the public record for the SR 520, I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement. Personal information is voluntary and will become part of the public record
if provided. The Washington State Department of Transportation is a public agency and is subject to the State of Washington's
Public Records Act (RCW 42 56). Therefore, meeting comments may be made available to anyone requesting them for non-
commercial purposes.

Do you have any comments on the Bridge Replacement and HOV Project Supplemental
Draft Environmental Impact Statement?
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Do you have any comments on the Bridge Replacement and HOV Project Supplemental
Draft Environmental Impact Statement? (continued from page 1)
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Washington State
" D:partnrsll-lent of Transportation

SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Program

I-5 to Medina: Bridge Repiadement and HOV Project

Supplemental Draft EIS Environmental Hearing
Comment Form - Feb. 23, 2010

Welcome to the environmental hearing for the SR 520, I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and
HOV Project Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). Please use this form
to share your comments on the content provided in the Supplemental Draft EIS document.
WSDOT will consider all comments received between Jan. 22 and April 15, 2010 in making its
final decision in the environmental review process. Thank you for your comments.

You can provide comments through one of the following methods:

e Complete this form and place it in one of the comment boxes during the meeting. Please

write clearly.

e Mail your comments to Jenifer Young, SR 520, I-5 to Medina Environmental Manager,
Washington State Department of Transportation, 600 Stewart Street, Suite 520, Seattle, WA
98101.

e E-mail your comments to SR520Bridge SDEIS@wsdot.wa.gov.

e Visit the Web page at www.wsdot.wa.gov/projects/SR520Bridge.

Name ¥ 2N\ A M MML M e E-mail '}?)MA@/} M (& e ma g, Lon~
Address é"?fig— 2t ()L S
cy Seprne state  (J (Y Zip G418

7

These comments will become part of the public record for the SR 520, I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement. Personal information is voluntary and will become part of the public record
if provided. The Washington State Department of Transportation is a public agency and is subject to the Stafe of Washington's
Public Records Act (RCW 42.56). Therefore, meeting comments may be made available to anyone requesting them for non-

commercial purposes.

Do you have any comments on the Bridge Replacement and HOV Project Supplemental
Draft Environmental Impact Statement?
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Do you have any comments on the Bridge Replacement and HOV Project Supplemental
Draft Environmental Impact Statement? (continued from page 1)
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SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Program

I-5 to Medina: Bridge Réplébement and HOV Project

Supplemental Draft EIS Environmental Hearing
Comment Form - Feb. 23, 2010

Welcome to the environmental hearing for the SR 520, I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and
HOV Project Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). Please use this form
to share your comments on the content provided in the Supplemental Draft EIS document.
WSDOT will consider all comments received between Jan. 22 and April 15, 2010 in making its
final decision in the environmental review process. Thank you for your comments.

You can provide comments through one of the following methods:

e Complete this form and place it in one of the comment boxes during the meeting. Please
write clearly.

e Mail your comments to Jenifer Young, SR 520, I-5 to Medina Environmental Manager,
Washington State Department of Transportation, 600 Stewart Street, Suite 520, Seattle, WA
98101.

e E-mail your comments to SR520Bridge SDEIS@wsdot.wa.gov.

o Visit the Web page at www.wsdot.wa.gov/projects/SR520Bridge.

Name M, lbf E-mail

Address

city Wil Sord State Zip
J

These comments will become part of the public record for the SR 520, I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement. Personal information is voluntary and will become part of the public record
if provided. The Washington State Department of Transportation is a public agency and is subject to the State of Washington's
Public Records Act (RCW 42.56). Therefore, meeting comments may be made available to anyone requesting them for non-

commercial purposes.

Do you have any comments on the Bridge Replacement and HOV Project Supplemental
Draft Environmental Impact Statement?
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Do you have any comments on the Bridge Replacement and HOV Project Supplemental
Draft Environmental Impact Statement? (continued from page 1)
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Washington State
" Department of Transportation

SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Program

I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project

Supplemental Draft EIS Environmental Hearing
Comment Form — Feb. 23, 2010

Welcome to the environmental hearing for the SR 520, I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and
HOV Project Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). Please use this form
to share your comments on the content provided in the Supplemental Draft EIS document.
WSDOT will consider all comments received between Jan. 22 and April 15, 2010 in making its
final decision in the environmental review process. Thank you for your comments.

You can provide comments through one of the following methods:

e Complete this form and place it in one of the comment boxes during the meeting. Please

write clearly.
e Mail your comments to Jenifer Young, SR 520, I-5 to Medina Environmental Manager,

Washington State Department of Transportation, 600 Stewart Street, Suite 520, Seattle, WA
98101.

e E-mail your comments to SR520Bridge SDEIS@wsdot.wa.gov.

e Visit the Web page at www.wsdot.wa.gov/projects/SR520Bridge.

Name /R N0 [L77A )  Email
Address /20 A Yl S
City SYZ/TT Lte State  |1//7? Zio S¢/(03

These comments will become part of the public record for the SR 520, I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement. Personal information is voluntary and will become part of the public record
if provided. The Washington State Department of Transportation is a public agency and is subject to the State of Washington's
Public Records Act (RCW 42.56). Therefore, meeting comments may be made available to anyone requesting them for non-

commercial purposes.

Do you have any comments on the Bridge Replacement and HOV Project Supplemental
Draft Environmental Impact Statement?
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Do you have any comments on the Bridge Replacement and HOV Project Supplemental
Draft Environmental Impact Statement? (continued from page 1)
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From: gene pollard [ mailto:genepoll@yahoo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, February 24, 2010 9:54 PM
To: SR 520 Bridge SDEIS

Subject: Comment on SR520 Design

oot 1. The design should provide for light rail in the future.

To64-002 2. The design should include provision for pedestrians & bicycles. This would be a great

1-064.003 thing for Seattle and the Eastside. Bicyclists & pedestrians would willingly pay a
reasonable toll for the experience, thereby adding to the income stream. When 5 or
10,000 run a marathon across the bridge, that could be significant income, not to mention
weekenders and people going to work on the other side.

1064-004 3. Design it right the first time, including 1 & 2 above. Think ahead, not short term. Make
this a world-class project by its design, not simply a transportation solution. Why not
open a competition to international designers? Isn't it a little parochial to keep it
inside our little box? Obviously, my point is, "THINK OUTSIDE THE BOX."

SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Project Page 1314
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A

Washington State
v, ngt

’ Department of Transportation

SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Program

I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project

Supplemental Draft EIS Environmental Hearing
Comment Form - Feb. 23, 2010

Welcome to the environmental hearing for the SR 520, I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and
HOV Project Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). Please use this form
to share your comments on the content provided in the Supplemental Draft EIS document.
WSDOT will consider all comments received between Jan. 22 and April 15, 2010 in making its
final decision in the environmental review process. Thank you for your comments.

You can provide comments through one of the following methods:

e Complete this form and place it in one of the comment boxes during the meeting. Please
write clearly.

e Mail your comments to Jenifer Young, SR 520, I-5 to Medina Environmental Manager,
Washington State Department of Transportation, 600 Stewart Street, Suite 520, Seattle, WA
98101.

e E-mail your comments to SR520Bridge SDEIS@wsdot.wa.gov.

e Visit the Web page at www.wsdot.wa.gov/projects/SR520Bridge.
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These comments will become part of the public record for the SR 520, I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement Personal information is voluntary and will become part of the public record
if provided. The Washington State Department of Transportation is a public agency and is subject to the State of Washington's
Public Records Act (RCW 42.56). Therefore, meeting comments may be made available fo anyone requesting them for non-

commercial purposes.

Do you have any comments on the Bridge Replacement and HOV Project Supplemental
Draft Environmental Impact Statement?
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Do you have any comments on the Bridge Replacement and HOV Project Supplemental
Draft Environmental Impact Statement? (continued from page 1)
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I-066-001

Washington State
Department of Transportation

SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Program

I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project

Supplemental Draft EIS Environmental Hearing
Comment Form - Feb. 23, 2010

Welcome to the environmental hearing for the SR 520, I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and
HOV Project Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). Please use this form
to share your comments on the content provided in the Supplemental Draft EIS document.
WSDOT will consider all comments received between Jan. 22 and April 15, 2010 in making its
final decision in the environmental review process. Thank you for your comments.

You can provide comments through one of the following methods:

e Complete this form and place it in one of the comment boxes during the meeting. Please
write clearly.

e Mail your comments to Jenifer Young, SR 520, I-5 to Medina Environmental Manager,
Washington State Department of Transportation, 600 Stewart Street, Suite 520, Seattle, WA
98101.

e E-mail your comments to SR520Bridge SDEIS@wsdot.wa.gov.

e Visit the Web page at www.wsdot.wa.gov/projects/SR520Bridge.

o L ) -
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These comments will become part of the public record for the SR 520, I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement. Personal information is voluntary and will become part of the public record
if provided. The Washington State Department of Transportation is a public agency and is subject to the State of Washington's
Public Records Act (RCW 42.56). Therefore, meeting comments may be made available to anyone requesting them for non-
commercial purposes.

Do you have any comments on the Bridge Replacement and HOV Project Supplemental
Draft Environmental Impact Statement?
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I-066-001

Do you have any comments on the Bridge Replacement and HOV Project Supplemental
Draft Environmental Impact Statement? (continued from page 1)
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A :
Washi Stat:
" Depa;m of Tfansportatim

SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Program

I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project

Supplemental Draft EIS Environmental Hearing
Comment Form - Feb. 23, 2010

Welcome to the environmental hearing for the SR 520, I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and
HOV Project Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). Please use this form
to share your comments on the content provided in the Supplemental Draft EIS document.
WSDOT will consider all comments received between Jan. 22 and April 15, 2010 in making its
final decision in the environmental review process. Thank you for your comments.

You can provide comments through one of the following methods:

e Complete this form and place it in one of the comment boxes during the meeting. Please
write clearly.

e Mail your comments to Jenifer Young, SR 520, I-5 to Medina Environmental Manager,
Washington State Department of Transportation, 600 Stewart Street, Suite 520, Seattle, WA
98101.

e E-mail your comments to SR520Bridge SDEIS@wsdot.wa.gov.

o Visit the Web page at www.wsdot.wa.gov/projects/SR520Bridge.
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These comments will become part of the public record for the SR 520, I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement. Personal information is voluntary and will become part of the public record
if provided. The Washington State Department of Transportation is a public agency and is subject to the State of Washington's
Public Records Act (RCW 42.56). Therefore, meeting comments may be made available to anyone requesting them for non-

commercial purposes.

Do you have any comments on the Bridge Replacement and HOV Project Supplemental
Draft Environmental Impact Statement?
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Do you have any comments on the Bridge Replacement and HOV Project Supplemental
Draft Environmental Impact Statement? (continued from page 1)
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I-068-001

I-068-002

I-068-003

SR 520 BridgesRepeaagt AR R&Ecement and HOV Project

-
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Washington State
Department of Transportation

SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Program

I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project

Supplemental Draft EIS Environmental Hearing
Comment Form — Feb. 23, 2010

Welcome to the environmental hearing for the SR 520, I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and
HOV Project Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). Please use this form
to share your comments on the content provided in the Supplemental Draft EIS document.
WSDOT will consider all comments received between Jan. 22 and April 15, 2010 in making its
final decision in the environmental review process. Thank you for your comments.

You can provide comments through one of the following methods:

e Complete this form and place it in one of the comment boxes during the meeting. Please
write clearly.

e Mail your comments to Jenifer Young. SR 520, I-5 to Medina Environmental Manager,
Washington State Department of Transportation, 600 Stewart Street, Suite 520, Seattle, WA
98101.

e E-mail your comments to SR520Bridge SDEIS@wsdot.wa.gov.

e Visit the Web page at www.wsdot.wa.gov/projects/SR520Bridge.

Name _[3;rred]” f aYle E-mail
o /
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City /{@cﬂmml State ||/ /A Zip

These comments will become part of the public record for the SR 520, 1-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement. Personal information is voluntary and will become part of the public record
if provided. The Washington State Department of Transportation is a public agency and is subject to the State of Washington'’s
Public Records Act (RCW 42.56). Therefore, meeting comments may be made available to anyone requesting them for non-
commercial purposes.

Do you have any comments on the Bridge Replacement and HOV Project Supplemental
Draft Environmental Impact Statement?
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Do you have any comments on the Bridge Replacement and HOV Project Supplemental
Draft Environmental Impact Statement? (continued from page 1)
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Mark A. Weed February 23, 2010

1:009-001 I am just going to state the “Facts” and encourage moving forward with the SR520
project

I have lived in NE Seé&le since 1965 — Laurelhurst/ Windermere area.

My family and I have made use and depend on Montlake and 520 corridor throughout
those 45 years.

The current Bridge is heavily congested and in danger of sinking.

In 1998 I agreed to be the Seattle Chamber’s business representative on the Translake
Study — and have continued through the further studies to date.

1-069-002 Over the past 13 years thousands of pages of study and hundreds of meetings have
been produced and attended. Everyone in the community and the region has had a

chance to affect the outcome. And now a recommendation to the State Legislature has
finally been reached — by the Legislative Workgroup in December 2009.

The parties coalesced around an option called A+

This option has the support of more than 60 electeds, organizations and individuals -
this was not a WSDOT solution produce in a vacuum

The Governor has taken a stand that the new Bridge be open for drivers by 2014.

The SDEIS providing the latest details was issued on January 22nd — comment period
has been extended to April 14th.

The Legislature is moving forward. I understand one of the accommodations is Seattle
will be given an opportunity to work out final details.

1-069-003 What is option A+and what it isn't
It focuses on the West end of SR520 — consensus has been reach on the eastside
Best balance of safety, congestion relief, transit, neighborhood needs, and cost.

It’s a transit friendly design supported by our transit agencies and the University of
Washington

It’s 6 lane throughout the corridor with 2 HOV and 4 GP with capability to add high
capacity transit in the future — a legislatively set criteria

Page 1323
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17009-004 As for congestion the design is projected to carry 25 percent more people than existing
4 lane with only 3 percent more vehicles

It provides a 45 minute improvement for transit

As for profile the Governor has committed to address the community concern and
reduce the height of the bridge — letter in the record

Madison Park profile, noise reduction and environmental concerns have been discussed
at length — and parties are willing to work together to find consensus — joint memo
from Laurelhurst, Madison Park and Chamber on record

Lake Washington Boulevard/Arboretum ramps are fully discussed in the SDEIS. And
through that process accommodations can be reached by balancing community
concerns, congestion relief and transit benefits

The RH Thompson ramps will be removed
10097008 A+ footprint has the least impact of the alternatives studied

Least taking — 3 acres
Least environmental issues

A+ Interchange
Same locations as today with the foot print nearly identical
Transit stop removed from center road way to reduce width of footprint
Direct access rams provide improved transit access

1-0a2-000 Second Bascule Bridge at Montlake

The two bridges would provide 6 lanes

Two houses taken

This is the transit agencies’ first choice — eight minute improvement

No measurable degradation due to bridge openings.

Pacific transit transfers at UofW between surface and light rail

Commitment by agencies that the current configuration will be adjusted

Page 1324
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10097008 Doesn't make it right but please note that all options that were studied in the
SDEIS had same design at the University Station

1-069-007 Portage bay viaduct
6 lanes plus a 10 foot acceleration lane

Direct connection to reversible HOV lanes at I-5

1-069-008 Extensive landscaped lids at
I-5
Delmar
McCurdy

1:068-009 Financing Plan

In place and part of workgroup recommendation
Tolling revenue and control.

1-069-010 Olympia

Early tolling

1-069-011 Allow Eastside work to begin

I-069-012

Allow pontoon construction to begin

1-069-013 | Give City time to clean up loose ends

Questions???

Mark A. Weed
5151Kenilworth Place NE
Seattle, WA 98105

(206) 404-6724

mweed@mainstreetep.com
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Washington State
7 Department of Transportation

SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Program

I-070-001

SR 53
2010

I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project

Supplemental Draft EIS Environmental Hearing
Comment Form - Feb. 23, 2010

Welcome to the environmental hearing for the SR 520, I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and
HOV Project Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). Please use this form
to share your comments on the content provided in the Supplemental Draft EIS document.
WSDOT will consider all comments received between Jan. 22 and April 15, 2010 in making its
final decision in the environmental review process. Thank you for your comments.

You can provide comments through one of the following methods:

e Complete this form and place it in one of the comment boxes during the meeting. Please
write clearly.

e Mail your comments to Jenifer Young, SR 520, I-5 to Medina Environmental Manager,
Washington State Department of Transportation, 600 Stewart Street, Suite 520, Seattle, WA
98101.

e E-mail your comments to SR520Bridge SDEIS@wsdot.wa.gov.

e Visit the Web page at www.wsdot.wa.gov/projects/SR520Bridge.

