
ATTACHMENT D 

East Link Final EIS 

Comments and Response 

Link Record Decision Allachment D 



Letter ELFEISOOl 
Ali Henning 

Page 1 

Borbe, Elma ELFEIS001 

From : J oh n.Witmer@<k>tgov 
Sen\; Wednesday. July 13, 201 1 3:42 PM 
To: Barbe Eima: Hale. Kant 
Subject: E l'ok FW TraffIC Concerns for 10Blh Ave SE 

From: Ali Henning (m~lIto:all,henoing@comao.5t . nell 
sent: Wednesday, July 13, 2011 2:42 PM 
To: bQilrdQdmims![j!li9n#,sound~!9; counclj@bclleY\JCWIl,Qov; Witmer, John (FTA) 
Subje~: TraffiC Concems for lOBth Ave SE 

Dear Sound '1 ransit lloard Members, 

I am "'Titing lO you beCOLL'" I am extremely c"neerned aboul the ;nucase in traffic th'\1ugh Ihe Lilatai 
l1eighburh(Jud should Sound Transit bu ild on lkUevue Wa)' SF.. 

I read through the comments section (in panicular CC3q page 7-27) und th~ r"'ponse to w !lct'rncd 
neighbors aboul cut-thru tf1lfiic W~> -There is nm an expectation ofa substllIlIiul ilKr"",,'" in lTat':k on 
IOXth Avenue SE along the walk route lor T'na\ai Element.,y with the proj ,;c1.' 

In addition, the rrels states in Section 3.6.4.2 pagc 3·91 'The potrntial for trunic 10 eutlh rollgh the 
Enatai neighborhood and travel along I08th Avenue SE 10 bYl"'~s the construction l.one along f-k-!kv-ue 
Way SE during the afternoon pt:ak wou IJ be low because cut-through m Ules in thi, ared .lIe I imited and 
circuitous. " 

As IlJ1 bnatai homeowner, we observe daily cutthrlltraffie on I08th Ave SF w}thoU[ consL'ue tion 
lL f u SOO ... -l delays. We live off 110'" A ve. Sf unL! nighlly approx I ()-20 carS a"CmpllO use our street as u cuI­

through to Bellevue Way ollly to fill d SF: 2'1h PL is a dead em/. That being said. on Ihe up,,"rds (d ' 100 
cars per week attempt to cut through our sU'c<t~ This number dues not ;lIcl"dc thc hundreds Ih.1t actually 
know which wlIy In go! 

Where will 211thosc carS gu uuring cnnslrucli,,"'> How will you prewnt car.; rwm clilling Ihrough" Whal 
arc you planning on doing about it? 

The City of A,,;!cvuc is investing a lot ofmone), to widen I ORth Ave SI , and add sidewalks and bike 
paths ri);h\ along the r,nat"i !Jcmcntary School rout •. As B parentur children who will usc that s idewalk 
daily on their way to schuoi I am conccrned that this will nol only increase Ih" ,peed of lhe cars 
travelling along that ro,,\~, btlt it will also increasc Ihe quantiry of cars, 

Thank Y"" lor listcning to fill' concerns - an"v,'" tll my questions would bc greatly appreciated. 

Sincerely. 
l\Ii Ilennin8 

Response to comment ELFElS001 -l 

As stated on page 3-91 of the Final EIS, civil construction activities are 

expected to likely close one northbound lane along Bellevue Way SE . Cut­

through traffic on 108th Avenue SE is most likely to occur with south­

bound traffic during afternoon peak periods. Therefore, construction that 

closes the northbound lane is not expected to cause further use of 108th 

Avenue SE in the southbound direction, Lane closures would also be 

managed to minimize vehicle delays, where practical, during high 

congestion periods. Regardless, motorist information and advanced 

signing would be provided so drivers use routes such as 1-405. 

As stated on page 3-102 of the Final EIS, detailed construction mitigation 

plans, including traffic management plans, will be developed during the 

final design and permitting phases of the project. These will include 

specific detour and signing plans developed in coordination with local 

and state agencies. 

mailto:m~lIto:all,henoing@comao.5t.nell
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Liz Baxter 
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Borbe, Elma ELFEIS002 
From: 
Sent: 
To : 
Sub,oct: 

John.Witmer@do1.gov 
Wednesday, July 13, 2011 2:00 PM 
Ha'c, Kent, Barbe, Elma 
FLink FW: Traffic Mitigation 

From: liz Baxter [iD/lil!o:baxterlil@hOtmall..;;Q.m] 

Sent: WednesOllY, July 13, 2011 12:21 PM 

To: boarOadm i nt~.undtran.:;.!t..Qlg; ~lIe.u~v; Witmer, John (FTA) 

Subject: Traffic Mitigation 


Dear Sound Transit Board Members, 


can you direct me in the Final EIS as to 1I0w exactly you are going to mitigate traffic on the E.stlink project, 

specifically through Sout/1 Bellevue' It seems that there is no plan tor mibgation ri~ht now. 


I read through the comments section (in particular COq page 7-27) and the response to concerned neighbors 

about cut-thru traffic was "There is not aM expectatlon of a substantial increase in traffic on IOBth Avenu., SE 

along t.he walk route for Enatai Elementary with the project." 


In addition, the FEiS states in Section J.6,Q.2 page 3-91 'Tile potential for traffic to cut through the Enatai 

neighborhOod and travel along IOBth Avenue SE to bypass the construction 20ne along Bellevue Way SE during 

the afternoon peak would be low because cut-through routes In this area are limited and circuitous," 


AS an Enatai homeowner, we observe daily cut thru traffic on 104t11 Ave SE and 10Bth Ave SE WithOut 

construction delays, I am not comforted by the fact that I don't see a spe.ciflc plan that re-routes the estimated 

30,000-40,000 carS during the peak times that will be Impacted during construction , In tact, \1 seems the only 

answer is that the llkehhood for cut-thru traffic is low and Iheretore doesn't require a plan or mitigation, Is this 

true? 

HfF t<~o, · , --l 	Are you saying it'S not golng to happen, therefore you don't have to do anything about it? Then can you tell me : 
where will all those cars go during construction? . 

If you are not going to plan for It In advance, then what steps are you going to take should this event occur 
during conslrUction' How will you prevent it? 

The City of Bellevue is investing around 7 million dollars (1'1115 the last rigure I heard) to widen lOath Ave SE and 
add sidewalks Md bike paths right along the Enatal Elementary School route . Many ne:ghbors are concerned this 
will not only increase me speed of the cors travelling along tnat route (wider streets ~ taster cars), but rt will also 
increase the quantity of ell(S , Additional concems are that Sound Transit Will piggyback off of this investment and 
will net use ST dollars no mitigate traffic, yet Instead, once again, use Eastsice dollars to solve their problem, How 
will you alleviate th is concern' 

Couldn't we further limit the potential for cut thru traffic in the Enallli neighborhood and add more roundabouts 
or speed bumps along 10Bth and 104th tl,at will not only slow cars down but discourage cars from choosing this 
route during construction? 

Any information you can provide that addresses these questions would be greatly appreciated, 

Sincerely, 

Response to comment ELFEIS002-1 

As stated on page 3-91 of the Final EIS, civil construction activities are 

expected to likely close one northbound lane along Bellevue Way SE, Cut­

through traffic on 108th Avenue SE is most likely to occur with south­

bound traffic during afternoon peak periods, Therefore, construction that 

closes the northbound lane is not expected to cause further use of 108th 

Avenue SE in the southbound direction, Lane closures would also be 

managed to minimize vehicle delays, where practical, during high 

congestion periods, Regardless, motorist information and advanced 

signing would be provided so drivers use routes such as 1-405, 

As stated on page 3-102 of the Final EIS, detailed construction mitigation 

plans, including traffic management plans, will be developed during the 

final design and permitting phases of the project. These will include 

specific detour and signing plans developed in coordination with local 

and state agencies, 

mailto:iD/lil!o:baxterlil@hOtmall..;;Q
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ELFEIS003 
Borbe, Elma 

From: John Wilmer@dol.gov 

Sent: Wednesday. JUly 13. 201 1 1 58 PM 

To : Hale. Ken!' Barbe. Elmo 

Subject: E Link comment FW: T raHie Mitlgat,on 


From: Marilvn Johnson l'llill!lQ;,m~rilynJ.OOl@~ 
Sent: Wedntosday, July 13, 2011 1<:49 PM 
To: Uz Baxter 
Cc: boardadmjOlS!!lltton@roundtransit.org; CQllOcil;ii:bellevuewa .gov; Witmer, John (FTA) 
Subject: Re: Traffic MRl9atlon 

tagree with Liz that there ne~us to he additional focus on safety throughout thi s process. HOitt I 08th and 
"'''SUOJ·, I 04th are major wnlkways for children and families. Slowing the speed of cars eM he done casil)' with 

spcedhumps IIIlctlor roundabouts. 

On Wed, Ju113. 2011 at 12:20 P\1. Lil. flaxter <htl~ l e[l!"" '"ol",u".~u l "· 


Dcar Sounu Trilnsit Board Members. 


Can you dir~ct Ill" in the Final FrS as to how e,nclly )'flU arc going to mitig,ate truiTte 011 Iht) F.astlink 
projeel, speeific~J1y through SOllt" fletlevue? II seems thullhcre is no plan for miligution right now. 

I r~ad through the commenlS "celion (i n 1'~r1i Clllar CCJq page 7-27) and the response 10 concemed 
neighbors about cut-Ihru traffic was "'1 here is not 1111 expectation of a substantial incrtia$e in lranic on 
I08th Avenue Sf. along the walk route for r.natai Uemcntary with the project." 

In addition. the n:ls st9tes in Section 3.6.4.2 pa~e 1-91 "The potential lor traflic 10 cut through the 
F.nnui neighhorho"d and lravel nlong I O~th A venue SE to by~ss the construction I.one ~ Iong Belle vue 
Way S[ dllfing the aiternoon peak would he Inw hccause cut-through routes in thi s Ilrea are limited and 
circuitous." 

A, an I'na lai homco",,,,ner_ we observe daily eullhru trul'fie on I 04th Ave Sf; and I08tl1 Aw SL without 
construcl ion dclays. I am nol comfoncd hy the facl thai I don' I ' ''c u .~ci ric plan th." !'C· routcs the 
e'timaled 30,000-40.000 car. during Ine peak times thai will be impacted during construction. In fact. ;1 
seems the only answer is thallhe likel ihood fo r cut-thro traffic is low tlnd tbtr~lort doesn't require a plan 
or mitigmion. [ s thi. Imt? 

An: you saying it's DOt going to happen. therefore you uon't have 10 do anyth ing about it? '1 hen can you 
tell me: where wil l aillhosc catS go durinc conslruclion') 

If )'ou are nOI go ing 10 plan for it in advance. then what Sleps arc you going to !.Ok. should Ihis event 
occur during cunstrucliun"] [ow will you pre\'enl it? 

I'he City M Bellevue is invening around 7 million doll ars (\la, thc last ligurc I heard) 10 widen 108tl1 
Ave SF: and udd sidewalks and bike paths right along the Enatai Elementary School route. \1"ny 

Response to comment ELFEIS003-1 

As stated on page 3-91 of the Final EIS, civil construction activities are 

expected to likely close one northbound lane along Bellevue Way SE. Cut­

through traffic on 108th Avenue SE is most likely to occur with south­

bound traffic during afternoon peak periods. Therefore, construction that 

closes the northbound lane is not expected to cause further use of 108th 

Avenue SE in the southbound direction. Lane closures would also be 

managed to minimize vehicle delays, where practical, during high 

congestion periods. Regardless, motorist information and advanced 

signing would be provided so drivers use routes such as 1-405. 

As stated on page 3-102 ofthe Final EIS, detailed construction mitigation 

plans, including traffic management plans, will be developed during the 

final design and permitting phases of the project. These will include 

specific detour and signing plans developed in coordination with local 

and state agencies. 

http:CQllOcil;ii:bellevuewa.gov
mailto:boardadmjOlS!!lltton@roundtransit.org
mailto:Wilmer@dol.gov
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No comments 
ncighbMs nre eOlle~med Ihis will MI 0111) im:reU'ic Ihe spl'cd oflhe cors trJvelling ltl ung that routl' - n/a ­l wider stree ts ~ 1a.1er cars). but it will also increase the Quantity of cars, Additiona l coocem' are thaI 
Sound Tran~i l " ill pjg!;ybac~ 011' orthis investment "",I wi ll not usc ST dollars 10 mit igate Irunic, yet 
instead. once utYl in. u>e F"st sid~ dollDrs to solve their prol>km, Ho" will ),ou allc\' iatc this concern'! 

Couldn't we ("nher limit the pc)!cntial for cut thnt tfHllk in t~ I;oalai neighborhood and add mOll! 

roundabuuts ur speed bumps along 1Il8th nnd 1041h that will not only filow cars down h"1 discourngc 
cars from choosing this route during construction" 

i\ny infunn.tion you can providc thai addresses Ihese questions would he greatly appreci.ted. 

Sincerely, 
I ,i7 Baxter 
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Howard Katz 
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ELFEIS004 
Mannetti. Emily 

From: HWKATZ@aol.com 
Sont : Monday. July 18. 2()1I 1.23 AM 
To: Kuc",nl t>a . Katie 
Cc: connle .adams@ comcasl.net; copejv@msn.carn : lakebelievue@comcaSl.net: 

samglilett@comcast net' eQla~n@yahoo.com: hstreams@hoimall.com; 
brettlieber@yahoo .com: mlink@mlcha"ljhnk.oom. norm@mccuemaMgelllenl com; 
Brucewsales@gmail com: Geoffrey Wrlght@mccuemanagement.com 

Subject: Re . Response to Eas\ Unk Comment 

Katie, 

First I want to thank you for finding the sound study respon"" since I ,-eglected i,n "'y email to give 
Sound transit my street address . Your communication efforts ~nd genvne caring aboL.~ our community 
have been outstanding . 

11 am however, disturbed by the' reply I copied below to this email , that I assume came from the sound 
ngineers. How does our community respond to thls7 

he sound study was done only in front of un it 7 112 which Is above the lake on pilings. On either side of 
ullding 7 15 lake water. Our experience with our lake wa l er is tha t <nund trave ls along water and Is also 
mpllfled by the water. [n add it ion there was no sound study done for the un its In building 6 where m ost 

:u01-l -Inr the units are directly parallel to the BNSF tracks 

he study did not take into account that sound will t ravel under the bU ilding and on either side of [he 
building conducted and amplified by lake water, so the con,ment "As far as the homes located fartheraway 
rom the alignmen t, those homes wouid be shielded from th e a lignment by the frontline homes, and only a 

minimal amount of noise would carry to the homes located farther away from the alignment. " Is not 
valid. 

In addit ion the residents of Lake Bellevue ~Iave all been able to hea r the noise from the former dinner 
rain traveling the BNSF track s tWice a night from as far away as building 4, the building the furthest from 

50114 -2 
vhere the sound study was conducted at building 7 and and the sound from the dinner train was 

.!'.eard from the Crabpot resturant directly across the lake from building 7 . 

here ",as no attempt for this speCific souna study to obtain testimony from the residents of Lake 
Bellevue village as far as the affects of the dinner train, the affects of hospital responder sirens, end how 

500.·1 the lake water amplifies and transmi ts sound. All the buildings around the lake are bu il t on pilings. sound 
travels to the lake under, above end by the Sides of the building to the lake water as reSidents who t,ave 
lived here know. ~ 
he study Is not valid because it was not al~~ done In the middle of the lake, nor was it dono on art 


S00 4 ... elevllted level above Whole Foods where rl,e Hospital Station will be. At the station will be bells 

announcing the arrival of tra ins every 9 minutes and the screeching as the trains grind to a halt . 
~ 
n addition [ question the effectiveness of the sound wall Itself. There was a sound wall put up along


<.".1, Redmond Way along Archstone Apartments when it was expanded from 2 lanes to 4 lanes. The cars now 

travel faster and the result Is the sound Is now at a higher level despite the sound wall . You can do a
{ 
sound stUdy there to measure if that sound wall mitigates the sound at accept~ble levels. 

