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Executive Summary

Purpose of this report

This report describes the Alternatives Development activities for the Everett Link Extension
(EVLE) and Operations and Maintenance Facility (OMF) North project (together referred to as
6t he EVLE Pr o) ecThdreportrreviews the progessoused to tedelop, refine and
evaluate the project alternatives and documents Level 2 project alternatives, the evaluation of
those alternatives and technical findings of that evaluation. This report will inform the public,
Tribes,andt he pr oj ect 6s |suandipmwude detail tocorsiter vghanrmaking r
project scoping comments. Along with scoping comments, this document will help inform the
Sound Transit Board in decision-making on alternatives for upcoming environmental review.

Introduction

The EVLE Project will extend the Link light rail 16 miles from the Lynnwood City Center station

to the Everett Station area, adding six new stations and considering one provisional (or

unfunded for construction) station. The project is part of the Sound Transit 3 Plan, funding for

which was approved by voters in 2016. The Sound Transit 3 (ST3) Plan (2016) described the
Airepresentative projecto, which identified the mo
as an OMF. This formed the basis for the scope, schedule and budget assumed for the

expansion of light rail to Everett. The ST3 Representative Project itself is the result of extensive,

multi-year planning, environmental review, and public involvement work.

Sound Transit developed a preliminary purpose and need statement through an early scoping
process. The preliminary purpose and need statement provides the foundation for defining
alternatives as well as the evaluation criteria, measures and methods used to evaluate EVLE
Project alternatives.

Alternatives Development Process

The Alternatives Evaluation framework for the EVLE Project includes three sequential levels of
evaluation: Screening, Level 1, and Level 2. Each level evaluates alternatives using criteria and
measures that are based on the preliminary purpose and need statement. The most promising
alternatives advance to the next level of evaluation. Station and alignment alternatives for the
EVLE process were evaluated in eight alignment sections shown in Figure 3-2 and Figure 3-3.
OMF North alternatives were evaluated in comparison to one another.

Evaluation and Advancement of Stations and Alighments

Identification of potential options for the EVLE Project began with a review of past plans and
studies from local jurisdictions and regional agencies. The project team held a series of internal
and jurisdiction workshops to identify alternatives for Screening. Over the course of three
workshops in February of 2021, Sound Transit staff reviewed each of the seven station areas in
depth, focusing on potential opportunities and constraints in each station area. During these
workshops, staff identified additional alternatives to bring into Screening. The Interagency
Group (IAG), composed of staff members from the partner agencies and jurisdictions, was
consulted during the development of the alternatives.
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A wide range of station and alignment alternatives were analyzed in the Screening evaluation
and presented to the IAG for input. Of the station and alignment alternatives studied in the
Screening evaluation, just over half were advanced into the Level 1 evaluation. The alternatives
studied in the Level 1 evaluation were presented to the public, Tribes, and agencies during early
scoping in November and December 2021. In March 2022, findings from the Level 1 evaluation
were provided to the public for input. During early scoping, several other alignment options were
suggested in public comments, including an alignment option following 1-5 and one following SR
99, both of which would not serve the SW Everett Industrial Center.

Public feedback informed the Community Advisory Group (CAG) recommendation to the
Elected Leadership Group (ELG). In April 2022, the ELG, after consideration of public input and
the CAG recommendation, gave direction on which project alternatives to advance to Level 2. In
September 2022, based on an initial evaluation of the new alignment options suggested in early
scoping, the ELG gave direction that none of the new alignment options warranted further study
in Level 2. How the station and alignment alternatives advanced through Screening, Level 1 and
Level 2 is described in Section 4 along with evaluation findings for each alternative. The Level 2
evaluation findings are also summarized in Table S-1.
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Table S-1 Summary of Level 2 Alignments and Stations Findings

STUDY SECTION ALTERNATIVES AND FINDINGS

Three alternatives were studied at ALD-B, ALD-D and
ALD-F.

A ALD-B on the south side of Alderwood Mall has the
fewest advantages relative to other West Alderwood
Alternatives and alignment is more disruptive to
potential redevelopment in Alderwood Mall.

s A ALD-D aligns with local planning and has better
transit connections, more planned population and
job growth and more underserved communities
within walking distance.

A ALD-F performed better than ALD-B, but worse than
ALD-D on most measures that show differentiation
A but has the most potential for new development near

the station.

West Alderwood

Two alternatives were studied at Ash Way: ASH-A and
Ash Way ASH-D. Snohomish County is actively seeking funding
for a planned multimodal crossing of 1-5 north of 164"
Street SW, and the realignment of Ash Way on the west
side of I-5.

A ASH-A would better serve existing historically
underserved communities and has better transit
e connections with the Orange Line and Ash Way

BT Park-and-Ride but has more potential for residential

displacements along the alignment.

© A ASH-D aligns with local planning and has more

potential for new development near the station and a

A better connection to the Interurban Trail but is harder

to access for buses and vehicles with Ash Way

Park-and-Ride across I-5.
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STUDY SECTION

Mariner

Mariner

Park-and-Ride

ALTERNATIVES AND FINDINGS

Three alternatives were studied at Mariner: MAR-A, MAR-B
and MAR-D. Snohomish County is actively seeking funding for
a planned multimodal crossing of I-5 that would connect 130th
Street to 8th Avenue W.

A MAR-A performed better than MAR-D but worse than
MAR-B on most measures that show differentiation at
Mariner, including planned population and job growth,
proximity to historically underserved communities and
potential for residential displacements.

A MAR-B is easier to walk to and has higher planned
population and job growth, more historically underserved
communities within walking distance, and the least
potential residential displacements.

A MAR-D aligns with local planning and has the most
potential for new development near the station but has the
fewest underserved communities within walking distance
of the station and the most potential residential
displacements overall.

SR 99/Airport Road

Waimart

Two alternatives were studied at SR 99/Airport Road: AIR-A
and AIR-B.

A AIR-A has better connections to the Swift Green Line and
the alignment is less disruptive for business access, but
the station is harder to access by car.

A AIR-B has more potential for new development adjacent to
the station and is easier to access by car but has worse
connections to the Swift Green Line.
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STUDY SECTION ALTERNATIVES AND FINDINGS
SW Everett Industrial Center Three alternatives were studied at SW Everett Industrial
Center: SWI-A, SWI-B, and SWI-C.
A SWI-A serves historically underserved communities and

affordable housing, while the other two alternatives do not
serve any residential areas. SWI-A also has a direct
connection to Boeing Everett Production Facility, has
more potential for new development near the station, but
also has longer travel times for buses to serve the station.

RS A SWI-B is easier to serve with existing and planned bus
fld lines and has the best connection to the Swift Green Line,
but would not serve residential areas

A A SWI-C is easier to bike to because of roadway
connections but would not serve residential areas.

Five alternatives were studied at SR 526/Evergreen: EGN-A,
EGN-B, EGN-C, EGN-D, and EGN-E.

A EGN-A6 s a | i hgastine éewdst potential
displacements and acquisitions and is the least technically
complex, but it is difficult to access from areas south of SR
526 and has poor transit integration.

A EGN-B has the most historically underserved communities
and affordable housing within walking but has more

SR 526/Evergreen potential residential displacements and is easier to pick-up
and drop-off at for cars and paratransit.
widale Sehoo! A EGN-C is easier to bike to and is easier to pick-up and
drop-off at for cars and paratransit but has fewer
Cascade historically underserved communities and affordable

High Schoof

housing within walking distance and has more potential
acquisitions and residential displacements along the
alignment.

Moy A EGN-D has the most historically underserved communities
e within walking distance, is easy to pick-up and drop-off at
for cars and paratransit, has the most potential for new
A development near the station, but the alignment has the
most potential residential displacements and parcel
acquisitions, and is more difficult to construct.

A EGN-E is easy to connect to Swift Blue Line and local bus
service, has the most community destinations within
walking distance, more potential for new development
near the station, is easier to bike to, easier to pick-up and
drop-off at for cars and paratransit, but the alignment has
more potential residential displacements and is more
difficult to construct.

Pagwi|] AEO1719| Level 2 ADeeehapmeprst Repor't January



Everett Link E

STUDY SECTION ALTERNATIVES AND FINDINGS

Broadway/I-5 Two alignment alternatives were studied in the Broadway/I-5
section: I-5 and Broadway.

A The I-5 alignment has fewer potential residential
displacements and would not require permanent street or
intersection closures.

A The Broadway alignment has more potential residential
displacements and would potentially require permanent
closures on six intersections.

Snohotpish R

Three alternatives were studied at Everett Station: EVT-A,
EVT-C, and EVT-D.

A EVT-A has the best connection to the existing Everett
Station and has the fewest potential displacements but is
farthest from downtown and harder to walk to and has less
planned population and job growth nearby.

ms;iif::é A EVT-C aligns with local planning and has more planned

Coaniy Campus population and job growth and has the most potential for

new development near the station. EVT-C also has more

o potential for displacements and is harder to pick-up and

drop-off at for cars and paratransit.

) A EVT-D has the most planned population and job growth
and the most historically underserved communities within
A walking distance but has more potential displacements
and is harder for buses to serve together with the existing
Everett Station.