Name J&Vé v/ evE Jéf»w/r E-mail / NE )/!M Cpte < >
nddress 2300 Julor Ave NMorv #F 3
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These comments will become part of the public record for the SR 520, I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement. Personal information is voluntary and will become part of the public record
if provided. The Washington State Department of Transportation is a public agency and is subject to the State of Washington's
Public Records Act (RCW 42.56). Therefore, meeting comments may be made available to anyone requesting them for non-
commercial purposes.
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Do you have any comments on the Bridge Replacement and HOV Project Supplemental
Draft Environmental Impact Statement?
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Do you have any comments on the Bridge Replacement and HOV Project Supplemental
Draft Environmental Impact Statement? (continued from page 1)
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I-071-001

From: Hlizabeth Adamitis [mailto:eadamitis@hotmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, February 28, 2010 8:56 AM

To: SR 520 Bridge SDEIS

Subject: Comments regarding 520 Bridge Replacement

Please consider any option retaining the 520 freeway stop. The new transit center is
an extremely short distance away from the bus stop. People are capable of walking
and re-routing all buses off the freeway and into traffic is both unnecessary and
wasteful.

Elizabeth Adamitis

2427 E. Louisa St.

Seattle, WA 98112

Your E-mail and More On-the-Go. Get Windows Live Hotmail Free. Sign up now.

SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Project

2010 SDEIS Comments and Responses -- Comments Only
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From: Richard Buckley [mailto:richard.r5398@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, February 26, 2010 2:37 PM

To: SR 520 Bridge SDEIS

Subject: SR 520 Bridge 6 Lanes

To Jenifer Young, SDEIS Environmental Mgr.

1-072-001 I much prefer six traffic lanes on the SR 520 bridge.
To be paying tolls on only 4 traffic lanes and 2 future transit lanes is
not desirable.

Richard Buckley
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I-073-001

I-073-002

————— Original Message-----

From: jcooper@fhcrc.org [mailto:jcooper@fhcrc.org]
Sent: Sunday, February 28, 2010 10:01 AM

To: SR 520 Bridge SDEIS

Subject:

I have two major concerns:

1. The bridge is much wider than the current bridge, and has
considerable footprint in the form of interchanges etc at both ends.
This removes current habitat for migratory birds. The mitigation plans
are feeble and based on wishful thinking. The impacts on Foster Island
area cannot be mitigated (white-washed) by tiny changes in Seward Park
and other parks or by flooding the playfields at Montlake. Changes
made in the Montlake Fill area need careful planning so they will not
modify or destroy outstanding habitat. Meadow/grassland species also
use the Union Bay Natural Area and just dredging to make more wetland
is not a suitable answer. The footprints of the ends of the bridge
need to be reduced.

2. There is no allowance for light rail. This is short-sighted and
will have negative impacts on longterm traffic problems in Seattle and
Eastside for decades to come.

Jonathan A. Cooper
643 Randolph Place
Seattle
WA 98122

SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Project
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From: richard daifuku [mailto:rdaifuku@hotmail.com]
Sent: Saturday, February 27, 2010 12:51 PM

To: SR 520 Bridge SDEIS

Subject: SR520 Bridge

To whom it may concern:
1-074-001 | would like to suggest that roadway construction in general and the SR520 bridge
specifically not add additional capacity for automobiles. Adding capacity even in the
form of HOV lanes will decrease the impedance of automobile travel and result in
more use by automobiles. Hence, | support the proposal to consider the two lanes
currently being proposed as HOV lanes to be exclusively used for transit.
1-074-002 It is also important that transportation projects be at a minimum carbon neutral. It
is too common in political circles to give lip service to the environment or global
warning, while promoting environmentally harmful infrastructure projects.

1-074-003 Discouraging automobile use and encouraging use of transit, walking and cycling will
have both environmental benefits and benefits to the public's health.

Sincerely,

Richard Daifuku MD

Hotmail: Trusted email with powerful SPAM protection. Sign up now.
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From: Sandy G [mailto:sangran1@yahoo.com]

Sent: Friday, February 26, 2010 7:38 PM

To: SR 520 Bridge SDEIS

Subject: Comment on 520 Bridge- Concern through arboretum and lanes

1-075-001 My main concern is that the recreation area in the arboretum could be
compromised. Everything should be done to maintain boating, canoeing, park
activities in the arboretum, the 520 bridge should at least be raised to the height
of the western high rise through this area. Bike and pedestrian paths along with
expandibility to add light rail should be included in the plans.

Sandy

*** eSafel scanned this email for malicious content ***
*** IMPORTANT: Do not open attachments from unrecognized senders ***
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From: Hayman, Glenn [mailto:ghayman@eaest.com]
Sent: Friday, February 26, 2010 8:40 AM

To: SR 520 Bridge SDEIS

Subject: SR 520 Bridge

1-076-001 Build the new bridge using the current preferred option. There is no perfect solution.
There is agreement that the existing 520 bridge is insufficient and needs to be replaced.
Build the new bridge using the current preferred option.

Glenn A. Hayman, LHg
Cell 206.235.0589
ghayman@eaest.com

b% Before printing, think about ENVIRONMENTAL responsibility
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Al )
Washington State
" Department of Transportation

SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Program

I-5 to Medina: Bridge eplacemer!t and HOV Project

Supplemental Draft EIS Environmental Hearing
Comment Form — Feb. 23, 2010

Welcome to the environmental hearing for the SR 520, I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and
HOV Project Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). Please use this form
to share your comments on the content provided in the Supplemental Draft EIS document.
WSDOT will consider all comments received between Jan. 22 and April 15, 2010 in making its
final decision in the environmental review process. Thank you for your comments.

You can provide comments through one of the following methods:

e Complete this form and place it in one of the comment boxes during the meeting. Please
write clearly.

e Mail your comments to Jenifer Young, SR 520, I-5 to Medina Environmental Manager,
Washington State Department of Transportation, 600 Stewart Street, Suite 520, Seattle, WA
98101.

e E-mail your comments to SR520Bridge SDEIS@wsdot.wa.gov.

e Visit the Web page at www.wsdot.wa.gov/projects/SR520Bridge.

2 §
Name ;9(—"/;,244,5 Lol Email /e iu/s 04 0@ i ciim
Address  [2/Z = Stigdhey # 7
d ;
City Séattle state VA zio 9810 > _

These comments will become part of the public record for the SR 520, I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement. Personal information is voluntary and will become part of the public record
if provided. The Washington State Department of Transportation is a public agency and is subject to the State of Washington's
Public Records Act (RCW 42.56). Therefore, meeting comments may be made available to anyone requesting them for non-

commercial purposes.

Do you have any comments on the Bridge Replacement and HOV Project Supplemental
Draft Environmental Impact Statement?
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SR 520 Brld?eé?%ﬂm ent ng acem nd HOV Pro Page 1334
ject
2010 SDEIS upp emse%] Environmen aﬁ pract Statement — Feb. 23, 2010 For Internal Use 519 JS%’%OM 14:11PM



1-077

05/26/2011 12:55 PM

1-077-001 |

I-077-002

I-077-003

I1-077-004

I-077-005

I-077-006

I1-077-007

I-077-008

Do you have any comments on the Bridge Replacement and HOV Project Supplemental
Draft Environmental Impact Statement? (continued from page 1)
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I-078-001

From: George Myers [mailto: gjmyers@comcast.net]
Sent: Saturday, February 27, 2010 10:43 PM

To: SR 520 Bridge SDEIS

Subject: 520 Bridge Replacement

To Whom It May Concern;

My wife and | recently received a postcard notifying us about the comment
period extension.

| have recently heard that Seattle Mayor McGinn is seeking to conduct yet
another study and change the plan that has already been approved and isin
process. So much time and taxpayer money has been spent and wasted on
multiple studies over many years that this has become a farce. Those of us who
commute everyday on this heavily overused and dangerously outdated bridge
are more than tired of studies and delays. The time for building, not studies,
has long past.

Respectfully,
George Myers

SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Project

2010 SDEIS Comments and Responses -- Comments Only
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I-079-001

I-079-002

I1-079-003

From: Marianne Wick [mailto: chip52@basecapital.com]
Sent: Sunday, February 28, 2010 11:19 AM

To: SR 520 Bridge SDEIS

Subject: FW: prpposed 520 changes

Importance: High

From: Marianne Wick [mailto: chip52@basecapital.com]
Sent: Sunday, February 28, 2010 11:18 AM

To: 'sr520bridge_SDEI S@wsdot.wa.go'

Subject: prpposed 520 changes

Importance: High

Ms. Jennifer Young SDEIS ENV. Manager and other interested parties,

I am a 58 year old native of the Seattle area. I was born and raised in South Seattle,
graduated from Franklin High and later the University of Washington. My wife and I and
our three children have been residents of Bellevue for 35 years. We live approximately
one half mile north of 520 on 130" Avenue NE.

I am flabbergasted that the proposed 520 program has been extended again and that
another study is being conducted for over $250,000. [t is time for government to get with
the program. I have watched for decades as our ineffective government officials
accomplish very little in the way of actual results. The proposed plan with 3 lanes in each
direction on the new 520 is a good start and has been studied and restudied.

The new Seattle mayor’s idea to stop this plan in favor of some rapid transit or Sound
Transit plan is truly obstructionist. We do need a rail option but it should be added to the
existing plan. Sound Transit is a joke for those of us who live on the Eastside. Billions
were spend before the first shovel was put in the ground. As far as its benefit people in
Seattle especially along Martin Luther King Way are very disappointed that they cannot
be serviced as there are no parking options for those that may live more than a half mile
from the rail line. Tell the new mayor he should fix the inadequacies of the existing
Seattle lines before he proposes rail for the Eastside. Seattle’s new mayor would have
probably been opposed to the wheel thousands of years ago.

I don’t mean to denigrate Seattle’s new mayor. He is probably a well meaning but
misguided idealist.

Please get the proposed 520 plan back on track so my grandchildren will not have to
waste their time stuck in traffic. By the way you should have an economist or accountant
that can value the lost time by eastside employees of approximately 10,00+ to inefficient
commuting time each day. The value of this waste would go a long way to paying for the
cost of the proposed six lane bridge and related enhancements. Please, get it done.

Sincerely,

H. Thomas Wick
Bellevue
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1-080-001 MR. AFFLECK-ASCH: Hi. I mean, I come not to bury the 520
Bridge but to praise the fact that we are doing something, even if the
current plans may not meet the goals of the voters. When you look at
the funding, we see that, on the western approach and also the eastern
approach, not the actual pontoon structure itself -- we have up to 80
percent lack of funding, especially of the western edge. And I think
that we're, at some point, going to have to do something to provide
that money, which will probably be a vote of the people.

1080-002 Most of the people on the western side do support having light
rail with an initial phase of a bus rapid transit in a separate lane
for any additional lanes past the first four. Every time you talk to
the voters, that's what they say. People who live far away may have
very different viewpoints. However, the majority of the people who
will be voting do, in fact, live near the bridge.

1-080-003 Nobody is against tolls. I mean, everyone wants it to be free.
I mean, come on. But I think the tolling that's been presented is a
reasonable option.

1-080-004 One of the major concerns is that, as I understand the current
air-quality constraints, we're only looking -- we're only looking at
the current standards as set up by the EPA; we're not looking at what
will become the regulations in 2011. The construction of this will
not even begin, on the western approach, until -- I believe the earliest

was 2012. Some of the landing structures may be before that, but the

actual exits, etcetera, will have to comply with that standard.

To do that -- because our county will be in violation of the EPA
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1-080-004 global-warming emission standards and the pollution standards by that
point, we're going to have to reduce the emissions from both
construction and operation.

That comes back to looking at the energy cost for the construction
and the operation. If we put a lot of cars on, we're basically
outsourcing energy production for the vehicles, either through
gasoline -- if they're hybrid or plug-in electric, any car that's on
the eastern side of Lake Washington is using mostly Puget Energy, not
Seattle City Light. Seattle City Light does about 99-percent
renewable energy. But when you look at Puget Energy, they have about
30-percent coal-derived energy. So even if you're recharging your
plug-in electric car over at Microsoft or downtown Bellevue, you're
getting that energy, unless they specially paid for it, from coal. So
all we're doing is pushing the pollution somewhere else, but it's still
being created.

So I think we need to address those things, looking at where we're

going forward. Other nations have done a lot more than we have, and

I think we need to address them as best we can.

Thank you.
(End of comment.)
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I-081-001

I1-081-002

I1-081-003

I-081-004

I-081-005

I-081-006

SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Project
2010 SDEIS Comments and Responses -- Comments Only

MR. BADER: I'm Jorgen Bader. I was on the mediation
panel, representing the University District. I have just delivered
to you comments that I have prepared on the supplemental draft
Environmental Impact Statement. We are for A-Plus without the
Arboretum ramps. We support the findings of the legislative work
group except for the Arboretum ramps, the simple A proposal.

And under A, there will be less traffic going through the
Arboretum than we have now. It is the only option that does that. All
of the other options considered in mediation increase traffic volumes
through the Arboretum; this one cuts them.

We also need a corridor-management agreement so that we have
land-use planning to favor transit. We have recommended for further
study that we prepare and really study whether you can, in fact, find
replacement land for park land taken. I don't think it can be done,
except for Option A without the Arboretum ramps.

I've also recommended that you study the effect on the biota,
which is at the very bottom of the food chain. That hasn't been done.
I think the EIS should set forth what you have done on the research,
explain why rail cannot be put into the transit at the moment and why
it's not feasible to plan to put rail stops on there or to have the
lanes the bus stop in be the travel lanes. Those are things that were
recommended by the Mayor, and they deserve some discussion to move the
debate along.

Finally, the SDEIS should be more effective. It tends to soften

the horrendous flaws caused by A, and it tones down the many advantages
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1-081-006 (sic) of A and the effects that A presents to the neighborhoods. I
think that you've got to have a full discussion so that the

decision-makers can make an honest and objective finding and decision.

Thank you.
(End of comment.)
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————— Original Message-----

From: rosemaryboyd [mailto:rosemaryboyd@live.com]
Sent: Monday, March 01, 2010 1:11 PM

To: SR 520 Bridge SDEIS

Subject: Commentary

The new proposed changes to 520 will strongly impact the entire community.

Trosz-001 Too much money, too tall a structure, too noisy a traffic flow, a lure for
even more crossings make this a bad idea. Why not keep it at a maximum of
four lanes with two HOV lanes, which would become single use lanes in
higher vehicular usage times through the day? Thanks for allowing the
public to review and comment.
SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Project Page 1342
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1-083-001 MR. BRONER: So thank you for hearing us. I appreciate you
public officials listening to citizens on this important issue. But
I would like to say that, given how much this bridge will make global
warming worse -- well, it's fortunate that it's a floating bridge.

So a few things. First of all, what we should be doing is planning
this bridge for the next 50 years, not for the last 13. Those 13 years,
we're never getting back. Let's move on.

L OB5005 What we should ultimately be doing is replacing the pontoons. We
know that they're damaged, that they need to be replaced. What we
should not be doing is using this as an excuse to push through a design
that doesn't meet our needs.

1083003 What we should be doing is treating bus rapid transit as the
minimum of what we should be doing. Bus rapid transit would be the
Montlake stop. We know that bus rapid transit is a very effective way
of getting high-capacity transit with the minimum of capital
investment.

What we also should be doing is -- since we're treating this as
the minimum we should be doing, we should think about what is the most
we should be doing, which is taking the 6.1 miles between east link
and north link and realizing that it's penny-wise and pound-foolish
to tear them up and reconfigure them now without putting in light rail.

If you assume that we're not going to do light rail for the next

50 years, well, yes, let's just do that now. But I think that's a false

assumption, given all the challenges that previous speakers have

outlined. But maybe Washington engineers have a plan they can pull
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1-083-003 off when the pontoons -- when they become the only thing that's still
afloat.

(End of comment.)
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1-084-001 MR. BURKHART: I'm Dick Burkhart, the transit advocate for
south of Seattle that works with Sierra Club and many other groups.
And I come at this from -- not as a neighbor, but to look from a bigger
picture. And I agree with Seattle Mayor Mike McGinn. We need to take
climate change seriously now. We can't just have goals for the future,
say "We'll do something then." When we have the opportunity right now,
we need to do it.

It's not just climate change. 1I've also been studying the oil

situation, and we're in the period of peak oil. 1In 10 years, we're
probably going to have gas $10 a gallon, and then it's going to go up
from there. The result of that is that all of these growth projections
that we've been hearing are not going to be operative. If we're
serious about climate change, we cannot have the projected growth.
And in any case, peak o0il won't allow it.
1084-002 So the consequence of that is: We oppose the A-Plus with the
Arboretum ramps; support the modified A where, instead of starting with
HOV lanes, we start with very separated transit-only lanes and don't
plan to add more lanes later on for LRT. Right now, plan for LRT in
the future.