As [ said, the response does not take Inro account the lake water, both amplifying the sound and 
transmitting It, nor does it take into account Sturdivant Stream t~t runs along the side of the BNSF RR 
which will be under the elevated tracks and the Hospital Stllt ion. This lake Is a protected area, t here TSno 
mention how the sound and elevated wires will affect the wildlife on this lake.oC;;{,!O>l - 6 

" 

Response to comment ELFE1S004-1 

As discussed in Appendix H2 of the Final EIS, the noise analysis for the 

East Link Project was conducted for all first and second-line units along 

the east side of the track-way at Lake Bellevue Village, with predicted 

light rail noise levels of 64 to 65 dBA Ldn. Noise monitoring to determine 

existing noise levels is conducted at one site to represent a cluster of 

residential properties. This was performed at Unit 7112, because it is one 

of the nearest units to the proposed alignment and has a direct line-of­

sight to the alignment. 

Water does not amplify sound and sound does not attenuate as fast over 

water as it would over other natural surfaces, such as grass or a forested 

area. In the noise analysis, the water was assumed to attenuate noise like 

a hard surface, like pavement, which has the same ground affect noise 

reduction characteristics. The comment that the second line homes 

would be shielded from the alignment is true; the shielding from the first­

line buildings would reduce noise levels at units located farther from the 

alignment. While some noise could go under or around the buildings, the 

first-line buildings would still have the highest noise levels from light rail 

operations. 

Response to comment ELFEIS004-Z 

The noise from a diesel electric locomotive (heavy rail) is different than 

noise from electric light rail systems and cannot be directly compared. 

East Link light rail would not operate with combustion engines, and the 

noise from light rail operations is much lower than heavy rail. 

Response to comment ELFEIS004-3 

Please see responses to comments ELFEIS004-1 and ELFEIS004-2 above. 

Response to comment ELFEIS004-4 

Noise studies are performed to predict noise exposure at residential or 

other properties with noise sensitive uses; no noise analysis is required 

for the middle of the lake. Noise from station bells at the Hospital Station 

was included in the noise analysis, as discussed in Section 4.7 and 

mailto:Wrlght@mccuemanagement.com
mailto:mlink@mlcha"ljhnk.oom
mailto:brettlieber@yahoo.com
mailto:hstreams@hoimall.com
mailto:eQla~n@yahoo.com
mailto:lakebelievue@comcaSl.net
mailto:copejv@msn.carn
mailto:connle.adams@comcasl.net
mailto:TZ@aol.com


Appendix H2 to the Final EIS. Light rail vehicles do not "screech" at the stations, 

instead noise from the vehicles decrease as they gradually slow to a stop. 

Response to comment ELFEIS004-5 

Typical traffic sound walls are not comparable to the type of sound walls proposed 

for the East Link Project. East Link would be on a fixed guideway, with regulated 

speeds, and the vast majority of noise is from the wheel rail interface, which is 

effectively reduced with sound walls on the guideway. 

Response to comment ELFE1S004-6 

Please see responses to comments ELFEIS004-1. Please see the Ecosystems 

Technical Report, included as Appendix H3 to the Final EIS, which discusses 

potential noise effects on wildlife. 

As discussed in Section 4.7 and Appendix H2 of the Final EIS, new reference noise 

levels based on current light rail operations (in Tukwila and elsewhere) were used 

i.n the East Link Final EIS noise analysis . The measured noise levels of Sound Transit 

vehicles used in this and all other studies were taken last year along the existing 

track-way in Seattle . 

Since opening the light rail, Sound Transit has effectively reduced noise levels in 

Tukwila to below FTA criteria. The East Link Final EIS has identified noise impacts at 

the Lake Bellevue condominiums, and Sound Transit is committed to providing 

noise mitigation to insure noise levels are below the FTA noise impact criteria. 

Mitigation for the Preferred Alternative is included in Appendix I of the Final EIS. 

Performing noise analysis for other units that are farther from the alignment 

would not change the results or the proposed noise mitigation measures. 
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<O"'. ~ 
ina lly we know from the residents of Tukwi la that Sound Transit did not get It right in that study . Are 
here protected IlIke areas a long the current Sound TranSit l ine.S with reSidences built on pil ings over the 
ater? And If there are has Sound transit been able to m it igate the noise? 

Howard Katz 
:::== ~::::;;=:=:======.=::::='=====--====:====::: ===;::.=~=======-=::=-==~= a:; 

Response to Comment ELS473·1 
"The noise readings in this area were t~ken at a location that represent ali units 
faCing toward the tracks along the west side of the community and were 
measured as far from the traffic noise on NE 12th Street as possible, In order to 
measure the quietest area In the communi ty. Therefore, the noise readings are 
using the most stringent impact crlteroa . As far as the homes IOCllted farther 
away from the alignment, those homes wou Id be shielded from the alignment by 
the f rontline homes, and only a minimal amount of noise would carry to the 
homes located farther away from the alignment. Finally and most importantly, 
the proposed mitigation Is a sound wall nellr and along the tracks, which would 
not only mitigate tne Impacts identified but also reduce noise at un its not 
identified with an Imp.ct· 

In a message daled 7/15/20 11 3:08:38 P.M. Pac;;fic Daylight Time , Kalie.KucOlmba@aooi'ldlransll.org wriles: 

Hi Howard-

Per our conversalion, I've atlach~d the response to YOlir email submItted durlnB lhe Supplemental Drafl 
EnvironO"l enla llmpac.t Statement. I will put a CD in the mall that will have all responded commenlS made 

during lh. Draft and the Supplernental Draft EIS (which is located on CD 2). vu"'re response is numbered : 
ElS473 

Kalie Kuciemba 

("O Ill IlHlntl~ OHl r":J4 II r o,rridnr Lead 

ISOIiIlU T r.afl sil 

No comments 
- n/a ­

http:Kalie.KucOlmba@aooi'ldlransll.org


--

Letter ELFEIS005 
Bill Hirt 
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Fr om : I:Ium.!!U 

10" 

Subllilc1: ~-"ICt T' ~!l1 bllmk fIrr~ 


Dele : 'A::InCbt Ai.9d I, :W I I 5 :!::! 18 flU 


Dc.lr PTA. 

Sound Tr;'Ul ~ i l's Ln"'1 I.ink \I,.' iJl he a dis"slr f fol' Ih t: v;'I SI IllajOrl ly o f (· ~I SI.') id c f('t.jdcn ls. I hiH'1? 
HfE 1Si' '' !lo · 1 included b" low I hrl~c n.:cc nl l'mails I h;IVl' ~ l' n[ 10 Ui: IJ (" v u..~ CiT)' Cou ncil prol e~dng Ilu s PI 'Oj " l'! 

{ 
Thl'Y haH' a ll ~'n ignon·d. 
Bill l lin 
2(, 1., 170m sr 

Be llevue . W A 

<)~ms 

425- 7,n-41~ :I 


wj hirr G'/ yahoo.com 


Bclkliut.' Ci ty ('nunt." il 
R(.'lt.'OI ~l rtid t: ~ in IOl';d PLJ p...:r.\ have LTili ,;,:·i/i,:.'d Ihl' majority (;Ollncil IIIcmhe"l !:!. for obji,;·t.·tin£ 10 
Sound Tr.all .... il ':- r rt:I'~ ' 1Tl"(1 li t;.h( r~li l rouh' Ihroll gh Bl'lI l '\ Ul ' . '111c I.:oum·il pwjlo .... :.1 w()ulfl 
apparcnll~ t.:lr~llt: ~t hu ge ..hoi:.··· ill SDund 'fran..... i ! fundin~ . 

.'ound Tr~1nsil needs In hi.' (t' lilinck.: d ··W f;"i· of Iheir fund s. rome- fn) lll l.h ;: r~ ..slside Th;.' add:.:d 

ELt' 1:. h<) (;S . ~ ~ ~OSI S of the courh:il \, rl ~ k iT\,xl rout(.' in no way IIltlkcs up for Sound rl';.lIl si( f:. ilurc.- 10 l1Ieet 


oblig mitms III )I.);.'nd Ih.lt lllOOCY nn r ~ s l sidl' Ir;.\ II :~p t.)11~lioll , . 
~ 
rh~ Soulhl rran~ J I' tinJnci~tJ "holl~' is :J cli~(; 1 n:s lIll or Ih~ ir own i ncoilipe lc n ,-,.' I.: . Thl' \ ounclt:f 
u"o:lin (\rcralill ~ L'l):-.h. i.t.lon~ \l.,';lh Lh(' lilili teti n UlIIrol ' r o r ride rs. ar.: Slh.-h th;1I 1." H.:h (;OlllJ llu [cr 
ridin t~ fmm 1 . \ · .~ 1'l~ 1I into Sl' ;llIk t.:.osh Sound Tr~ln "i l mort.- lh..Jn ~~ and an oth er .545 ror Ihl ' 
rclUrn (rip. 

Their C~ntral l.ink I'ai l was origin'l ll y projL'l'lt'd to C:~lIT~' 11 0,()()O riders ,L:lily b~ '2U 10, Tht:y hJd 
ks~ Ill an 25J)OO. r hl' ~7 <\ !loll iPll doJl al·,'.i losl hecause o r l ht.:: mi\:\ ing ndcr:-. is .s' I(.; mo re lh:H1 
lin: l'XPl'-L:Il'd ~l' ':ITly fc\,(.·nUl: 1'1'0 11 1 :520 (o Jb. 

\\/hut is Ind y a.b.~ l l fd j l!! Sound TI"Jn$il' <; propos,11 Iu spl<cd up e xtendi ng Cl> nlr~1 1 Lin':; southward. 
c \'l' ntu:t ll ~ reaching rcd:.:r~tI \Vay . ll~ cosh ussoci'ltcd with cOII:' l[ut:ling the l: xl(.'nsion JJon~ 
..., ith the :.ddl'ci equiplIlent ~nd opcralin~ t.·usb to Ilwinlain scx-v ic1-' O "(.~r Ihl' longer m ull: will lar 
~' .'4,.: l·;:d any polcnli;d rC V 1.~nuc lrolll .:tdrlilional ri d!.:r.s.. 

.Sou nd Tmns."it inco mpt'tclll'Y Sl'i.lG' 10 eVen gr(~ at cJ' 11e i ght ~: with their E;lsl Link Prof)(l S:l 1. 
entr.11 Link, 1'01' all j t ~ finand uJ proble ms., h.l :-' Ini nilHl l l'lr l'ct on olher Ir~tnk. La ~t Li nk \.,'ill 

I~h.:lually incl\':.1S C cong;:" lion fOt" the \.ISI Illajority of cross· lake CO Ul l11lJll' rs. by fort:1n g all 
H'hic ular (farfie ontD Ille oUl er haid ~! l' ..... ;;(.:Iion ,\. 

Prim lO PrDp I vott' EJ,$I Link \~' a~ pWII It.l!t.' d a!t .he cqui\'~denl o r up It.) 10 highw~IY I~tnl,:s i.Kro~ $ 
. _ . 1hc nlidgc \\ \ . Imer k~lrn sen 'icc will he limifed loonl: LlTfin L:Vl:T)' ninj,.~ lTl in ufc ~ t ,;Kh Irain 
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Response to comment ELFEIS005-1 

Your comment has been noted. Please see responses to your comments 

below. 

Response to comment ELFEIS005-2 

Please refer to Section 2.6 of the FE IS for a description of project costs 

and funding, including a description of Sound Transit's policy for funding 

capital projects across the five subareas within its taxing district. This 

section also describes the projected revenue shortfall over the life of the 

voter approved ST2 program resulting from the recent economic 

recession. These constraints reiterate the need to maintain project costs 

within or under budget. 

Response to comment ELFEIS005-3 

The transportation analysis along 1-90 is provided in Section 3.5 of the 

Final EIS. This analysis concludes that the project will increase overall 

person throughput on 1-90 in both AM and PM peak periods and have 

similar or improved travel times for vehicles. By year 2030, it is assumed 

that East Link trains would operate every 7 minutes during peak periods. 

Refer to the East Link operating plan located in Appendix E for the light 

rail operating plan. Additionally, Section 3.5.3 .3 provides information on 

the East Link project capacity, which is a different measure than the 

operating plan. Capacity is equivalent to seven to ten freeway lanes, 

based on average persons per vehicle data on 1-90 provided by WSDOT. 

More than one park and ride is planned along the preferred alternative 

alignment. Park and Rides currently exist or are planned as part of this 

project at Mercer Island Station, South Bellevue Station, 130th Station, 

Overlake Village Station, Overlake Transit Center Station, and SE 

Redmond Station. 
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Response to comment ELFEISOOS-4 

Your comment regarding permits has been noted , Please see Section 3.5 

of the Final EIS for a description of highway operations and safety. The 

ST2 funding package, approved by voters in 2008, provides funding for 

light rail between downtown Seattle and Overlake . These funds cannot 

simply be transferred to other projects. 

Response to comment ELFEISOOS-5 

The purpose of the East Link project is to expand Sound Transit's Link 

Light Rail system from Seattle to Mercer Island, Bellevue, and Redmond 

via 1-90 and to provide a reliable and efficient alternative for moving 

people throughout the region. Alternatives to light rail technology, 

including TSM and enhanced bus/BRT, were evaluated and eliminated 

from further review during the Sound Transit Long-Range Planning and 

ST2 development process. The history of this planning process is 

documented in the report titled "East Corridor High Capacity Transit 

Mode Analysis History" (August 2006) and discussed in Section 1.3 of the 

Final EIS [Purpose and Need]) . For example, as described on page 21 of 

the Mode Analysis History report, the 1993 the Regional Transit System 

Plan Final EIS evaluated eastside alternatives that included converting the 

1-90 center roadway to a two-way busway (the TSM alternative) . During . 

the scoping process for the East Link EIS in 2006, the Mode Analysis 

History report was available for review and public comment was invited 

on the draft Purpose and Need Statement for the East Link EIS. FTA 

considered the mode analysis planning history and comments received 

during the scoping process before finalizing the East Link Purpose and 

Need. FTA, as lead federal agency, determined that planning level 

decisions regarding mode (LRT) and corridor (1 -90) would be incorporated 

into the purpose and need, consistent with federal rules and guidance for 

linking the transportation planning and NEPA processes (see 23 CFR 

Sections 450.212 and 450.318 and Appendix A to Part 450 - Linking the 

Transportation Planning and NEPA Processes, Final Rule (Federal 

http:cnlrJll.in
http:inltrv..Ih
http:Irchllolo.fJ
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Register: February 14, 2007, Vol. 72, Number 30) and guidance found at: 

http://environment.fhwa.dot.gov/integ/related.asp 

The 1-90 Two Way Transit and HOV Operations Environmental Impact Statement 

analyzed several options for allowing transit and HOV operations to occur in both 

directions across 1-90, including converting the center roadway to transit and HOV 

only lanes (Alternative R-2B) and adding transit only shoulder lanes that would 

operate in the opposite direction of the reversible center roadway (Alternative R­

5). Further information is available here: 

http://www.wsdot.wa .gov/projects/i90/twowaytransit/. 

Response to comment ELFEIS005-6 

The capacity of East Link, which is between 18,000 and 24,000 people per hour, is 

based on a maximum LRT headway of 4 minutes and a person capacity per train 

car of 600 to 800 riders. This is different than the expected ridership in 2030. The 

assumption that East Link trains can operate with headways of up to 4 minutes is 

beyond the current planning horizon year 2030, which assumed a 7 minute 

headway. Four minute head ways would occur when the system is at maximum 

operational capacity. Table 3-6 and Section 3.4.3 of the Final EIS provide 

information on passenger level of service, which would be the same or better with 

the East Link Project during the PM peak-hour commute. 