Everett Station

Evaluation of OMF North

During the Screening evaluation, 18 OMF North site alternatives were identified and evaluated.
Of those 18 sites, seven sites were determined to warrant further study in the Level 1
Evaluation. One of the seven sites was identified as having two viable configurations, and the
second site configuration was included to create eight alternatives for further study.
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ALTERNATIVE

The eight OMF North alternatives were then refined and studied in more detail in the Level 1
Evaluation by the project team with input from the IAG. The results of this evaluation were
presented to the public, agencies, and Tribes as part of early scoping. In April of 2022, the
ELGO based on recommendations from the CAGd directed the project team to advance four

OMF North alternatives for further study in the Level 2 Evaluation. The four OMF sites studied in

Level 2 are detailed in Section 5, and the evaluation findings are summarized in Table S-2
below along with a summary of some of the key findings from the Level 2 evaluation.

Table S-2 Summary of Level 2 OMF North Findings

SR 526 & 16th Ave (Site B-1)

%,
%\i‘
75th St SW. (N
‘%’

16th Ave W

80th St SW

A

FINDINGS

Site B-1 is in the City of Everett, north of SR 526 and east of
75th St SW.

A Property impacts to specialized manufacturing facilities
and employers.

A No residential displacements; light industrial zoning.
A Employment displacements.

75th St & 16th Ave (Site B-2)

75th St SW

2

2
<
=
&
=

80th St SW

_—

e (52) I

Site B-2 is in the City of Everett, north of SR 526, between
80th Ave SW and 75th St SW.

A Property impacts to specialized manufacturing facilities
and employers.

A No residential displacements; light industrial zoning.
A Employment displacements.

A Major topographic challenges resulting in large retaining
walls in the northeast corner of the site.
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Airport Rd & 100th St SW
(Site E)

FINDINGS

and 100th St SW.

MPaAYisiz

PAINE
FIELD

<
Y\o\“o

A

Site E is in both the City of Everett and Unincorporated
Snohomish County East of Airport Road between Holly Dr

A Moderate number of historically underserved populations
on and within ¥z mile of the site.

A Likely major impacts to wetlands/streams with potential
environmental permitting challenges.

A Residential and job displacements.

A Impacts to airport-owned property which is undeveloped:;
may require FAA approval.

SR 99 & Gibson Rd
(Site F)

119th St SW

122nd St SW

<&,
X
¥
&,
9
s

- Gibson Rd

SR 99/Airport Rck\

(Provisional) - \‘

Site F is in Unincorporated Snohomish County, South of
Airport Road, between Alexander Rd and SR 99.

A High number of historically underserved populations on
and within %2 mile of the site.

A Residential and job displacements.
A Requires re-alignment of Gibson Road.

A Site requires elevated lead track connections with
possible long-span structures over Airport Road/SR 99.
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Next Steps

At the end of the Alternatives Development process, Sound Transit will start work on an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the project. In preparation for that process, Sound
Transit will invite the public, Tribes, and agencies to provide comments on the alternatives to be
evaluated and the elements of the environment for review. The EIS will be prepared in
compliance with both the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the Washington State
Environmental Policy Act (SEPA). The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) is anticipated to be
the lead agency under NEPA, and Sound Transit is the lead agency under SEPA. After the
scoping period and submittal of recommendations on alternatives from the projecté €AG and
ELG, the Sound Transit Board is expected to identify a Preferred Alternative and other
alternatives to study further in the EIS. Sound Transit will coordinate with FTA on a NEPA
process for the project and EIS alternatives. Work on the EIS is expected to begin in 2023.
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Environmental Impact Statement

Elected Leadership Group

Everett Link Extension

Endangered Species Act

Federal Transit Administration

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
Greenhouse Gas

Geographic Information Systems

Interstate

Interagency Group

Low Income Housing Tax Credit program

National Environmental Policy Act

National Register of Historic Places

Operations and Maintenance Facility

Puget Sound Regional Council

Right-of-way

State Environmental Policy Act

Snohomish County Public Utility District

State Route

Sound Transit 3 Plan

Transit Oriented Development

Traction Power Substations

Vehicle Miles Traveled

Washington State Department of Transportation
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1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Overview

The Everett Link Extension (EVLE) and Operations and Maintenance Facility (OMF) North

project(t oget her referred to as 6the EVLE Projectd or
16 miles from the Lynnwood City Center Link light rail station to the Everett Station area,

including six new stations and one provisional (or unfunded) station. The project is part of the

Sound Transit 3 Plan (2016), funding for which was approved by voters in 2016. ST3 described
afirepresentative projecto, which identified the m
as an OMF. This formed the basis for the scope, schedule and budget assumed for the

expansion of light rail to Everett. The ST3 Representative Project itself is the result of extensive,

multi-year planning and public involvement work.

A map of the ST3 Representative Project showing the EVLE general alignment and planned
station areas is shown in Figure 1-1 (Everett Link Extension Representative Project). The EVLE
Project will extend the Lynnwood Link Extension, currently under construction, and will provide
fast, reliable, frequent transit service to communities in the City of Lynnwood, Snohomish
County, and the City of Everett. The EVLE Project provides important connections to major
employment, population and activity centers. It also connects to other local and regional transit
services including Community Transit, Everett Transit, and Sounder commuter rail.

The OMF North is a component of the EVLE Project and is a critical system-wide facility needed
to receive, store and service a larger train fleet to support light rail extensions to Everett and
throughout the region. The OMF North is one of four system-wide OMFs that are required to
support the current and future light rail system.

Sound Transit is nearing the end of the Alternatives Development phase (Phase |) of the EVLE
Project planning process. The public, Tribes, agency partners, and other stakeholders have
been and continue to be involved throughout this process. The Alternatives Development phase
identifies, evaluates and narrows down a wide range of alternatives. The information generated
during this phase, along with feedback from the public and stakeholders during the scoping
process, will assist the Sound Transit Board in identifying a Preferred Alternative and other
alternatives for evaluation in an environmental impact statement in Phases Il and IlI.

During the Alternatives Development phase, Sound Transit initiated agency coordination and

robust public engagement to identify alternatives for light rail routes and potential station and

OMF North locations. Alternatives have been analyzed through numerous detailed evaluation
criterii,based on the EVLE Proj ect 6 sThemnalyssdasalsoand need s
addressedc onsi st ency wi t SysténdEMpansionTmpkmentatipndPtan (2017) and

federal funding program requirements. Figure 1-2 (EVLE General Timeline) provides an

overview of the overall project process.
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Figure 1-1 Everett Link Extension Representative Project

Pag2| AEO1 7199| Level 2 ADeeehapmeert Report January

E



Everett Link E

O

o WE ARE HERE

% PLANNING

SERVICE £
STARTS ||

* o

=~ CONSTRUCTION
B 2030 to 2037-2041

2021 to 2026

2037-2041

Final station and route Groundbreaking
designs

Alternatives development

(¥) Early scoping
Identify and screen guideway,
station, and OMF alternatives

Construction updates and
Procure and commission mitigation

station and public art ;
P Safety education

: Obtain land use and . .
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ST Board confirms/modifies
Preferred Alternative for Final EIS

Preliminary Engineering
Final EIS

ST Board selects project to
be built

Federal Record of Decision

Figure 1-2 EVLE General Timeline

1.2 Purpose of this report

This report describes the Alternatives Development activities for the EVLE Project and the

process used to develop, refine and evaluate the project alternatives. This report documents the

Level 2 alternatives, evaluation process, and evaluation findings and results. The findings in this
reportwilhel p inform the public, t hteherpri@poduditgd g ur i sdi
Advisory Group (CAG), the Elected Leadership Group (ELG), and others in commenting of the

scope of the environmental impact statement. This report, along with the scoping comments, will

help inform the Sound Transit Board in its decision-making on the alternatives and impacts to be

evaluated in the upcoming environmental review.

After a final decision by the Sound Transit Board identifying a Preferred Alternative and other
alternatives to be advanced to environmental review, a Preferred Alternative Report will be
completed to summarize the recommendations of the CAG, direction from the ELG, and the
action of the Sound Transit Board.

2 PROJECT PURPOSE AND NEED STATEMENT

The preliminary purpose and need statement developed for the EVLE Project describes the
purpose of the proposed project and the needs the project addresses. Sound Transit has used
this statement and criteria derived from it to evaluate alternatives.
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2.1 Project purpose

The EVLE Project will expand the Link light rail system from the Lynnwood City Center Link

Station to the Everett Station area and provide an OMF in order to achieve the purpose
statements included in Table 2-1 (EVLE Project Purpose and Criteria Categories). Each criteria
category included in the table is assigned to a corresponding purpose statement. These
categories are used to group together similar evaluation criteria and are referenced in section
3.2.1 Stations and alignments and section 3.2.2 OMF North.

Table 2-1

Provide high-quality rapid, reliable, and efficient
light rail transit service to communities in the
project corridor as defined through the local
planning process and reflected in ST3.

EVLE Project Purpose and Criteria Categories

EVLE Project Purpose Criteria Category

Service Performance and Reliability

Improve regional mobility by increasing
connectivity and capacity in the EVLE corridor
from the Lynnwood Transit Center to the
Everett Station area to meet projected transit
demand.

Increase Transit Connectivity and
Capacity

Connect regional centers as described in
adopted regional and local land use,
transportation, and economic development
plans and Sound Trans
Long-Range Plan.

Connect Regional Centers
G

=ralFER

Implement a system that is technically and
financially feasible to build, operate, and
maintain.