In what's called the HOV lane, make that transit BRT lane, not
bus-only transit in the future; maybe both; and then retain the transit
Flyer stops at Montlake. But the transit Flyer stop should be in-1lane

stops, not -- no bypass lane, and that would actually make them work

with a much smaller footprint.

In addition, to make the transit work on the Montlake Boulevard
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1-084-002 and 23rd, we need transit preference on those for buses: Single
preference, maybe transit-only lanes, things like that.

And so I think this is one way we can actually get serious and

do things now. Thank you.

(End of comment.)
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Spmp— MS. CARLSON: 1I'm Jan Carlson, and I'm a citizen. I live
in Eastlake. I live on a houseboat, so I'm concerned about the
environment. The -- whenever a new roadway is built, the primary,
first concern should be not automobiles, but alternative
transportation.

I know that -- I've been through the -- we looked on the Internet
the other day, and I've been through the designs over here, and I know
that there are transit -- rapid bus transit and bicycle lanes and
pedestrian lanes are part of the planning. However, access to the bus
transit is very poor.

One of the problems is the 1200 feet that you have to go, over
in the U District or the Montlake area, in order to get to the rapid
transit. To change, you have to change modes of transportation there.
And there's no way for people -- people are expected to ride their bike
or walk and walk in between those transportation -- or in between those
points.

And when I asked some of the staff people about the problem of
getting to and -- you know, and where are the Park & Ride lots? And
they said, "Well, that's not our issue. That's not what we're doing.
That is either King County of the City of Seattle."” Another person
said, "Well, the City of Seattle doesn't want to encourage parking.
They want people to walk or ride their bike."

And what's going to happen is, number one, for handicapped people

who can't walk and don't qualify for Access or -- Access would not be

feasible because, to get off the bus and sit and wait for an Access
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- van to come and take you 1200 feet is not reasonable.

But it would not -- it would -- what it's going to do is throw
all kinds of people into their cars and have them drive, because the
access to the alternative transportation doesn't work for them.

So I just want to say that somebody needs to take responsibility

for that problem. And I would say somebody in all three areas -- in

King County -- in King County, in WSDOT, and in the City of Seattle.

You need to get together.

Thank you.
(End of comment.)
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e MR. CURREN: Hi. 1I'm Ryan Curren. I'm an organizer from
Seattle. 1I'ma Seattle resident; I am a Seattleite. And you guys are
reasonable. I think you'll understand this metaphor. Building more
roads to increase the capacity for cars to cure congestion is like
loosening your belt to cure obesity. Right? 1It's not going to get
you where you want.

And the numbers I heard earlier, about population growth, we need
to cure congestion -- to meet that population growth does not take in
the fact that you're not providing that population growth
alternatives, alternative transit.

1086002 So I would just like to advocate for bus rapid transit now, no
HOV lanes, and light rail in the near future. And I think -- as a
taxpayer, I think that the appetite is there to fund that if it's put
to a vote sooner than later, so your political time line or your funding
time line can be much shorter than what you're currently anticipating.

The City Council came out Monday with a, you know, bold statement
for carbon neutral, a carbon-neutral city. 1I'd say that six lanes is
not carbon-neutral. Microsoft came out with their ad today, and, you
know, two days ago, their founder came out saying that climate change
is the number-one priority for their funding. So there's some great
hypocrisy amongst our Council, there's some great hypocrisy amongst

our business community, and, fortunately, the communities of Seattle

are coming together to call them out on that. So I hope you -- hope

you also acknowledge that.

Thank you. (End of comment.)
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I1-087-001

From: GatorGregg@aol.com [mailto: GatorGregg@aol.com]

Sent: Sunday, March 07, 2010 11:20 AM

To: SR 520 Bridge Replacement & HOV Project

Subject: SR 5208&nbsp;Bridge Replacement and HOV&nbsp; Program Feedback

Sent from: Gregg DuPont
Address: 2514 Boyer Ave E
City: Seattle
State: WA
County: King County
Zip: 98102
Email: GatorGregg@aol.com
Phone: 206 329-8207
Comments:

Whatever option is decided, it is critically important that a noise barrier be included on the south side of
the Portage Bay viaduct. The current traffic noise is in violation of city noise ordinance for residential
neighborhoods. Although it was fine when built, this is no longer acceptable. More importantly, with
current proof that these noise levels increase stress and blood pressure and can even cause early death,
any option that does not include noise barrier walls on the south of the viaduct in the face of proof that
you were aware of this during this planning stage would be grounds for huge class action lawsuits due to
severe health impacts and early death. Foresight and vision is hugely financially valuable to the city and
state as well as ethically mandated.

SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Project
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T-688-601 MS. FOWBERT: 1I've been working on this for about eight
years on behalf of the Sierra Club and the Seattle Community Council
Federation and the Olmsted Parks. My strong support for -- the full
environmental review now provides more helpful findings than when we
began the process. There's more information on the building materials
and how the project would produce mitigating effects to preserve the
Olmsted Parks and the University of Washington campus.
11066003 The design options for your consideration must protect the Foster
Island and the Portage Bay wetlands from the previous proposal. We
are glad for getting rid of the underground tunnel. The final EIS
review rejects the tunnel solution and focuses WSDOT's responsibility
for updated information and evaluating workable alternatives to any
1-088-003 kind of Arboretum on- and off-ramps. We're are opposed to all and any
Arboretum on- and off-ramps.
1086004 The ongoing process generated more analysis and, hopefully, the
electronic tolling and funding support for possible Metro HOV lanes
and for, eventually, possible commuter fast rail seem to be closer to
a workable solution now.

Now, the A-Plus option has actually developed a higher capacity
transit plan for less cost to the public and to better accommodate

University of Washington traffic impacts. Thank you.

(End of comment.)
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—— MR. GOULD: Good evening. My name is Tim Gould. I
appreciate the chance to speak here this evening. 1I'd just like to
start off by saying that the bridge that you've designed thus far, when
you consider the budget is really only enough to put in a floating
bridge and nothing that approaches it, I think it's really a
good -- that should be a good wake-up call to really think about how
we build this structure corridor to serve a long-term need.
There's all this talk of needing to get started right away, and
we don't really have the money to complete the entire project. And
as far as the project is concerned, I just echo the comments that others
have made this evening, that we really need to design this in a way
that functions for the long term, especially for transit.
1-089-002 And that's why I favor the bridge design that's supposed to be
adding two lanes, two transit: bus rapid transit initially, light
rail when you can get that funded to put on there.
1089-003 It's also very critical to include a Flyer stop at Montlake
Boulevard instead of eliminating that, which all the various options
call for. That is a big mistake if that goes away and we don't have
that to add to transit connectivity.
1-089-004 In addition, the Arboretum ramps ought to be taken out of any
design that goes forward. That was a mistake from 45, 50 years ago.
We have an opportunity now to correct that mistake. It will be a
travesty if we don't do that.

1-089-005 Also, I would just like to finally thank WSDOT for having extended

the comment period on the EIS. This is a very important project, and
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1-089-005 we should study it carefully and get it right before we go forward.
Thank you.
(End of comment.)
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1-090-001 MR. KOSZYK: Hello. My name is Eric Koszyk, Capitol Hill,
and I'm just speaking out against the A-Plus option tonight.

—— Basically, this bridge is going to last the next 50 to 75 years.
We need to build a bridge that meets the goals in 50 years, not in just
a decade or so. And we need to realize that the future is not going
to be as car-centered as it is today, due to the price of gas increasing.

Plus, we need to meet our state's and our nation's global-warming
goals, and this bridge would not do that. We are just basically
building a bridge for the 1950s as opposed to the 2050s, which is what
we need to focus on today.

You can't just say that, later on, we'll add light-rail lanes
because, at that point, the lanes are already devoted to cars, and then
people will fight those as well. So, you know, we need to do it now,
not in 10, 20, or 30 years.

A So we need to keep the bridge with only six lanes with the maximum,
and two lanes should be devoted to barrier-separated bus rapid transit
now and being light-rail ready in the future. So bus rapid transit
now, light-rail ready in the future.

1-090-004 And also, we need to keep the Montlake transit stop, and we also

need to get rid of the Arboretum ramps, because the Arboretum is a state

treasure and a national treasure, and it must be kept in its present

form.
And thank you very much. Thank you.

(End of comment.)
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From: elinorK@comcast.net [mailto: elinorK@comcast.net]
Sent: Wednesday, February 24, 2010 12:22 PM

To: SR 520 Bridge SDEIS

Subject: On ramps at Arboretum

| attended the meeting at the Naval Station on Feb 23rd. Several
comments were made by folks representing the Arboretum
foundation basically speaking against on-ramps to the new 520
bridge because of possible increased traffic on Lake Washington
Blvd. | am a resident of Madison Park. Since the 1970's population
has increased in all the lakeside communities (Madison Park, Leschi,
Madronna) as well as the Madison Valley. Residents of these
communities are dependent (primarily to reach their eastside
employment) on access to the arboretum on-ramps. It would be
logistically a mess to expect all of the traffic from the above
mentioned areas to reach 520 via 23rd. Please keep the current plan

for the revised on-ramps and exit ramps directly into Lake Wash Blvd.

Thank- you. Elinor Kriegsmann 98112
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From: Coleman Leuthy [mailto: kolman@zipcon.net]
Sent: Monday, March 01, 2010 10:48 AM

To: SR 520 Bridge SDEIS

Subject: 520 Bridge

1-092-001 I live in Montlake across the boulevard from 1-520.
* Keep the approved plan and get the bridge built.
( Rail could be ok but needs to be part of transit lanes [ ? | - but this seems
difficult to find a location with enough space and I question how it would be
connected to other rail systems other than over in Ballard ).

1.665-063 * We need access to and from I -520 from the North and the South so that
we will accomplish getting to and from the East side, I-405, and

Redmond - Duval as we are now able to do.

Thank you for helping .

Coleman Leuthy
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I1-093-001

I1-093-002

I1-093-003

Jorgen Bader
6536 -- 29th Ave. N.E.
Seattle, WA 98115

February 23, 2010

Washington State Department of Transportation

c/o Jennifer Young

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

SR 520 Office

600 Stewart St., Suite 520

Seattle, WA 98101

RE: Supplemental Draft EIS and
Executive Summary

Dear SR 520 Project Managers:

My comments break into six sections on your Supplemental
Draft Environmental Impact Statement on the SR 520 Bridge

Replacement and HOV project I-5 to Medina ('"SDEIS"), and Section
4(f) and 6 (f) Evaluations ("4 (f) Evaluation"):

I. Design alternatives --- Option A+ without the Arboretum
ramps 1s definitely the best resolution;

IT. Recommendations for inclusion of topics as part of the

SR 520 program package, i.e. provisions for assisting transit, a
corridor management agreement, and authorization for acquisition
of properties needed for mitigation purposes;

ITI. Areas for additional research and explanation and
fundamental errors in analysis;

IV. Commentary on particular paragraphs in the SDEIS and
errata that a careful fact checker editor would have caught and
corrected; and

V. Comments relating to 4 (f) Evaluation and its
attachments; and
VI. Notations on the Executive Summary and particular

paragraphs in it.

Parts III, IV, V and VI are in their order of appearance in
the respective documents. Paragraphs on the same topic or that
make the same mistake are considered together. The comments on
the SDEIS make a cross reference to the captions of comparable
sections in the Executive Summary. Since the Executive Summary
receives much wider circulation, the additions and errors need to
be made in both documents.

Two mistakes recur throughout. The Summary Sections of both
the SDEIS and the Executive Summary delete particular faults of
Option K and thus apply to it generalizations that are at best
partially true --- sort of like air brushing a negative in
photography. The Executive Summary sometimes contains statements
that are not supported by the text of the SDEIS and are
tantamount to editorial opinion.
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I1-093-004

I-093-005

I. DESIGN ALTERNATIVES

The SDEIS shows that the recommendation of the legislative
work group is sound, based on a careful and thorough review of
the facts, guidance from permitting authorities and the
regulatory climate, the statutory criteria, the available funds,
and the Workgroup's assignment by the 2008 and 2009 legislation;
it would be a better design if all direct roadway connections
between SR 520 and Lake Washington Boulevard in the Arboretum
were ended.

The Montlake Isthmus sits at the natural crossroads of SR 520
and Montlake Boulevard East, the only north-south arterial; it is
astride the Montlake Cut, the only passageway for salmon to
migrate between the Lake Washington-Lake Sammamish watershed and
Puget Sound; it is betwixt the first class wetlands of Union Bay
and Portage Bay that serve as the nursing area for threatened
species under the endangered species act; and it is flanked by
parks. Its strategic location led to building SR 520 and
connecting ramps to Montlake Boulevard East there fifty years ago
and still controls today. All designs for routing SR 520's on
and off ramps around the isthmus cost motorists, buses and
transportation efficiency; cause irreparable injury to parks,
wetlands, and the environment; move traffic congestion to other
neighborhoods and intensify them there, harming much greater
numbers of people; and add greatly to the construction expense.
A+ provides the Montlake-Portage Bay neighborhoods with lids
across SR 520 and transverse 1lids along SR 520 that mitigate the
adverse impacts on the immediate residents.

If all direct roadway connections between SR 520 and Lake
Washington Boulevard are removed forever, the A+ design would
minimize the harm to the Arboretum to the extent practical; and
the McCurdy/East Montlake Park l1lid and the reversion of the area
of the existing R.H. Thomson and Arboretum ramps would go a long
way toward mitigating the damage caused to the Arboretum wetlands
by widening SR 520 with its added lanes on the north.

II NEEDED ACCOMPANIMENTS
A. Corridor Management Agreement

To benefit the corridor communities and the public generally,
the SR 520 package contain a "Corridor Management Agreement." It
is an avoidance measure and would avoid or mitigate long term
adverse land use impacts, SDEIS page 7-19; preserve Air Quality,
page 7-29; and reduce greenhouse gas emissions, page 7-31. The
SDEIS should discuss and recommend it in a paragraph like this:

The State of Washington will as part of the SR 520
Bridge Replacement and HOV Project execute an

2
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SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Project
2010 SDEIS Comments and Responses -- Comments Only

intergovernmental SR 520 corridor management agreement with
Sound Transit, King County Metro, the affected
municipalities, the Puget Sound Regional Council, and the
University of Washington as recommended by the policies and
manuals of the United States, Federal Highway
Administration, for increasing transportation efficiency and
multi-modal coordination and monitoring and reporting
performance. Such an agreement would include the subjects in
WSDOT's usual project agreements with municipalities, (such
as construction of the facility, maintenance, coordination
of operations, incident management, surveillance and
enforcement, emergency evacuation, and municipal uses of
right-of-way) and also encompass off-site elements, such as
programs for promoting transit, shuttle services, and
carpools, and ride-sharing; coordination of multiple
transportation modes; information sharing technology;
traveler information; educational programs; traffic demand
management; and land use policies oriented toward transit.

The SR 520 Program description, p. 4, prepared for the Seattle
City Council, dated November 24, 2009, entitled "SR 520 Bridge
Replacement and HOV Program Overview'" contains a project
entitled "Lake Washington Congestion Management Project." The
corridor management agreement would fit in with it. The United
States, Federal Highway Administration ("FHWA") website,
publishes documents encouraging corridor agreements, e.g.
"Federal Management and Operations Handbook" (FHWA Report No.
FHWA-OP-09-003), Technical Memorandum, U.S. Department of
Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, June 2007 (FHWA-
JPO-06-037) and Rule 940.

Corridor management agreements have proven to be effective
in clarifying relationships and responsibilities; in integrating
the functioning of transportation facilities and systems of
different jurisdiction; and in coordinating activities so that
the aggregate result is more productive than the sum of the
individual efforts of the participants. Such an agreement at the
outset also reduces the opportunity for local governments to
avoid contributing while their residents would get the benefits
of the activities of those agencies that do. This sometimes
happens when environmental and conservation programs involve
restraint in the use of resources among the participants for the

common good; those who make no sacrifice --- sometimes called
"free riders" --- reap the benefits and opportunists may move in
to take more. Long term monitoring of performance and

revisions, if needed, help to keep the performance at a high
sustainable level over time and preserve the value of the
investment.

The Project Impact Plan, dated December 2008, p. ES-7,
identified among the "Long Term Improvement Suggested by
Mediation Participants" for all options: "Explore opportunities
to develop a SR 520 Corridor Management Agreement with local
jurisdictions along the corridor to encourage transit friendly

3
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I-093-006

I1-093-007

I-093-008

land use and other development decisions.'" The Project Impact
Plan, Appendix 10.3, identifies potential Transportation Demand
Management Strategies, prepared by WSDOT for the SR 520 Corridor
Program. The representative of the Montlake Community Council
in the mediation process and a senior member of the Council
wrote an opinion piece on SR 520 published in the Seattle Times,
June 17, 2008, that included a recommendation for a Corridor
Management Agreement.