As described in Chapter 2 of the FEIS, the Washington State Legislature Joint 

Transportation Committee commissioned an independent review team (IRT) to 

evaluate several design issues related to installing and operating light rail on the 1­

90 floating bridge, such as expansion joints, weight, stray currents, and bridge 

maintenance . At the time of the IRT's final report in 2008, the team concluded 

that all issues identified as potentially affecting feasibility can be addressed 

through project design measures, provided that the resolutions and 

recommendations included in that report are addressed. An IRT task force 

continues to advance work on design solutions to all the issues identified by the 

IRT and specific design measures will continue to be refined throughout the final 

design phase of the project. For example, Sound Transit will continue work on a 

track bridge prototype design and testing program, which will include construction 

and testing of a full scale track bridge prototype prior to installation on 1-90 at the 

existing expansion joints. 

Response to comment ELFEIS005-7 

The merge near International District / Chinatown Station will be able to 

safely accommodate the two operating lines. 

Response to comment ELFEIS005-8 

Section 3.5.3.3 of the Final EIS includes the 1-90 transportation analysis 

and vehicle travel time. Section 3.4.3.3 and Table 3-8 include the travel 

time savings for transit riders. 

http:http://www.wsdot.wa
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Response to comment ELFElS005-9 

The ST2 funding package, approved by voters in 2008, provides funding 

for light rail between downtown Seattle and Overlake. These funds 

cannot simply be transferred to other projects. 

Response to comment ELFEIS005-10 

The transportation analysis along 1-90 is provided in Section 3.5 of the 

Final EIS, and Section 3.5.3.3 provides additional information on the East 

Link project capacity, which is equivalent to seven to ten freeway lanes. 

The East Link capacity calculation assumes that East Link trains can 

operate with headways of up to 4 minutes, which is beyond the current 

planning horizon (2030) and is not used as part of the ridership forecast. 

Four minute headways would occur when the system is at maximum 

operational capacity. Because East Link will not be operating at capacity 

with 4 minute headways within the planning horizon of 2030, page 3-25 

of the FEIS presents a ridership forecast of 50,000 riders per day based on 

operating with 7 minute headways for 2030. 

This analysis concludes that the project would increase overall person 

throughput on 1-90 in both AM and PM peak periods and have similar or 

improved travel times for vehicles . As stated in Section 3.5.3.3; "One of 

the key reasons the East Link project would transport more people across 

1-90 is because bidirectional light rail would be a more efficient use of the 

center roadway space than the current reversible, one-directional 

vehicles operations. The roadway' s restricted access and egress also limit 

vehicle capacity and throughput." 

Response to comment ELFEIS005-11 

The technical issues associated with the 1-90 floating bridge are discussed 

on pages 2-22 and 2-23 of the Final EIS. Please also see response to 

comment ELFEIS005-6 above for a discussion of the independent review 

team (IRT) findings and the status of resolving design issues identified by 

the IRT. 
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Response to comment ELFEIS005-12 

Your comment has been noted . The ST2 funding package, approved by 

voters in 2008, provides funding for light rail between downtown Seattle 

and Overlake. These funds cannot simply be transferred to other 

projects. 

Please see Section 3.5 of the Final EIS for a description of highway 

operations and safety which shows that the project would have either 

similar or improved vehicle travel times and increased person throughput 

across Lake Washington in both the AM and PM peak periods compared 

to the No Build Alternative. 

Response to comment ELFEIS005-13 

Your comment has been noted. 
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ELFEIS006 
Borbe, Elma 

From: EL ELCP 
Sent: Thursday July 21. 2011 1 58 PM 

To: Borbe. Elme 

SUbJect: FW: Bi Ahgnrnenl 


For FTA. 

From: Tricia Pratt !mailto ;trJClilj)r@m~.comJ 

Se.nt: T,ursday, July 21, 20ll 12:53 PM 

To : EL ELCP 

Subject: RE: 67 Alignment 


Emily,
i have to agree with mv husband"s email he recently sent . ~ ust because YOli say it is not el(~Ject 10 affect [natai 
Elementary School walk route docsn't make it so. Having liveD here for 10 plus years we've seen the change in 
traHic patterns ill Enatai and more and more dnvers are using the roads of Enatai to maneuver around Bellevue 
Way back· ups. There are days when these back-ups ar~ horrendous already! When faced with the putentiel of 
sitting of Sellevue Wey for an hour Or cutting through Enat ai the cut through routes are no longer " limited and 

clrcuitOllS" Th is statement is opinion based no t fact based . 

" ""<006- ' ...j 	It Is not Just during School drop off and pick up t imes that are the concern. Soccer. basketball and baseball 
teams use Enatai field, and B'Ym to pra ctice many kids from the neiBhborhood w.lk or ride bikes to and from 
these practices, These practices start and enD lime!) cHI;' most often during peak traffic times (rush hours), You 
are endangering these cnildren and creating mote traffic by requiring their parents to drive them (Q and from 

cractlces to make them safe. 

Your plan marglnal;,es ou r neighborhool1 . It JUSI doesn't make sense. Make another choice Ihat doesn't 

endanger chi\'dren. 

Sincerely. 
Tricia Ptatt 

From: EL ELCP lm311(Q~ El CP(d>soundtra~,or g J 
Sent: Tnursday, July 21, 2011 10:36 AM 
To: Jeff P",tt 
Ce: Trici" Pratt 
Subject: RE: 67 Alignment 

Mr. Pratt, 

Thank you aga,n tar your comments pertllining to ['ne East Link project. 

Many In your community have voiced similar concerns over po<"ble trarr,c detouring ne.oor the Enallli Elementary 
School on lO8th Avenue 51' dunng consuuctian. Giv ...n the comments we received, we took a leok at pote"ti.' 
traffic ,mpacts to lOBth Avenue Sf! during construction or light rail on Bellevue Way and 112th Ayenue SE. In our 
Flnol Environmental Impact Statement (EJ5), we reported : 

Response to comment ELFElS006-1 

As stated on page 3-91 of the Final EI5, civil construction activities are 

expected to likely close one northbound lane along Bellevue Way 5E. Cut­

through traffic on 108th Avenue 5E is most likely to occur with south­

bound traffic during afternoon peak periods. Therefore, construction that 

closes the northbound lane is not expected to cause further use of 108th 

Avenue 5E in the southbound direction. Lane closures would also be 

managed to minimize vehicle delays, where practical, during high 

congestion periods. Regardless, motorist information and advanced 

signing would be provided so drivers use routes such as 1-405. 

As stated on page 3-102 of the Final EI5, detailed construction mitigation 

plans, including traffic management plans, will be developed during the 

final design and permitting phases of the project. These will include 

specific detour and signing plans developed in coordination with local 

and state agencies. 
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"The potential for traffic to cut through the Enolal neighborhood and tsavel along IOBth AYenue SE to bypass the 
construction zone along Bellevue Way SE during the aftemoon peak woulo be low because cut -thnough routes In 
this area ane limited and circuitous. " This may be found in Chapter 3 on page 91 of the Final EIS. All Final EIS 
documents are available on our website here : www.SQun.\tlransit.orgleasdlnk 

Additionally, on page lOB of Chapter 3, it Stlltes " East Link Is not expected to affect the Enetoi Elementary School 
walk route." 

I 8ppreclate your roncems regarding polenUal trame on 108'" and the impact that could have tile elementary 
school . We will continue to work with the rommunity as we move Into nnal design and conshnucti,," to address 
these and any other concerns or comments you may have. 

Regards, 
Emily 

No comments 
- n/a -

From: Jeff Pratt [m£iJlQ; jeffpr3!!l!ve com) 
Sent: Friday, July 15, 2011 8:17 AM 
TD: Wirta, Marl 
Cc. EL ELCP; Tricla Pratt 
Subject: RE: B7 AI'9nrnent 

Thank you. 

30,000 cars running by an elementary school that hasn't had thIS type tsarrlC fer ~O Or more years IS a big 
problem, Hundreds of kids walk to and from the playground daily. 

Jeff 

Fnom: mari.~dtran~ 
TD: ~rom 
CC: E~ ELCP@jOuodl(jlnsit .Q [g 
Date: Fn, 15 )u12011 08: 15:0 1 -0700 
Subject: RE: B7 Alignment 

Gr••tings Mr. Pratt, thank you for you" message regarding the East link B-segment alignment. I will forward 
your comments [0 the Sound Transit Board , 

Thank you, 

Man Wirta 1 Board Administration Sped alist 

Sound Transit 1 Uruon Station 1101 S Jackson Str~t 1 Seattle, WA 98104 
lllAd.m!lIl@soundtrao~ 1 WWW.SounQIClIOslt.Pr!l 

~rom: Jeff Pratt [mallt~.e_cem) 

Sent: Thursday, July 14, 2011 9:48 PM 
To: EL ELCP; "Beard Administration; ~!lQI.@believuewiL92l!; Wnn.witfller.&l®tJl!2'l 
Subject! 87 Alignment 

please conSider the 67 alignment 

the current traffic plan will ki ll the enata. neighborhood. Kids play all over th is neighborhood and the car traffk 

2 

mailto:lQI.@believuewiL92l
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Letter ELFEIS007 
Eastside Heritage Center 

Page 1 

I\u gUSI 12.20 11 

R.I·. Krochalls 
Kt:'si(1nal ArlminiSorralCX" 
Fl:(it'r:d I run,,, jr i\dllli ni.' l rJ l ion 
91 5 Sl'(:oml Av{'nuc. ~ u i ll' 1 1..r~ 
Sea"k. \VA ~8 1 7~ · /lKJ2 

Dear ~11' . Kax.' hil Iis. 

E~' S I S idc 1I('r i,ag~ C (' lll Cr (1..:1Ie) would l ikl.: 10 lake (his opporlUDil Y 10 ptovidc offlc ial (:OIOl n~n( S 
( t..'garding Ul l.~ Draft \1CJl){)(.tndulll of AgrL'l'll'tl:nl implcn'll'nling Scc.:f lon 106 of Ihi:' ~a ljon~11 1 USIlll'iL' 
Pfc~cr \,nliOi l A(-, fen rh l! Etlsll.i llK l.ight RaHl .-.Illsi l PrOf--"t:1 in Ihe S I3te of \V"~h i nglon. 

EHC' i"i c,:t)IlUll il l cd 10 pn:st....·vlng IIH: pa....I. huilding C'olHllluni l), ancll"nnnL'Cl ing P~QPJc wilh Ihl!ir heril o.gc. 
\Vc rn.1l ll1ain ::md prcsf:rV~ n (·(")110:' 1ion of O\,I.;{" 3o.l MI(J ':U1 il aC'"ls. pholOg rarh~ and ..aJ'chi v,,1 fll~lI C"ri a l uheul 
11ll' hi:;;lory of Ih l.! l:.as fs id t.! of I.ak!: \V:' ~h mglon . ,:md w~· ~ii,\: (hc primary guardwn an ti t; lcwanl of 
Bdlcv\lc ' ~ h is1()fY. 

Our priocip'-ll gOi.d, a~ il n:.I.III.:;;' 10 Ea::.l Lin.k. i:; Ih(' p rl'.'lIICI' \ ·..uJon of Ih l' F, W. Willl crs IrOIl ... e. Elnl sictc 
Ileri lage ( ·ent er i ... Iht:' pr im;u )' Ic,flIm l o j" Ih !: WinlC'l ~ Ilom:c :uHI <l.... si :-.. I s Iht: City of Bclk\"l.h': in inlcrprd inB 
Ihh h i~ f Or i(: .!II }' Ol iB n i fi (" ~ lfll !>ilc.. 

1 hL' \V imctl'l.llou!:>l" ho, b .lst sic.k Il t.:.rifngc Cc'lICf '" only pu blic L.ll·ilil )' and pr in"llfY 1(X:.:uion fO( :<>cn 'inp 111l.' 

l'('Ilnmun il y , I 'hu tacilif y 'X,' f\-'l..'S ... .. a h....ri'~lgc n:~.Sl-'~rch ce nt er and e;>.:( hihil ~~l'C, ha.lses EItC,·· ;;;; ,uchi vcs 
.tnd Uhrary, :mcl is" om puhliL' IIK"<lio£ <:p~": t:.'.. h ll( · -<.1011". \ 'o lunl cl1rs. ,and 11It! 1Il~ or Ihe puhlj(.· Ik'('t.."'S!> 
I ~H( " ~ un.-hin.·... .md Iihrtlry ill Ihe \\' inf er... HO\J~ e on n weekly oo$k t\ddilionull y, 0.1 ) onl: o j" Ihe few 

phU'l'! on Ihe E.aSlsiric Ihal r[.1 ')rCSL'n l ~ fk llc\'uc' , r C:X:1I 0,; .\I, un figricullllr<J1t:' ollllllunil y, EI Ie.. . frcquenlly 
provl i lcs l ".IUhl it: utld L!t lrn.:.dlonal prngni llullfng UI Ihh Slle 

[ :..o'ISlsick Il cril~l gc CeUler would Uk'!,; 10 provide the followi ng conU IIl:nl s n::g~u·djng .hl· Drafl \10,\ : 

Ell<l,ide lIeril~< Conll'r ("T<n~nr· ) Rclocnli lJn 

.S,'Himr I, Will(r'ro; Jlnll ~ /', /Jm'tl/:rarh F · ··Soulld Trml\-II II"iIlI (')JII1()I'"ril \' rr/oc"' l" Ih,' IClhWf.. 


The fill"i lj l Y 10 whit'h fIle is feJ()(:~l lecl dll e 10 e! osure of Ihc.' Winlcrs H oose would need 10 provide si lll i lar 
c~po";\Jre. parking. on(1 puhlK: a('('~" u' wt..!li '-I ~: "pproprialc '1fd li\oal q (.·agu ami prognulIllIing i.~r;J(.\:, ~(I 

.hal E HC' L'U!) r o nr illUl.: 10 fulfill il s Inis<: ion allLi \cf \'c Ihc (.·ol lu nunily. \Vl! would CXP'-'1.:1 IIMI uny L·O!)I o f 
moving OU I' l~)cnu iun ::,. ...nd Jrchj"c:s 1"l'{lt ll [he \ ViOiet'S Ilou ~c 10 ~' I ",(h{T faci Iily during cOl1s lrU(~ lion. as 
wl!lI as rhe IUO\'(' btJck fo llowing l"('tu!o. l flK.~ li on , will be horne by Sound -I mns-if. 

[ I,..HI!..Oo / · t Ea .;( $ide H eritage CCllI t:1 1"i:.'q UI.!SIS rhe Jdd ilion orfhe following ro rhl! M()!\ : 

Relu.' Jlion wi ll ilK" luLic nil of E~l $ l sh k' I h~r i l;jgc ('('m l~r's op..:m lillns. s,l"fvkL'S ~n'l(i publ ic pn"scncl' 

~n fhe: W il\l C'fS 1louse, iCk"lud ing .:111 of hs a..dlJ ~'l') find litmuy. 

1'.0. H..,., ~O S 3S Belb'" c, \'\ ' ",h il1~l un 98015 Ph ,,",: : 42.'1.450.1049 b x 4 2'i .4S0.1i)'S1l 
\"'\\'w,~~c" ...jth.:' H ~,t i l :t).!,l'Cl,..' 1l1 t:r . o r~ 

Response to comment ELFEIS007-1 

Temporary relocation ofthe Eastside Heritage Center (EHC) during 

construction is not considered an impact to a historic resource and 

therefore this level of detail is not considered necessary in the MOA. 