Technical and Financial Feasibility

Expand mobility for th ) N
residents, including explicit consideration for Equitable Mobility
transit-dependent, low-income and minority -
populations.
Encourage equitable and sustainable growth in
station areas through support o_f transit- Support Growth at Station Areas
oriented development and multimodal |
integration in a manner that is consistent with =
local land use plans and policies, including ﬁﬁi
Sound T rEguitable Trabhst Oriented
Development Policy and Sustainability Plan.
Encourage convenient, safe, and equitable Equitable Non-Motorized Station
non-motorized access to stations, such as Access
bicycle and pedestrian connections, consistent
withSound Tr ansitds Syst am
Equity and Inclusion Policy.
Pagse| AEOL1 7199 Level 2 ADeteehapmeeps Repor't
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Everett Link
EVLE Project Purpose Criteria Category
Preserve and promote a healthy environment Healthy Built, Natural and Social
and economy by minimizing adverse impacts Environments
on the natural, built, and social environments .
through sustainable and equitable practices.
Provide an operations and maintenance facility o a L
with the capacity to receive, test, commission, Oglu': Sgﬁ[ Eleze gr':/ldFSFuultnacbt:létryl/sto
store, maintain, and deploy vehicles to support PP y‘ .
the intended level of service for system-wide @
light rail system expansion. =
Develop an operations and maintenance facility | OMF Operational Considerations and
that supports efficient and reliable light rail Cost
service and minimizes system operating costs. I
2.2 Need for proposed action
Specific needs to be addressed by the EVLE Project are as follows:

9 Chronic roadway congestion on Interstate 5 and State Route 99 i two primary highways
connecting communities along the corridori del ays todayés travel ers,
using transit, and degrades the reliability of bus service traversing the corridor,
particularly during commute periods.

T These chronic, degraded conditions are expecte

population and employment grow.

9 Puget Sound Regional Council (the regional metropolitan planning organization) and
local plans call for high-capacity transit in the corridor consistent with VISION 2050 and
the Sound Transit Regional Transit Long-Range Plan.

1 Snohomish County residents and communities, including transit-dependent residents
and low-income or minority populations, need long-term regional mobility and multimodal
connectivity, as called for in the Washington State Growth Management Act.

1 Regional and local plans call for increased residential and/or employment density at and
around high-capacity stations and increased options for multimodal access.

1 Environmental and sustainability goals of the state and region, as established in
Washington state | aw and embodied in
Transportation Plan, include reducing greenhouse gas emissions by prioritizing
transportation investments that decrease vehicle miles traveled.

1 The current regional system lacks an operations and maintenance facility with sufficient
capacity and suitable location to support the efficient and reliable long-term operations
for system-wide light rail expansion, including the next phase of light rail expansion in
Snohomish and King counties.

1 New light rail maintenance and storage capacity needs to be available with sufficient
time to accept delivery of and commission new vehicles to meet fleet expansion needs
and to store existing vehicles while the new vehicles are tested and prepared.
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3 ALTERNATIVES DEVELOPMENT PROCESS

The Pr o j eAtternétises Development process was designed to inform the Sound Transit
Board and assist the board in identifying a Preferred Alternative and other alternatives to study
in environmental review. The process identified and evaluated station, alignment and OMF
North alternatives that meet the purpose and need of the EVLE Project. The Alternatives
Evaluation framework included three sequential levels of evaluation: Screening, Level 1 and
Level 2. Each level evaluated alternatives using criteria and measures based on the preliminary
purpose and need, with the intent of advancing the most promising alternatives to the next level
of evaluation.

The measures and methods used to evaluate alternatives become increasingly detailed and

rigorous with each subsequent evaluation level as additional information is collected and

conceptual design advances. The process began with a wide range of alternatives, and, through

each level of evaluation, the lowest performing alternatives could be eliminated from

consideration to arrive at a smaller number of the most promising alternatives. The initial

evaluation criteria and measures were chosen to facilitate early elimination of those alternatives

t hat have minimal ability to aeadndneedandorihaase Pr oj ect o6
substantial challenges from a feasibility or regulatory standpoint. In the Screening evaluation,
ratihngswerebased on each alternativeds abilwerey to sati:¢
measured relative to the ST3 Representative Project. In the Level 1 and Level 2 evaluations, the

alternatives were rated based on their performance relative to the other alternatives in the same

station area or section. An overview of the three successive evaluation levels is shown in

Figure 3-1 (Evaluation Process).

The Alternatives Development process gathered relevant project information, including an
inventory of existing conditions and local and regional transportation and land use plans.
Planning work completed by local jurisdictions and project partners since the identification of the
ST3 Representative Project has been considered in the development of alternatives.
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Figure 3-1 Evaluation Process

SCREENING FEEDBACK
Broad range of initial alternatives Early scoping, identifying sites

LEVEL 1

Refine and evaluate alternatives

FEEDBACK
Level 1 evaluation findings

LEVEL 2
Further refine
and evaluate
alternatives

FEEDBACK
Project scoping, Level 2 alternatives

DECISION POINT

Sound Transit Board identifies alternatives for environmental
review and possibly a preferred alternative

3.1 Alternatives Evaluation

For evaluation purposes, the corridor was divided into eight sections. Seven of the eight
sections focused on the six funded and one provisional (unfunded) station areas while one

focused on a section of alignment between two stations. The eight study sections are shown in

Figure 3-2 (Study Sections for Screening and Level 1 Evaluations).
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These sections were adjusted for the Level 2 evaluation to reflect differences between
alignment alternatives primarily on either side of major highways. These section changes are
most notable in the Ash Way and SR 526/Evergreen sections where alignment alternatives

cross I-5 and SR 526, respectively. The eight study sections are shown in Figure 3-3 (Study
Sections for Level 2 Evaluation).
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3.2 Level 2 Evaluation Criteria

3.2.1 Stations and alignments

Alternatives that warranted further study following the Level 1 analysis were included in Level 2
evaluation. Elements of the Project purpose and need were the basis for the criteria categories
in Table 3-1 (Level 2 Evaluation Criteria for Stations and Alignments). The Level 2 criteria and
corresponding quantitative and qualitative measures have been developed to evaluate each
station and alignmembdecaldis|l ipuy phed7ecnieria chtegotes d .
include 38 corresponding measures used to evaluate station and alignment alternatives. Six
new measures were applied in Level 2 to assess the alternatives in further detail and respond to
agency and community feedback. These include refinements to and additional measures of
transit integration and bus-rail transfers, measures of potential for new development near the
station, and more detailed measures of potential burdens to historically underserved
communities. Ridership forecasting at this level of analysis did not show differentiation between
station alternatives and is included to offer an understanding of the total forecast ridership on
the EVLE Project.

Sound Transit is committed to integrating equity and inclusion into all policies, programs,
operations and practices and to apply a racial equity lens to decision-making. Criteria to
measure the opportunities for and burdens to historically underserved populations have been
included in each level of evaluation for stations and alignments and OMF North. Community
destinations that are culturally specific and/or important to low-income individuals were identified
as part of this process and vetted through engagement activities. The project team will continue
this effort, initiating efforts that will continue throughout the planning, environmental review, and
design development processes. These efforts will help Sound Transit to obtain a to gain better
understanding of the benefits and burdens of the alternatives through an equity lens through
Phases Il and lll. This quantitative evaluation was balanced by qualitative equity considerations
identified through public engagement focused on historically underrepresented populations.
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Category

Service Performance and Reliability

Evaluation
Criteria

Table 3-1

Measure

Level 2 Evaluation Criteria for Stations and Alignments

Quantitative
or Qualitative

Methods

Estimated end-to-end travel times within sections based on alignment

. Travel times on project Quantitative characteristics (minutes).
Provide high-quality rapid, reliable, and Transit Pe_n‘o_r_mance
o . . : ) & Reliability
efficient light rail transit service to
communities in the project corridor as defined Compatibility with potential extensions included in future I Ease of connection to future system expansion based on future investment
: ) X Qualitative :
through the local planning process and investment studies studies planned as part of ST3.
reflected in the Sound Transit 3 Plan (Sound
Transit, 2016).
Points of interest, gathering spaces, food banks, educational institutions,
. parks, multilingual religious institutions, culturally-specific services and
Regional . - . . . . I ' . . .
L Community facilities and services accessible from stations areas Qualitative grocers, and services and businesses that are important to low-income
Connectivity hag . o :
individuals and recreational resources within a 10-minute walkshed of
Increase Transit Connectivity and station alternatives.
Capacity Quality of bus-rail transfers based on distance from stop locations and
Quiality and capacity of bus-rail transfers and connectivity to high- Qualitative barriers to walking transfers.
capacity transit Evaluation of ease of connections to existing and planned high-capacity
H transit stations and corridors, including Swift at station alternatives.
] - ] ) Assessment of quick and reliable bus access to station alternatives based
Improve regional mobility by increasing Modal Integration Qualitative / on the roadway network, barriers, and available Community Transit, Everett
connectivity and capacity in the EVLE corridor Quality of potential access for transit vehicles Quantitative Transit, and ST Express network assumptions. This includes an
from the Lynnwood Transit Center to the assessment of diversions to get to stations based on the planned transit
emand. . . ) :
Planned level of bus service and connectivit titati Planned total level of bus service to station alternatives accounting for
y Quantitative reasonably foreseeable routing diversion for bus service.
Projected Transit . . s Future forecasted average weekday riders for EVLE, including passenger
Demand Ridership forecasts Quantitative transfers.
Consistency with . . : . . . L . . .
Adopted Aligns with adopted transportation plans, including comprehensive Qualitative Qualitative assessment of consistency with local transportation plans based
Connect Regional Centers Transportation Plans and transit plans on refined alignment and station concepts.
A
PSRC Designated . . . s Quantitative assessment of PSRC Centers served by end-to-end
Centers Served Proximity of stations to PSRC designated centers. Quantitative alignments.
Connect regional centers as described in
adopteq regional and Ioc_al land use, . s PSRC-forecasted 2040 population within the 10-minute walkshed of station
transportation, and economic development Forecast 2040 population Quantitative :
) alternatives.
plans and Sound Tr ang JobsandHousing
Long-Range Plan (Sound Transit, 2014). o PSRC-forecasted 2040 jobs within the 10-minute walkshed of station
Forecast 2040 employment Quantitative

alternatives.
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Category

Table 3-1

Evaluation

Measure

Quantitative

Level 2 Evaluation Criteria for Stations and Alignments (continued)