The SDEIS and the 4 (f) Evaluation in their discussion of
avoidance and mitigation measures contain provisions appropriate
to a Corridor Management Agreement. The Corridor Management
Agreement would assemble and integrate them and add additional
sections containing promises from the affected municipalities
for a comprehensive package guiding the project, future
developments and land use.

B. Advance Acquisition for Mitigation

The spokesman for the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration, and National Marine Fisheries, during mediation
meetings and at the September 22, 2009 session of the
Legislative Workgroup urged advance acquisition of properties
for protection of threatened fish and for mitigation purposes.
The Project Impact Plan, Appendix 10.4, contains five pages of
potential wetland mitigation sites for both the eastside and the
westside. He had told the mediation panel that acguisition now
would take advantage of the downturn in the real estate market,
and since replacement wetland is in very limited supply, an
economic upturn could quickly increase the price. The 4 (f)
Evaluation discusses replacement of park land; it does not cover
fish habitat. Advance acquisition should be discussed in the
SDEIS under Phased Implementation, page 5-152 et. seg. or at
another appropriate place.

ITII. MATTERS FOR FURTHER STUDY OR EXPLANATION

Impacts on the ecoosystem as a whole: Pages 5-131 through 5-
139 [Page 35, Executive Summary, Permanent Effects, Section of
Fish Resources]: A lecture at the University of Washington
described Union Bay as a delicately balanced ecosystem in which
actions in one area could affect other parts as well, e.g.
tampering with University Slough on the north east could impact
the Arboretum wetlands, and activity in the Arboretum wetlands
could impact the areas north; and the lecture explained that
ecosystem is integrated from the bottom of the food chain -- the
tiny biota the human eye can not see --- through the predators
at the top. Neither the discussion in the SDEIS nor the
Executive Summary takes such a "wholistic" approach nor do
either of them start at the microscopic level. It should.
Moreover, the SDEIS neglects a near at hard source of expertise.
The University of Washington, College of the Environment, School

4
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of Fisheries, is renowned among academics for its research into
fisheries and contain the foremost experts on Lake Washington,
Union Bay, and its flora and fish life. Yet, the SDEIS
overlooks it in the proposed further evaluation efforts. This
discussion also applies to proposed Mitigation for unavoidable
effects, SDEIS page 5-144.

The crow colony. Page 5-140 and 141, Wildlife and Habitat;
Pages 6-95 and 6-96, Construction Effects, Wildlife Habitat
[Page 35, Executive Summary, Permanent Effects, Wildlife
Habitat; Page 46, Executive Summary, Project Construction,

Ecosysems, second paragraph]: The Sections in each document on
"Wildlife Habitat" gives no indication of the effects of Option
K on avian life on Foster Island. Foster Island is a prime

roosting area for crows, and, the place that they congregate at
night. The Street Smart Naturalist: Field Notes from Seattle,
p. 197 describes Foster Island at dusk in these vivid terms:

"I am in the center of a cosmic crow mailestrom. Birds

arrive from the north, east, and west. Most come in groups.
Many are playing, chasing each other, dive-bombing their
roostmates, enjoying the last flight of the day, ... wave

upon flying wave, the birds starting high above the water,
then swooping low before a final climb into the leafless
trees dotting the shoreline.

"The winter dispersal and return of crows is perhaps
Seattle's grandest daily natural-history display. Nowhere
else in the city can one see so many wild, large, living
beings at one time, except at certain sporting events."

Option K would displace them during construction and by removal
of the tree cover and vegetation, SDEIS 6-55, SDEIS 6-61. The
crows control insect pests in the Seattle area, especially in
the Arboretum. See also my note on page SDEIS 4-69, wWildlife
Habitat.

Waterfront Activities Center. Pages 5-39, Operation and
Permanent Effects, Option K; Page S-167 Land Use and Economic
Activity; Pages 6-45, 6-50, 6-114, and 6-116 Construction
Effects; Pages 89, 103 and 153m 4 (f), Evaluation; Page 5, Parks
Mitigation Memorandum, UW Open Space [Pages 30, 41, 50, and 54,
Executive Summary, Land Use and Economy Activity section, box
Option K]l: In multiple places, the various documents state that
the University of Washington's Waterfront Activities Center
(WAC) would be relocated for a multiple-year period for
construction of Options K or L. Pages 6-45, 6-114, and 6-116 of
the SDEIS, Pages 89, 103, and 153 of the 4 (f) Evaluation, page
5 of the Parks Mitigation Memorandum and pages 41 and 54 of the
Executive Summary states that the WAC would be restored in its
original location after Options K and L are completed. However,
the current docks and buildings are grandfathered under the
Shoreline Management Act and various federal statutes and
regulations relating to construction over water. Would the
"grandfathering" still apply atterwards? Can the docks and
buildings, once removed or closed for four years, be replaced in
kind? There's no indication of that from the regulatory

5
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I1-093-011

I-093-012

I1-093-013

SR 520 Bridge

agencies in the wvarious documents.

Replacement of Park Land. Pages 5-33 and 5-34, Land Use
Parks; 5-168, Summary, Recreation Section; [Page 30, Executive
Summary, Permanent Effects, Recreation section]: The discussion
should mention that Seattle Ordinance 118477, adopted as
Initiative 42, and other laws require that park land taken for a
project to be replaced in kind. Arguably, some of the acreage
taken could be replaced by reversion of areas now occupied by
the Arboretum ranmps to Arboretum use. However, where would the
additional acreage taken by Options K and L come from? How many
homes and parcels would be taken to replace McCurdy/East
Montlake Park taken by Options K and L? The SDEIS and the
Executive Summary discuss park land taken, e.g. pages 5-33 and
5-168 of the SDEIS and page 31 of the Executive Summary, Section
4 (f) Evaluation, but not where replacement in kind of the park
land taken will come from. The replacement sites suggested in
the Parks Technical Memorandum, pages 25-26, are unsatisfactory
as not being available (NOAA), as not being waterfront, and/or
not being in the wvicinity able to serve the same function. This
oversight also applies to loss of property tax revenues. See
comment on SDEIS page 5-145 and 146.

Transportation Omissions: Pages 5-7 through 5-27, Permanent
Effects and 5-166 and 5-167, Project Operations, Transportation
[Page 35-36, Executive Summary, Summary of project operation and
permanent effects] The SDEIS and the Executive Summary omit
important information that WSDOT supplied to the Legislative
Workgroup on a Data Sheet on November 10, 2009. The public
should be furnished the same quality of information that was
given to the legislators. This data included a table comparing:

Local Traffic (AM/PM peak, bi-directional)

In the Arboretum (vehicles per hour)
Freeway Traffic (AM/PM peak, bi-directional)
Portage Bay Bridge (vehicles per hour)
Transit (minutes)
Local peak travel times (two distances)
Peak travel time to/from RTA station
Number of lanes at Marsh Island
This data shows that Option K is not as efficient as A+ or A;
and the number of lanes over Marsh Island shows the much greater
width of Option A in the Arboretum wetlands and its greater
damage to the fragile wetlands

Excluding HOV's from the HOV/Transit lanes: The SDEIS and
the Executive Summary should discuss limiting the proposed
Transit/HOV lanes to rail or bus rapid transit only. In
essence, it would close these lanes to carpools and vanpools.
This concept was discussed during mediation and rejected. The
proposal warrants consideration because the mayor of Seattle,
two City Council members, and important environmental
organizations seem to support it and have promoted it in the
media. This issue is alluded to at page 8-5, Other
Considerations, Controversy and in the Executive Summary, p. 60,

6
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I1-093-014
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I-093-016

Controversial Issues, fifth bullet.

IV. COMMENTARY ON PARTICULAR PARAGRAPHS

Page 1-3, Introduction, Project Purpose, box [Page 4,
Executive Summary, Project Overview, box]: The indented project
statement was enacted into state law by Chapter 517, Laws of
2007, Section 2 (4), codified in RCW 47.01.405. The Code
citation should be noted inasmuch as a state statute carries
governing authority. A study committee or departmental
misstatement serves mainly as a guideline. See comment on SDEIS
page 1-17.

Page 1-7, Introduction, Project Accomplish[ment], third
bullet [Page 7, Executive Summary, Project Accomplish[ment],
third bullet]: The comma after the word, "lanes," makes the
phrasing ambiguous: under the last antecedent rule of
grammatical construction, it leads to an interpretation that the
two HOV lanes also provide for "mobility ... for general purpose
vehicles." Either drop the comma or adopt the text of Section 2
(5) of Chapter 517, Laws of 2007, codified in RCW 47.01.405,
which makes a much clearer statement. It states that there are
"four general purpose lanes and two lanes that are for high
occupancy vehicle travel that could also accommodate high
capacity transportation." The HOV lanes are not available for
general purpose vehicles.

Pages 1-9 Introduction, Consulting with Tribes; Page 4-65
Project Environment [Page 21, Executive Summary, Coordinating
with tribes]: Page 4-65, Tribal Fishing Areas: All tribes with
fishing rights in Puget Sound need to be consulted about the
design of the new SR 520 --- not just about the movement of
pontoons from the Straits south. Actions that diminish the fish
population in Puget Sound affect all tribes entitled to
participate in the catch. The case of United States v. State
of Washington, U.S. District Court for the Western District of
Washington, Northern Division, CV70-9213RSM (August 22, 2007)
established that right of Treaty Indians to fish includes an
obligation by the State "to refrain from hindering fish passage
and diminishing the number of fish that would otherwise be
available for Tribal harvest.'" The Findings state that fish
from the several river systems and watersheds in the Puget Sound
basin commingle and that therefore any treaty tribe with fishing
rights in Puget Sound has standing to contest state practices
and actions that may substantially diminish the available catch.
Evidence in the case showed that about 8% of the salmon in Puget
Sound rely on the Lake Washington/Lake Sammamish watershed. All
of those fish pass through the Montlake Cut. Therefore the
fishing rights of all tribes with rights to fish in Puget Sound
are affected and consultation should occur with all.
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1-093-017 Pages 1-17, Introduction, Happen[ings] since Publication; 1-
33, Tolling; 1-43, Next Steps; 2-40, Operational Effects,
Mov[ing] Forward et al. [Executive Summary, pages 19 (note
funding source), pages 23 (last paragraph), 24 (last sentence,
25 (box upper right hand corner, and 60 (first bullet), ]1: The
SDEIS and the Executive Summary should use code section numbers
in the Revised Code of Washington (RCW) for ready reference. If
not available, then it should use Chapter and Section numbers,
rather than the bill number. Bill numbers are re-used each
biennial session and are more difficult to track. Code sections
are found on the internet and in the published code in all the
major libraries as well as well equipped lawyer's offices.
Chapter numbers identify a law with particularity and are not
re-used; and citations using chapter numbers may be more readily
found in the published session laws. Just to illustrate the
confusion, the grey box of the Executive Summary on page 25
cites the number "ESSB 6099" and one date, December 2008. A lay
reader might search for it in the 2008 session laws, but would
not find it there. It's in the session laws of 2007.

ESHB 2211 in the 2009 legislative session is correctly
Chapter 472, Laws of 2009. The section that creates the
Legislative Workgroup is Section 3, identified as RCW 47.01.418

ESSB 6099 in the 2007 Session became Chapter 517, Laws of

1-093-018 2007. Section 3 (3) of Chapter 517, Laws of 2007, codified as
RCW 47.01.405 includes this very important goal that was omitted
from the box: "... minimize any increases in additional traffic
volumes through the Washington park arboretum and other adjacent
neighborhoods." Option K completely defaults on that goal. The
goal of prioritizing 'travel time, speed, and mobility"
concludes with "on the two high-occupancy vehicles lanes." The

goal is not general as the editing implies, but rather focuses
on transit and van/car pools that would use the HOV lanes.

1-093-019 Page 1-18, Introduction, box, organizations in mediation
[Page 24, Executive Summary, box, organizations in mediation]:
The Ravenna-Bryant Community Association is a non-profit
organization incorporated under the laws of Washington under
that name --- not Ravenna Bryant Community Council.

Page 1-21, Introduction, Legislative Workgroup [Page 26,
Executive Summary]: The minority report was signed by two
members of the Legislative Workgroup --- not three. Honorables
Frank Chopp and Jamie Pedersen, Representatives of the 43rd
District, signed it. Representative Dan Roach, 31st District,
voted No to the panel recommendation, explaining that the A+
design had too many lids and other amenities for the
neighborhoods. He did not sign the minority report, which
appears on pages 3-4 of the Final Report. See
http://www.wsdpt.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/file-

I1-093-020

s/finalreport.
1-093-021 Page 1-25, Introduction, Noise Walls; 2-3 and 2-4,
Alternatives, Noise Reduction [Page 11, Executive Summary, Noise
reduction]: The second paragraph summary on page 1-25 and in
. , 8
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I1-093-023

I1-093-024

the paragraph spanning pages 2-3 and 2-4 are too curt with
respect to Option A. Option A calls for following the
recommendation of the Acoustics Expert Panel retained by WSDOT
during mediation (see box, page 1-26). Those recommendations
included a variety of techniques at the current state of the
art, including treatment of expansion joints, design of
retaining walls, etc. Option A also states that noise walls
will be subject to the approval of the affected communities.
This information should be added to the paragraph and as a
footnote to the exhibits showing noise walls along the freeway.

Page 1-27, Introduction, Design Options; 2-6, Alternatives,
Design Options; 2-14 and 15, Alternatives, Option K [Pages 12-
13, Executive Summary, Alternative design options]. The
description of Option K is like describing the sphinx as a lion
without mentioning its head. Option K, as an essential element,
builds an interchange in the Husky Stadium south parking lot and
the intersection of N.E. Pacific St./Montlake Boulevard N.E.

The paragraph should also mention that its approach/exit ramp
through wetlands. The description in the Executive Summary
wisely defines SPUI for lay readers, which the SDEIS does not

do.

Page 1-28, Introduction Exhibit 1-7 [Page 14, Executive
Summary, Exhibit 1-7]:

The graphic for Option A should show green in the portion of
the lots easterly of Montlake Boulevard East of the two
properties to be taken for the parallel Montlake Bridge. Those
sections may be bermed to reduce noise or include plantings.

Option A also calls for reversion of the entire right of way
occupied by the Arboretum ramps to be removed. This should be
noted by adding after "Blvd ramps'" "and revert to Arboretum
use."

The graphic for Option A should state that the Portage Bay
is six lanes plus an auxiliary lane the same as described on
page 16. The auxiliary lane is not a through traffic lane like
the other six lanes are. This also applies to the Portage Bay
Bridge discussion on page 2-38.

The graphic of Option A exaggerates the pavement in the
Shelby-Hamlin St. area of Montlake Boulevard East. The right-
of-way is not widened to the extent shown. Montlake Boulevard
East in that area already has paving for four through lanes and
two lanes that serve as connectors to the on and off ramps.

McCurdy-East Montlake Park should be identified on the
graphics of the No-Build and of Option A. Options K and L
convert those parts to freeway use. Labeling the green tells
the public that park area is being taken by those two options.

The graphic of Option K should show the location of the
ventilation towers.

Page 1-32 Introduction, Project Cost [Page 16, Executive
Summary, Project Cost]. The estimates with the bullet points at
the top of the page for the three options should be identified
as 2008 costs in the lead-in. The text should state that the
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I-093-026

1-093-027

I1-093-028
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budget limit set by the legislature as year of expenditure, and
the note at the bottom of the graphic should be in the text to
reconcile the figures. The year of expenditure dollars escalate
the low/high end costs of Option A by 33.11/29.78%, K by
21.17/21.3%, and L by 29.9/28.65%. A lay reader ought not to
have to backtrack to figure out how to account for the different
figures.

The final paragraph before the Cost Estimates graphic,
assumes that legislative action will revise the limit or find
additional revenue sources. The Legislative Workgroup also
recommended ".. the pursuit of cost savings by further
refinement of cost estimates and design."

Page 1-34 and 1-35 Introduction, Assumptions About Tolling:
Page 5-1, Project Operation, Section 5.1 Transportation, box and
Page 5-2, first paragraph, first complete sentence: The tolling
model assumes that HOV's (3+ carpools and buses). The second

sentence in the box states "... HOV's (3+ carpools and buses)
were assumed to be exempt from the tolling." As the old song
goes, "Tain't necessarily so!" The advocates for Option A tried

unsuccessfully to persuade the mediation panel and later the
Legislative Workgroup to include such a stipulation. Each
declined, accepting the proposition that toll setting and toll
exemptions were within the purview of the Transportation
Commission.