However, the MOA has been revised to include more specific provisions 

related to assistance with temporary relocation of EHC as well as 

reimbursement for allowable moving expenses once EHC moves back into 

the Winters House. Additional details regarding temporary relocation of 

the Eastside Heritage Center would be addressed during the final design 

and permitting stage of the project, consistent with Sound Transit's 

relocation process and assistance program and local, state, and federal 

guidelines as described in Sections 4.1.5 and 4.1.6 of the Final EIS. 
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EaM U IlI..: rtnj ~~ ...:! Sl"Cti ;~ i I t'h LX Or... ll MOA. Ilast.,uk l-Jcr• •I~~ C l:!lh."r C'OIIUrLL'I L<. 1 >:a 1!,~ ~ of 2. 

MiniJlHlm4..'r iIL~rj :\ lot nl.'w spat·..... : 
Sh,dfCLJ.pal: il j' for ..UII) (.:ubic.: It:t.!t ~ l r.tf('hi\.·(.'s 

C)ni<: t~ Sp.I("C' of no Jess th.un 2 1(I ~UUfC li.~ 
R ~~;' all\.· h &. Lihr.,.-): rOQIl1 space orno !t.·s..; Ih..m JOO sqU lU\!' feet 
A r c.'hivnl slOrugl' ' p..l\ ' !.: of no Il: s.... [han 150 '<lu(.I.n.: fcci 
Exhioil & ni&pJay Sp;:,al't.! fl"1" no It.! O::s Ih:U1 ~Il (:uok fcel of 1ll,:IIer1'II s: 

LL~ EI>QOI 1 
I'u bli l.: Hk:cl illg rOO11l spa(,:\,.' ufno h.!.l$ lhan -' 20 squ;'l rc ftl!( 

O\'('.'nl il "'~U~tn: footage of no h:·I\~ than I, I on ~~uart! 1'(:..:/ 
l ', illfi t:...\ ("OSI~ Im: ludcd 
InlemL'I JIHI Tt.' lcphoOl: ~r\'kc prm'idcd 
Visibility 
PuNk au,:c .I:'\ 

MinilllUl1l 0 1 10 rr(...'i! purkml:! !\1);,U:l.':" 

~ioce rdcx'mi()n is lemporar') . Sound Tranf: il wi lJ nJsorc~ t' '' I :Jblish Easlside l'lt'rilaiH.~ ("l.'nlcs·s 
opcralioos al Ihi.' Wllners lJ~)lI S~ pO";r~l."Om.l rudion, 

VlbruLion and S.III,·m.nl \1onilorjn~ 
Sroc ,lull I. Wiw,'/"\' J/r 4l.te. IJI"dJ\I'~fih fI: " ,)mOld T rw/ :..i, \l"il1 jmt.rJ! \ j/)hllio #; l",eI \('u/ rJllf"w l17o}l irori,,~! 

tlt't ·kes blj()r·t.~ w ldi'Twhng l; "(lwd,~/ i.Ht,rbiH,t: ( oIlSlmn ir.m .,. " 

ElH I">OO :-'·"J "",, ( i lven rhe: proximiry or the .11lgnmcOi 10 Ilk' \VlnrcfS I Iou 0'>;;:- , E~Is.I s. idc Ilcrll.lgc ('eUler is ~J l so conCCfTIL..::1 
tl lx)u1 1x)l cnliallfl~;'ll"1 S 10 rh\.· hi s, rOfic- Sl rUL~IU(~ POS'-c..·O llS lrlIcl ion. rcsulling frolll thl.' mere' l~.'\ i s. l (' ni.: (' or the­
trenc h !>on ch~ l' 10 rh l!l fOtlrubl ion, n, \...·..:11 ;'1:. (min OI)L'Hlliolls. \VI! wlJuhllik l: 1<' rcqucS:1ongOing \ 'ihraIIOI! 

:.and selllC'ilk:nl monilof'l ng ;'Ind fi1'Cltting, no less rh.lII nil an :Ulnual b;·lsis. . ror ~1 nurulllU.fll of IUycms atiLT 
Ihl: train has tk:cn in opcrJ li uu. '0 ~\ ~ 10 proTx,:rl)' ~I';.'\t:.' ." longcr~lerm illl ra(' I ~ . 

\ cc...,. 

~.slsid l· llcril:l ~(: CCOICf WOUI(llj~~ 10 Sr.X' \'dH.·CIe ~lC~(=SS 10 ~hL' rr~nl d{~r ollhe 1~ (JtI $c HlO.tillh.l.J'ned (n . 

s lIlg k:-c.lr lallC' IS ;\<.:cl'1'l ahlc l or Ihts purpost: . i. 1 ~ ('urrcnlly eXISIS). rnLl l ront dool' Il lh t' prllnary IIH.·~ln <; 01 


I:Lfl: l~OOJ " l 	 looding ih..'f ll~ in and oul of Ihr rae;lil Y(arc hi \''Cs, dtbio l l s . artwork. furnilure. ele). as ilC'·(.'SS 10 Ihe: UpJll.T 
le\'e l'i ('>f Ihe hou ",c Ihrough Ih..: b':.H;enlt!nl is cx;lremely ('hal kng ing and onen nOI possitll c: dllL' 10 Ihe 

n lll'Y'OW and ~ 1l.'Cp inll.TIl31 slairv.-·dLf 
,nnCUning Parci~ 

.'\ S" (hI.! primM)'" l e n~101 o f Ihe Willlers J lou ~t· . and ~I!\ Ih t.: ('iIY of Uc ll evllc' ~ parll"ll:f in hisJoriL' prL'~ l."T \"~lI ion 

t;1 t-t: Isno, ·.. ~lIld inierprclll lion. I ',iL': I." jclt! Ilt:rilagc ('enlc.:r rl'~ul!sl s indL1 ~ i lm a f\ a " "'lXH..'\HTing parl Y" 10 Ihe 
{ 

\-1emordndulU of Agn:C'lllcOI, 

\Vt.: approcijlc (hc! oppoJ1Unjl}' 10 provic11! COImrH:nt. 

Sin""r",>'. 

I k~lhl!1" I rCSI..·U5C$ 

i-... n 'ruri"i' V irr{'mr 

C\.: I\ i .& ElllJ.i l,- Jd lll \V iUIlI.!'T, ,·r" 
Camron P.JfJ..:cr, Dd l~\'uc PJrbi. .'\: COIn lllul utj ~l'r\iccs 

J.ullt!~ IfliJl. Sotlftd rrolfl!loit 
Efnu n orbc. ~OOlldTrwls.i1 
\1iclucl l bJSCf . ~p:1rr.I1)Cf) 1 (It t\ rdl.41l·olosy '\: I h)l>wrk Prescr\ 21liOlt 
\1' ,LlL.ld r.ui", l ::as,hl lh: I-i l"l'lIo.1l!l: ( ~1 11 t"t 

Response to comment ELFEIS007-2 

As described in on Pages 4.7-30, 4.7-31, and 4.16-3 of the Final EIS, no 

operational period vibration impacts are anticipated at the Winters 

House and therefore monitoring is not warranted. However, the MOA 

has been revised to include a provision that Sound Transit will conduct 

and assess vibration and ground borne noise measurements within one 

year of operations. Regarding the concern about potential damages to 

the structure, the City of Bellevue is the owner of the building and the 

repair of any unforeseen building damage would be coordinated with the 

City. Sound Transit has a program and process in place to address claims. 

Sound Transit is a self insured agency, with liability coverage sufficient to 

cover the costs of any unforeseen damage that could occur at the 

Winters House. Sound Transit also has an established claims process that 

allows for any person or entity to submit a claim once the project is 

operating if that person or entity believes the project has caused physical 

damage to their property. 

Response to comment ELFEIS007-3 

Vehicular access has not been included at the front of the Winters House 

because structurally the design of the lid cannot support both the weight 

of vehicles in addition to the weight of the landscaping. Sound Transit will 

continue to coordinate with the City of Bellevue on the design of ADA 

and other access improvements to the house during final design of the 

project. 

Response to comment ELFEISO0 7-4 

In response to this request, FTA has invited Eastside Heritage Center to 

sign the MOA as a concurring party. 

http:OOlldTrwls.i1
http:S.III,�m.nl
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Eastside Transportation Association 
"'1J,~/r_,,.lIl" ,.""t"." til., ~..llIf "fIV; ."" '''''/'11./1.'4111 #j "~lfd"l ,."III'n,I". I~'••I,J, 

''''''''~I~ """'fJ -,P.o . • 0. snul 
",11""'111. ~' ..\ 9.1 15 

I\U~U ""I 1 ~, ::? Oll 

\tr. Rkk Kwth.l l i~, R(,.·~jon X Admlni ~ l r;l lpr 

t \.-J t."l·.ll I ra ll s lt /HlmIll L"t r.J !ion 
s..·.II!.-. IV II 
rlck.k.rodl.ll ,i I-U(.t.gll\' 

RE: ~)ulld Ir.ln~ i l 1'..1:s.1 1 ink I r-l'-, 

DI..';l f M r. Krochnlis, 

I I·H.~ 1:.00~I,;;,j d l..~ I r,;m;;po rt Jtion t\ s.,.··;()c i.;Uion (I I 1\) i~ .l pri V.lt(' ~'C I ('I T "-;T'011P who.:.(- m l.'mb,,:or... hip i-­
C(' llC~n' l..~d ~v i l h Irolrr-port.lt ioll )clr th" j reO\.I: L"J"'t Hf I-=i in Ihl.' Pugl't Sound rL",;ion dl \\ l....,l\.,fn 

\V.:l5hing lo n. I h\., ;m ..'J. f.. h(lnlc to m'* )1" ,-'mp!o)'i ..,T" rnci uJ il~ \1 icw !'-nh. IOL' Bodn,g '-ump~n}'. 
t ;C)(,'K!l.', b: pL.....li a. r .)tcar . ~)' nwtr:l o.l l'ld m;:m )" mOf...• in l)Jdltlon leI j'iVL' m .1Jpr hc';:;; pil.Jb LInd Zl 
cl)m bin\'J popu lal ion ,.1 11-..:.' .J r!;'J \!H,",t..'ot..ji n!~ ,ha l uJ tht.> City of ~.';')Il!L' ETA 's Il1 I.... rnb,.·r-.h ip 
j l"t:.: h.h"k~ CO]'lC"l.'rnL'-.i ejl ih''' ''''. bu :-,I /'!I.,,'Ss rL·prL·~.tmt .l tl \' ..."!'o Jnd tfJ I1!--po r t<l t iun prol ~"'i il l1~I~. \'~ .... 

":'UP P(JIt poJ ici~ tn;]1 L' J1CtJ li r~~t.' L'Jch mwl."UJ I ran~poIt.l tlOn to 0p,,·T.l l\· drlc i...·nt ly LlnJ 
...'C()1.l0Il1iColUy to mI.''''' ,grO\\ ' ln~ d (" mand~ ({lr both p.."f"":on~l ~' I, d I n_~&hl Ir.lvd . 

11, ,-, I~hs.t Unl prc,i('Cl \ I,' ( l u k t connL'Ct l u ttl t? ,,' x:~t int-: U);hl T<I iI syst~m i.n JO ~\f lH (H\ 1'1 Scall"" and 
,,'x(L'nd thL) M'-stNll tu MIS.'rc\.' r Isl;;) nd , Bd l ...·\,Ulo\ .1nJ Rt!l.l nllmJ . £"1 A h3~ pr~\' i" u:;.[y .lnd 
comj ~tt'nt l v ~xprl..·~d COIK'c-m 3bout Ih t.· cost, t rAt\Bporl~lion impACts and poor projL'Ct\.'d 
p L."1"for mJ llC L' o f 1::'000S1 I ink. R,'vil:w t) 1 th01-'EIL., dncum....nls h .1~ in l lln~f](:od Our COllC(.'I1\S. 

l , l Fll~OQ8 1 -4 Ana ly"is 01 the tLl~ .;;hnw,", a continuing ~Ciund Tra n"i t pa ttern flf m lsn .."prc'OL'ntati n n 

apparentl y JL·.·;j-gneu to m j", IL'aJ the public a~ to the potl'n t'iaJ impacts and bend i!." of 
rns t Link. Th(' ~(' comml'nt~ toc us on the pro posl'J ta king of I-tX)' ... 2-lanL' center 
roa<.lw(11 for East Link l.ight m il. There are national implications, setting a precedent 
of remo ving valuable roadway capacily (or a poor performing r • . i l concept. I he 
comments are orga nized u nder tv~.. o main hc~d i ng.s: 

'\,0 altcrl1nti vcs WL']'L' C'va luatl'd lor ~cgmcnt A.
'0 low-cost, tra n s. portatio n s},s tem m aIMg(' I1)L'llt .a ll ern ative wa .-; pr0vidl,:-'d in thl' 

n ElS, SJ) EIS, 110r in the I' US. 


1. N O ALTERNATIVES WERE EVALUATED FOR SEGMENT A. 

1
~g,rn0nt A is the portio n 01 E"::; I Link on 1-90 betw~t\ n 1-5 ilt th e \ ...~est end and lk-lIt'vue 
Way ('In the l2ast end . ,0 alte rnative to the tak ing of the 1-90 center; 2-lane roadwa v ' '''a-i 

nhl~!)08 ·2 

Response to comment ELFEIS008-1 

The East link Project would dedicate the 1-90 center roadway for high 

capacity transit as stipulated in the 1976 Memorandum Agreement (as 

amended in 2004) among Seattle, Mercer Island, Bellevue, King County 

Metro, and WSDOT. At the same time, additional roadway capacity on 1­

90 will be provided by the 1-90 Two-Way Transit and HOV Operations 

Project (also known as the R-8A Project). The additional roadway capacity 

from the R-8A Project is included in the East Link Final EIS No Build 

Alternative as described on pages 2-6 through 2-9 of the Final EIS. The R­

8A Project is restriping 1-90 and making other improvements to add new 

HOV lanes to the 1-90 bridge in each direction of travel. The FHWA Record 

of Decision for the 1-90 Two-Way Transit and HOV Project (September 

2004) found that the Selected Alternative (Alternative R-8A) was chosen 

in part because it "would accommodate the ultimate configuration of 1­

90 (High Capacity Transit in the center lanes). Alternative R-8A adds 

directional HOV lanes on the outer roadways which would provide for 

reliable transit and HOV operations with the ultimate roadway 

configuration ." 

The environmental impacts from the use of the 1-90 center roadway for 

the East Link Project are analyzed in the East Link Final EIS. The 

environmental impacts for the R-8A Project are analyzed in the 2004 Final 

EIS for the 1-90 Two-Way Transit and HOV Operations Project. 

As discussed in the Executive Summary of the East Link Final EIS (ES.10, 

Areas of Controversy and Issues to be Resolved), in 2009 a lawsuit was 

filed by Eastside Transportation Association and others challenging the 

State of Washington 's constitutional authority to approve use of the 1-90 

floating bridge center roadway for light rail transit . Petitioners sought a 

writ of mandamus barring the governor or secretary of transportation 

from "taking any action" pertaining to the conversion of lanes of 1-90 for 

purposes of light rail. In April 2011, the Washington State Supreme Court 

http:0p,,�T.ll
http:t."l�.ll
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denied petitioners' request. Following the Supreme Court's decision, the 

petitioner filed a similar challenge in Kittitas County Superior Court. The 

Kittitas lawsuit is pending. 

In FHWA's Interchange Justification Report approval letter of the East 

Link project (please see Appendix G of Appendix HI [Transportation 

Technical Report]), FHWA determined that the project would not have 

adverse effects on operation of the national interstate system. FHWA 

determinations related to use of Interstate ROW for the East Link project 

are limited in scope to the East Link project. Use of Interstate ROW for 

any other transit, rail or other projects on any part of the Interstate 

system would require separate FHWA review and approval. Additionally, 

for the East Link project, it should be noted that HOV lanes will not be 

converted to light rail until the 1-90 Two-Way Transit project adding 

additional HOV lanes has been completed. There will be no net loss of 

HOV lanes. 

