
C-030-001

Comment acknowledged. Please see the responses to those comments

elsewhere in this chapter.

 

C-030-002

It is not clear what text in the SDEIS this comment may be in reference

to. The SDEIS does not state that “mitigation may or may or may not

occur depending on the availability of funds.” The estimated costs for

natural environment and built mitigation have always been included in

program-level cost estimating. In accordance with federal policies,

including NEPA and FHWA’s mitigation policy, WSDOT has included

mitigation as an integral element of project development and the NEPA

process. Specific mitigation measures have been developed through a

number of venues, including, but not limited to the Regulatory Agency

Coordination process, technical working groups, community construction

management planning, and the Section 106 consulting party process, in

which the Portage Bay/Roanoke Park community participated.

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

phases. The “phased implementation scenario” described in SDEIS

Chapter 2 included the statement that “WSDOT would develop and

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

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

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

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

fully meets all aspects of the purpose and need.” This was true for the

Phased Implementation Scenario evaluated in the SDEIS, and it is also

true for revised potential phasing evaluated in the Final EIS. See Section

2.8 of the Final EIs for further information.

The Final EIS includes additional information regarding project costs and

mitigation measures.
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C-030-003

The Preferred Alternative has been designed to have forward

compatibility with light rail transit. WSDOT has worked with Sound

Transit since 2003 to design for future rail compatibility in the corridor.

The April 2010 Nelson/Nygaard report identified several changes to the

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

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

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

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

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

Alternative reflects these design changes and allows for two future rail

options:

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

would accommodate light rail by converting the HOV lanes to

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

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

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

more direct connection to the University Link station at Husky

Stadium.

•

Option 2: Add light-rail only lanes. This approach would allow

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

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

station.

•

Both approaches would allow for the addition of supplemental floating

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

regional decision to do so be made and funded. Such a decision would

need to be planned and programmed by regional land use and transit

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

environmental analysis.

Section 2.4 of the Final EIS explains why initial implementation of light
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rail transit on SR 520 is not a reasonable alternative for the project, and

Section 5.9 discusses how the Preferred Alternative relates to regional

goals to reduce greenhouse gas emissions.

 

C-030-004

Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966 states that

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

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

prudent alternative to using the property. Please note that the definition

of Section 4(f) protected properties does not cover all properties that

may be perceived as parks, such as plantings in rights-of-way or informal

open spaces not designated for park purposes.

Since the inception of the SR 520, I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement

and HOV Project, WSDOT has evaluated a wide range of project

alternatives and options. Attachment 8 to the SDEIS, the Range of

Alternatives and Options Evaluated report, described the evaluation

process in detail.

As required under Section 4(f), WSDOT also evaluated whether there

were feasible and prudent alternatives that would avoid the use of

Section 4(f) properties. This evaluation was done both for the corridor as

a whole and on a resource-by-resource basis, and was described on

pages 121-133 of the Draft Section 4(f)/Section 6(f) Evaluation in

Attachment 6 to the SDEIS. This evaluation was not constrained by the

design options generated through mediation; it went beyond these

options to look at the No Build Alternative, new corridors, new travel

modes, and specific potential design changes that might avoid effects on

each Section 4(f) resource. The analysis concluded that there were no

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

The design of the Preferred Alternative has been further refined to

minimize harm to Section 4(f) properties.
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C-030-005

Following a thorough analysis, research, and review, WSDOT

determined that the Roanoke Park Historic District’s characteristics of

integrity would be altered by construction and operation of the SR 520, I-

5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project.

Through the Section 106 process, WSDOT met with the Section 106

consulting parties to develop the Programmatic Agreement (Attachment

9 of the Final EIS), which records the stipulations agreed upon to resolve

the adverse effect from the project. Additionally, WSDOT is working with

Section 106 consulting parties to develop a Community Construction

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

have specific stipulations to mitigate construction effects to ensure that

the effects do not diminish the integrity of historic properties in the APE.