Page 2-5, Alternatives, Lighting; Page 5-77 and 78, Light
and Glare. WSDOT should consult with Dark Skies Northwest about
bridge lighting. The lighting needs to prevent sky bound
scatter. East Montlake Park has been used by astronomers for
viewing the night skies and for invitations to the public to see
extraordinary phenomena such as lunar eclipses, Saturn at a
close approach, comets etc. Dark Skies points out that lighting
affects avian life, their ability to capture insects and small
rodents, roosting etc. Lighting should not only limit sideways
glare, but also be measured to the luminosity needed, minimize
reflection from wet pavement,. and meet other standards.

Page 2-6, Alternatives, Tolls: Provision should be made for
motorists to mail in payments before being billed. The billing
process may add an administrative charge, which should be
unnecessary if a motorist can mail in payment first. This is
discussed more fully with respect to Page 5-51.

Page 2-10, Alternatives, Portage Bay Area first paragraph
under the graphic, second sentence: The sentence describing the
Portage Bay Bridge and commenting on Exhibit 2-6 concludes with
this phrase "...making it [Option A] about 10 feet wider than
Options K and L.." The graphic and measurements show that
Options K and L start widening toward the western shore. The
extra ten feet occur for a section of Portage Bay --- not for
the entire distance as implied by the sentence. The quoted
phrase should have "at the mid-point" inserted.

The penultimate sentence should note that Option A calls for

10

SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Project

2010 SDEIS Comments and Responses -- Comments Only

For Internal Use Only -- 05/26/2011 14:11 PM



I1-093

05/26/2011 12:55 PM

I1-093-030

I-093-031

I1-093-032

design competition in consultation with the Seattle Design
Commission and the affected neighborhoods.

Page 2-14, Alternatives, Montlake Area, Option A: The text
should provide equal treatment for the 1id of Option A to that
of the lids in Option K. Option K's text, p. 2-20, explains
that its 1id would provide "pedestrian connections between the
communities north and south of SR 520." So do the 1lids of
Option A and its lids connect McCurdy/East Montlake Park with
Washington Park's Arboretum. SR 520 and its Arboretum ramps
connect an otherwise bifurcated park.

Page 2-16 and 2-17, Alternatives, Montlake Area, Exhibits 2-
9: The legends should explain that in the cross-sections an
orange bus denotes a transit-HOV lane unless noted, and a red
car 1s a general purpose lane.

With Option A, the remainder of the lot taken for the
parallel bridge and not used for highway purposes will be
landscaped and should be shown as green.

Page 2-16, Exhibits 2-9 and 2-16 [Page 15, Executive
Summary, Exhibit 2-16]:

Option A suboptions should note that "Stormwater treatment
facility" may be landscaped or covered.

The coloring should be consistent with Exhibit 1-7: if 1lids
are to be shown as green on Exhibit A-7, the 1lids should be
green on Option A suboptions as well.

The Option A suboptions should note the transit only off
ramp westbound.

The Option A suboption should show a pedestrian/bicycle lane
to East Hamlin St. and Montlake Boulevard East similar to that
of Option K. Cyclists under Option A have both alternatives.

Page 2-17, Alternatives, Montlake Area, Exhibit 2-9: The
dotted grid denoted with the number a circled three and a cross-
section 3 on the graphic of Option K should be explained in the
legend. A lay reader may interpret it as some sort of lidding

The green coloring alongside of the gooseneck southerly
extension of the SPUI that resembles a loop road with almost a
roundabout --- called by its proponents a "keyhole" --- 1is
landscaping. Landscaping should be shaded differently from lids
else lay readers would not be able to distinguish the traverse
1id along Lake Washington Boulevard in Alternative A from the
green buffering of the gooseneck extension. The transverse 1id
will be level and usable for recreation; the gooseneck's
landscaping will be on a slope like the side slopes of I-5.
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Page 2-20, Alternatives, Montlake Area, Option K: The
third paragraph purports to address Lake Washington
Boulevard. It is the subject of the first sentence and the

last antecedent of the second and third sentences. The last
sentence states that " ..it [Lake Washington Boulevard] would
have no connection to the interchange..." 1In fact, Lake

Washington Boulevard provides the only access to and from the
SPUI from the east.

The fourth paragraph should note that traffic from or to
the south of the Montlake Cut have the option to use the N.E.
Pacific St./Montlake Boulevard East interchange and then
recross the Montlake Bridge. It is not strictly local
traffic between the University District and Montlake.
Traffic projections show a very substantial volume of traffic
making this movement. It is encouraged by the north-to-east
right turn and the left turning movement west-to-south under
the N.E. Pacific St./Montlake Boulevard N.E. 1lid.

Page 2-29, Alternatives, Floating Bridge Area, Grey Box,
Future Capacity for Light Rail: The text states that "If SR
520 is identified to carry light rail..." State law requires
that the design have the capacity for adaptation for light
rail. Designing for light rail is a statutory mandate and
the text should so state. During mediation, WSDOT explained
that light rail requires a more gentle grade than bus rapid
transit. Therefore, separation between the pontoons and the
roadway surface is a design necessity.

Page 3-2 and 3-4 Construction, staging: The areas in
Exhibit 3-1 and 3-2 do not include Montlake Playfield. Yet,
the Executive Summary, page 31, Section 4 (f) states that "...
all options would temporarily occupy ... Montlake Playfield."
However, pages 6-20, Exhibit 6.2-2, and page 6-38, Table 6.4-
1, page 6-35. Table 6-4.1, and page 6-41 Exhibit 6.4-3 show a
construction easement in Montlake Playfield.

Pages 3-5, Construction, Haul Routes, Table 3.2, Route
Trips on Local Highways, and pages 6-3 through 6-9,
Construction effect: The graphic on Page 3-5 should be
supplemented with a cross-refeence to pages 6-6 and 6.7 and a
column of the number of days of construction so that the
reader can or readily calculate the total truck trips of the

various options. Because of its duration of construction,
Option K at least trebles the route trips of the other
options --- an important fact for the public to know in

evaluating the options.

The text should declare that use of the Portage Bay
Bridge will be preferred and N.E. Pacific St., 15th Avenue
N.E., to N.E. 45th St. will be the most disfavored:

(a) It interferes with bus travel. Each of those three
streets is vital to bus routing, and each of the three
streets is beset with traffic lights;

(b) Each of the three has a high volume of pedestrian
traffic that should not be subjected to spillage from motor
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vehicles, and their volumes of commuter and business traffic
would also suffer;

(c) The three streets have the greatest population
density and business traffic, which would be adversely
affected. N.E. Pacific St. has hospital patients, who need
quiet for their recovery;

(d) Delays caused to and on N.E. 45th St. would impair
traffic on I-5. During rush hours and Husky event days, on
and off traffic frequently makes the northbound exit lane on
I-5 into a holding lane; and the congestion in the far right
(east) lane extends across the I-5 freeway bridge reduces the
available lanes of I-5 for through traffic flow. As a
result, back-ups on mainline I-5 commonly reach Northgate
southbound and downtown northbound.

(e) Spillage on these streets will close a lane where
there are no lanes to spare.

(f) The University District will host trucks hauling soil
from the excavation from the Sound Transit tunnel to the
University District Station and later to the Roosevelt Sound
Transit Station. Equity among neighborhoods calls for
sparing the University District from SR 520 trucking as well.

Page 3-6, Construction Activities, Roadway Closures,
Exhibit 3-4, Road Closures: The graphic should note on the
site of N.E. Pacific St./Montlake Boulevard N.E. "Options K

and L only." True, it's in the text, but many readers scan
government documents with particular attention to the
graphics.

Page 3-33, Construction Activities, Exhibit 3-15,
Construction Elements for Option K: The graphic should show
the location of pumping stations.

Page 3-34, Construction Activities, Option K: The text
should mention excavation for the pumping stations and it
should describe the height and bulk of the platform.

Page 3-36, Construction Activities, Option L Sub-option:
The text should also explain that widening 25th Avenue N.E.
by the Bank of America Arena (Hec Edmundson Pavilion) would
bring the right-of-way up to the curb that protects the
plantings in front of the Arena. It may require displacing
the donor plaques in the sidewalk. It would greatly narrow
the sidewalk width, which is currently used to the fullest
for basketball and football games.

Page 4-3, Project Environment, SR 520 Eastbound On-ramp:
The traffic congestion extends further than as "far north as
25th Avenue N.E." during peak hours. It extends north to
N.E. 45th ST. and eastward on N.E. 45th St. to 5 corners (the
intersection of Sand Point Way N.E., N.E. 47th St., Union Bay
Pl. N.E. and Mary Gates Way N.E.) and it extends northward on
25th Avenue N.E. to N.E. 49th St.

Exhibit 4 1-2 should show the major area of congestion

13

SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Project Page 1369
2010 SDEIS Comments and Responses -- Comments Only For Internal Use Only -- 05/26/2011 14:11 PM



I1-093

05/26/2011 12:55 PM

I-093-040

I-093-041

I1-093-042

I1-093-043

I1-093-044

I1-093-045

north of the Lake Washington Ship Canal. There are two: N.E.
Pacific St. and Montlake Boulevard N.E. and N.E. Pacific
Place and Montlake Boulevard N.E. (the Husky Stadium traffic
signal) . The Husky Stadium light is set to favor wvehicles
exiting the parking lot. This greatly contributes to the
back-ups on Montlake Boulevard N.E. during the peak hours
southbound.

Page 4-22, Project Environment, Distribution of Low
Income and Minority Populations, Exhibit 4.3-2: The
University District extends west to I-5. The area shown in
white between the University District and I-5 south of N.E.
50th St. was included in the University Community
Neighborhood Plan. Residents in the area have and do attend
meetings of the University District Community Council.

The label, "Laurelhurst," should be moved further east.
The maroon area is Union Bay Housing for married university
students, owned and operated by the University of Washington
Housing, and is not considered part of Laurelhurst.

The shading should show the integrated communities in
Madison Valley south of Madison Park, which would be affected
by the increased traffic on Madison Street caused by Option
K. Option K would make Lake Washington Boulevard the only
south access to SR 520 and thereby draw traffic to Madison
St. through the Central Area. Much of that traffic now uses
23rd Avenue East.

Page 4-23, Project Environment, Fire and Emergency
Medical: The second paragraph should note that the fireboats
would need a minimum clearance height to respond south of the
SR 520 Bridge. Alternatively, this section could make a
cross-reference to page 4-79, the last paragraph. This lays
a predicate for the height of the bridge and its approaches
by Madison Point.

The sentence about the location of the UW Medical Center
is anemic. The SDEIS should state the number of beds and
teaching facilities and that it abuts directly on N.E.
Pacific St. with its emergency entrance subject to closure
during construction. See SDEIS p. 3-6. A gross
understatement may amount to little more than a quarter
triuth .

Page 4-28, Project Environment, Recreation, Table 4.4-1,
Recreation Resources in the Project Vicinity: The text
should list Madison Park, a half mile to the south on Lake
Washington at the foot of Madison Street, and North Madison
Park on 43rd Ave. N.E. by E. Lynn St. about a quarter mile
south of SR 520. Both were impacted by wave action when SR
520 was built.

Page 4-30 and 31, Project Environment, Foster and Marsh
Islands: The description should repeat that Foster Island
was a burial ground used by the Indians in pioneer days.
This is as important in the history of Foster Island as the
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fact that it was made part of the 01d Canal Right of Way.
Alternatively, there should be a cross-reference to the
Cultural Resources in Section 4.8, page SDEIS 4-40, and to
page 5-62.

Page 4-37, Project Environment, Recreation, Montlake

Landscape Unit: The statement about Rainier Vista --- "In
addition, Rainier Vista on the UW Campus offers views toward
Lake Washington and Mt. Rainier." --- is a gross

understatement like calling the Capitol Mall in Washington,
D.C. a green swath. It's much more than that. The Olmsted
plan laid out the 1909 Alaska Yukon Pacific Expedition to
accentuate the view from the U.S. Pavilion (now Red Square)
and Geyser Basin (now Frosh Pond) to Mount Rainier. The UW
Campus was developed to retain that view. It's spectacular,
featured on postcards, shown on national television when the
Huskies play, and photographed by campus visitors. In fact,
tour buses stop and lead their tourists to Drumheller
Fountain in Frosh Pond to take photos. The UW is concerned
that the drawbridge under Option L and the lidding of N.E.
Pacific St. and Montlake Boulevard N.E. under Options K and L
would intrude into that view --- the one with a raised bridge
span and the other with a concrete dome. It's surprising
that the SDEIS does not have any photographs down Rainier
Vista.

Page 4-69, Project Environment, Wildlife Habitat [Page
35, Executive Summary, and Page 46, Executive Summary,
Project Construction]: Foster Island is prime roosting area
for crows and the place that they congregate at night by the
thousands, Wikimpia.org/1359871/Foster Island;
www.welmer.prg2009/05... /militant crows; www.
depts.washington.edu/uwcrows; www.seattlepi.com/getaways
/141096_urbanwildlife25html. Option K would displace them
both during construction and by removal of the tree cover.
The crows control insect pests in the Seattle area,
especially in the Arboretum, and do a public service by
eating food scraps people drop or carelessly leave about.
See comments on matters for further study with a cross
reference to pages 5-140 and 5-141.

Page 4-72, Project Environment, Geological Hazards in the
Project Area; Pages 5-147 and 148, Construction Effects,
Geology and Soils, Geologic Hazards; and Page 6-102,
Construction Effects, Geologic Hazards: The United States
Geodetic Survey (attachment ) shows the seismic hazards
in the Montlake/University of Washington area. It shows that
the risk of acceleration of shaking is substantial during an
earthquake both in the Husky Stadium and South parking lot
area and in East Montlake Park. It's material that should
supplement Exhibit 4-12 and makes the tunnel portals by Husky
Stadium and in East Montlake Park subject to seismic risk
(including liquifaction). This should be noted on pages 5-
147 and 5-148 with respect to the tunnel in Option K. Soil
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liquification during a tremor could affect the permanent
Structure and operations and construction activities.

Page 4-75, Project Environment, Geology and Soils; Pages
6-100 and 101, Construction Effects, Geology and Soils [Page
38, Executive Summary, Geology and Soils; Page 52, Mitigation
Measures, Project Operation]. Can the soils sustain the
weight of the massive concrete platform between the mainland
section of the Arboretum and Foster Island? 1It's so great
that it is called a "land bridge" in Option K. The platform
would rise thirty feet in the air with solid walls and back
filling. Construction of the Evergreen-Montlake Floating
Bridge in the 1960's surcharged the subsoil and caused a
sidewise shift into the ship channel. The State Highway
Department engaged in dredging to remove potential hazards to
navigation. A structure as big as the "land bridge" will
have a much greater effect since the load is much greater.
When City Light filled some of its property by the Lake Union
Steam plant on the east side of Fairview Avenue North,
islands popped up in Lake Union on the west side; and City
Light dredged the islands to maintain navigability. The
Arboretum wetlands are a natural ecosystem --- rather than a
working lake front --- so that the displacement, in itself,
may have consequences and dredging may not be acceptable as a
remedy. This needs to be investigated fully.

Page 4-77, Project Environment, Sediments; and Page 6-
103, Construction Effects, Hazardous Materials: From the
time of the construction of the North Trunk Sewer to serve
North East Seattle until about the 1980's, Seattle maintained
a large storm drain/sewer overflow outfall by the Montlake
Cut. It received all sorts of wastes from the streets,
gutters, and often from homes (until the combined sewers and
storm drains were separated). The discharge bubbled up in
the Montlake Cut and the heavier particulates settled down in
the vicinity and became overlaid with sediments. The
particulates may include lead from washing paint cans,
household chemicals poured down the drain, lead compounds
from tetraethyllead gasoline discharged into the air as
exhaust and washed by the rain into storm drains, copper
compounds from fungicides and weed killers, etc. Disturbing
the sediment risks again dispersing them into the water. It
is a matter to note inasmuch as some participants in
mediation have proposed a cut-and-cover tunnel under the
Montlake Cut (called Option "M").

Page 5-4, Project Operation, Traffic and Transportation,
second paragraph, last sentence: Various designs have been
published of the Rainier Vista project of the University of
Washington for public comment. Not all of the sketches 1lid
over the Burke-Gilman trail. The design should be confirmed
before publication of the Final Supplemental Environmental

Impact Statement.
The third paragraph should add a sentence noting that
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Option A contemplates that Sound Transit and the University
will arrange for a crossing between the Sound Transit Station
and the main campus wide enough for both pedestrians and
cyclists. See SDEIS page 5-25, Exhibit 5.1-14. Sound
Transit has proposed a wide overpass; the University has also
suggested an at grade crossing closer to the Sound Transit
station protected by traffic lights. Either alternative
would accommodate pedestrian and bicycle travel. Option A is
not a "do nothing" alternative.