Response to comment ELFEIS008-2 

The purpose of the East Link project is to expand Sound Transit's Link 

Light Rail system from Seattle to Mercer Island, Bellevue, and Redmond 

via 1-90 and to provide a reliable and efficient alternative for moving 

people throughout the region. Alternatives to light rail technology, 

including TSM and enhanced bus/BRT, were evaluated and eliminated 

from further review during the Sound Transit Long-Range Planning and 

ST2 development process. The history of this planning process is 

documented in the report titled "East Corridor High Capacity Transit 

Mode Analysis History" (August 2006) and discussed in Section 1.3 of the 

Final EIS [Purpose and Need]). For example, as described on page 21 of 

the Mode Analysis History report, the 1993 the Regional Transit System 

Plan Final EIS evaluated eastside alternatives that included converting the 

1-90 center roadway to a two-way busway (the TSM alternative). During 

the scoping process for the East Link EIS in 2006, the Mode Analysis 

History report was available for review and public comment was invited 

on the draft Purpose and Need Statement for the East Link EIS. FTA 



considered the mode analysis planning history and comments received during the 

scoping process before finalizing the East Link Purpose and Need. FTA, as lead 

federal agency, determined that planning level decisions regarding mode (LRT) and 

corridor (1 -90) would be incorporated into the purpose and need, consistent with 

federal rules and guidance for linking the transportation planning and NEPA 

processes (see 23 CFR Sections 450.212 and 450.318 and Appendix A to Part 450­

Linking the Transportation Planning and NEPA Processes, Final Rule (Federal 

Register: February 14, 2007, Vol. 72, Number 30) and guidance found at: 

http:Uenvironment.fhwa .dot.gov/integ/related.asp 

Response to comment ELFEIS008-3 

Your comment has been noted . Please see response to comment # ELFEIS008-1. 

Petitioners' constitutional challenge and request for a writ of mandamus was 

denied by the Washington Supreme Court in April 2011. The Kittitas lawsuit is 

pending. 

Response to comment ELFEIS008-4 

Appendix A of Appendix H1 of the Final EIS for the Transportation Methods and 

Assumptions Report provides information on how the East Link transportation 

analysis was prepared. 

http:Uenvironment.fhwa
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Response to comment ELFEIS008-S 

The information presented in the figure for 2030 Build and No Build 

Transit Trips does not come from the Final EIS. Based on the information 

provided in the comment, it is unclear how the No Build and Build Transit 

Trips depicted in this figure were determined. Sound Transit's ridership 

estimates are determined from the Sound Transit ridership patronage 

model, which has been reviewed by the Federal Transit Administration 

and two State Expert Review Panels . This model incorporates residential 

and employment growth forecasts developed by the Puget Sound 

Regional Council, predicting that transit demand in the No-Build 

Alternative will double across Lake Washington by year 2030. With the 

East Link project, it is forecasted that transit ridership across Lake 

Washington would increase by about 25 percent from the No-Build 

Alternative. This is summarized in Section 3.1 and described in more 

detail in Sections 3.4 and 3.5 ofthe Final EIS. 

Response to comment ELFEIS008-6 

Table 3-2 in Appendix H1 of the Final EIS provides Screenline 2 (Lake 

Washington) person mode share information for both SR 520 and 1-90 

combined. Therefore it is not reasonable to compare that mode share 

data to mode share data for 1-90 only. The percentages you refer to are 

not consistent with the definition presented in the Final EIS for growth in 

transit mode share. Refer to Table 3-19 for the person mode share 

information for the No-Build and Build conditions for both 1-90 and SR 

520 crossings. Exhibit 5-6 in Appendix H1 provides mode share 

information on 1-90 only . 
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h H fSCQ& fJ annual rate 8 tinu's that for No auild. It appears that Sound Transit's East 
Link achieves a purported " higher person throughput" by grossly inflating 
transit ridership for Build and depressing No Build ridership. Boosting PM 
peak hour buses to 87 (both directions). instead of 51 make No Build serve the 
SOlme number of persons as Build. Apparently. Sound Transit figures were 
contrived to support a conclusion they wish were true . 

1 .3. Sound Transit's Egregious Comparison Of Light Railand Freeway Lanes. 
~l) un.(1 I ransit cl(1ims that ........, "it Link " ... wnukl havl.' (1 peak~h()ur capacity ot up 
tn 1K.OOO to 24.0()() penpl,; PCI' hnur (e4uivalent tn between 7 to 10 freeway lane-; 
of traffic) ... ",1 I hat is a IU~J ob\'iously intended to W1)'n~r public support. It is not 
trul' nnL! S I h,,') been told that m(1ny tinK's. In fact, it 's a lie with n(]tional 
stanrJing lX:'('nu~e light rail f1dVOCilt l'.!J all around the cOUlHry use it. They 
dC\'L'lop this by c()mpilJ'in~ the theoretical cru ... h c(lp'1city of lig ht relil with actual 
rcc;ulh for ft<..~ ..vay~. 

Light r«iI doc~ not achie\"e tho::;.!:.' crush vnIUmL~"i - not even cl ose. Lompari'"ion of 
actual light rail pass~ n~cr volume \-vith frCL' \·vay pL'r:;.on volume in·'] L:S. 
urbilni/.J..."l-j eln;..~<b .:;lh)W~ thilt frccwity lall t'''' are 5 time.. mon: prod l,ctiv(' than light 
rail /.fl~ Inea,:;uf(ld by dail." ppr ...on mil c..; u l tran.' I". In peilk commLlt~ hours, 
freev"'ays are ..Hill timl~o.; ,' ~ productive a.~ light relit. 

See the figure on the next page 

Response to comment ELFEIS008-7 

East Link's capacity is estimated to be 18,000 to 24,000 people per hour. 

This is not considered a ridership forecast, but is an estimate of how 

many people could ride the East Link system. The East Link capacity 

calculation provides a high-level understanding of what this project could 

achieve but was not utilized in any of the transportation analysis 

documented in the East Link Final EIS. More appropriately, the ridership 

forecasts from Sound Transit's model, which predicts approximately 

50,000 daily riders by year 2030, was used in the environmental analysis. 

lLi t..I~OOK I 

.l llog~ 1),.14. i'xecutive !:>ummo ry. I",a,t Link I'Ll" 
I I il "ed on 2009 "\latinn.]1 I r"lbit J)at"bil"l' and tlw I ex;)...; I"ransportation ino.;titutc· ..;. 2010 
L' ban .vtDbility RepDrt (200'1 uata). 

http:rail/.fl
http:pL'r:;.on
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Reality: One Freeway Lane About 5 
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"d'e p . 8-1. Chapler 8. [TIS A p penJ ix H I. 

Response to comment ELFEIS008-8 

The statement cited is accurate as currently there are eight travel lanes 

on 1-90 across Lake Washington; si x of those lanes are designated for 

general-purpose use and two of those lanes are HOV designated. With 

East Link, there will be eight travel lanes; six of which will be designated 

for general-purpose traffic and two HOV lanes. As described in Section 

2.3 .1 of the Final EIS, one No Build Alternative scenario analyzed assumes 

completion of all stages of the 1-90 Two-Way Transit and HOV Operations 

Project. While the 1-90 Two-Way Transit and HOV Operations Project 

received a Record of Decision in 2004, those outer roadway HOV lanes on 

the 1-90 bridge have not been constructed. They are expected to be 

operational before the center roadway is closed for East Link 

construction. 

Response to comment ELFEIS008-9 

While the 2006 WSDOT 1-90 Center Roadway Study and the 2011 East 

Link Final EIS were conducted w ith appropriate transportation analysis 

methods, the two analyses use different modeling approaches. Refer to 

Appendix H of Appendix HI of the East Link Final EIS for a description and 

overview of the recent 1-90 Transportation Studies, including the 

differences in modeling parameters and assumptions used in the 2006 

Center Roadway Study. The East Link Project assumed a set of reasonable 

assumptions and methodologies that were based on decisions and 

agreements since the Center Roadway Study was published . Some of 

these differences include: the East Link analysis assuming tolling on SR 

520; utilizing the latest release of the Puget Sound Regional Council 's 

regional travel demand model at the time of analysis; incorporating 

Sound Transit's ridership transit forecasts into the PSRC forecasts; and 

assuming a different usage in the 1-90 HOV lanes. Additionally, the 

Center Roadway Study deferred some technical efforts that the East Link 

project conducted in greater detail. Therefore the East Link analysis 

better reflects the current understanding of future travel conditions 

along 1-90 when compared to the 2006 Center Roadway Study. Further, 
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I rill1sit clai m, impro\,f.;.·d general-purpose tra Hic s pL·(Jds with light rail (olnpalcd 
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\" increase in general-puI' JX1'1e travel times wi th the "~xclu~in.' ''' 
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Ill, I.as t Link I·TIS. 

the Center Roadway Study confirmed the utility of the center roadway as 

an HCT facility with no center roadway access for vehicles. WSDOT is a 

co-lead for the East Link Final EIS, and the transportation analysis 

provided in the 2011 Final EIS was reviewed and approved by WSDOT. 

Response to comment ELFEIS008-10 

The 1-90 Two-Way Transit and HOV Operations Project ROD relates to 

that specific project and not the future use of the center roadway after 

that project's completion. The quoted statement refers to a description 

of Alternative R-SA in the ROD. The 2004 FHWA ROD also states that 

basis for selecting Alternative R-SA is in part because that alternative 

"would accommodate the ultimate configuration of 1-90 (High Capacity 

Transit in the center lanes). Alternative R-SA adds directional HOV lanes 

on the outer roadways which would provide for reliable transit and HOV 

operations with the ultimate roadway configuration." 

Response to comment ELFEIS008-11 

Please see response to comment #ELFEISOOS-9 for the comparison 

between the 2006 Center Roadway Study and the 2011 East Link FEIS. 

The elements of the 1-90 Two-Way Transit and HOV Operations Project, 

including the narrower shoulder and travel lanes and weaving sections, 

were evaluated in the Final EIS for that project, which can be found here: 

http://projects.so u ndtra nsit.o rg/Pro jects-Home/Pro ject-List/I-90-Two­

Way-Transit-a nd-HOV-Operations-Stage-1/Fi na I-E IS-for-Inte rstate-90­

Two-Way-Transit-and-HOV-Operations-Project.xml. The East Link Final 

EIS transportation analysis incorporates these project features as part of 

the baseline, or " No Build" transportation network for future year 

conditions (see Table 2-1 on page 2-S of the East Link Final EIS) . 

http:projects.so
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2. NO LOW-COST, TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM MANAGEMENT 
ALTERNATIVE WAS PROVIDED IN THE DEIS, SDEIS, NOR IN THE FEIS. 
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and describe appropriate a lte rnati ves to recornll'lcndC:."I..J coul'se~ of ,,(ricIn. J he r':l11g'} 
of altcrnCltivL'S . ..:.houIJ bL' I"L'prL'.."L'IlUltiVl' ()f thl' rangL' of choice... to pL'l"Init illtelligL'nt 
comparativL' cvaluatiun. III ana ly ... is u f pCI'."on throughput o n 1~4.JJ,·~ th('r~ i~ 110 
ack.J1o\"v[l'dgL'IHL'1lt that it well-desigr\L"d URT s!,,,tetn could far excC'L'd ti ll' 1~1 -; t Link 
cap<l(i tv and Lin <:,0 in :;cn led corn/on, "r)(..i \,,\"hile al ,;"t-, providing fnl ot her high ~ 

occupan('y vehic les in the Cl'ntc!' 1\1'l(lwCly. The FI r"\' ~J\ procc-:,s tor pl) rlY'l ittin~ th0 
accC'"·:~-s chang('.!-"- toJ-l)O requ ired for lig ht raill'(\quill\ a cornplet(· CClHsidcra tion nr a 
J ~\11 alternati ve. l"hi ~ would probably De detiIK'C.:i as expl'l.~"'-; bU";l~ u.sing 1·00 th e 
way the lant.)s an? contigurt't.l no \",'. Sound rr~"ln.;it 01iminated TSM in 2005, befon: 
the LIS .;c"p ing lor I :a,t Link bega n in 2006. 

2.1 . 	 Most East Link Riders Are Projected To Switch From Buses and High­
Occupancy Vehicles (HOV). Light rail advocates, inciuJing Sound I ransit , , dl 
the: concept as attracting: riders out of their cars. In (act, ~ Ii ghtl y Ic~.s than 2";, of 
the projec ted I ,,, t link ridership would sw itch from single-occupant vehicle" 
(SUV). By"i( lund Iri"lI)sit figul"c!:-, (H .~, w()ulJ .;witch fro))) m Ort' effic iellt lin\'.... 
'lnd bu ~t·.., On ly ~bout 1 ,RO) of prujl\ctc:d 5,4-00 Ea st Link rid ers vo'l)uld be I'll.!\\' 
transi t rid ers, and those may Lx- mythic('Il. 

Changes in Persons by Mode, 1-90, 
PM Peak Hour, 2030 
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Response to comment ELFEIS008-12 

Please refer to the response to comment ELFEIS008-2 for discussion of 

the planning history in the corridor, which considered and evaluated 

other transit modes on 1-90; and FTA's consideration of this planning 

history as well as scoping comments received during the East Link scoping 

process prior to determining the final purpose and need for East Link. 

Changes in access to the Interstate require an Interchange Justification 

Report (IJR) which must be reviewed and approved by FHWA. The IJR 

must be developed in accordance with the requirements of FHWA's 

Policy on Access to the Interstate System (published in the Federal 

Register on August 27, 2009) . Policy Point 2 states: "The need being 

addressed by the request cannot be adequately satisfied by reasonable 

transportation system management (such as ramp metering, mass 

transit, and HOV facilities), geometric design, and alternative 

improvements to the Interstate without the proposed change(s) in access 

(23 CFR 62S.2(a))". Per FHWA's policy, analysis needs to be provided that 

addresses the design, safety, and operational considerations of these 

alternatives. Please note, as reflected in Policy Point 2, FHWA's policy 

considers mass transit, such as light rail , to constitute reasonable 

transportation system management. FHWA determined that the IJR for 

this project provided adequate documentation in Policy Point 2 about 

how the Light Rail option was selected over other transit alternatives 

during the Sound Transit Long-Range Planning and ST2 development 

processes and that the IJR in Policy Point 3 contains sufficient analysis to 

show that East Link will not have an adverse operational or safety impact 

on 1-90 by increasing person capacity and throughput across Lake 

Washington, having similar or improved vehicle travel times and reducing 

the number of accidents per person on 1-90. 

FHWA's review of the IJR resulted in confirmation that the report 

adequately addresses the requirements of the Policy on Added Access to 

the Interstate. FHWA issued a finding of engineering and operational 



acceptability on June 22, 2011. The IJR will be approved upon completion of the 

NEPA process. 

Response to comment ELFEIS008-13 

The figures you present for ridership and mode shift do not come from the Final 

EIS. Based on the information provided in the comment, it is unclear how the 

numbers depicted in this figure were determined . Mode share information on 

both the 1-90 and SR 520 crossings of Lake Washington is provided in Table 3-19 of 

Chapter 3 of the Final EIS. This table provides the shift in SOV, HOV and Transit 

modes with and without the East Link Project across Screenline 2 (Lake 

Washington). The East Link project is forecasted to have approximately 50,000 

daily riders by year 2030 and about 10,000 will be new transit riders . 
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2.2. Sound Transit's Grossly Optimistic Asse rtion That "Light Rail Would 
Support inc reased Density In Bellevue And Redmond ... Consistent With 
~egional Land Use Plans ... ,rIO Con ~ ider th0l!Xample of downh. wn HeIlL'VUL'. 
1 ravel c.. lL'mand is pro j<.."'C ted to g row at a ll average + ~.2% per veJr fl'ol'n 200H to 
20.10- !'('aching f,93,OOO daily PCI' ''lIl1 trips IJ1 2030. 11 . ~ound rr;,ub it fi gu rL's 
ind ica te that 2,500 dail y transit trip$ wou ld b.' add l'-I by the I_as t Link p ro ject 
(most wtlulJ l>e p rc \·jn u,", bus r ider..:) . Th"t O.4 ~\-. contri but ion i.,,> '>0 s Il1a ll a~ to Lx\ 
insigniric-tuH; I ast Link \·vould ser Ve only 1.5 )))01)th5 of growth. At a co st of Sl 
bill ion Or more ( in 2fX}7S) for ha;;; jcally /.ern contribution In dow ntown n€'i.,,-I.:... 
th is La ...t Li nk p roject \·... ill be a s hamelul wa-. te. 