Criteria

or Qualitative

Identification of major constructability issues based on potential conflicts and technical

affordable housing units

Constructability risks Qualitative challenges (e.g., utility conflicts, existing infrastructure, geotechnical, etc.).
Technical and Financial Feasibility Qualitative assessment of maintenance of access to homes, businesses, and key
Construction constraints Quialitative corridors during construction, including bicycle, pedestrian and transit access and
. . maintenance of traffic.
s Technical Feasibility
1 Right-of-way availability Quialitative Availability and potential to use publicly owned right-of-way and/or property.
Implement a system that is technically and Operational considerations Qualitative Assessment of operational elements (e.g., reliability bas_ed on track alignment, tail tracks,
financially feasible to build, operate, and and pocket tracks as needed, number of at-grade crossings, if any)
maintain.
. . i : I Comparative cost estimates by section based on conceptual design quantities and current
Financial Feasibility | Conceptual capital cost Quantitative Sound Transit unit pricing to the nearest 50M or 100M (20208).
Existing minority populations within the 10-minute walkshed of station alternatives:
. . . L . oL American Indian/Alaska Native, Asian, Black or African American, Hispanic or Latino
Proximity of station locations to minority populations Quantitative and/or Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, including those identifying as two or more races
based on existing residential land uses.
- . . . . o Existing low-income individuals (200% federal poverty level) within the 10-minute
Proximity of station locations to low-income populations Quantitative . : o . .
walkshed of station alternatives based on existing residential uses.
Equitable Mobilit Proximity of s_tation _Iocations to employers of minority I Existi_ng jobs that employ vv_orkers and_jobs with low wages ($1,250 monthly) within the
q ' ‘ y workers and jobs with lower wages Quantitative 10-minute walkshed of station alternatives.
Opportunities for . e . - . I Existing populations of people with limited English proficiency within the 10-minute
@ Historically Population with limited English proficiency near stations Quantitative walkshed of station alternatives based on existing residential uses.
Expand mobility forthec or r i dor an LFJ)ndeIs? rved Population with a disability near stations Quantitative Existing populations of people with a disability within the defined walkshed alternatives.
idents, including explicit consideration for opuiations i ; ; ; e :
resiae Doordent. o 3 o Proximity of station locations to zero-car households Quantitative Existing households without access to private vehicle within the 10-minute walkshed of
transit-depen er[])tc')pz\g—tlirc])%zme and minority y station alternatives based on existing residential uses.
Proximity of station locations to youth populations Quantitative EX|§t|ng populqtlons of people u.nd.er 18 y.ears.of age within the10-minute walkshed of
station alternatives based on existing residential uses.
- . . . I Existing populations of people 65 years of age or older within the 10-minute walkshed of
Proximity of station locations to elderly populations Quantitative station alternatives based on existing residential uses.
Proximity of station locations to existing subsidized Quantitative Number of assisted affordable housing units (HUD funded LIHTC, 202, and 811 units) in

the 10-minute walkshed of station alternatives.
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Category

Table 3-1

Evaluation
Criteria

Measure

Quantitative
or Qualitative

Level 2 Evaluation Criteria for Stations and Alignments (continued)

Methods

Station Area Land | Compatibility and consistency of station locations with Qualitative assessment of consistency of station location or alignment and compatibility with
Support Growth at Station Areas Use Plan local long-range land use plans (existing and future Qualitative . y 9 P y
| Consistency plans) local land use plans, zoning and future land uses.
—Hs . . : s Number of potential new residential units and jobs by 2035 accounting for current zoning
nﬁﬁ Buildable lands capacity based on current zoning Quantitative based on Snohomish Countyos Buildable Lands
Encourage equitable and sustainable growth in Enable Transit Quantitative/ Station area development opportunities within the 10-minute walkshed quantified in terms of
station areas through support of transit-oriented Oriented Amount of station area development capacity litati potential number of dwelling units and square footage of nonresidential development and from
development and multimodal integration in a o De\:je|0pr£entd Qualitative Land Use Planning and Development Opportunities.
i i i ased on Soun - ) ) ) . -
rr;azngr thst(l)slc?nsclsiterelt \év'th |o?a|r:a2(1£33dg§$ g| Tr an ®dlidies s| Forecast development demand Quantitative/ Range of demand for residential units and square feet of commercial space anticipated by
Transit Oriented Development Policy (Sound Transit and Plans Qualitative 2040.
2018) and Sustainability Plan (Sound Transit 2019). Comparative potential for joint development Qualitative Qualitative assessment of comparative potential for joint development opportunities based on
Land Use Planning and Development Opportunities and prospective sites.
Equitable Non-Motozlzed Station Access Quality of connections to the pedestrian network Evaluation of the quality of pedestrian facilities and conditions within the walkshed of station
includ% existing and fundedp roiects ’ Qualitative alternatives including the number of linear feet of sidewalks, sidewalk and crossing gaps, and
G° 9 9 prol intersection density.
Encourage convenient, safe, and equitable non- Multi-Modal
motorized access to stations, such as bicycle and Circulation . . . - . - .
pedestrian connections, consistent with Sound Quality of connections to the bike network including o Eva_luatlon of the qugllty of bicycle faC|I|t|e§ and roadway _condltlons within thg bike §hed of
Transitos System Acces existing and funded proiects Quialitative station alternatives, including the number linear feet of existing and funded bike facilities,
2013) and Equity and Inclusion Policy (Sound T 9 prol quality of facilities and the land area within the bike shed around station alternatives.
Transit, 2019).
Identifv social resources. parks and recreation areas Known resources within 150 feet of alignment centerlines and station facilities or within any
histori?:/ and archaeolo iéaﬁ [eSOLICES ' anticipated full property acquisitions in excess of that distance based on Level 2 design:
. . hazardous waste sitesg and noise anci vibration Qualitative historic resources listed in or eligible for the National Register of Historic Places or local
Built Environment censitive receptors registers; known archaeological resources; parks, trails, and recreational resources; sites with
snd Social P known contamination; and Category 1 noise/vibration receptors within 350 feet.
esources — ; , : : : ;
Healthy Built, Natural and Social Estimated residential and non-residential acquisitions o Number of potentially |mpacte<_j and/or. acquired propertlgs and_t_egnmated reS|dent|_aI umts_
Environments and residential displacements Quantitative affected based on Level 2 design of alignments and station facilities and construction staging
P considerations.
Burden of acquisitions and displacements Number of full and partial property acquisitions and estimated residential units affected in
d Burdens on historicallqunderserved opulations Quantitative census block groups with high minority and low-income populations (high defined in
to Historically y pop comparison to demographic characteristics within 1/2 mile of the representative alignment).
Underse_rved Potential for acquisitions to affect affordable housing or Assessment of potential full or partial acquisitions of affordable housing and communit
Preserve and promote a healthy environment and Populations community facilities that are culturally specific and/or Qualitative o P he qu , SIng y
economy by minimizing adverse impacts on the important to low-income individuals facilities that are culturally specific and/or important to low-income individuals
natural, built, and social environments through Natural Identifv geolodic hazard areas. floodnlains. wetlands Number and area of known environmental resources within 150 feet of alignment centerlines
sustainable and equitable practices. Environment strean¥sgan q figsh and wildlife habitat gonse’rvation : Quantitative and station facilities or within any anticipated full property acquisitions based on Level 2
R areas design: wetlands, streams/culverts, and other waters of the US, floodplains, ESA-listed
esources species/critical habitat, and fisheries or other natural habitat areas.
Qualitative assessment of potential effects of project design including station access and
Traffic Effects Potential effects of project design on traffic operations Qualitative alignment design on traffic operations on the surrounding network as a result of the project

based on roadway connections, geometry and configuration as well as traffic volumes.
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3.2.2 OMF North

OMF North alternatives that warranted further study following the Level 1 evaluation were
included in the Level 2 evaluation. The Level 2 criteria and corresponding quantitative and
gualitative measures have been developed to evaluate each potential OMF North si t ability to
meet the Proj ect @¥he atarmajivessvere evaludtedruging 82 criteria, 16 of
which were previously applied in the Level 1 evaluation. New criteria were introduced in Level 2
to assess the alternatives in further detail and respond to agency feedback. To simplify the
Level 2 evaluation findings, similar criteria were consolidated and reported together with a
consolidated rating. The consolidated criteria can be referenced in Table 3-2 (Consolidated
Level 2 OMF North Alternatives Evaluation Criteria, Methods, and Measures). The full list of 22
criteria can be referred to in Appendix A.
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Table 3-2