Page 5-13 to 5-19, Project Operation, Traffic and Local
Streets: This section should include Slide 15, the P.M. peak
hour cumulative travel time comparison for twenty-four travel
paths through the Montlake area presented to the Legislative
Workgroup, October 8, 2009, p. 6-12. That chart quantifies
the text clearly and simply. Option A with the Lake
Washington Boulevard ramps and auxiliary lane is about one-
third shorter in travel time than Option K. Option A with
the auxiliary lane takes about the same time as Option K. It
clearly shows the value of the auxiliary lane.

The presentation is deficient in that it does not extend
its analysis of Options K and L further outward. Options K
and L increase the traffic on Montlake Boulevard N.E. and its
connecting arterials, Sand Point Way N.E. and 25th Avenue
N.E. The Transportation Discipline Report, Exhibit 6-3,
shows that Alternative A is superior to K/L designs in the
A.M. peaks on Montlake Boulevard N.E. north of its
intersection with Pacific Place N.E. and on N.E. 45th St.
Options K and L are comparable to the Pacific Street
Interchange design in the 2006 DEIS in the manner of traffic
flow funneling traffic flow. Analysis of the Pacific Street
Interchange design showed delays moved further outward. It
extended at least to "Five Corners'" on Sand Point Way N.E.
and to the north driveways of University Village on 25th
Avenue N.E. and on N.E. Pacific St. and beyond its
intersection with 15th Avenue N.E. Data presented during
mediation showed that Options K and L added 30% more vehicles
to that intersection. The SDEIS on the inset shows that this
intersection will be rated as LOS E. [It is 35 on the inset,
but mislabeled in the legend] What about the next succeeding
arterial intersection? or N.E. Pacific St. further west?

Data presented during mediation showed that Options K and
L shift traffic from the Portage Bay bridge to local streets
on the south as well. 81% more vehicles will clog Montlake
Boulevard at Boyer Avenue East. This data should be shown

too.

The presentation should put numbers on the diversions for
the neighborhood to better understand the impacts. The LOS
rating informs about back-ups and waiting time for motorists.
Putting numbers on traffic tells a neighborhood how much more
noise, debris and other incidents of traffic to expect and it
allows inferences on the ability of a pedestrian to cross the
street or traffic to enter and often the volume of cut
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through traffic on neighborhood streets. WSDOT presented
numbers during mediation that show the diversions of traffic
at several locations:

(1) Traffic diversion to Montlake Boulevard at 24th
Avenue E. (where 24th Ave. angles north to west, south to
east) (vph = vehicles per hour]:

2008 Current 2,000 vph Base Year % change
2030 No Build 2,360 " + 450 vph + 22.5%
"A" 2,560 " + 560 " + 28 %
"K" & L 3,620 +1620 " + 81 %

Some of the traffic that could use the Portage Bay connection
of SR 520 between the Montlake isthmus and I-5 shifts to
surface streets (e.g. Fuhrman Ave. E. and E. Boyer St. south
of the Ship Canal). The Portage Bay crossing carries 7380
vph now; the '"No Build" anticipates 7500 vph in 2030 on the
Portage Bay connection (+120); Option A anticipates 8140
(+760); but, Options K and L anticipate 7290 (-90). 850 vph
more would use the surface streets under Options K and L than
on Option A.

(2) Traffic diversion to Lake Washington Boulevard at
Boyer Avenue. (about midway through the Arboretum):

2008 Current 1,400 vph Base Year % change

2030 No Build 1,790 " + 390 vph 21.4 %
A" 1,150 " - 640 - 45.7 % (minus)
"K" & L 2,080 " + 680 + 48.6 %

(The Transportation Discipline Report, Exhibit 6-1, modifies
these figures somewhat by rounding the left hand column to
1,400, 1,800, 1,200 and 2,100 respectively.) Some of the
traffic from or to the easterly sections of Capitol Hill and
neighborhoods more southerly shifts from using 23rd Avenue
East to using East Madison St. and Lake Washington Boulevard
and the Arboretum interchange to SR 520 in Options K and L.
Options K and L make Lake Washington Boulevard the only
access to and exit from SR 520 in the Montlake area south of
the Ship Canal. "K" and "L" have 80.1%, more vph on Lake
Washington Boulevard E. than Option A.

(3) Diversion to Lake Washington Boulevard at E. Park
Ave. (overpass to MOHAT):

2008 Current 840 wvph Base Year % change
2030 No Build 1020 " + 180 + 21.4 %

A" 1160 " + 340 + 40.5 %

"R" 1580 " + 740 + 88.1 %

"L" 1090 " + 250 + 29.8 %.
The "No Build" reflects anticipated growth in vehicular usage
(21.4%). "A" experiences additional volumes (19.1%) by
closing the Arboretum ramps. Option "K" requires traffic

from or to Montlake Boulevard East south of I-5 to use Lake
Washington or a frontage road between the arterial and SR
520. That results in a 66.7% increase alone.

The section on local streets should address the concerns
of the Seattle Board of Park Commissioners contained in the
Agency Correspondence, Attachment 2, Question 4, about the
lack of capacity of Boyer Avenue to handle the traffic that
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would result from increasing the capacity and volumes of
Arboretum ramps. See (2) in the preceding paragraph. WSDOT
there acknowledges that Boyer Avenue can not handle much
additional traffic; it operates now as a one lane road.
WSDOT could not give the response it gave in answer to
question 5 with respect to either Options K or L since
neither have on-ramps to SR 520 on Montlake Boulevard.

Before proceeding to transit, there should be a section
on traffic safety and motorist convenience. This section
and the Executive Summary should discuss motorist safety and
motorists' comfort in riving under Option K, e.g.

The SDEIS, p. 3-26 shows the tunnel grade on the north to
be 7.1 to 7.8% and on the south to be 8.2 to 8.9%. The
discussion here or at the start of Chapter 5 needs to place
these numbers in perspective. Figure 940-2 of the WSDOT
Design Manual, January 2005, M-22, states that the maximum
desirable grade is 5% and the highest grade permissible is 7%
for design speeds of 25-30 mph. The tunnel design under
Option K does not meet federal standards for grades. The
safety hazards are compounded by the curvature of the tunnel.
This needs to be stated.

WSDOT noted in its March 18, 2008 analysis noted that
"Unconventional interchange design could present safety
issues as people try to drive through the interchange." and
"A full-time spill control and fire suppression system would
be required in the tunnel which would include the potential
for water quality impacts from a fire (with no place to
discharge fire-fighting materials);

WSDOT also noted that "Stormwater at and near the mouth
of the tunnel would require a full-time pumping system." and
it told the mediation panel that heavy downpours could
overwhelm the pumping capacity, especially if leaves or
debris accumulated;

Due to the grades at the tunnel approaches, slippery
surfaces at the tunnel approaches --- such as oil deposits
during a long dry spell brought to the surface by a light )
rain, fog frost or ice, a spill of liquids from a vehicles --
- could cause collisions; and

An accident in the tunnel would cause back-ups on the
mainline of SR 520 --- perhaps extending across the lake.
Accidents in the Battery Street Tunnel have caused blockages
on the Alaskan Way Viaduct, extending a mile or more, e.dg.
Tuesday morning, February 9, 2010. A death would lead to a
closure in the direction of travel where the facility
occurred.

Page 5-15, Project Operation, Local Streets, Exhibit 5.1-
10 Traffic Congestion: # 22 is labeled in the legend, but
not marked on the graphics.

Pages 5-19 to 5-22, Project Operation, Transit Facilities
and Service: This section should include Slide 20 projected
at the SR 520 Legislative Workgroup, Westside Subgroup
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SR 520 Bridge

Meeting # 2 on October 8, 2009. It shows a north bound
travel time for transit from Madison St. and 23rd Avenue East
to the Montlake Triangle stop at the Sound Transit Station
(peak hour) to be 18 minutes under Option A versus 23 under
Option K. The same slide shows transit travel time for local
buses under Option A for the shorter distance from East
McGraw St. to the Sound Transit station stop at 5 minutes
versus 3 minutes under Option K. The two sets of figures
indicate that the "time saving" of two minutes for Option K
between East McGraw St. and the Montlake Triangle stop is
more than offset by the increased congestion that it
engenders on local streets further south. Local buses under
Option K take 20 minutes to get from E. Madison St. to East
McGraw St. 129-30; local buses traverse that segment in 13
minutes under Option A [18-5]. (WSDOT traffic studies during
mediation indicated that Option K increased congestion at the
intersection of Boyer St. and 23rd Avenue N.E. almost a half
mile south of E. McGraw St.)

Page 5-28, Project Operation, Non-motorized
Transportation: The last sentence should be stricken. It is
not borne out by Exhibit 5.1-15 as claimed. Option A is
better for pedestrians because it retains more of
McCurdy/East Montlake Park and does as well with its lids;
the opinion that K is better to the east assumes that
climbing up and down a thirty-foot high concrete platform to
Foster Island (called a "land bridge") is better than the
underpass currently and the one of Option "A." The Exhibit
shows the options equal to the west. As to the north, Option
A has a bicycle/pedestrian connection to East Hamlin St. from
East Montlake Park as currently that is not shown on the
exhibit. This analysis applies to bicycles too. The final
sentence is based on the writer's opinion that the 1lid over
N.E. Pacific St./Montlake Boulevard E. is a benefit to
pedestrians/cyclists over an at-grade crossing with a Sound
Transit overpass for those who wish that crossing. The
overpass 1s a necessity under Options K and L; it isn't
needed under Option A. During the neighborhood planning
process for the University Community Neighborhood Plan in the
1990's, a survey of pedestrians using that intersection found
that most of them prefer the current at-grade crossing to
climbing up an overpass and down again.

Page 5-30, Project Operation, Non-Motorized Traffic, Lake
Washington Boulevard: The first paragraph should note that
Option K would increase traffic on Lake Washington Boulevard
through the Arboretum by 950 vehicles P.M. peak hour 2030.
The volume would be double that under Option A without the
Arboretum ramps. The added volume would make travel more
difficult for bicyclists.

Page 5-31, Project Operation, Parking, and Page 5-41 and
5-42, Parking Removal; Page 6-45 Construction Effects..
University of Washington, Option K: The discussion should
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indicate that Option K will also affect access to the
University's Husky Stadium E-11 parking lot. It reduces the
grade of Montlake Boulevard N.E. in front (west) of Lot #-11
So that motor vehicles may no longer enter at N.E. Pacific
St. as currently. Moreover, the trench for N.E. Pacific St.
continues north to its intersection with N.E. Pacific Place.
This affects another access to Husky Stadium parking.
Finally, if Option K widens Montlake Boulevard N.E. further
northward, the driveways to the parking lots north of the
pedestrian overpass by the Bank of America Arena (Hec
Edmundson Pavilion) may be affected.

Page 5-33, Project Operation, Right of Way Requirements,
Rey Points; 5-37, Exhibit 5.2-5, Affected Structures,
University of Washington area; 5-39, Project Operation,
Structure removal, Option K; 5-57, Project Operation,
University of Washington Recreational Facilities [Page 30,
41, and 50 Executive Summaryl: Page 5-33 in the box,
entitled Key Point, Right of Way Requirements, and the
Executive Summary Page 30, Land Use and Economy Activity

section, box Option K states: "... the University of
Washington's Waterfront Activities Center (WAC) would be
relocated for a multiple-year period." On page 41, the

Executive Summary states that the WAC would be restored in
its original location. Page 54 of the Executive Summary,
Project Construction, Land Use and Economic Activity, second
paragraph also assumes a temporary relocation of the WAC for
Options K and L. However, the current docks and buildings
are grandfathered under the Shoreline Management Act. Would
the "grandfathering" still apply afterwards? Can the docks
and buildings, once removed or closed for four years, be
replaced in kind?

Page 5-39, Project Operation, Structure Removal or
Relocation, Options K and L; Page 5-41, Project Operation,
Table 5-2.4 Estimated Annual Property Tax Effects: The
discussion needs to qualify its statement about taking the
least structures and about property to be acquired. The text
on page 5-30 assumes that no structures will be taken to
replace park land taken for the project or to relocate the
Waterfront Activities Center; and the Table assumes no land
will be replaced. These are debatable assumptions --- see
comment about page 5-33 above.

Page 5-41, Project Operation, Parking Removal, second
paragraph: This paragraph needs correction. The
Transportation Discipline Report, pages 9-7 and 9-8, states
that the Hop-In Grocery has 17 parking stalls to the west in
its side lot. Alternative A takes 8 leaving 9 spaces. 22nd
Avenue East, a public street, offers 10 parking stalls; these
would become part of the expanded intersection. Option A
therefore takes 47% of the privately-owned parking, and if on
street parking is counted, two-thirds. The lot now is full
during peak shopping periods. Loss of eight spaces on the

21 Page 1377

For Internal Use Only -- 05/26/2011 14:11 PM



I1-093

05/26/2011 12:55 PM

I-093-065

I-093-066

I-093-067

I-093-068

westside lot would affect primarily peak periods. The
smaller lot may be less convenient during off-peak periods.
That falls short of making them "difficult to find." The
Hop-In Grocery with nine spaces would still have more spaces
than many other neighborhood stores.

Page 5-42, Project Operation, Local Land Use Plans and
Policies: The Growth Management Act requires that
transportation projects be consistent with local land use
plans. The text should mention two other land use plans and
policies:

(1) The University Community Urban Center Plan forbids
increasing traffic on Montlake Boulevard, N.E. Pacific
Street, and 15th Avenue N.E. The planning process rejected a
proposal for a pedestrian overpass at the intersection of
N.E. Pacific St. and Montlake Boulevard N.E.; and

(2) The amendments to the City-University agreement,
adopted four years ago, specifically call for joint action
toward reducing traffic at the intersection of N.E. Pacific
Street and Montlake Boulevard N.E. Appendix K, p. 19. Those
paragraphs should have been set out in an appendix.

The approved Arboretum Master Plan has a map and text.
Overlay of Option K shows a clear conflict in its interchange
and in the proposed "land bridge" to Foster Island.

Option K also disrupts Seattle's shoreline master plan.
That plan too contains text and maps. Neither envision the
interchanges of Option K or its "land bridge" to Foster
Island.

Page 5-45, Project Operation, Community Cohesion: The
paragraph should note that Options K and L would trisect the
University of Washington Campus with major arterials. It
would add 4,240 more vehicles per hour during the P.M. Peak
Hour in 2030 to the intersection of N.E. Pacific St. and
Montlake Boulevard N.E. A WSDOT Exhibit, presented at the
November 18,2008, Mediation meeting, entitled "Montlake
Vicinity Traffic Volumes" showed Options K and L adding 1,140
vehicles per hour, P.M. peak hour in 2030 to Montlake
Boulevard N.E. north of the N.E. Pacific St. intersection to
a gross volume of 6040 or 25% more than Option A; and to N.E.
Pacific St. west of the intersection another 440 more to a
total of 3480. Many of the additional vehicles will pass
through the UW West Campus by its dormitories. (A large
portion of the vehicles going through the intersection of
N.E. Pacific St. and Montlake Boulevard N.E. under Option K
come from or go to the south across the Montlake Bridge)

Page 5-46, Project Operation, Community Cohesion fourth
paragraph: Forced relocation is a burden on MOHAI. While
relocation "could ... benefit" MOHAI "as a community
resource'", the burdens to MOHAI should be noted. Were it not
for SR 520 expansion, MOHAI would plan and phase its
relocation at its own schedule and, perhaps, maintain two
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locations as the Seattle Art Museum does. SR 520 requires it
to start fund raising for its new facility and shift its
exhibits and archives by a fixed deadline.

Pages 5-46 through 5-50, Project Operation, Potential
Effects on low-income and minority populations; Page 5-167,
Summary, Social Elements [Pages 30, 41, 52, and 54, Executive
Summary, Social Elements Section]: This section (and the
corresponding social elements sections of the Executive
Summary) should evaluate the impacts of the increased traffic
caused by Option K on N.E. Pacific Street, through the West
Campus, and on Madison Valley. The traffic volumes on Lake
Washington Boulevard in the Arboretum and easterly are double
those under Option A and almost double on N.E. Pacific St. by
15th Avenue N.E. The University campus and Madison Valley
are integrated communities and house many residents of low
income, especially students at, and staff of, the University.
University Hospital abuts N.E. Pacific Street. Hospital
patients are a sensitive population with illness and ailments
and need special protection from noise and impaired air
quality. The disproportionate effects of the increase in
traffic under Option K should be noted.

The comment should also note that if the increased cost
of Option K results in higher tolls or tolls for a longer
duration --- a likely prospect --- the impact on low income
populations will be greater than under other designs. This
discussion also applies to the "Social elements section"
during construction page 40 and 54 of the Executive Summary.