East Link in Perspective : D>IIV Person ·Trlp, In & 

out or Downtown B~ll uvuc . 2030 

LLfl! I t..oO./i·11l 
695.000 

2.500 

TOI812 008. all Total 2030, all Add~d Tn-mil with 
modes modes East link, 2030 

n uring the 2030 1-' ,\.'1 p('<1k ho ur, d ownWw n l~ ~ l lc\' lJ L\' -, ro"l d wav net""'ork co uld (lil ly 
:,en'e abo u t 7M% of the,-' trip ucm£1mJ. It!iwing il l) Ull-.';CIYL-U gap of about 1 L OX) pt:' rson 
trips_ Fas t Link could serve onlv a lxlut :1 % of this gn p_ S<...'l.' the figur~ below. 

EI HI 'iOD8 - h 

( ,I Page 1.9, Chapte r 1. J-a ,:t Lin k FI:IS 
" S<)Urc0: Jl KJ{ f)ocullle nta tion RCjJ(lJ·t, C it )' o j T1d lev uL' a lllJ Sound Tran-it, h ' b 20lfl 

Response to comment ELFEIS008-14 

Please refer to Appendix F4.2 for how the East Link project is consistent 

with specific regional and local long-range plans within the study area. 

The Sound Transit figures you present (2,500 daily transit trips) do not 

come from the Final EIS. The source document you cite (BKR 

Documentation Report) was prepared by the City of Bellevue, not Sound 

Transit. The daily trips estimated in that report (350,000 in 2008 and 

695,000 in 2030) represent all motorized trips for all motorized modes 

(transit, SOV, HOV) into, out of, and within downtown Bellevue. This 

report does not indicate what percentage of the 695,000 person trips are 

estimated for East Link or other transit modes, so it is not clear how you 

derived the 2,500 daily transit trips you show in this graph. As indicated 

in Section 3.4 of the Final EIS, East Link would carry up to 50,000 daily 

riders and up to 8,000 of those would be from Segment C (downtown 

Bellevue) stations. 

Response to comment ELFEIS008-15 

The figures for East Link trips in downtown Bellevue you present do not 

come from the Final EIS. It is unclear how the 350 East Link trips during 

the 2030 PM peak hour you reference were determined. As shown in 

Table 6-17 of the Transportation Technical Report (Appendix HI to the 

FE IS), the estimated 2030 PM peak-period (3 -hour) station ridership at 

the Bellevue Transit Center is over 6,000. This estimate includes 

pedestrian and bicyclist access as well as bus transfers at the transit 

center. An un-served demand into and out of Downtown Bellevue 

further highlights the need for light rail. 
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East Link's Trivial Contribution for Gap 
in Downtown Bellevue Person-Trips 
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2.3. Vanpools Could Outperform East link. In 20m there were about 1)00 
vanl-'0ol,:. in OPL'fl.1tion in King, P" ' rcL' and Snohombh Counties. In that same 
yeJl', a V,111pool Vlarket Action I'I"n, , ponsorcd b\, WS[lOr indicated market 
potential ior aln10st W,OCO va"pool s i" the "'mel counties." ()nll' about ~20 orEl H _I $OD!l' Ui 
the.;€' would be needed to carry the <;(lI1)l:l number of rideN ~ '" blSt Link in the 
P\'1 peak hour (pl'ak uirection), Vanpoob in this region are nearl y ."lclt­
supportin" fina ncially. L'nlike the publicall,. ,ubsiLiizeJ, hu"c capital C(bt' ,,"d 
opernting deficits of hil'-t Link, vanpDoL.. I"f,;:-quire little public sub..idy. 

"f'uget "',und Vanp",,1 \Olark~t ,"ctioll l'I,1n, \VSrXlT, July 2CXJ.'1 

Response to comment ELFEISOOB-16 

Vanpools are an important transportation mode in the Puget Sound 

region and have a specific market they serve - usually coworkers or 

people who work in the same vicinity who volunteer to drive, fuel, clean 

and schedule maintenance and repair for the van (source WSDOT website 

http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/Choices/rideshare.htm). Light rail serves 

different markets by connecting employment and population centers 

with frequent reliable service. Vanpools do not meet the purpose for 

the East Link project, which is to expand the Sound Transit Link light rail 

system from Seattle to Mercer Island, Bellevue and Redmond via 

Interstate 90, as stated in Chapter 1 ofthe Final EIS. Please also refer to 

response to comment #ELFEIS008-2 for more information regarding the 

planning history which considered various transit modes in the East 

Corridor. Funds for construction of the East Link Project have already 

been approved by voters as part of ST2 in November 2008. 

http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/Choices/rideshare.htm




Letter ELFEIS009 
Phil Bloch 

No comments 
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From: Philip and Laura Bloch ! malho;b/ochl @gl!hj;.S\ ,netl 

sent: Sunday, August 14, 2011 10:33 PN 

To: lobo wlnner@dptooy <john wltmer@<1Ol Qgv> 
Cc : Hate, Kent 

Subject : Sound Transit East Link FElS 

Mr. John Witmer and Mr. Kent Hale-

Than k \,OU for th~ opportunity to review t he Final EIS for the f ast Link Project . In reviewing t he project 


documenta tkln,l identified !.everal apparent inaccuracies in the analysis or e)(isting conditions that may 


in fl"e nce the ana lyses. I have iden: iAed those in the attached MS Word document. I would encourage 

you to address these defklenc!es in the project documentation prior to issuing a Record of Decision for 


this project. I ..... ould appreciate beine. apprised of any response!. to these comments and please contact 


me directly If you WOuld like any clanflcatioil . 


Thank you, 

Phil Bloch 
10428 NE 2B'" PI 

Bellevue, WA 98004 
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Errors In East Link FE IS 

Ecosvstem s (Appendi. H3) 

Streams/Lake Washington 

List of R~5ident Fish is inCOnlpl!!!. and ref lects a fa ilure to ,eet a currenl re ference. The re ferenced 

source (Pfeifer and Bradbury 1992 ) fa ils to aCCOUnt for species t hat have natura lil ed in t he system and 

been detected ,n t he pa« 19 years. Given that 12 of t he 28 species in ttti> tablf are imrodl<cedfnon· 

nat ive. it should nOt be s<.rpr isll\g t hat addit ional non· native species now occupy the system. 

HHI500" '-1 Soeciflca llv. 0 , ienta l Weal herft.h (Misqurnu, ongulllirotldor"s) should be added to ! he li« 

(ht t PS'/Ir'esearch, wsulibs.wsu.eduo8443/xnl lu,/ bitstrea",/han(l le/B76/10S4/v75%20p 72?gOTabor%,20 

1!I%20at POF?<"9ueo""" I ), In addit ion to the locations mapped in t his paP"', Ofiental Weathertish have 

also been collected in Fa,rweather Creek. Walleye have also likely successfullv established a popuill tion 

In lake Washington ("\tool/seattle t)",es nwsoulte co m/htm l/otb. ' 'P0ruI20Ul40409 ou!Jl21.htm l). 

A known is;ue fo r light · ra il and the 1·90 float ing b ridge is t he issue of stray current and cathodic 

protect ion W hile t he plOj eci engagerl He rrera Environmental Conwltants to eval,m e til ls Issue (e.g., 

Itp;//fto. w.OOl. wi. gov /po l)lic/ 1 

9OHMH/Dellve rablesayEastUnkTeam/Follow%20up"'2()Qn%20IRJS29Reoon/OZ' 0361f>. 

003%20Su 'v%2Ocurrent%20MemorandunJli202!lC!!!W006"lOl3,!!dfL thei r summary of pote nI ial 

effec ts f ocused on phYSiological and behavioral response! 01 f ish, Two areas not d',scu»ed are the 

L " ~ I SOM' 2 -I potential efieets to fish that U$e electr ical fi eld , lo r ac tive or pass,ve electroloC3tion . n,1 the potential 

effects. to i llve rlebr a te ~ . The focus on ph VS iological a nd behaviora l responses m ay lead to re lat ively hlgh 

t hresho lds. whel ea$ electroloca tion woulcl li kelv be lOwer t hresholds where respon.", are more likely to 

lle noted. Weakly e lectric fi sh have been documented to produce and res pond to elect rlca( fleld s t hat 

are appro~im.tely I nWCfn ' and the effect of establishing an e lect rical field may affect the ability of fist , 

that use elec.trolocat io rl to detect prey items (e.8. lam prey and cat fi sn). Detectiof'l of prey items IS nOt 

a n endpoint of analv!is used in Sound Transi t's st udies, 

Wetlands 

The FEIS i n e~ pli"'bly fa ilS to recognize previously mapped wet land at the headwaters of We,t Tributary 

to Kel sey Creek. Th,s wetland wa S mapped by the 1405·NE 8'" Street to SR 520 Improvement ProjeCl and 

docu mented in ttle Efl l/;ronment a! ASsessment as wetland 7 3R (a 4.14 acre category 2 \'Jetland) 

(hl,lp·lIwww.w .cto! wa ..,.(NR {rdon lyres!7~A~ I A92·E494·4E~E·9899 · 
LLI· t H.OO') · ) 1F94A7MSF281O/l 611 Ch; Para Ma'l98 OS0208,pdf). This would appear to be ~ substantIVe error in 

the' Flnat EIS since maintenance facil ities MF2 and MFI wou ld appear to require consl ruaion 

,mmediate ly ad jacem to and potentia lly wit hin the regulatory bu ffe r of th is wetland, (Th,s wetland 

shou id appea r on exhibit 3·28 of Appendix H3 and elsewhere) , It is unclea, why or how So und Transi t 

hl iled to detect t his substant ial wNilInc! resource, however It requires analv." in the Ftna( [IS. 

Response to comment ELFEIS009-1 

The purpose of an EIS is to identify and disclose probable significant 

adverse impacts resulting from a proposed project. As described in 

Chapter 2 of Appendix H3, the EIS analysis of ecosystems is appropriately 

focused on potential impacts to protected species and habitat. 

Consultation with WDFW and other resource agencies was conducted 

and did not identify the oriental weatherfish as a resident species of Lake 

Washington. WDFW indicates that while two walleye have been caught in 

Lake Washington to date, they represent planted fish and not naturally 

propagated fish . 

Response to comment ELFE1S009-2 

Given the large size of Lake Washington relative to the small area 

expected to be effected by stray current from the light rail system, any 

affects to invertebrates would not likely rise to a level that would be 

considered a significant adverse impact on the Lake ecosystem. 

Electrolocation is a form of electroreceptivity and effects to fish that are 

electroreceptive, including eels and lamprey, were considered in the 

analysis on stray current effects to fish and discussed in the evaluation 

done by Herrera . 

Response to comment ELFEIS009-3 

Maintenance facility sites MFl and MF2 and are shown in Exhibit F-69 in 

Appendix F to the Ecosystems Technical Report, which is included as 

Appendix H3 ofthe Final EIS. MFl and MF2 would be located 

approximately 400 feet from the wetland at the headwaters of West 

Tributary to Kelsey Creek. Since this wetland is in the City of Bellevue, its 

regulatory buffer could be up to up to 225 feet. Given that the MF sites 

are 400 feet away, the wetland and its buffer would not be impacted by 

operation or construction of the maintenance facilities. 
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Transporhtion Travel Demand Forecasts IAppendlx HI) 

I::I.HI ..nO~ ·4 

The No Bu',ld Alternative Tran~po rl at io n Pr06rams and Projects listS some projecl Ie, s. Tran.l, Now PlanJ 

.hat arE' not bei n.g implementll!'d as planned For exam ple, wh iff' "'Metro wason schedu lE' for 

impleme nt,ng ITransit Nowl improvements' between 2007 and 2009. it has since fallen off pace due 10 

de<:l ine~ in annual sates ta" revenues and increa !.es in overa ll operating COstS (King County Metro 

Strategic Plan for Public Transportation 2011-2012), In fact. M etro now projects a mult i-year gap of 

nE"a rl v $315 ndll ion fron) 201 2· 2015 just to rm'l lnt3in ClJfre /l[ 5fi rvice 1evels. and complet ll! st! rvic t? 

e)(panSions promised to voters.n the 2006 Tm nsit Now initiative. Balancing th is structural deficif would 

require Cuts of approximalely 20 pe rcent to the curfent wst~nl (King Coulltv M eu oStraleg!c PL:ln fOI 

Public Transportation 2011-2012), The Kong County Council's adoption of Ihe 2011-2021 Strate,lc Plan 

fo r Public Transportat ion modifies t he Transit Now procra m sefllic..e implementation phasi ng plan and 

rev" e' the description of t h~ fransit Now Program that w ill OCtJ.Jr w,thin the 2011-2021 time frame. 

therebv superceding the voter approved version from 2006, COnllnuing to develop analvses based on 

tu U Implementation of Transit Now plus King County Met ro exis ting service jevets seems misleading and 

will .s~ew outcomes. 

{
~ f inance plan for the SR S20 f loat,,,, bridge remains incomplete and one funding source that hils 

been repeated ly discussed is the pote ntial to toil 1-90, While prospects for tolli", 1·90 are speculat ive, 

ELFEI <ODO S that would ha ve . signinc:anl effect on the transportation clemandw~hln Ihe corridor.s well as the 

mode share within t he corridor. While analvsis of speculative Issues is inappropr~te. recogn ition of this 

potentittl outcome is neoeded. 

Vertical Di.placement of floating bridle 

Sound Transit and WSOOl"s stlldies indicate thaI the vertical d isplacement of the floal ing bridge due to 

loading from it moving light rail train wi ll be approxin1ate ly lO·inches 

(hllO IIwVlw,wsdot ,wa,!tOv/ par!nels/erpfl·90 brld ... load !e't ?tudV.Ddf), This study was undertaken 

solely fo r consid., ral lon of the eng,neerlng challenge, associated w ith deploying light ra il on the bridi e. 

tmwever I see no consideration of the effect of that d isplacement on the surrounding waterboci'f . The 

t:ll flSOO'j -6 -4 displacen1ent of the floating bridgto dow nward in reosponse to t he lisht rai l trains will create some form 

of a wave response in t he ad jace nt wat~roodV . Gr"e n the considerabi-e mass of the floa t ing brio'8e and 

the speed al whIch the train w ill be Havellne across I' creating a d isplacf'nlent waVf!, I be lieve this wave 

bears further analySis to ensure it does nor haye adverse effects to the su rroundine environment or 

navigation, WSOOT ha s alreadv learned once the dangers of ignoring waves (e ,s,. 

http://www,WMIQ! ,wU-Roy/reg arch/reOOrts/tullreoortSI641 1,pdf l, 

Response to comment ELFEIS009-4 

The Transportation Programs and Projects included in the No-Build 

Alternative were coordinated and reviewed among all cooperating 

agencies, including King County Metro. This list of projects and programs 

is based on reasonable and foreseeable actions. To supplement the 

Transit Now Plan, King County Metro and Sound Transit service planners 

developed a project-based transit integration plan for the No-Build and 

Build Alternatives which is described in Appendix H1 of the Final EIS. This 

integration plan is a forecast of transit services within the East Link study 

area. This integration plan while initially developed in year 2007 was 

reviewed by both agencies' service planners in preparation for the Final 

EIS and adjustments, where applicable, were performed in the analysis. 