Stipulations of the Programmatic Agreement and the Community

Construction Management Plan  will resolve the effects that could

temporarily or permanently alter or diminish the integrity of the historic

district. The setting and feeling of the Roanoke Park Historic District

would be indirectly affected by the project, but these effects would be

minimized and mitigated through the Programmatic Agreement and

Community Construction Management Plan.

Under the Preferred Alternative, detour routes and identified potential

haul routes would not run through the Roanoke Park Historic District

and, therefore, would not diminish the integrity of the district. Some

potential haul routes would still run on existing arterial streets adjacent to

the historic district, and they could temporarily diminish the integrity of

the eligible properties along those streets. However, those effects will be

minimized and mitigated through the Programmatic Agreement and

construction management plan.

The Community Construction Management Plan will include measures
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to keep construction noise below the maximum levels in the Seattle

Municipal Code. WSDOT will use a combination of best management

practices, minimization and mitigation measures to ensure that

construction activities stay within those levels.

 

C-030-006

The regulation alluded to in the comment is 23 CFR 771.111 (f)(3), which

states that actions evaluated in an EIS or a finding of no significant

impact (FONSI) “shall not restrict consideration of alternatives for other

reasonably foreseeable transportation improvements.” Adding rail to the

SR 520 corridor is not a reasonably foreseeable transportation

improvement. As documented in the 2008 SR 520 High-Capacity Transit

Plan, the proposed mode of high-capacity transit in this corridor in bus

rapid transit, with future rail funded only for long-range study and not

included in any regional plan. Nevertheless, the design for the portion of

SR 520 east of Lake Washington does not preclude potential future light

rail or other high capacity transit mode. For specific information about

how the SR 520, Medina to SR 202 project design addresses this topic,

see pages 4-1 and 4-16 of the SR 520, Medina to SR 202: Eastside

Transit and HOV Project Environmental Assessment (WSDOT 2009),

published December 2009.

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

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

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

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

construction sequencing for the project, which allows several years for

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

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

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

Medina project.
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C-030-007

The SR 520 Health Impact Assessment (HIA) was developed in

response to Engrossed Substitute Senate Bill 6099 to support and inform

legislatively mandated mediation efforts and was to be included in the

Project Impact Plan developed by the Mediation Group. King County

Health and the Puget Sound Clean Air Agency led preparation of the HIA

with support from WSDOT. All parties agreed that the HIA was not part

of the NEPA process, although the HIA used data from the DEIS, and

the SDEIS referred to the results of the HIA. In general, the HIA

recommended potential measures that could be incorporated to improve

the region’s overall quality of health, rather than attributing specific

health outcomes to the project itself. It noted, however, that many of the

measures already included in the SR 520, I-5 to Medina project (e.g.,

bicycle/pedestrian paths, lids, urban design elements) would improve

walkability, bicycling, and transit access in the project area, thereby

providing general health benefits. While there is rarely a section entitled

“Human Health Impacts” in an EIS, evaluating and protecting human

health is one of the reasons behind many of the studies conducted in the

preparation of an EIS.

 

C-030-008

The Preferred Alternative incorporates a number of the noise reduction

strategies that were recommended by the Expert Noise Review Panel in

2008, including 4-foot concrete traffic barriers with noise-absorptive

coating, noise-absorptive materials around lid portals, and a reduced

speed limit. Not all of these measures can be modeled for noise effects

using existing modeling methods, since little data is available to date

regarding their performance. Quieter concrete pavement is included as a

design feature for Option A, Option K, and the Preferred Alternative;

however, because it is not an FHWA-approved mitigation measure and

because future pavement surface conditions cannot be determined with

certainty, it is not included in the noise model for the project. However,

based on noise modeling results for the Preferred Alternative, the
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combination of 4-foot traffic barriers, a larger Montlake lid, and lower

speeds on the Portage Bay Bridge would reduce noise levels in the

Seattle portion of the corridor to such a degree that noise walls would not

be recommended under FHWA and WSDOT criteria, except potentially

along I-5 in the North Capitol Hill area where the reasonableness and

feasibility of a noise wall is still be evaluated (see Section 5.7 of the Final

EIS). Measures that cannot be modeled, such as quieter concrete, may

further reduce noise levels, although this potential benefit cannot be

validly predicted.