In the summaries (Construction Effects, Table 6:16-1,
second paragraph in the Option K and L box and Executive
Summary, p. 41, first sentence in the box on Options K and
L), this sentence should replace "could" with the verb
"would:" "Closure of NE Pacific Street ... could affect
response times and emergency accesses to UW Medical Center."
The SDEIS pages 3-6 and 6-2 to 6-3 states that the closure
would extend to just west of the Hospital's access driveway
and it proposes a temporary access along a paved road that
runs along the south side of the medical center. An effect
is more than a possibility; it is a probability. The
uncertainty relates to how much the effect will be.

Page 5-51, Project Effect, Mitigation [Page 52, Executive
Summary, Mitigation Measures, Social elements]. The draft
should set out measures for comment with specificity.
Deferral to the final environmental impact statement deprives
the public of an opportunity to comment or make
recommendations.

The measures should allow for mail-in of tolls without
penalty. WSDOT's current planning contemplates that owners
of vehicles without transponders will be sent a bill for the
toll and an administrative fee for tracking the owner by the
license plate, for handling and for mailing. Estimates for
the amount of the fee are greater than the toll. 1In
Illinois, some traveler rest stops and hotels/motels that
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cater to tourists have envelops among the materials or racks
for tourist brochures with preprinted addresses for motorists
to send in payment of tolls due. It's a burden for tourists
and others who rarely cross the bridge to buy a transponder
and store it in a car. People of low income are more likely
to have to pay the administrative fee than those with more
means. A motorist ought to be able to send in the required
fee within a grace period --- say three days --- and thereby
escape administrative costs imposed on non-payment.

Page 5-53, Project Operation, Parks and Recreational
Resources, Key Point: The statistics presented do not
correlate with the table presented at the September 22, 2009
meeting of the Legislative Workgroup by the Director of the
Recreation and Conservation Office, entitled 6f Park Impacts
- Full Build Out. It showed:

Option A Option K Option L
Number of Acres
Permanently Converted 3.06 5.84 3 9%
Number of Acres
Temporarily Converted

Due to Construction 2.99 5.20 4.28
Total Acres 6.05 10.54 8.25

A note to the table stated that "All temporary impacts over
six months must also be mitigated." On a graphic, Option K

was shown with pavement bulges at East Montlake Park, along
the mainline eastward from there to Foster Island due to its
greater number of lanes, the Foster Island land bridge, and
at the SPUI, located where Lake Washington Boulevard connects
with East Calhoun St. just south of the isolated "R.H.

Thomson ramps to nowhere." A note added that the Foster
Island land bridge option "could create a conversion of the
entire 6f park." The entire set of materials is available on

the Legislative Workgroup website,
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislative work group.

Page 5-55, Project Operation, Parks and Recreational
Resources, East Montlake and McCurdy Parks: The paragraph
should note that Option A constructs a 1id over SR 520

immediately contiguous. It could repeat the sentences from
the "Roanoke Park'" paragraph about "creating a more
continuous stretch of open space south of the park.." and

"would include pathways to improve connectivity and to
provide access across SR 520 improving safety for pedestrians
and bicyclists." Option A alone of all the design options
removes all ramps to SR 520 so that East Montlake Park would
have continuous park and wetlands to the entire Arboretum.
Options K and L interpose an interchange (SPUI) and its
extensions. Option A also allows for covering and
landscaping the drainage ponds if the community so desires.
That would not be workable with either Options K or L.

Page 5-62, Project Operation, Park and Recreational
Resources, Washington Park Arboretum, Option K; Page 73-74,
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Visual Quality, Option K.; Page 5-97, Cultural Resources,
Arboretum, Option K [Executive Summary, Pages 30, 41, 52, 54,
and 55, Recreation Sections, Project Construction, Mitigation
under captions such as Visual Quality, Cultural Resources]:
The description is a gross understatement of the adverse
impacts of the massive "land bridge" to Foster Island
contained in Option K. It would be a raised concrete
platform the size of a football field looming like a monolith
with a ground cover and a mounding of soil on the flank
crossed by a ramp/stairway. The trees that the birds now
use to nest and roost will be gone and the avian colonies
forced to relocate or disperse. The pastoral quality that
now befits an Indian burial ground will be lost forever.
Native American culture teaches that burial sites should
remain undisturbed and as such available for quiet meditation
by descendants at any and all times.

This Section should note that Option K converts Lake
Washington Boulevard in the Arboretum to a freeway access
roadway and thereby changes its character from "park drive
and boulevard use" for which it was platted under the Olmsted
Plan. This also applies to the Section 4(f) statements
relating to construction on page 42, 52 and 54 of the
Executive Summary. See also the comment on page 4-31.

Page 5-63, Project Operation, Mitigation Box, Seattle
Ordinance 118477: Enacted as Initiative 42, Ordinance 118477
permits conversion to another use only if necessary; it
requires that the replacement precede acquisition and that
the replacement be of at least equal size, value, and
suitable for the purpose and be in close proximity.

These two pages need a disclaimer/warning. The promises
to work with the University of Washington and the City on
mitigation does not constitute mitigation on the ground. As
experience shows, performance often achieves much less than a
statement of intention promises.

Page 5-66, Project Operation, Visual Quality, Portage Bay
[Page 52, Executive Summary, Mitigation Measures, Project
Operation, Visual Quality]: The lead paragraph should note
that Option A adopts design guidelines in WSDOT's design
manuals, calls for design competition of the Portage Bay
Bridge, and calls for consultation with the Seattle Design
Commission Neither Options K nor L do so and this should be
noted as an advantage of Option A.

Page 5-67, Project Operation, Visual Quality, Exhibit
5.5-2. It should add to the fourth square under Option A at
the end ".. through design competition."

Pages 5-75 and 5-76, Project Operation, Visual Quality,
Lake Washington, west side: The proximate neighborhoods have
asked that the bridge profile be as low as practical and City
officials have asked that they be consulted about the design
of the structure.
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Pages 5-80 and 5-81, Projeé%g;peration, Mitigation, SR 520
Corridor [Page 52, Executive Summary, Mitigation Measures,
Project Operation]: During mediation, the University District
Community Council ("UDCC") proposed a list of measures to reduce
adverse impacts of the project and of construction; and the
Ravenna-Bryant Community Association along with the UDCC
proposed a variety of measures to encourage use of transit.
These measures should be considered and would go a long way to
avoiding and reducing harm that might otherwise occur to the
environment and the surrounding communities. Option A included
measures to reduce and/or mitigate noise impacts recommended by
the Acoustics Expert Review Panel, which had been retained in
mediation. These might include noise walls (Page 5-81, third
asterisk), but were no so limited.

Pages 5-84; 5-85; 5-87; 5-90, 5-91, and 5-92, 5-93 Cultural
Resources, Montlake Area, Exhibit 5-6-3, Option A Suboptions,
second and third asterisks; 5-99, Minimizing effects, second
asterisk; and 5-100, fourth asterisk (twice); Page 5-162,
Cultural Resources, second paragraph( twice); Page 5-169,
Summary, Cultural Resources, and Page 5-179 (Option K column) ;
Page 6-57, Construction Effects, Key Point Box; Page 6-59,
Construction Effects Cultural Resources; Page 6-118,
Construction Effects, Summary, Cultural Resources, third
paragraph; 7-27, Cumulative Effects, Cultural Resources, third
paragraph [Page 33, Executive Summary, Summary of Project
Operations and permanent effects, Cultural Resources; Page 42,
Section 4 (f) Evaluation; Page 44, Cultural Resources, third
paragraph; and page 55] The 4 (f) and 6(f) Evaluation treats it
as if were a recognized historical district, except for a single
disclaimer in a box on page 1: There is no existing "Montlake
Historic District." The properties are eligible for listing but
not yet on the state or federal register. The statement should
therefore be qualified as "possible," "presumed," or "NRHP
eligible" as done under the Suboptions paragraph. Declaring it
a Historic District is a misstatement of fact. Repeating
"Montlake Historic District" after acknowledging the outlined
area 1is only "NRNP eligible" is not abbreviating so much as it
is betting on the come. It's like saying a product has been
patented when the application is pending, or affixing PHD to a
candidate for a doctoral degree or putting a UL seal on an
electrical appliance while the application is still in process.

The SDEIS, the Executive Summary, and the 4(f) 6(f)
Evaluation in particular show a disparity of treatment between
the NRHP-eligible Montlake Historic District and Foster Island
Indian burial ground. Both inject the word "presumed" between
"Foster Island" and "Traditional Cultural Property" e.g.
Executive Summary, fourth paragraph on page 44. Foster Island
was a burial ground used by the Indians until pioneer days. It
was called stéétcHee in Whulshootseed, the native language. See
Native Seattle by Coll Thrush, page 250.

Pages 5-58 to 5-90, Project Operation, Effects on Historic
Properties, Montlake Area, Option A: The parallel bridge of
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Option A may extend the life of the existing historic Montlake
Bridge. The parallel bridge would reduce the traffic load on

the current bridge by +. The historic bridge now carries four
lanes; it would carry three lanes after the parallel bridge is
built. Moreover, the current City maintenance practice defers

major repairs until an aggregate builds up to warrant closing
the arterial entirely. With the parallel bridge maintenance may
occur more frequently since traffic may be diverted to the
alternate span without closing the entire arterial.

Page 5-91, Project Operation, Effect on Historic District,
Option K [Page 33, Executive Summary, Summary of Project
Operations and Permanent effects, Cultural Resources] This
statement in the third paragraph of the SDEIS is badly in error:
"The new ramps and traffic turnaround would be completely
separated from Lake Washington Boulevard East ... retaining Lake
Washington Boulevard for local traffic only.." Currently, the
Arboretum ramps allow motorists from SR 520 to turn right (west)
to Lake Washington Boulevard as well as left (east).

Its context relates to the proposed SPUI of Option K
westward. Exhibit 5.3-1, Option K, shows Lake Washington
Boulevard connecting to the SPUI of Option L and Exhibit 2-9
shows that Lake Washington Boulevard is the only south access
for traffic from or to the south in the Montlake/Arboretum area.
Accord: 4(f), 6 (f) Evaluation, page 93, Exhibit 43.

Option K more than doubles the traffic volumes on Lake
Washington Boulevard between their Arboretum ramps and East
Madison St. The strongly adverse effects of Option K on Lake
Washington Boulevard more than offset any "benefits" to the
immediate abutters.

WSDOT needs to research the Olmsted plan for a park drive
and boulevard system through Seattle and the ordinances
implementing it. Under the plan, Lake Washington Boulevard is a
continuous park drive under the jurisdiction of Seattle's
Department of Parks and Recreation from Seward Park to Montlake
Boulevard except for a brief interruption for Lakeside Avenue.
No Seattle park boulevards dead-end as local streets.
Disconnecting a segment effectively converts the part cut off
from park drive to local street in all but name and would amount
to a taking of park property. The SDEIS needs to explain the
full implications of severing the major park boulevard in
Seattle and add a discussion of its to its 4(f) Statement.

WSDOT would be grossly remiss if it were to declare that
WSDOT will issue a de minimis determination for Option K with
respect to the presumed Montlake Historic District. The
Montlake Historic District includes McCurdy/East Montlake Park
and the westerly section of the Arboretum including Lake
Washington Boulevard. Option K takes over most of McCurdy/East
Montlake Park --- much more than Option A. Option K builds its
SPUI between Lake Washington Boulevard and the lagoon --- and
thereby invades the presumed Montlake Historic District. Option
K like the other Options takes and destroys the Museum of
History and Industry, a structure which won architectural prizes
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and for decades was featured on Seattle promotional literature;
it would be eligible for listing on the national and state
historic register in its own right. In fact, Option K takes
more acreage from the historic district than Option A.

Page 5-92, Project Operation, Effects on Historic District,
Option L: The statement about retaining Lake Washington
Boulevard for mostly local traffic errs. It has the same faults
as Option K. Exhibit 5.3-1, Option L shows Lake Washington
Boulevard connecting to the Lake Washington Boulevard and
Exhibit 2-9 shows that Lake Washington Boulevard is the only
south access for traffic from or to the south in the
Montlake/Arboretum area. Like Option K, Option L more than
doubles the traffic volumes on Lake Washington Boulevard between
its SR 520 ramps and East Madison St. Here too the adverse
effects on Lake Washington Boulevard more than offset any
"benefits" to the immediate abutters.

Page 5-101 to 5-104, Project Operation, Noise: There should
be analysis and discussion of the tunnel portal noise under
Options K from the portal of the north tunnel at N.E. Pacific
Street and Montlake Boulevard N.E. that would be projected
toward University Hospital like shot from an old cannon barrel.

Page 5-111 and 5-112, Project Operation, Noise [Acoustics]
Expert Review Panel; 5-170, Summary Operation Effect, Noise
[Page 52, Executive Summary, Mitigation Measures, Noise]: The
Panel's report was posted on the internet and a citation to the
website should be included at page 511-512. The summations at
page 5-170 of the SDEIS and at page 52 of the Executive Summary
mention noise walls, but not the other recommendations of the
report. The Acoustics Expert Review Panel report
recommendations (presented during mediation) included meauures
such as design of expansion joints to reduce the noise of tires
interacting with them, designs of the retaining walls to reflect
tire noise toward the pavement rather than outward, designs of
barriers or medians that separate traffic lanes coming from
different directions, techniques for smoother traffic flow, and
other methods for reducing noise that reflect the state of the
art.

Page 5-134, Project Operation, Fish Resources, West Approach
Area; Page 8-5, Controversy second asterisk: In a poem in
English Bars and Scotch Reviewers, Lord Byron wrote of those
"with just enough of learning to misquote." This is true of the
last sentence in Fish Resources, West Approach Area: "Based on
discussions to date with resource agencies, the amount of in-
water fill could result in difficulties in permitting Option K
as it is currently configured." The testimony at the hearing of
the Legislative Workgroup by several resource agencies was that
it will result in difficulties in permitting. Ms. Muffy Walkers,
the chief of the Regulatory Branch of the Seattle District, U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers was that Alternative K "is very unlikely
to get through the permitting process" for this and other
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reasons.

Page 5-145 to 5-146, Project Operation, Mitigation for
Unavoidable effects; Page 7-24, Cumulative Effect, Recreation;
Pages 7-33 and 34 et seq., Cumulative Effect, Wetlands: The
discussion in Chapter 5 should note that mitigation and
replacement for Option A will be difficult due to the scarcity
of wetlands of equivalent quality anywhere on the Seattle
shoreline. Removal of the Arboretum connection between SR 520
and Lake Washington Boulevard is the best bet and replacement
possible.

For Option K, the quantity and quality of wetlands taken or
damaged make it virtually impossible. Section 7 on
Irretrievable losses shauld state that Option K takes first
class wetlands that will be gone forever and its pages 7-33 and
7-34 should state that Option K violates the '"no net loss'" rule
because the precious wetlands, which it destroys, are
irreplaceable.

Page 5-150, Project Operation, Hazardous Materials, first
full paragraph, last two sentences; Page 5-172, Project
Operation, Hazardous Materials, Option K [Page 36, Executive
Summary, Hazardous Materials Option K]: During mediation, WSDOT
stated that vehicles carrying flammables, explosives, hazardous
wastes, and radioactive wastes would be banned from the tunnel
under the Montlake Cut under Option K, and use by vehicles with
over-sized loads would be severely regulated. The sentences use
the verb form, "may be" and '"could result." That plays down the
actuality. The Montlake Cut tunnel would be hazard prone
because it has grades down and up exceeding WSDOT and federal
standards and has an "s" curve creating limited sight distances.

Page 5-151, Project Operation, Navigation; Page 5-173,
Summary of Operations, Navigation [Page 36, Executive Summary,
Summary of Operations, Navigation]: The discussion of local
street impacts, bridge openings, or navigation should indicate
that under Option A, a single tender can handle both bridges,
but under Option L it would take two; that both bridges must
remain open until a vessel clears both and that will take longer
with Option L because of the distance that the vessel will have
to travel; and that of the duration that motor vehicles wait,
most of the time is used in the process of raising and lowering
the bridge --- not in the interval while a vessel is passing
underneath. Thus, a second parallel bridge would add just the
incremental time for a vessel to travel an additional one
hundred feet.

Page 5-159, Project Operation, Economic Activity, Table
5.15-7: The Table should have a footnote stating that the
figures for Option K do not include property that would need to
be taken to replace park land absorbed in the project. See
discussion on replacement of park land, page 6 above.