Transit services are continually reviewed by both transit agencies and 

depending on many variables transit routes are adjusted. It is King County 

and Sound Transit's intent that the service levels assumed for East Link 

represent a reasonable level of transit service by years 2020 and 2030. 

Response to comment ELFElS009-5 

Tolling on 1-90 is not considered for the East Link project because at the 

time ofthe East Link Final EIS publication, WSDOT has not programmed 

tolling on 1-90. 

Response to comment ELFEIS009-6 

Sound Transit prepared a technical memorandum to describe the wave 

pattern from a lO-inch displacement of the bridge as suggested by the 

commenter and in the study provided in the first link in the comment. 

The technical memorandum describes that potential waves created by 

the weight of the light rail on the floating bridge would decay to less than 

0.1 foot within 400 feet of Pontoon A. The shore in this area is beyond 

400 feet from the bridge. Therefore, although the East Link Project may 

result in some vertical displacement of the bridge, this displacement 

would not cause as large of a wave as the high speed ferry and the wave 

would die out before reaching the shore. No environmental impacts are 

http://www,WMIQ!,wU-Roy/reg


No interference with is waves 

vertical 

The link in this comment is to a done for a 

line in Rich which concludes that environmental 

the shores in this narrow passage from the waves created by the 

which is very different circumstances than light rail on the 1-90 » 
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Joseph Rosmann 
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From : Joseph Rosmann [mallto·ro50l00n!@ComcaSl.!1ell 
Sent: MoMay, Augu't 15, 2011 07 :51 AM 
To: JQhn.Wltmer@d!1\ g\l1l <Jo Il!J.Wltmer@dot,CJQv ~ 

Cc: Earl, Jonl 
Subject: Evidence of the Breach of Federal and State Law Regarding the Real Purpose for Sound 
Traffill', Pursuit of tM B2 ~1 Alignment In South BeNevue 

A ugusl 15. 20 I I 

Dear Mr. Wilmer: 

Thi .s illformalion is bl.:ing provided to you, :I:-.thr.;;: immedillld y fCspnnsib lt! n:pn.;~t..:lllati \" c: of ollr 
Federal gtWl!rnmcfll. wilh n.~sp(,!tllo lhl.! I: ai;tliru.. j'}:: IS rt:\ ie'''' prot t:~ for Sound Tmnsil'.-; 
jilslink lighl r fl illin~ in th e Cilyo l Bellevue . 

This com munication shall s~rv" as the "fIIWll filing o f ~ prope rly provided 1·.Asllink 1'1 IS public 
comml,;nt n.:gurding Sound Tralls!l',S hl~llink FFIS dOCUm~fl l:i. 

"The Real Reason Why Sound Transit Has Pursued Its B2M Alignment in South Bellevue ­
Evidence of Sound Transit's Failure to Disclose 8 Fundamental Planning Objective for its South 
Belle-wu9 Rail line Placement - Transtt-Orlented Development" 

Sound I nnuh h:l) lun~ lrotd o('~ pri mw-)'. hUI " "ell h "h;h:n llbj~~·t' \'c 1m pursuin.w US(; o Ilk 1I i!\ U-C W" y :u"kl St· 11 2 
" " !nUC ~ ib pr'~reITC,1 mule Ji. lt rl.t~:t:mc nl llf II...; lighl ra il Hne in Snulh f1coHnue. Thj,;; (Ibjea i.....c . ntoblim iO+ '''' .... 
pcttdllit1J (C\f ~ -W::h.."fl...; i\ ..: Tr..uu.·h .()r[CI'IIC"Ll IN , elllplllcnl rtruw,d its. S(lu1h ncll( \'U~ Imin Slat 'UM. and .1lll1lt"l~ jt~ 

S\Hrth .Ik Il c,..~u~ nlil linc. 

Sound Tr~ nsir s strong interest in TranSlt·Onenled Development is well known. PIIniculilrty wit h regard 10 
Ihe plan II "eve!opeCl wrtn Ihe City of Beltt!VIJe Planning Dep~rtmen t for extens",e Creation of (lense 
'"Si<lenltal tac,I~, ." ,n l he C ,ly of B.aevue's Be~Red Cor rielDr The plan for the Bel-Red CorrodDr ""Smem 
has lO ng ceen descnbed by Sound Transit as a nattOnal demonstratIon prOject for eflechve TranSit­
Oriented Development. Sound Transit tl as never offic l<llIy disclosed Its Interest in Transit·Onented 
Developmen.1 in South Bellevue. hcwfflver. 

Sound Transil's Tran.,t·Orlenteei Development plans for Ihe South Bellevue POrti cn of Ihe Eastlink line 
nave neverthe les s been II1fo<mally diSClosed 10 Bellevue c,Llzens In several ways; 

tl FElf.O I O- l 

W;IY ,"",u,d _ Du,lolltlrot",m ~"8 00 ,~•. BNSF S- ." cgrr,ojO"'/ We Cool'" "" any IrA"'" oro.. 
W.ClUp<"1tInt ..... rj,f'~ - statement by Sourld Tmns,!,s B·Segm ent Project Mana ger 10 a g roup 
of Surrey Downs neighb()(hood re9lt!E!nls • Sprm9. 2007 

"South 881111. ,,.. '_Ill••'e., "",c...NII tlley .... 11".,,'" 1111 ~-ntl r",,,,,,. au wl,.,l. ""e<!o 10 
dO 10 l)e "ilCC8alui In 0""1119 M8IV-iD I_a · 8 Slalement made 10 an Enatal reSident by a 
selllor tranSpor1alion pohcy advisor 10 IIl e former Cha,r 01 Sound Transit. Seatlle Mayo< Greg 
NICK"IS. July 2010 

There is sllll further evidence of Sound Trans,!"s Trans.Il-0 nemed Development plan In South Bellevue. 
Sound Transit completed an extensNt!' pre liminary engineering plan two years ago thaI called for placing 

Response to comment ELFEIS010-1 

The East Link Project considered in the Final EIS is the construction and 

operation of a light rail line. The light rail would support existing and 

planned transit-oriented-development (TOO) along its route, but would 

not directly create new TOO. Zoning requirements determine the type of 

development that can occur at any given location within a city. As a 

regional transit agency, Sound Transit encourages TOO but does not have 

the authority to alter local zoning codes. Rezoning to allow for TOO can 

only occur through local land use planning and regulations. Section 4.2 of 

the Final EIS included analysis of the potential for TOO development 

around station areas, based on several variables. All of the South 

Bellevue stations associated with all of the Segment B alignment 

alternatives were rated as low potential for TOO. 

mailto:JoIl!J.Wltmer@dot,CJQv
mailto:JQhn.Wltmer@d!1
mailto:mallto�ro50l00n!@ComcaSl.!1ell
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Ihe EasII",. rail line completely on the weSt s,de of Bellevue Way and 117 Avenue. all the way from Main 
Slreet to 1·90 . Survel"ng to SBI out the westwara edge Of th ,S completely ....1IS1 side runn'ng alig nment 
was com pleted at lIIat t ,l11. The Slakes associated with IhlS su rvey are .liN present up iI'. hillsides far to 
the west 01112 AIJen ue and aU along south Bel levue Way This weSl Side Dfacement would require the 
takmg of a imge number of ~rh(ate residences. all the way trom 1·90 to Main Streel. thus creating Ihe 
poteOOal for massttJs dec~oes In tlle value of other remaining nearby private reSide nces. thereby 58[1 1119 
~IP Ina potential tor prtva te del/elopers. with lrl lerAs.ts 1/1 creating Trans it M O nenl£K1 Deve!opment prOJ8CliS. 
to swoop ,n Wl1h property aCQue;Ihoo proposals to prlvale homeownerS 

Detallec Sound rranSI( engoneenng map" show,ng thIS completely west side route placement alOng the 
entire B route segm ent were v,ewed by an Enata, nel\lhborhood resldem two ;oears ago. 

Bellevue City Manage,. Steve Sarl<ozy. has had copies of the map:; of 1"'5 comptetely west side runn"'9 
plan ,n lhe B segment s,nce early 2009 as they were viewed in his office .1 that time by a Surrey Dewns 

tLH I ~ U1 U ' 1 -.I resident. 

Mulhple meetings have also taken place III the offICe of Mr. Sarkozy in lhe past I"'a r w"" dellEl lopers and 
other organIzatIOns that would be nefit from Cily baCkmQ of Tran. Ii -Onented DeveloPlllenllMlatives in 
south Bellevue , 

RepresSnl810VeS 01 tile"" d evelopers are presently (Ourin9 Aug,"1 20 11 / proceeding to make unsolic,tec 
offers to h"rneowners wllh reSidences along Ille proposed 82M ra lt line 10 purchase the" propen ,. " . 

So un d Trans it has al/olded any officia l pubhc s.tatements regardtng their TranSit-Oriented Development 
interests alof"19 {heir 8 2M rai l line alignment becau se they know thar such othci.al disClOsure would cause 
public outcry against su..-h plUM h." ~uu\h Ik lk\ <Jl: r~skkUl" 

A Jlrclich of I'ublif Tmst and Ethklll J'ubli< J)i .~clo.~un· Requirements 

Sound TrnnsWs failure to disclose their rea l pians lor Transil-Orienled Devetopmer.t along the 82M ra,l 
line In South Bellevue. wh Ile havIng a1 ~eady created extensIve engineering plans for Just such an 
objective. is evidence 01 Sound Transit' s 0090m9 anempl to purposely mislead Cit y of BeRevue OffiCial s 
as well as Beliewe c~iz"ns . This ,s a d"ect v·olabon of Ine elh,cal and legal standards of pubhc 
disclosure thai Sound Tra ns,t. as a federally qua~fled lranSiI agency. ~ required to fulfill. 

Bellevue '::ltIZ~S have reas.oi'l to bebeve that as. Sound TranSIt proceedS W1tn ftnal englneenng ptan rHng 
for ,ts B2M ra~ line faoj",~ Sound Transit w,lI t,etatedly diSl»/er that 

~1. 1 L}(, CJ I U :2 

{ I 115 miligution plal1 lor the W tntel ~ Iiouso: (., nailol1.tI b,sIOJlC IIIc tl,ty) w,lI nll t b" pos.>lble 

,\ [I b(HJI -scnousl), dllmaglOg thIS prnpl.:!rty 

2. 	 tk C",l, (nel'er fully disdll , cd to date . including in it., fE IS he[\)) or cOll structing lhe 
(: 1,1 ( 15 0 10 - .) rnany dc.:tp piers rt:q uirt:d to support lhl;.~ gr;ltll.! M: par.:lll:d retained I.:ut pli'lcr,;:mclll along the 

. ""'I sid" o flklle l'u~ W"Y li nd ulo ng I 12th Avenue SE will be prohibitil '" 
tll'l! 150 10-4 -I 3. the,;: challenges DR c;on luintng ~t: rious ~n\· ir(lruncnUl II } dmnaging si lta tion. \l)~i(.; was(t,;..'i. 

eiC. from the \-Iorl'" r Slough r rcek bed will be insurmounl<lblc. and 
4. 	 the chnllengcs ilnd cos\> o f rell>.:dintlll); the "'leels o f blocking Ihe und~rground 

waterways and dminn!1" flows fro mlh" ",etlands Iymg nlnng lhe west s ide of 11 2th 
flHI ~OHH~ Avellue. causc..-.J by Ull; n:luincu Cui willin\.! and pil:r..; phu.:...:mtlnt along the "';.Isl side or 

112ul Avenue. wi ll be i11nssive. 

Response to comment ELFEIS010-2 

Potential adverse impacts to the Winters House have been resolved 

through the Section 106 process by preparing a Memorandum of 

Agreement (MOA) between the Washington State Department of 

Archaeology and Historic Preservation, FTA, and Sound Transit. 

Response to comment ELFElS010-3 

Project costs are provided in Sections 2.6 and 6.1.5 of the Final EIS. The 

costs included in the Final EIS account for piers and/or ground 

improvement associated with Preferred Alternative 82M. 

Response to comment ELFEISOI0-4 

Sound Transit has determined through coordination with the Washington 

Department of Ecology that project trackways and guideways that are 

not shared with automobile traffic, such as those next to Mercer Slough 

in Preferred Alternative 82M, are considered non- pollutant-generating 

impervious surface (non-PGIS). Section 4.9.3 of the Final EIS describes 

best management practices that would provide adequate protection 

against water quality degradation during construction of Preferred 

Alternative 82M. Sound Transit has investigated known hazardous 

material sites, as discussed in Section 4.12, and Sound Transit will 

implement best management practices while constructing in potentially 

contaminated areas in order to minimize potential impacts. 

Response to comment ELFEIS010-5 

As described on Page 4.9-20 of the Final EIS, the sealed concrete lined 

retained cut constructed near Mercer Slough would prevent groundwater 

from entering the retained cut, but would allow groundwater to flow 

down-gradient beneath the cut. This would maintain the existing 

groundwater flow toward the Slough and sustain down-gradient 

wetlands and other surface water features. As the sealed concrete lined 

retained cut is part of the project design, it is included in project cost 

estimates. No impacts to ground water from pier placement are 

anticipated since water would flow around the piers. 

http:nailol1.tI
http:othci.al
http:lerAs.ts
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1.:1 HI .... !Jl~l"f, -I 

t"1 ttlt.O I 0-/ 

Bascu on lh~ vel)' pr\,oahlc tikdihood orlhl!sl,; lindings. Sound T ransi t can Lx: l!X fk!ctcd IC1 seek 
10 ~\l l\,l! lhL'" ..' ch,t1lcngcs h y procr.X.-ding 10 Ilh)VC the It!Jllire B2\01 ~cg.menl to thl,; w~S I ~ ide of both 
Ikllc"uc Wny and 11 21h /,,".11"" SE '"< il compiclcs il' f,nfd cnginL'Cring and linaneial plann ing. 

' 111~ fuel that Sound Transit i1.1s already plepart!d ~LJc.:h eXlensive! plnn_1\ and delui ls for ~I 
c(.mplch.:l y west side nJilning n segment pl[lcL:m~J11 make., t;lt:ar thaI Sound Tmmiil mannglJlllcnt 
.1",;oJy know.~ oflhcSL' chalkngc, and cosl>. Should Ihcy subSlOq"cnlly pl (",c~d wilh such plan s. 
without plopcr prior disl'iu.'urc. this would place..: Sound Transit fully in violation of its I(:g..'l.l 
disclosure requirCJllCnl'i. 

Such a rad linc "iacernen l would also lully .<"1'1'<,,1 Llwir Traru:il-OricnICd f)cvcl"pmcnl 
OhjLXli\l.:S tluoughoUl this r..:llIir~ ponion ()rlhc raillinl!\ B .!I.cgmcnt \vhic h Lhl.!Y Diso have 11\; \,c l" 

di sdosoo . this de~pitt! Lhc::i r vt!r)1 t!xh.!n.sivl! discuss.ions with PIl \,.l1l! dt!vdopl:!l"s for jus l StH.:h 
puq)()st,;:: 

Snund Trnnsit's luilurc 10 mnkr..: prC'l llCl" disclosure or its 'I ranslt-Oricnlcd Development Plans 
al()ng ils prop'>s"d 112\1 rail lin" '"gmcnl is cvid""cc ora fundarnCll1al breech "f ils legal 
mandai\! 10 m;lkc pwpcr disclosure n fallthl: ..:xpt.~led c.:: nvirnn lllcnial impacts ofthl.:!ir rail line 
placcmcnI in Soulh nellc\'uc. 

Sincerely yours. 