Category

Evaluation Criteria

Topography and Site

Measure

Suitability of site topography and extent of

Quantitative or
Qualitative

Consolidated Level 2 OMF North Alternatives Evaluation Criteria, Methods, and Measures

Method

Assessment of earthwork requirements including cut/fill volumes, ground improvement

Displacements

Technical and Financial Feasibilit _ [ itati -
y Grading (e)a,\:ltgworks required for development as an Quialitative and retaining wall length and scale.
Number of parcels and property owners as s Number of parcels and type of properties that require relocation; identify properties
A Property Impacts well as the potential for relocation challenges. Qualitative with higher potential for challenging relocating.
1 Property Value Property value cost per acre for each site. Quantitative Cost_per acre of each site relative to the average cost per acre of all OMF North
candidate sites.
Implement a system that is technically and financially feasible | comparative Cost Estimate of the capital cost differential Quantitative Estimate of the capital cost differential between each of the OMF North Site
to build, operate, and maintain. Estimates between OMF North Site alternatives alternatives including lead track connections
Identify known built and social/community resources within or immediately adjacent to
Identify social resources, parks and recreation the sites, including: historic resources eligible for or listed in the National Register of
Built Environment and areas, historic and archaeological resources, Qualitative Historic Places or local registers; known archaeological resources; parks, trails, and
Social Resources hazardous waste sites, noise, and vibration recreational resources; Category 1 noise/vibration receptors; and sites with known
sensitive receptors. contamination (scored based on type of site, type of contamination, and location
(within or adjacent to site)).
Burden on Historically . The presence of vulnerable/historically underserved populations within the site
Burden on historically underserved o . - . . : ! L L
Underserved L Quialitative footprint and within a half-mile of the site as defined by Title VI. This includes minority,
. communities. ) . : = .
Communities low income, and limited English proficiency populations.
Healthy Natural, Built, and Social Environments Identify extent of impacts to wetlands _ _ _
streams. geoloaic hazard areas flood lains Qualitative/ Evaluate the number and area of known environmental resources on site or in the
Natural Environment and fish’a% d wi? dlife habitat con'servatiF()) n ' Quantitative footprint of the lead tracks: mapped wetlands, streams, geologic hazards, floodplains,
areas ESA-listed species/critical habitat, and fisheries or other natural habitat areas.
. -~ Wetland and stream permitting L - - . . .
Environmental Permitting considerations. Qualitative Assess anticipated difficulty of obtaining required permits.
Preserve and promote a healthy environment and economy by
minimizing adverse impacts on the natural, built, and social Utilities. Roadwavs and | 'MPacts to existing or proposed utilities, Extent to which the OMF footprint impacts existing or proposed existing roadway
environments through sustainable and equitable practices. e y roadways, public infrastructure and/or Qualitative networks, major utilities which will require removal and/or relocation, public
Public Infrastructure o . g
facilities. infrastructure and/or facilities.
_ Suitability of current and anticipated future o Identify existing land use and any existing plans for future changes to zoning/land use
Zoning and Land Use . Quialitative and allowable density, and qualitatively assess compatibility of OMF with these land
zoning/land use for use as an OMF. o .
use. The OMF should not preclude TOD opportunities around future station areas.
Employment Number of potential business and employee I . .
Displacements displacements, Quialitative Evaluate the number of business and employees impacted.
Residential . . - L . . o
Number of potential residential displacements. | Quantitative Evaluate the number of residential units impacted.
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Quantitative or

Category Evaluation Criteria Measure Qualitative

OMF Site Size and Suitability to Support Key OMF
functions o o : . Develop conceptual layout including OMF tracks, storage, Maintenance of Way
Facility Layout and Suitability of site to meet the programmatic Quialitative building, Maintenance building etc. Assess ability and extent to which the site can

Efficiency requirements of OMF North. accommodate the programmatic requirements of OMF North.
Provide an operations and maintenance facility with the Access for Light Rail Access to the site to accommodate LRV Qualitative Assess site access for a semi-trailer truck to delivery LRVS per ST specifications
capacity to receive, test, commission, store, maintain, and Vehicle Deliveries delivery truck access. y P P

deploy vehicles to support the intended level of service for
system-wide light rail system expansion.

OMF Operational Considerations and Cost

Assessment of efficiency of lead track connections, vehicle movements

Operational performance of lead tracks and
(receiving/launching) and circulation within the site.

vehicle movements/connections to the site Qualitative

Lead Track Connections

Develop an operations and maintenance facility that supports
efficient and reliable light rail service and minimizes system
operating costs.
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4 EVALUATION OF STATIONS AND ALIGNMENTS

4.1 Stations and Alignment s Screening Findings

Identification of potential options for the Project began with a review of past plans and studies,

i ncludi ng S aunnwbodTorEsenet High-&apacity Transit Corridor Study (2014),

Regional Transit Long-Range Plan, and Sound Transit 3 System Plan (2014). Local plans

relevant to the project include the Metro Everett Subarea Plan (2018)and Snohomi sh Count
Light Rail Communities Report (2020). Since ST3 designated light rail as the mode to serve the
Lynnwood-Everett corridor, only light rail options were considered in the Alternatives

Identification process. Alternatives from prior local planning efforts and the ST3 Representative

Project were included in the Screening evaluation.

After reviewing existing plans, the project team held a series of internal and jurisdiction
workshops to identify additional alternatives for Screening. Over the course of three workshops
in February of 2021, Sound Transit staff reviewed each of the seven station areas in depth,
focusing on potential opportunities and constraints. During these workshops, staff identified
additional alternatives to bring into the Screening evaluation.

The alternatives identified from previous plans and the internal workshops were shared with the
IAG partners in a series of three meetings in April 2021. These meetings focused on local
planned improvements and conditions on the ground for each station area such as
nonmotorized access, transit connections, development opportunities and community needs.
During these meetings, the jurisdictions gave feedback on the alignment and station alternatives
identified and suggested additional alternatives for consideration during the Screening
evaluation.

The findings of the Screening evaluation for stations and alignments were presented to IAG
partners for input in July 2021. Alternatives that warranted further study in the Screening
evaluation were included in the Level 1 evaluation. The maps in the following sections show the
alternatives evaluated in Screening and the alternatives that warranted further evaluation in
Level 1.

4.1.1 West Alderwood

The Screening evaluation for the West Alderwood station area included 13 station alternatives
and 14 alignment alternatives. Six station alternatives and five alignment alternatives warranted
further study in Screening and were included in the Level 1 Evaluation as shown in Figure 4-1
(Screening Station Alternatives and Level 1 Station and Alignment Alternatives at West
Alderwood). Two station alternatives along 36th Avenue W were consolidated into ALD-E at a
location closer to 190th Place SW to be compatible with alignments turning east onto 188th
Street SW. The alternative on 33rd Avenue W was moved to the east side of the roadway and
north of 188th Street SW to reflect input on location preference from IAG partners to align more
closely with local planning goals and engineering refinements.
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Figure 4-1 Screening Station Alternatives and Level 1 Station and Alignment
Alternatives at West Alderwood
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4.1.2 Ash Way

The Screening evaluation analyzed six station alternatives and seven alignment alternatives in
the Ash Way station area. Four station and alignment alternatives warranted further study in the
Level 1 evaluation as shown in Figure 4-2 (Screening Station Alternatives and Level 1 Station
and Alignment Alternatives for Ash Way). Alignment alternative ASH-orange was refined from
its route in Screening to follow the east side of Ash Way to serve station alternative ASH-C.
Alignment alternative ASH-blue was, in turn, refined to run through Ash Way Park-and-Ride and
connect with station location ASH-B to provide more vertical clearance over the direct access

ramps that serve the park-and-ride.
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Figure 4-2 Screening Station Alternatives and Level 1 Station and Alignment
Alternatives for Ash Way

Pag20l AEO1 7199| Level 2 Alternatives Devel opment Repdarathuary



Everett Link E

4.1.3 Mariner

Six station alternatives and five alignment alternatives were analyzed in the Mariner station area
as part of the Screening evaluation. Four station and alignment alternatives warranted further
study in the Level 1 evaluation as shown in Figure 4-3 (Screening Station Alternatives and
Level 1 Station and Alignment Alternatives at Mariner). MAR-purple was refined to follow the
east side of I-5 south of Mariner with a crossing over I-5 that closely reflects the alignment in

Snohomi s h Sttoo Aré¢aykarsing Report (2018).
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Figure 4-3 Screening Station Alternatives and Level 1 Station and Alignment
Alternatives at Mariner
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4.1.4 SR 99/Airport Rd

The Screening evaluation for the SR 99 / Airport Road station area included seven station
alternatives and five alignment alternatives. Four station alternatives warranted further study
and were advanced as three separate station alternatives and three alignment alternatives in
the Level 1 evaluation as shown in Figure 4-4 (Screening Station Alternatives and Level 1
Station and Alignment Alternatives at SR 99/Airport Road). Two substantially similar station
locations on Airport Rd near the northwest quadrant of the intersection with SR 99 were
consolidated into AIR-A.
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Figure 4-4 Screening Station Alternatives and Level 1 Station and Alignment
Alternatives at SR 99/Airport Road
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4.1.5 SW Everett Industrial Center