Page 5-166, Project Operation, Summary Comparison of
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Operation Effects, Local Traffic Volumes (Page 29, Executive
Summary, Permanent Effects, Local Traffic Volumes]. All that
the SDEIS tells the reader about traffic volumes at N.E. Pacific
Street and Montlake Boulevard N.E. is this sentence: '"Under
Options K and L, traffic volumes north and south of the Montlake
Cut would increase compared to the No Build and Option A." It
most certainly would --- so large an amount that the dimensions
need to be stated. Page 5-17 of the SDEIS discloses that
Options K and L would add 4,200 vehicles per hour P.M. peak
hour, 2030, to the intersection. The volumes fan out. Exhibit
6-1 shows these increases:

(a) At Montlake Boulevard N.E. north of North East Pacific
Place peak hour:

A.M. P.M.
Now 3,000 —-——— 4,100 -
No Build 3,500 + 16.66 % 5,000 21.95 %
Alternative A 3,100 + 3.33 % 4,700 14.64 %
Alternatives K/L 4,100 + 36.66 % 6,100 48.78 %

Using the No Build as the base, Alternative A would be a 11.43%
decrease A.M. and K/L a 17.14 % increase during the morning peak
and Alternative A would be a 6% decrease in the afternoon, while

K/L would be a 22% increase. Options K/L bring 32.24% more
traffic than A in the morning and 29.78% more in the evening
peak.

(b) At N.E. Pacific Street west of N.E. Pacific Place in
front of UW Hospital these figures are shown:

Now 2,100 - 2,500 -———-

No Build 2,300 + 9.52 % 3,100 24 %
Alternative A 2,100 - 3,000 20 %
Alternative K/L 2,500 + 19.05 3,500 40 %

Using the No Build as the base, Alternative A would a 9.5%
decrease and Options K/L would be a 9.5% increase during the
morning peak and Alternative A would be a 3.33% decrease while
Options K/L would be a 19.9 % increase. K/L bring 19.4 % more
traffic in the morning peak and 16.66 % more in the evening
peak.

Silence is deceptive when there is a duty to disclose and
the matter is significant. The word, "increase,'" alone leaves
those making the decision in the dark about the size of the
change, and since public officials may assume that an honest,
objective statement would make disclosure if that increase is
substantial, those officials may infer that the increase would
not be significant --- although it most certainly is very
significant with far reaching repercussions.

Page 5-167, Project Operation, Summary of Operational
Effects, Transit: The paragraph on the Montlake Flyer Stop
should note that METRO as mitigation seeks additional bus and
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I1-093-097

I-093-098

I1-093-099

I1-093-100

I-093-101

I-093-102

I1-093-103

financial assistance for an interim. During mediation, the
advocates for Option A also submitted precise proposals for
assisting transit. See comment on pages 5-80 and 5-81

Page 5-167, Project Operation, Summary of Operational
Effects, Social Elements: The first paragraph of the
description should note that Option A contains a transverse 1lid
along Lake Washington Boulevard on the south side, and it has
landscaping on the flanks of Montlake Boulevard East at its
crossing of SR 520, which Option K lacks. This omission should
be corrected. Option A provides more compensatory amenities
than Option K when all things are considered.

Page 5-168, Project Operation, Summary of Operational
Effects, Visual Quality [Page 31, Executive Summary, Summary of
Operational Effects, Visual Quality]: The Section on Visual
Quality should note that Option K creates a much greater

impairment of the Arboretum experience than Option A. Its
massive concrete platform to Foster Island --- rising some 30 to
40 feet over water level --- would be at tree level on the

southerly part of Foster Island. Those on the island would see
a concrete wall to the south.

Under mitigation, the column for Option K should note that
none is available. The injury is irreparable as noted on the
comment on the impact of the "land bridge" on Foster Island with
respect to SDEIS page 5-62.

Page 5-169, Project Operation, Summary of Operational
Effects, Visual Quality [Page 52, Executive Summary, Mitigation
Measures, Project Operation, Visual Quality]l: Option A adopts
design guidelines in WSDOT design manuals, calls for design
competition of the Portage Bay Bridge, and calls for
consultation with the Seattle Design Commission. Neither K nor
L do so and this should have been noted as an advantage of A.

Page 5-170, Project Operation, Summary of Operation Effects,
Noise, mitigation: Mitigation opportunities go beyond noise
walls. See comment on SDEIS pages 5-111 and 5-112.

Page 5-170, Summary of Operational Effects, Air Quality.
[Page 34, Executive Summary, Operational Effects, Air Quality,
paragraph under suboptions at the top of the page]: The
paragraph in each under suboptions should be stricken or totally
rewritten. It is not supported by the text and therefore does
not belong in a "summary." CO2 is not singled out in the text
for the various options. The text under Greenhouse Gases states
"Adding the potential suboptions to Options A, K or L could
result in minor changes to greenhouse gas emissions described
above ... However the relative effects of the three options
would still be similar." SDEIS page 5-174 shows that Option A
reduces greenhouse gas emissions, including CO2, more than
Options K or L.

Page 5-171, Project Operation, Summary of Operation Effects,
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I-093-103

I1-093-104

I-093-105

I-093-106

I1-093-107

Fish Resources [Page 35, Executive Summary, Summary of
Operational Effects, Fish Resources] The Section on Fish
Resources should be followed by a separate section or include a
sub-section calling out "Endangered Species." Pages 4-64 et
seqg. identify the chinook salmon, steelhead, and bull trout as
threatened species of fish that rely on the Montlake Cut as a
passageway. The Arboretum wetlands are very important to their
continued survival. During mediation and in the proceedings of
the Legislative Workgroup, the resource agencies made very clear
that Option A is more favorable for them than Option K and this
should be noted. The fill of Option K affects the biota at the
base of the food chain. This impact also needs to be studied
and described. See the discussion of SDEIS pages 6-85 through
6-95 relating to construction.

Page 6-11, Construction Effects, Montlake Boulevard Transit
Stops: The paragraph should note that Option A restores local
bus stops on Montlake Boulevard East after construction; Options
K and L remove them permanently in the Shelby-Hamlin St. area.

Page 6-13, Construction Effects, Foster Island and
Arboretum: The paragraph should note that the Waterfront Trail
will be closed for a year or more longer under Option K than
Option A and it will be a very different trail when reopened.

Page 6-15 through 6-19, Construction Effects, Minimizing
Negative Effects during construction:. All of these techniques
in a modified format should be considered as methods of reducing
negative effects of the project. During mediation, the
advocates for Option A had proposed them as well as methods for
increasing the efficiency of the facility and for encouraging
the use of transit. At that time, WSDOT said that it would
consider adopting them as permanent features during its
supplemental environmental review process. Many of them are
standard procedures, recommended in federal manuals, and reflect
a good neighbor attitude by the highway authorities.

Page 6-22, Construction Effects, Construction Affecting Land
Use, first full paragraph [Page 40, Executive Summary, Land Use
and Economic Activity]: The discussion of the impact of
construction activity near Husky Stadium should go beyond
stating that it "could deter some patrons from attending ..
events and loss of parking would affect event attendees and

campus visitors." It needs to discuss the full impact of
Options K and L. Options K and L would cause more than an
"inconvenience" to "event attendees." Husky Stadium hosts

football games that draw 70,000 people and graduation exercises.
Options K and L put a limited access line within ten feet of the
Stadium itself and takes over the entire lot for construction

It also runs a limited access line along the westerly frontage.
During mediation, the UW stated that it anticipates having to
relocate football games to another site if Option K or L were
selected, and depending on how construction is coordinated,
basketball games at the Bank of America Arena might have to move
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1-093-107 too. Options K and L would cost the University revenues from

day-of-game parking and deprive UW athletic programs of
financial support that it can not afford to lose.

Insofar as construction deters people from attending Husky
sporting events with admission charges, Seattle's admission
taxes would be reduced. Sales of programs, refreshments, and
merchandise (and the concomitant sales tax) would be less. This
should be noted here or in the SDEIS page 5-41 with respect to
effects on municipal revenues.

Page 6-23 et seq., Construction Effects, Construction

I-093-108
Affecting Economic Activity [Page 40, Executive Summary, Land

Use and Economic Activity]. The comment on government spending
as boosting the economy and creating jobs needs a qualification.
Construction for unproductive facilities --- and extravagances

--- drain an economy by taking tax revenues better spent
elsewhere, using scarce resources, misallocating labor, and
driving up prices without providing value. Option K's tunnel
and land bridge fall into the category of imprudent expenditures
that reduce funds for needed highway projects elsewhere in
Washington.

1-093-109 Page 6-24, second paragraph, last sentence: The word,
"would" should supplant "might" and the sentence end with
"visitors to patients and the campus." The impact of the loss
of parking is not a possibility -- it's a certainty.

1-093-110 Page 6-28, Construction Effects, Exhibit 6.3-1, Community
Resources Relating to Construction: The graphics should locate
the UW Waterfront Activities Center.

1-093-111 Page 6-29, Construction Effects, Neighborhoods, Transit
Service: The auxiliary verb "may" in this sentence is a gross
understatement with respect to Options K and L: Road closures,
detours, and station closures during construction "..may result
in effects on transit riders." It definitely will affect them
by closing the intersection of N.E. Pacific St. and Montlake
Boulevard N.E. for up to a year. Some of the routes that travel
through that intersection will have to use University Bridge
about one mile westerly. That will add travel time or walking
distance depending upon the rider's origin and destination.

1-093-112 Pages 6-32 and 6-33, Construction Effects, Populations/
Neighborhoods: The analysis makes a subtle slip betwixt the
guestion (".. affect populations...") and the start of its
response (''meighborhoods.") Populations describes people,
wherever residing; neighborhoods covers residents of a
geographic area. The shift left University Medical Center and
its patients out of consideration. University Hospital accepts
patients from every walk of life and is integrated -- much more
so than Montlake, Portage Bay-Roanoke, or Madison Park. The
patients may be sensitive to noise, unclean air, vibrations from
construction or haulage of materials and the impact on them
needs to be considered --- rather than passed over without
comment.
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1-093-113 Pages 6-33 and 34, Construction Effects, Tribal Fishing:
During mediation, questions were asked about how pile driving
would affect fingerlings through the vibrations, through
turbidity induced, and through disturbance of settled
precipitates in the sediment, such as heavy metals and toxic
compounds? WSDOT replied that these subjects were being
researched. The SDEIS should report the results of that
research, especially with respect to Option K and its "boat
section." Option K has not only a higher "risk" or "potential"
of adverse consequences to fish resources, but also a
substantially greater degree of harm than Options A or L.

1-093-114 Pages 6-37 and 6-38, Construction Effects, Public Services
and Utilities: The listing should include working with the
University of Washington Medical Center and Sound Transit, which
will likely be doing construction of its UW Husky Stadium
Station. 1In the case of Options K and L, the consultation and
coordination should include private ambulance companies,
inasmuch as those options will close the intersection of N.E.
Pacific St. and Montlake Boulevard N.E.

1-093-115 Page 6-42, Construction Effects, ... University of
Washington: The text of the third paragraph understates the
construction on the UW south parking lot and the open space
south of it. It states that the green space "could be used as
staging areas." The Exhibit 6.4-4 shows the yellow construction
limit as enclosing most of the green space and construction of
stormwater facilities there. The verb form "would" or "will" is
more appropriate, especially if Options K or L were selected.
The yellow line encloses an area of the green open space for
Options K and L that seems over twice that of Option A and this
too should be noted.

1-093-116 Page 6-42, Construction Effects, Exhibit 6-4.4: The
Waterfront Activities center should be noted. The construction
limit should be shown in a bolder color than the pale yellow
used. It is hard to see where the yellow line on the light
green. The faint yellow line also fades into the grey on
Exhibit 3-8, page 3-19, and should be made stronger.

1-093-117 Page 6-45, Construction Effects, Option K: The text should
note that lowering N.E. Pacific St. and Montlake Boulevard N.E.
would affect access to Husky Stadium.

1-093-118 Page 6-46, Construction Effects, Option L: The widening of
Montlake Boulevard N.E. would move the right-of-way line to
within 10 feet of the Bank of America Arena (Hec Edmundson
Pavilion) and severely restrict pedestrian passage. It would
take the tiles of donors to Husky Athletics imbedded in the
current sidewalk.

1-093-119 Page 6-47, Construction Effects, Exhibit 6.45 Washington
Park Arboretum: The lanes within the construction area marked
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I-093-119

I-093-120

I-093-121

I1-093-122

I1-093-123

"Lake Wash Blvd" and "Montlake Blvd" should be designated as
ramps to those arterials. Otherwise, readers might interpret
them as underlying roadways.

Page 6-73, Construction Effects, Air Quality Changes [Page
45 Executive Summary, Construction Effects, Air Qualityl: The
SDEIS should estimate the construction emissions of the
alternatives or give a basis for the reader to do so. It should
not defer such information until the final SEIS and thereby
preclude reviewers from correcting errors or making a better
informed comment. In General, emissions vary with the amount of
construction and haulage of materials. Under this general
principles, Option K does the worst of the options and this
should be noted.

Page 6-76, Construction Effects, Water Resources: The text
should note that Options K and L would require substantial
excavation in the Husky Stadium parking lot and for the "SPUI"
in East Montlake Park and with their approaches. Much of it
likely to be below the water table. This would require
dewatering and the disposal of large volumes of water. The
water from the Husky Stadium parking lot may contain dissolved
droppings from the motor vehicles carried by water percolating
into the soil, which filtration is not likely to remove.
Moreover, the outlets from the pumping may generate turbidity in
Lake Washington or Union Bay at the outlets and a scouring
action that could release contaminated sediments.

Pages 6-76 and 6-78, Construction Effects, Groundwater,
dewatering [Page 46, Executive Summary, Project Construction,
Water Resources, Option K box; and Page 48, Project
Construction, Geology and Soils, Option K box]: This section
and its companion at Page 6-101, Geology and soils, need to
address settlement of Husky Stadium through dewatering. In the
Executive Summary, the two Option K boxes should add the Husky
Stadium south parking lot to the sites where construction of the
Montlake Cut tunnel and approaches risks ground settlement.
During mediation, WSDOT stated that construction of the tunnel
through the Husky Stadium parking lot would require dewatering
the site since the cut-and-cover method of construction would be
used. The tunnel is below the water table there. The
University expressed concerns that dewatering the site would
cause subsidence under Husky Stadium, which already has
structural problems. The construction team stated that the
contractor would use soldier piles and other techniques to
retain lateral support. However, seepage can be expected. This
problem should be noted.

Page 6-97, Construction Effects, Effects on Wildlife
Habitat, Seattle Project Area: The use of the subjunctive mode
is inappropriate in the second paragraph. Wildlife definitely
will avoid this area and denizens would be forced to relocate
from Foster Island and other locations within the construction
casement. It's not noise alone: wildlife would be subject to
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I1-093-123

I1-093-124

I-093-125

I-093-126

1-093-127

I-093-128

ground disturbance, heavy equipment in the immediate vicinity,
busy human activity and night lighting. The use of "could" is
an understatement that is misleading.

As to the third paragraph, Option K will --- not "may" ---
generate more noise than Option A because it undertakes more
construction activity and for a longer duration.

Page 6-100, Construction Effects, Effects on Geology and
Soils, Key Point and Soils: The text should modify the sentence
that begins: "Option K would require substantially more cubic
yards of excavation and fill material than Options A and L ..
Option K would require almost triple the excavation and fill
material of Option A..." Table 6.12-1 shows the volumes of the
various options.

The text also needs to address the difficulties of
construction of Option K. During mediation, the construction
review panel described the site as challenging, as approaching
the state of the art, and risky in some respects. An earthquake
during the duration could readily set construction back for many
months and cause large cost overruns.

1"

Page 6-104, Construction Effects, Hazardous Materials, Table
6.13-1 Hazardous Material Sites Potentially Affected by
Construction; Page 6-125, Construction Effects, Mitigation
Summary, Hazardous Materials, Option A; Page 6-127, Construction
Effects, Quantitative comparison, Hazardous Materials [Page 49
Executive Summary, Construction Effects, Hazardous Materials,
Option A; Page 50, Executive Summary, Quantitative comparison,
Hazardous Materials: The table on page 6-104 identifies an
Exxon Mobil station and the Circle K Station # 1461 with the
notation for each "Contaminated groundwater could affect
construction of Option A." This is probably an error. The two
stations are shown on SDEIS page 4-76. Both service stations
are located on 24th Avenue East south of McGraw Street. Option
A does not widen the right-of-way there although may change the
signalization within the right-of-way.

If these two sites were added to Option A erroneously, the
number in the box for Option A should be revised downward to 5.
Only the five named in the opening paragraph on page 6-127 (Page
49 of the Executive Summary) apply to Option A.

Page 6-113, Construction Effects, Summary, Transportation
[Page 39 Executive Summary, Effects of Project Construction] The
Transportation Section should give an indication of the
truckloads of traffic generated by each option. Page 48 of the
Executive Summary indicates that Option K would have about four
times the volume of excavation and fill of Option A (SDEIS, p.
3-18 states 3.5 to 6 times as much). The difference in scale is
so great that it becomes a difference in kind, and the summary
should disclose that Option K will have several <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>