 

C-030-009

The requested change was not made because the original statement is

accurate.

 

C-030-010

The requested change was not made because the original statement is

accurate.

 

C-030-011

The statement refers to WSDOT’s guideline to make every effort to

achieve a 10-decibel reduction in noise when determining where noise

walls should be placed. Pages 115 and 116 of the Noise Discipline

Report (Attachment 7 to the SDEIS) included more details about the

lower limits of noise reduction that WSDOT considers in determining

noise wall locations. Please also see the Noise Discipline Report

Addendum prepared for the Final EIS (Attachment 7 to the Final EIS),

which describes the noise effects related to the Preferred Alternative and

makes recommendations regarding noise walls in each area the project

could affect.

As stated in the response to Comment C-030-008, noise walls are not

recommended with the Preferred Alternative, except in Medina and
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potentially along I-5 in the North Capitol Hill area where the

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

because they do not satisfy WSDOT feasibility criteria.

 

C-030-012

As explained on page 1-37 of the SDEIS, the SR 520 Variable Tolling

Project will implement tolling on SR 520 in 2011 for the primary purpose

of managing traffic congestion. This toll would remain in place until the

construction of the SR 520, I-5 to Medina project, and would then be

replaced with new tolls adopted by the Transportation Commission to

provide project funding in accordance with the financing plan. Although

the state Legislature has authorized allocation of revenues from the

Variable Tolling Project to fund the SR 520 Pontoon Construction Project

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

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

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

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

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

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

that the SR 520 corridor would not be tolled.

WSDOT and FHWA recognize the possibility that the Legislature might

choose to extend the duration of variable tolling for congestion

management purposes, even if the I-5 to Medina project were not

implemented. Additionally, discussions of tolling are taking place at a

regional level. Accordingly, WSDOT performed a sensitivity analysis to

understand how traffic modeling results for the SR 520, I-5 to Medina

project might differ if the No Build Alternative were tolled. This analysis

showed that transit and HOV use would increase with a tolled No Build,

but only by about half as much as they would under the Preferred

Alternative. It also showed that the tolled No Build Alternative would

move about 10,000 fewer people each day through the SR 520 corridor

than the untolled No Build, and about 20,000 fewer people than the
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Preferred Alternative. In other words, the mobility benefits of the

Preferred Alternative are even greater when compared to a tolled No

Build Alternative than they are compared to the untolled No Build used

for the EIS analysis. The sensitivity analysis is summarized in more

detail in Section 5.1 of the Final EIS.

 

C-030-013

This sentence does not suggest that the idea would be implemented, but

that the idea was discussed. The design of the Preferred Alternative

does not include a parking lot with a driveway on the southwest corner of

Roanoke and Boylston.

 

C-030-014

Under SDEIS design Option A, the Portage Bay Bridge had two general-

purpose lanes and a high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) lane in each

direction, plus a westbound auxiliary lane. The Portage Bay Bridge

design from Option A was sometimes referred to as a 7-lane bridge (see

the 2009 Description of Alternatives Discipline Report). However, the

bridge design was only one element of the larger 6-lane design, so the

overall Option A design was that of 6 lanes.

Since the SDEIS was published, WSDOT has identified a Preferred

Alternative, which is similar to Option A, but with a number of design

refinements. The design refinements of the Portage Bay Bridge include

narrowing its footprint, providing a managed shoulder rather than an

auxiliary lane, reducing shoulder widths, constructing a landscaped

median, and reducing the design speed of the bridge to 45 mph to

reduce noise. Chapter 2 of the Final EIS describes the Preferred

Alternative.

Under the Preferred Alternative, the width of the Portage Bay Bridge

would range from 105 to 158 feet, including two general-purpose lanes

and an HOV lane in each direction, plus a managed westbound
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shoulder. It is standard practice when describing highway corridor widths

to refer to a typical cross-section, which does not include ramps and

tapers.