The Screening evaluation for the SW Everett Industrial Center station area included six station
alternatives and six alignment alternatives. Four alternatives warranted further study and were
advanced as three discrete station alternatives and four alignment alternatives in the Level 1
evaluation as shown in Figure 4-5 (Screening Station Alternatives and Level 1 Station and
Alignment Alternatives at SW Everett Industrial Center). Two alternatives on Airport Road were
approximately 500 feet apart and performed similarly across all core station Screening

measures. Therefore, these two station alternatives were consolidated into one station, SWI-B,
located between Kasch Park Road and Casino Road.
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Figure 4-5 Screening Station Alternatives and Level 1 Station and Alignment
Alternatives at SW Everett Industrial Center
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4.1.6 SR 526/Evergreen

The Screening evaluation for the SR 526 / Evergreen station area included seven station
alternatives and eight alignment alternatives. Five station alternatives and four alignment
alternatives warranted further study in the Level 1 evaluation as shown in Figure 4-6 (Screening
Station Alternatives and Level 1 Station and Alignment Alternatives at SR 526/Evergreen).
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Figure 4-6 Screening Station Alternatives and Level 1 Station and Alignment
Alternatives at SR 526/Evergreen
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4.1.7 Broadway/l -5
The Screening evaluation for the Broadway/I-5 alignment section included two alignment
alternatives. There was no substantial differentiation between the Broadway and 1-5 alignment

options in the in the Screening evaluation, and both alignment alternatives were advanced into
Level 1 for further design and study to better understand the tradeoffs between them. The
Broadway/I-5 alignments warranting further study in Level 1 are shown in Figure 4-7 (Screening

and Level 1 Alignment Alternatives in the Broadway/I-5 Section).
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Figure 4-7 Screening and Level 1 Alignment Alternatives in the Broadway/I-5
Section
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4.1.8 Everett Station

The Screening evaluation for the Everett Station area included ten station alternatives and nine
alignment alternatives. Six station alternatives warranted further study in Level 1 evaluation and
were advanced as four separate station alternatives after some consolidation along with four
alignment alternatives as shown in Figure 4-8 (Screening Station Alternatives and Level 1
Station and Alignment Alternatives at Everett Station). Three station alternatives near Pacific
Avenue were all approximately 200-400 feet away from one another and performed very
similarly across Screening measures. These station alternatives were consolidated into one
station, EVT-C, the midpoint between all three options, which aligns closely with the locally

favored option from the Metro Everett Plan (2018).
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Figure 4-8 Screening Station Alternatives and Level 1 Station and Alignment
Alternatives at Everett Station
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4.2 Stations and Alignment s Level 1 Evaluation Findings

Alternatives that warranted further study in the Screening evaluation were included in the Level

1 evaluation. In Level 1, alternatives were evaluated in comparison to station and alignment

alternatives within the same section of the project, rather than in comparison to the ST3

Representative Project that was used as the baseline for comparison in Screening. Level 1

criteria along with quantitative and qualitative measures were developed to evaluate each

station and alignmentdés ability to meetwer¢e he Proje
applied in Level 1 to assess the alternatives in further detail and in response to agency and

community feedback.

The maps in the following sections show the station alternatives evaluated in Level 1 and
highlight the alternatives that warranted further study and were included in the Level 2
evaluation based on direction from the ELG and the recommendation of the CAG. They also
show station alternatives that did not warrant further study fromt h e Edirégtios.

4.2.1 West Alderwood

The Level 1 evaluation studied six station alternatives and five alignment alternatives in the
West Alderwood station area. Alternatives ALD-B, ALD-D and ALD-F warranted further study
and were included in the Level 2 evaluation based on input from the CAG and the direction from
the ELG. ALD-D, located west of Alderwood Mall, and ALD-F, located north of the mall, share
an alignment along 33rd Ave W turning east onto 184th Street SW. ALD-B is on the south side
of Alderwood Mall on an alignment that runs east-west through the mall from 33rd Avenue W to
I-5. West Alderwood station and alignment alternatives that warranted further study in the Level
2 evaluation are shown in Figure 4-9 (Level 1 Station and Alignment Alternatives Warranting
Further Study in the Level 2 Evaluation at West Alderwood).
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Figure 4-9 Level 1 Station and Alignment Alternatives Warranting Further Study
in the Level 2 Evaluation at West Alderwood
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4.2.2 Ash Way

The Level 1 evaluation studied four station alternatives and four alignment alternatives at the
Ash Way station area. Alternatives ASH-A and ASH-D both warranted further study and were
included in in the Level 2 evaluation based on the recommendation of the CAG and direction
from the ELG. ASH-A follows the west side of I-5 with a station on the north side of Ash Way
Park-and-Ride. ASH-D follows the east side I-5 with a station north of 164th Street SW between
Motor Place and I-5. Ash Way station and alignment alternatives that were included Level 2
evaluation are shown in Figure 4-10 (Level 1 Station and Alignment Alternatives Warranting

Further Study in the Level 2 Evaluation at Ash Way).
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Figure 4-10 Level 1 Station and Alignment Alternatives Warranting Further Study
in the Level 2 Evaluation at Ash Way
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4.2.3 Mariner

The Level 1 evaluation studied six station alternatives and five alignment alternatives in the
Mariner station area. Alternatives MAR-A, MAR-B, and MAR-D warranted further study and
were included in the Level 2 evaluation based on the recommendation of the CAG and direction
from the ELG. Both MAR-A and MAR-B turn west from I-5 and continue along parallel
alignments on either side 128th Street SW. MAR-D is located to the west of I-5, closer to
Mariner Park-and-Ride, on an alignment that runs in between 4th Avenue W and 8th Avenue W.
Mariner station and alignment alternatives that were included in the Level 2 evaluation are
shown in Figure 4-11 (Level 1 Station and Alignment Alternatives Warranting Further Study in

the Level 2 Evaluation at Mariner).

Mariner

High School
124th-St- SW
o) N
5 5
> >
< <
® @
é z ®
MAR-A
. 128th St SW
O,
2
=
Mariner
Park-and-
> Ride
'5‘,5@ MAR-C
%" _132nd-StSW— € = (L
) 1.
- =
(o)) o
K
4th-Ave W-= =

Aepnysy

=)= Does Not Warrant Further Study

O Warrants Further Study

0.5
I 1 Miles

Figure 4-11 Level 1 Station and Alignment Alternatives Warranting Further Study
in the Level 2 Evaluation at Mariner
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4.2.4 SR 99/Airport Road

The Level 1 evaluation studied three station and three alignment alternatives in the SR
99/Airport Road station area. Alternatives AIR-A and AIR-B warranted further study and were
included in the Level 2 evaluation based on the recommendation of the CAG and direction from
the ELG. AIR-A, on the northern corner of the intersection between SR 99 and Airport Road,
and AIR-B, on the southern corner of the intersection between SR 99 and Airport Road are on
parallel alignments along either side of Airport Road. SR 99/Airport Road station and alignment
alternatives that were included the Level 2 evaluation are shown in Figure 4-12 (Level 1 Station
and Alignment Alternatives Warranting Further Study in the Level 2 Evaluation at SR 99/Airport
Rd).
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Figure 4-12 Level 1 Station and Alignment Alternatives Warranting Further Study

in the Level 2 Evaluation at SR 99/Airport Rd
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4.2.5 SW Everett Industrial Center

The Level 1 evaluation studied three station and four alignment alternatives in the SW Everett
Industrial Center station area. All three station alternatives at SWI-A, SWI-B and SWI-C
warranted further study and were included in the Level 2 evaluation based on the
recommendation of the CAG and direction from the ELG. These station alternatives are on
alignments that follow Airport Road and curve to follow W Casino Road and SR 526. The SWI-A
station is on the north side of W Casino Road near the interchange with Seaway Boulevard and
SR 526, while SWI-B and SWI-C are located farther south along the eastern side of Airport
Road. SW Everett Industrial Center station and alignment alternatives that were included in the
Level 2 evaluation are shown in Figure 4-13 (Level 1 Station and Alignment Alternatives
Warranting Further Study in the Level 2 Evaluation at SW Everett Industrial Center).
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Figure 4-13 Level 1 Station and Alignment Alternatives Warranting Further Study
in the Level 2 Evaluation at SW Everett Industrial Center
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4.2.6 SR 526/Evergreen

The Level 1 evaluation studied five station alternatives and four alignment alternatives in the SR
526/Evergreen station area. Alternatives EGN-A, EGN-C, EGN-D and EGN-E warranted further
study and were included in in the Level 2 evaluation based on the recommendation of the CAG
and direction from the ELG. Following meetings with City of Everett staff, EGN-B returned for
further evaluation with design refinements to shift the crossing of SR 526 closer to the
interchange with Evergreen Way. Alternative EGN-A runs along the north side of SR 526, with a
station directly west of the interchange with Evergreen Way. EGN-B and EGN-C follow the
south side of SR 526 through the station area with stations located between Casino Road and
SR 526. EGN-D and EGN-E run on either side of Casino Road with station east and west of
Evergreen Way. SR 526/Evergreen station and alignment alternatives that were included in the
Level 2 evaluation are shown in Figure 4-14 (Level 1 Station and Alignment Alternatives
Warranting Further Study in the Level 2 Evaluation at SR 526/Evergreen).
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Figure 4-14 Level 1 Station and Alignment Alternatives Warranting Further Study
in the Level 2 Evaluation at SR 526/Evergreen

4.2.7 Broadway/l -5

There was no substantial differentiation between the Broadway and I-5 alignment options in the
Broadway/I-5 section in the Level 1 evaluation. Neither of these alignment options was the focus
of a CAG recommendation or ELG direction but both advanced into Level 2 for further design
and study to better understand the tradeoffs between them. The Broadway/I-5 alignments that
were included in Level 2 are shown in Figure 4-15 (Level 1 Alignment Alternatives in the

Broadway/I-5 Section).
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Figure 4-15 Level 1 Alignment Alternatives in the Broadway/I-5 Section

4.2.8 Everett Station

The Level 1 evaluation studied four station alternatives and four alignment alternatives in the
Everett Station area. Alternatives EVT-A, EVT-C, and EVT-D warranted further study and were
included in the Level 2 evaluation based on the recommendation of the CAG and direction from

the ELG. EVT-A follows I-5 into the Everett Station area and then runs along the west side of
the existing rail tracks with a station directly south of the existing Everett Station building. EVT-C

2 Alternatives Devel opment Repdarathuary
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follows McDougall Avenue with a station midblock between McDougall Avenue and Broadway
at Pacific Avenue. EVT-D follows the east side of Broadway with a station between Hewitt

Avenue and Pacific Avenue. The Everett Station alignments that were included in Level 2 are
shown in Figure 4-16 (Level 1 Station and Alignment Alternatives Warranting Further Study in

the Level 2 Evaluation at Everett Station).
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Figure 4-16 Level 1 Station and Alignment Alternatives Warranting Further Study
in the Level 2 Evaluation at Everett Station
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4.3 Early scoping for stations and alignments

From November 1 through December 10, 2021, Sound Transit and the Federal Transit
Administration (FTA) conducted an early scoping outreach effort as part of the alternatives
development and environmental processes for the EVLE project. The early scoping process
engaged the public, Tribes, and agencies to provide information and solicit feedback on project
alternatives in order to inform the decision-making process. The early scoping process included
a public comment period as noted above, and two virtual public meetings on November 17,
2021, and November 18, 2021. Sound Transit received comments on the general project,
specific station and alignment options and OMF sites through open house comment forms,
email and voicemail during the early scoping period.

During the early scoping period, Sound Transit received 69 communications and 112 comments
suggesting new station, alignment and OMF sites in addition to the alternatives presented
during early scoping. Suggestions for stations and alignments are summarized in Table 4-1
(Summary of Early Scoping Comments for Stations and Alignments) below. For information on
OMF Early Scoping, See section 5.3 (Early Scoping for OMF North)

Table 4-1 Summary of Early Scoping Comments for Stations and Alignments

Theme Specific Comments/Suggestions

I-5 Alignment from Mariner 29 comments support a route up I-5 from Mariner to Everett Station.
to Everett Some specified serving the SW Everett Industrial Center with BRT
service or serving that area with a future light rail spur.

Create Stations at Existing 12 comments support a new station location at an existing park-and-
Park-and-Ride Lot Locations | ride facility, including: Mariner Park-and-Ride Lot, McCollum Park Park-

(Various) and-Ride Lot, South Everett Park-and-Ride Lot, and Eastmont Park-
and-Ride Lot.

Serve Paine Field Directly / | 23 comments call for a station either at Airport Road and 100th Street

Stop at 100th Street SW SW or directly at the Paine Field passenger terminal.

Route on SR 99 or 10 comments suggest turning north after SR 99/Airport Road and

Evergreen Way instead of bypassing SW Everett Industrial Center. They vary in whether to serve

Airport Road the SR 526/Evergreen station area as identified in ST3, with some

alignments heading up Evergreen Way but others following SR 99
northeast to reconnect with I-5 around Everett Mall.

Station at Everett Mall 6 comments support a station at Everett Mall, with various alignments
(Various Alignments) to reach it. Most involve an alignment along I-5 that bypasses the SW
Everett Industrial Center swing, or an alignment coming north from SR
99/Airport Road on SR 99/Everett Mall Way.

Two broader alignment options emerged from the public comments during early scoping: the I-
5/Interurban Trail and SR 99/Evergreen Way corridors. Alignments along these two corridors
showed potential for cost savings and capacity to meet or advance the target schedule for the
EVLE Project and were evaluated further. Other station and alignment options from early
scoping did not have the same potential for cost savings, and/or presented major challenges,
thus they were not studied further. A map of all new alignments that were evaluated further
following early scoping in Figure 4-17 (New Alignments from Early Scoping for Further
Evaluation).
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Figure 4-17 New Alignments from Early Scoping for Further Evaluation

All SR 99/Evergreen Way and I-5/Interurban Trail alignment and station combinations had lower
(worse) performance compared to the EVLE Representative Project in terms measures of
current population, opportunities for historically underserved communities, forecast population
and jobs and OMF site opportunities. SR 99/Evergreen Way alignments showed lower potential
costs, compared to the Representative Project, while I-5/Interurban Trail alignments showed
comparatively much lower potential costs. However, these alignments had shortcomings in
terms of potential population and access within station catchment areas, which were more
pronounced along I-5/Interurban Trail alignments. This analysis led the ELG to provide direction
that the SR99/Evergreen Way and I-5/Interurban Trail alternatives not be advanced for further

study in the Level 2 evaluation.
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4.4 Refinements of Level 2 Stations and Alignment Alternatives

In preparation for the Level 2 evaluation, several station and alignment alternatives were further
refined, and conceptual station site layouts were developed for all alternatives that advanced
into Level 2. The project team initiated a preliminary site design process for station alternatives
and conducted workshops with local partners including the City of Everett, City of Lynnwood
and Snohomish County. This resulted in minor refinements to the location of station alternatives
at West Alderwood, SR 99/Airport Road, SW Everett Industrial Center, SR 526/Evergreen and
Everett Station.

In the West Alderwood station area, ALD-B replaced ALD-A as the representative alignment
since ALD-A was not advanced into the Level 2 evaluation. The representative project locations
are used in Level 2 for comparative cost estimate purposes only. ALD-B also shifted west of its
location in the Level 1 evaluation to improve the a | t e r nplatemenewdtlsrespect to
Alderwood Mall. In the SR 99/Airport Road station area, AIR-B shifted to the north side of SR
99, directly across Airport Road from AIR-A based on input from local partners on conceptual
site planning for the station. For similar reasons, in the SW Everett Industrial Center station
area, SWI-C moved from the north to the south side of 94th Street SW, at SR 526/Evergreen
EGN-E moved to the south side of Casino Road and at Everett Station, alternative EVT-D
moved south on half block to straddle Wall Street while EVT-C moved south to straddle 32nd
Street.

Other design refinements resulted from ELG direction on alignment alternatives at SW Everett

Industrial Center or engineering refinements to minimize potential impacts. In the Level 2

evaluation, the common SW Everett Industrial Center alignment that connects all three station

alternatives in this station area was refined toavoidt he runway protection zone
secondary runway with a more direct route off Airport Road. In the SR 526/Evergreen station

area, two new alignments were designed to connect to EGN-D and EGN-E from the EGN purple

alignment along the south side of SR 526. The crossing of SR 526 for the EGN-B station

location was adjusted to be closer the Evergreen Way interchange, and the orientation of the

EGN-C station alternative shifted to align with track geometry and conceptual site design.

4.5 Evaluation of Level 2 Station and Alignment Alternatives

Following refinement of station and alignment alternatives and the development of conceptual
site layouts for stations, the alternatives were evaluated using the criteria in Table 3-1 (Level 2
Evaluation Criteria for Stations and Alignments). The following sections review the technical
findings for the Level 2 evaluation.

Alternatives for each alignment and station were measured on a color-coded scale with red
being the lowest performing and dark green the highest. Criteria with quantitative measures are
rated based on the percentages and/or absolute values with the thresholds specified in
Appendix A. To simplify the evaluation summary, similar measures are consolidated and
reported as composite measures (see Appendix A). Quantitative measures, such as those used
for the Equitable Mobility criterion, are combined by creating a composite based on the average
difference from the mean along multiple measures. Alternatives which are found to have major
challenges or lower performance are rated as lower performing. Alternatives which perform well
but had some challenges identified are rated as mixed performing. Alternatives which perform
well overall are rated as higher performing.
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4.5.1 West Alderwood

STATION & ALIGNMENT ALTERNATIVES

ALTERNATIVES DESCRIPTION

ALD-B runs north along 33rd Avenue W turning east
through Al derwood Mall with a

ALD-D runs along 33rd Avenue W turning east on
184" Street SW with a station on 33rd Avenue W.

ALD-F runs north along 33rd Avenue W turning on
184th Street SW with a station on 184th Street SW.

Alderwood Mall

A

PERFORMANCE SUMMARY

Community Assets

Transit Integration

Transportation Plan Consistency

2040 Population + Jobs

Technical Challenges

Comparative Cost Estimates

Equity: Race, Income, English Proficiency
Equity: Age, Ability, Means of Access Higher Performing
Equitable Access to Jobs
Proximity to Affordable Housing
Land Use Plan Consistency

TOD Development Potential Lower Performing
Quality of Pedestrian Connections
Quality of Bike Connections

Built Environment + Social Resources
Acquisitions and Displacements
Burdens to Underserved Communities
Non-Project Traffic Effects [ ]
Natural Environment
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The project team developed the key findings presented here from a detailed qualitative and quantitative
evaluation of station and alignment alternatives within the West Alderwood section based on measures and
criteria described in Section 3.2.1. The factors that offer the clearest differentiation between alternatives are

summarized as key findings.