 

C-030-015

The replacement of the floating portion of the Evergreen Point Bridge is

still the highest priority for the SR 520 project. The floating bridge portion

of the SR 520, I-5 to Medina project was, and remains, fully funded by

the Washington State Legislature.

 

C-030-016

Please see the response to Comment C-030-014. The statement on

page 1-23 is an overview of the project. Under the Preferred Alternative,

the Portage Bay Bridge would include two general-purpose lanes and an

HOV lane in each direction, plus a managed westbound shoulder.

 

C-030-017

As a result of Section 106 consultation, WSDOT has eliminated the

staging areas adjacent to the Roanoke Park Historic District.

Additionally, WSDOT has agreed that no construction staging would

occur within the Roanoke Park Historic District.

 

C-030-018

Construction assumptions developed for the project identify major

freeways such as I-5, SR 520, and I-405 as primary haul routes intended

to carry most project truck traffic. However, there will be times when city

streets will need to be used as secondary haul routes. Secondary haul

routes for the SR 520, I-5 to Medina project were identified based on

criteria such as shortest off-highway mileage, and providing access to

locations needed for construction where direct highway access is

unavailable.
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Since publication of the SDEIS, WSDOT has refined potential haul

routes to avoid using non-arterial neighborhood streets. Local

jurisdictions can limit the use of non-arterial streets for truck traffic;

therefore, efforts were made to identify designated arterial streets for

potential use as haul routes. Local jurisdictions will determine final haul

routes for those actions and activities that require a street use or other

jurisdictional permit. The permit process typically takes place during the

final design phase and prior to construction. 

East Miller Street and 11th Avenue East are not identified as potential

haul routes in the Final EIS for any of the alternatives of design options.

Additional information and an updated map of potential haul routes are in

Chapter 3 of the Final EIS and in the Final Transportation Discipline

Report (Attachment 7 to the Final EIS).

 

C-030-019

Table 3-2 is correct. The assumed duration of a work-shift for most

elements of the project is 10 hours, but some elements were assumed to

be constructed in multiple shifts per day. Simple division of total trips by

an assumed duration of shift is not a valid calculation. Additionally,

results were rounded to reflect the level of certainty for this type of

estimate at this early stage of construction planning. Reporting daily trip

estimates at an accuracy of one-tenth would be an invalid representation

of the data. The hourly results are not intended to indicate that this

amount of truck activity would be present during peak traffic hours.

Construction hauling is generally scheduled to avoid peak traffic as much

as possible due to the higher cost of travel at that time.

Pages 10-11 through 10-19 of the SDEIS Transportation Discipline

Report included a more thorough discussion of haul trips and their

effects on SR 520 and I-5. This discussion has been updated in the Final

Transportation Discipline Report (Attachment 7 to the Final EIS).
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C-030-020

Updated construction strategies for the Preferred Alternative would not

require closure of Delmar Drive East to traffic for any extended amount

of time. Short closures, including night and weekend closures, are

expected, but anything more than these brief periods is not anticipated.

Although Section 106 does not prohibit the use of streets in a certified

historic district, no proposed detour routes exist within the boundaries of

the Roanoke Park Historic District. 

 

C-030-021

No change was made because the original statement is accurate. The

two items are referring to two different types of analyses. One is a

calculation of travel demand based on regional population, while the

table exhibits the daily vehicle demand specific to the project options. As

noted in the response to Comment C-030-020, no extended closures of

Delmar Drive East are required under current construction planning

approaches.

 

C-030-022

Table 5.1-1 shows daily vehicle demand under existing conditions and in

2030 under the No Build Alternative and 6-Lane Alternative Options A, K,

and L. Overall growth in demand for cross-lake travel is based on

forecasted growth in population and jobs and on where that growth is

expected to locate (this is forecasted based on regional and local land

use plans). Demand for travel on various cross-lake corridors is based

on features of the transportation network, such as capacity, high-

occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes, tolls, and transit service.