ALTERNATIVE | KEY FINDINGS

A

A

A

A Challenging right-of-way routing through and around Alderwood Mall.

Longer travel times for buses to reach the station and longer walking transfer to
the planned Swift Orange Line.

Fewest historically underserved communities and no affordable housing within
walking distance.

Least potential for new development near the station.

Hardest to walk and bike to with incomplete pedestrian and bike access
through Alderwood Mall.

>

> >y > >

Best connections to the planned Swift Orange Line and shortest travel times for
buses to reach the station.

Aligns with local planning by the City of Lynnwood.
Highest planned population and job growth within walking distance.
Most historically underserved communities within walking distance.

Most community destinations within walking distance (including US Social
Security Office, Virginia Mason Lynnwood Medical Center, H Mart).

p

Highest potential for new developmentnear t he stati on.

Easiest station to pick up and drop off, with car and paratransit access from
184th St SW and shortest path from arterial roadway network.

More historically underserved communities within walking distance than ALD-B,
but fewer than ALD-D.

Better bike connections than ALD-B.

Worse connection to planned Swift Orange Line than ALD-D, with a longer
walking transfer.

Shorter travel times for buses to reach the station than ALD-B.
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4.5.2 Ash Way

STATION & ALIGNMENT ALTERNATIVES

Ash Way
Park-and-Ride

9

PERFORMANCE SUMMARY

Community Assets
Transit Integration

ALTERNATIVES DESCRIPTION

ASH-A is the ST3 representative project running along the west
side of I-5 with a station on the eastern edge of Ash Way Park-
and-Ride.

ASH-D runs along the east side of I-5 with a station north of
164th Street SW near Motor Place.

Transportation Plan Consistency
2040 Population + Jobs

Technical Challenges
Comparative Cost Estimates

Equity: Race, Income, English Proficiency
Equity: Age, Ability, Means of Access
Equitable Access to Jobs

Proximity to Affordable Housing

Higher Performing

Land Use Plan Consistency
TOD Development Potential

Quality of Pedestrian Connections
Quality of Bike Connections

Built Environment + Social Resources
Acquisitions and Displacements
Burdens to Underserved Communities
Non-Project Traffic Effects

Natural Environment

— Lower Performing
L
L
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The project team developed the key findings presented here from a detailed qualitative and quantitative
evaluation of station and alignment alternatives within the Ash Way section based on measures and criteria
described in Section 3.2.1. The factors that offer the clearest differentiation between alternatives are
summarized as key findings.

ALTERNATIVE | KEY FINDINGS

{7t

A

A
A

> >

Easier for buses to serve the both this station alternative and Ash Way Park-
and-Ride.

Best connection to planned Swift Orange Line along Ash Way.

Easier for cars and paratransit to pick-up and drop-off at the station with
existing park-and-ride functions at this station alternative.

More historically underserved communities and affordable housing within
walking distance.

More existing pedestrian connections nearby.
Less potential for new development near this station alternative.

More potential for residential displacements along the alignment on the west
side of I-5.

| {16

> > > >

p

More potential for new development near the station.
Easy connection to the Interurban Trail along the east side of I-5.
Aligns with local planning by Snohomish County.

Fewer historically underserved communities and less affordable housing within
walking distance.

Potential displacement of community destinations in this station area (lglesia
Fuente de Vida and Mill Creek Foursquare Church).

Challenging to connect with bus service at Ash Way Park-and-Ride on the west
side of I-5.

Longer travel times for buses to serve this station and Ash Way Park-and-Ride.

Difficult for cars and paratransit to pick-up and drop-off at the station because
of configuration of connecting roadway network.
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4.5.3 Mariner

STATION & ALIGNMENT ALTERNATIVES

ALTERNATIVES DESCRIPTION

MAR-A is the ST3 representative project running along the
west side of I-5 and turning east onto 128th Street SW with a

station between 8th Avenue W and 4th Avenue W.
\ runs along the west side of I-5 and turns east onto
= @ 128th Street SW with a station near the intersection with 8th
Ave W.
ae Lo Mariner . .
Park-and-Ride MAR-D runs along the east side of I-5, crosses the interstate

south of 134th Street SW and turn east onto 128th Street SW
with a station north of 132nd Street SW between 8th Avenue
W and 4th Avenue W.

PERFORMANCE SUMMARY o e o

Community Assets
Transit Integration L L
Transportation Plan Consistency .
2040 Population + Jobs N ]
Technical Challenges

Comparative Cost Estimates

Equity: Race, Income, English Proficiency ] .
Equity: Age, Ability, Means of Access

Equitable Access to Jobs
Proximity to Affordable Housing
Land Use Plan Consistency

TOD Development Potential ] L
Quality of Pedestrian Connections j
Quality of Bike Connections

Built Environment + Social Resources ]
Acquisitions and Displacements . .
Burdens to Underserved Communities
Non-Project Traffic Effects

Natural Environment

Higher Performing

Lower Performing
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The project team developed the key findings presented here from a detailed qualitative and quantitative

evaluation of all station and alignment alternatives within the Mariner section based on measures and criteria

described in Section 3.2.1. The factors that offer the clearest differentiation between alternatives are

summarized as key findings.

A

A

>

Higher planned population and job growth near the station than MAR-D, but
lower than MAR-B.

Easiest for cars and paratransit to pick-up and drop-off at the station with
existing roadway configuration.

More potential residential displacements and property acquisitions, including
affordable housing, than MAR-B but fewer than MAR-D.

Business displacements on the north side of 128th Street SW.

ALTERNATIVE | KEY FINDINGS

Most historically underserved communities within walking distance.

Highest planned population and job growth near the station.
Fewest potential residential displacements and property acquisitions.

Business displacements on the south side of 128th Street SW.

vy | B>y >y > >

p

p

Aligns with local planning by Snohomish County.
Most potential for new development near the station.

Most potential residential displacements and property acquisitions, including
affordable housing.

Fewest underserved communities and less affordable housing within walking
distance.

Hardest for cars and paratransit to pick-up and drop-off at the station.
Business displacements on the north side of 128th Street SW.
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4.5.4 SR 99/Airport Road

STATION & ALIGNMENT ALTERNATIVES

Walmart

PERFORMANCE SUMMARY

Community Assets
Transit Integration

ALTERNATIVES DESCRIPTION

AIR-A is the ST3 representative project running northeast
side of Airport Road with a station near the intersection with
SR 99.

runs along the southwest side of Airport Road with a
station near the intersection with SR 99.

Transportation Plan Consistency
2040 Population + Jobs

Technical Challenges
Comparative Cost Estimates

Equity: Race, Income, English Proficiency
Equity: Age, Ability, Means of Access
Equitable Access to Jobs

Proximity to Affordable Housing

— — Higher Performing

Land Use Plan Consistency
TOD Development Potential

- E Lower Performing

Quality of Pedestrian Connections
Quality of Bike Connections

Built Environment + Social Resources
Acquisitions and Displacements
Burdens to Underserved Communities
Non-Project Traffic Effects

Natural Environment
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The project team developed the key findings presented here from a detailed qualitative and quantitative
evaluation of all station and alignment alternatives within the SR 99/Airport Road section based on measures
and criteria described in Section 3.2.1. The factors that offer the clearest differentiation between alternatives
are summarized as key findings.

ALTERNATIVE | KEY FINDINGS

A Less challenging construction with less disruption to business access along the
west side of Airport Road.

A Better connection to Swift Blue and Green Lines, with direct connections to Swift

Blue Line southbound and Swift Green Line northwest bound, and only one

crossing required for travel in the opposite direction.

A Harder to pick-up and drop-off at the station for cars and paratransit, with
access from SR 99 and Airport Rd close to the intersection of SR 99 and Airport
Road.

A More potential for new development adjacent to this station alternative.

Easier for cars and paratransit to pick-up and drop-off at the station with access
from Center Road off of Airport Road.

A No direct connection to Swift Green Line, and connection to northbound Swift
Blue Line would require crossing both SR 99 and Airport Road because of
intersection configuration.

™

A More challenging construction with more disruption to business access along
the west side of Airport Road.
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455 SW Everett Industrial Center

STATION & ALIGNMENT ALTERNATIVES

ALTERNATIVES DESCRIPTION

SWI-A is a station alternative along the south side of SR 526
near the curve to the south in Casino Road.

SWI-B is a station alternative on the east side of Airport Road
north of the intersection with Kasch Park Road.

is a station alternative on the east side of Airport Road
north of the entrance to Paine Field passenger terminal near
94th Street SW.
Road.

PERFORMANCE SUMMARY o

Community Assets

Transit Integration

Transportation Plan Consistency

2040 Population + Jobs

Technical Challenges

Comparative Cost Estimates

Equity: Race, Income, English Proficiency
Equity: Age, Ability, Means of Access
Equitable Access to Jobs DATA
Proximity to Affordable Housing

Land Use Plan Consistency

TOD Development Potential

Quality of Pedestrian Connections

Quality of Bike Connections ] j
Built Environment + Social Resources

 HE EN

j Higher Performing
URPRESSED"

o]
|
|

— — Lower Performing

— 1 *Employment data suppressed by the Census

Acquisitions and Displacements L L L Bureau due to size of nearby employers to
Burdens to Underserved Communities protect the privacy of respondents.
Non-Project Traffic Effects j

Natural Environment

Pag4e8 AEO1 7199| Level 2 Alternatives Devel opment Repdarathuary



































































