Table 5.1-1 shows that total cross-lake vehicle demand is projected

to increase by 27% in the next 20 years due to population and

employment growth. This is the difference between the No Build

Alternative projections and existing conditions. This growth is not an

effect of the project. The No Build Alternative was evaluated at the same
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horizon year, 2030, as the 6-Lane Alternative options. The difference

between the No Build Alternative and Options A, K, and L only

represents the effect of building the project itself. Therefore, the minor

difference in total cross lake demand does not include the effect

of growth over 20 years as indicated in the comment. Please see Section

5.1 of the Final EIS for an updated version of the traffic analysis.

 

C-030-023

The economic analysis in the SDEIS is a summary of the full analysis in

the Land Use, Economics, and Relocations Discipline Report. The

following are responses to the lettered items in the comment.

a)    The economic effects that could result from construction-related

traffic congestion in the I-5 and Montlake areas as a result of the

Preferred Alternative were described in Section 6.2 of the SDEIS.

Section 6.2 of the Final EIS includes additional information on the

effect that construction-related traffic congestion and road closures

could have on local businesses.

b)    Research indicates that the impacts of a transportation project

on property values cannot be calculated with certainty because

property values fluctuate constantly based on a variety of factors,

including the general condition of the economy at the national, state,

and local level.

c)    The property tax effect is based on the 2008 tax levy rate for the

City’s portion of the taxable right-of-way, as reported by the King

County Assessor.

 d)   The method used to calculate tax effects for the SDEIS is the

standard method used for environmental analyses. Calculating

property tax decreases over the life of the project cannot be done

with certainty because taxes are based on more than just the

SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Project



assessed value of a property. Other factors that affect property tax

revenues over the long term include the specific taxes levied in the

area, as well as fluctuations in local real estate values. In addition,

about half of the property tax is determined by levies that have been

approved for such services as schools, parks, water districts,

emergency medical service and fire/rescue, and others.

 

C-030-024

The Roanoke Park Historic District and its status as an NRHP-listed

resource are discussed on page 4-42 of the SDEIS. The reason that the

district is not discussed in the text cited on page 5-99, which pertains to

mitigation, is that WSDOT has determined that the project would not

diminish the integrity of the Roanoke Park Historic District. Therefore, the

historic district is not discussed in this mitigation section. Implementation

of the Programmatic Agreement (Attachment 9 to the Final EIS) and

the Community Construction Management Plan (outlined in Attachment

9 to the Final EIS) will resolve potential effects that would temporarily or

permanently alter or diminish the integrity of the Roanoke Park Historic

District. As noted in responses to earlier comments, the detour route

through the Roanoke Park Historic District has been eliminated.

The definition of adverse effect used in the Cultural Resources section of

Chapter 5 comes from 36 CFR 800.5, “An adverse effect is found when

an undertaking may alter, directly or indirectly, any of the characteristics

of a historic property that qualify the property for inclusion in the National

Register in a manner that would diminish the integrity of the property’s

location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, or

association.” WSDOT has determined that this project will not affect the

characteristics of the Roanoke Park Historic District that qualify it for

inclusion in the National Register. The SR 520 project will not alter the

district’s association with the broad patterns of Seattle’s history, the

architectural style of many homes within the district, or it representation

of the work of several notable architects.
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The Final Cultural Resources Assessment and Discipline Report

(Attachment 7 to the Final EIS) adopted a revised structure that

dedicates two sections to a discussion of the potential effects on the

Roanoke Park Historic District from construction and operation of the

project. Please see Chapter 7 or the Cultural Resources Assessment

and Discipline Report for more information.

 

C-030-025

This table is correct. Please see the response to Comment C-030-019.

 

C-030-026

In its full context, the statement cited indicates that the project’s regional

positive economic effects would more than offset its localized negative

economic effects.  This statement remains true. A more detailed

estimate of the localized effect on businesses from construction-related

traffic congestion on SR 520 and adjacent local streets west of Lake

Washington has been included in the Land Use, Economics, and

Relocations Discipline Report Addendum (Attachment 7 to the Final

EIS).
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