Joseph Rosman1l 
921 - I09Ll, A VCnUe' SF 
Uellc\'uc. Washinglon !) R()O~ -6K21 

425 4 17.079 
[o.'i llwnnjul mt:.cOIIJ 

Response to comment ELFElS010-6 

Please see Chapter 2 of the Final EIS for a description of the proposed 

light rail route including Preferred Alternative 82M, which is located on 

the east side of Bellevue Way SE. Conceptual design drawings can be 

found in Appendix Gl ofthe Final EIS. Should substantial changes to the 

location of the alignment be proposed, these changes would be subject 

to additional review, approval, and environmental analysis. 

Response to comment ELFEIS010-7 

Please see response to comment #ELFEISOlO-l regarding TOO. 
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.,;,;~ I<emrer 
" ~ Development 
~ Company 

ALlQ usl 12, 2011 

Ric Ie. K r oc il,llis, Region X Admini~ t 

Fl'lll'nli Tra nsit !\t\ min isll" ltioll 

Wasllinglon D.C. 

f it k. kn ' L h 'l l i ~ ·("dn l.gl) \ 


Re Sound Transit· J::astiink FEIS 

Dear tvlr. Krnch,di s; 

l\l lLH ' , 

he Company I rep resent, Kemper Development Company, Bellevue. WA. has 
pent conSiderable funds investigating and studying the plans and performance of 

Ight rail. In one sentence we have found thai light rail costs too mUCh. takes 100 

ong to build , and does too little in terms of transportation . In fact light rail in the 
nited Stales seems 10 be more of a faith based idea than a factual matter of benefit 
nd cost ana lysis . 

rile Sound 1"ransrt FE IS for Easti inl( light rai l from Dowil lown Seattle, across Lake 
IWashington, IIl1'ough Bellevue and on to Redmond has some very seriOUS flaws and 
omiSSions. In the materia l below some of those flaws anci omissions are noted and 
discussed , 

T. FEiS nEIIICENCY ; 

FAILIlIU; TO ANALYZE ANI) CONSIDEH TilE NATTONAL 

PR£ClmrWI' FOR TIlE INTEI~STATE rnGIIWAY SYSTEM; 


Sound Translf is organized under Washington Stale Law covertng Municipal 
Corporations, In essence Sound Transit operates with Ihe legal powers as a c ity in 
the State of Washlngtol1. If Sound Trfl l1sit acquires rights for the two 1-90 Center 
Express lanes fOl the exclusive purpose of light rail il would set a National precedent 
for the Interstate Highway Syslem. 

PlIg~ I "rli 
Kttfl'lptt'f ' t""'~~lPlr..'I\\ U i' 11rl'll'ly • 'I , 1:1 (If rr ' 0) Al AI. t~..I·.¥lM: , WA !JHU09. I_tt ,,!::., b-Ih ' :1l~ 

Response to commentELFEISOll·1 
Thank you for your comments. Please see Section 2.6 of the Final EIS for a 

discussion of costs and funding, Section 2.7 for the project schedule and 

Chapter 3 for transportation changes that would result from the project . 

Please see responses to the subsequent comments in this letter regarding 

alleged flaws and omissions. 

Response to comment ELFEISO11 -2 

Your comment has been noted . Please see Appendix B of the Final EIS for 

a description of public involvement that took place before the November 

2008 vote on the Sound Transit 2 Plan. 

As discussed in the Executive Summary of the East Link Final EIS (ES.l0, 

Areas of Controversy and Issues to be Resolved), in 2009 a lawsuit was 

filed by Eastside Transportation Association and others challenging the 

State of Washington 's constitutional authority to approve use of the 1-90 

floating bridge center roadway for light rail transit. Petitioners sought a 

writ of mandamus barring the governor or secretary of transportation 

from "taking any action" pertaining to the conversion of lanes of 1-90 for 

purposes of light rail. In April 2011, the Washington State Supreme Court 

denied petitioners' request. Following the Supreme Court's decision, the 

petitioner filed a similar challenge in Kittitas County Superior Court. The 

Kittitas lawsuit is pending. 

The Sound Transit Board identified light rail as the preferred mode using 

a route along 1-90 in July of 2006. In July of 2008 the Sound Transit Board 

adopted Sound Transit 2: A Mass Transit Guide, the Regional Transit 

System Plan . The East Link Light Rail Transit Project is included in ST2. ST2 

was approved by voters in November 2008. Please see Section 3.5 in the 

Final EIS for a discussion of impacts to 1-90 and Section 3.8 for a 

discussion of impacts to truck routes. Please see Section 1.2 of the Final 

EIS for a description of the need for the East Link Project. 

http:i~�("dnl.gl
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The mantra in Seattle has been, "The voters voted for Easliink therefore everything 
is okay". Yes, but when the voters voted they did not have benefit of even a draft 
EIS . Nor did the voters realize the transfer from Washmgton State Department of 
Transportation to Sound Transit of the 1-90 two Center Express Lanes for 7 miles 
would violate the Washington State Constitution . 

The State Constitution protects all of the people In the State of Washington from 
their government taking some action lilal they do not want to OCCLIL The 18th 
Amendment to the Stale Constitution protects highways built aU or in part with gas 
tax revenues for "Highway Purposes". There is strong precedent case law by the 
WA. ST. Supreme Court up holding the 18th Amendment. Also, several attorney 
general opinions have been issLled supporting the 1Bth Amendment. 

A minority of the State's adult population voted for the Sound Trans it Eastlink plan 
The plan benefits the same minority population and degrades the service levels of 
the 1-90 Corndor for the majority of the people in the State who rely on the corridor 
for commerce and travel 

The "local majority", who are In fact a minority of the State's adult population , does 
not give consideration to Interstate travel on the 1-90 Corridor into Seattle which is a 
super-regional city No consideration was given for the interstate trucking from the 
Port of Seattle to the mid-western US, 

The precedent opens the door for other cities in the U S, with an interstate highway 
nearby to negotiate with their state DOT for exciLlsive use of a portion of Interstate 
Highway to suit their transportation purposes. Examples. which seem unbelievable 
but in a political envi ronment might be achieved, could be a bicycle/Jogging parkway 
In an urban area or a parking lot near an urban area, 

The speculation need not continue. 

n. Fl<:TS DEFICENCY; 

FA1LURE TO INCLUDE A T8M ALTERNATIVE 

1-405 Corridor ROD - Oct 2002 

Tile 1-405 Corridor includes the area east of 1-5 in King and Snohomish counties 
between the Tukwila and Lynnwood Interchanges, 30 miles, "This corridor-level EIS 
focuses on broad corridor-wide issues related to mode choice, general location of 
improvements, and how combinations of improvements may function together as a 
system to solve corridor wide transportation problems." (Pg. 2 of 1-405 ROD) . 

Page 2 of6 

In approving of the 1-90 Two-Way Transit and HOV Operations Project 

Record of Decision, FHWA determined that the project would not have 

adverse effects on operation of the national interstate system. FHWA 

determinations related to use of Interstate ROW for the East Link project 

are limited in scope to the East Link project. Use of Interstate ROW for 

any other transit, rail or other projects on any part of the Interstate 

system would require separate FHWA review and approval. Additionally, 

for the East Link project, it should be noted that HOV lanes will not be 

converted to light rail until the 1-90 Two-Way Transit project adding 

additional HOV lanes has been completed. There will be no net loss of 

HOV lanes. 

Response to commentELFEIS011-3 

The purpose of the East Link project is to expand Sound Transit's Link 

Light Rail system from Seattle to Mercer Island, Bellevue, and Redmond 

via 1-90 and to provide a reliable and efficient alternative for moving 

people throughout the region. Alternatives to light rail technology, 

including TSM and enhanced bus/BRT, were evaluated and eliminated 

from further review during the Sound Transit Long-Range Planning and 

ST2 development process. The history of this planning process is 

documented in the report titled "East Corridor High Capacity Transit 

Mode Analysis History" (August 2006) and discussed in Section 1.3 of the 

Final EIS [Purpose and Need]). For example, as described on page 21 of 

the Mode Analysis History report, the 1993 the Regional Transit System 

Plan Final EIS evaluated eastside alternatives that included converting the 

1-90 center roadway to a two-way busway (the TSM alternative). During 

the scoping process for the East Link EIS in 2006, the Mode Analysis 

History report was available for review and public comment was invited 

on the draft Purpose and Need Statement for the East Link EIS. FTA 

considered the mode analysis planning history and comments received 

during the scoping process before finalizing the East Link Purpose and 

Need. FTA, as lead federal agency, determined that planning level 

decisions regarding mode (LRT) and corridor (1-90) would be incorporated 

into the purpose and need, consistent with federal rules and guidance for 

linking the transportation planning and NEPA processes (see 23 CFR 



Sections 450.212 and 450.318 and Appendix A to Part 450 - Linking the 

Transportation Planning and NEPA Processes, Final Rule (Federal Register: 

February 14, 2007, Vol. 72, Number 30) and guidance found at: 

http://environment.fhwa.dot.gov/integ/related.asp 

Response to comment ELFEISO 11 ·4 

Please see response to comment # ELFEISOll-2 above, regarding the use of the 1­

90 center lane and the current court case regard ing this issue. The R-8A project is 

not used as mitigation for environmental impacts from the East Link Project . While 

the R-8A project did not include high capacity transit (HCT), it was designed to 

accommodate HCT in the center roadway in the future. As described in Section 

2.3 .1 of the East Link Final EIS, the No Build Alternative included an option that 

considered completion of all stages of the R-8A project, including operation of all 

HOV lanes provided by the R-8A project . Please see response to comment 

#ELFEISOll-3 above regarding the planning history leading to the light rail mode 

choice. 

http://environment.fhwa.dot.gov/integ/related.asp
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Page :1.2-4,1 orlh. nEI~ I" r IhL' I, C)() R-RA Pro)eCI , Ialed <Ju ile cmph nti ""II )': 

'/J/(. P l'ojt'C' 0 m)( (I li}.!.lu ;-lIi/ 01' 1I;~h ( 'opod/)' TrlJII .,'1 ( 1/(""') P,'O/t't' l. ;/ i.\ il rl emh·d 10 

imIJr/J" ~' 1'~'~/ollol t.'.\'jJi'r n bur fr(/n~i' 111111 HOt' rlj lcro ltfJ1ls If f h~,. t' i.\ (J hi,:/; I'lilweil." 
Il'am;f IJf·rl/ t~ l..'r }woj)ost1d !(JI ' / · 9(1 /H ,'u' fu/uN', illl "mh l hU I'1! /1\' ()lI n t!J1ril'onmcn/ (l1 
wW~"',~'i" , n,t,j N'ole," (11J ,Jl '}I(lf il't ,\' hm'j' bc" U1 I"cl'lcwed (m1lyJ10 de/erlllillt, \I 'Jut/It!:/' Iher 

ll'fJllld he' adup,uh"·.IoJ' (' (Itfltn' fig'" r(dl prnjt!CI. 

"Alternative R,8A will provide HOV lanes on til e outer roadways. It will retain the 
existing two lanE' reversib le operation on the center roadway, with both lanes 
operating in the same direclion. l'IestbOlHld In the AM and eastbound in the PM. 
SOVs will only be allowed to use the center roadway between Rain ier Avenue in 
Seatlle and Island Clest Way on Mercer Island' (Pg. 9 of R-SA ROD). In the final 
operating configuration of R8-A there is to be 10 lanes total. 6 general purpose 
lanes, two outside I'IOV lanes, and two reversible Express TransitiHOV lanes. 

1,90 Two-Way Transit and HOV Operations Project (R8A) record of decision (or 
FEIS for the project) stated that nothing in the RSA study process conSidered the 
Impacts of HCT/LRT being operated in the corridor. R8A was to be complete and 
operating prior to the introduct ion of HCT/LRT. Therefore, the base for a light rail 
alternative should be the RSA configuration with BRT/HOV operations, 

111. FFIS J)EFICJ~N('Y : 

FAILURE TO ANAL.YZE THE FULL IMPACTS TO Til E 
INTEI{STATF. HIGHWAYS OF 1-405 Til ROUGH BELLEVUE, WA , 
ANT> TO J-90 !'ROM BELLEVUf: TO 'J'fllo; TNTERNAT10N AL 
DTSTRTCT OF SEATTLE, WA. 

')ll,g~ .... (.f (. 

No comments 

- n/a ­

http:li}.!.lu
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Wllshington State COllstitutlonal Qup.stion : 

The taking of the 1-90 Center F~oadway from the State of Washington in violation of 
the 1S'h Amendment to the State COrJstitu tion IS currently being litigated in the 
Washington State Superior Court. Kittitas County 

flHI5n l l · ~ 

Interstate 1-90 Modifications and Risks : 

First, it is known that modifications to a six mile center roadway of 1-90 w,lI be 
necessary according to Sound Transit. These mod ifications are :>ignlflcanL 

Second, the degradation in strength 01 the existing floating bridge due to the 
mocliflcat lons to the bridge by adding Significant weight which crea tes il greater risk 
of the Bridge sinking These modificati ons wi ll also cause closures of the bridge in 
the future during high wind conditi ons. These items mention III the Expert Review 
Panel Study of the issues. 

ThIrd , the technical issues of transitions from solid structures to the 1-90 Floating 
Bridge at both ends Ilave not as yet been resolved This remains an open question 
of how the transitions by the ligl1t ra il (rains might affect the Bridge and the land 

HFLI'DIl -6-lstructures. Since the light rail tracks are planned to not be centered on the Bridge 
Ihere will not only be vertica l movements by ttle tra rn loading on the Bridge but 
torsional forces 

Fourth. the,e are stray electrical currents withi r, the Bridge whIch also need a 
resolution. 	 If not checked tl1ese could significantly de~rade the existing Bridge 
stru cture. 

All of the above technical issues related to Sound Transit light rait threaten the safety 
and rel iabil ity of the Interstate Highway, 1-90. 

"­

Interchange Modifications: 

Call aln 1-90 intercilanges on Mercer Island and South Bellevue Way are proposed 
Hrrt<O l l · for modifIcation . Sound Transit has already asked the Mercer Island City Council for 

{ approval to remove certalll ramps on 1·90 Sound Transit has no! completed a 
FHWA Interstate modification iustification study on Ihese changes_ 

_405 Crossing: 

" -"1<011-" 	 There will be an elevated crass ing of 1-1)05 In Downtown Believue which will cause 
srgnl ficant disturbance to the Pllblic and potp. ntially limiting the alternatives for future 

{ expansion of 1-405. 

P"l!e 5 "r6 

Response to comment ELFEIS011 -S 

Please see response to comment # ELFEIS0l1-2 above . 

Response to comment ELFEISOll -6 

The technical issues associated with the 1-90 floating bridge are discussed 

on pages 2-22 and 2-23 of the Final EIS, including the discussion and 

findings of load testing conducted on the bridge to evaluate the 

additional weight from light rail (which would not change the bridge's 

ability to remain safe during storm events). As described in these sections 

of the FEIS, the Washington State Legislature Joint Transportation 

Committee commissioned an independent review team (IRT) to evaluate 

several design issues related to installing and operating light rail on the 1­

90 floating bridge, such as expansion joints, weight, stray currents, and 

bridge maintenance. The IRT concluded that all issues identified as 

potentially affecting feasibility can be addressed through project design 

measures. An IRT task force continues to advance work on design 

solutions to all the issues identified by the IRT and specific design 

measures will continue to be refined throughout the final design phase of 

the project. For example, Sound Transit will continue work on a track 

bridge prototype design and testing program, which will include 

construction and testing of a full scale track bridge prototype prior to 

installation on 1-90 at the existing expansion joints. If during operation 

the bridge is closed due to high wind, alternate bus service would be 

temporarily employed to provide service to light rail patrons. 

Response to comment ELFEISO11 -7 

Sound Transit completed a FHWA Interchange Justification Report in June 

2011 and received a preliminary finding of engineering and operational 

acceptability. This report documented and included all of the ramp 

modifications included with Preferred Alternatives Al and 82M, The 

letter providing the finding of engineering and operational acceptability is 

located in Appendix Hl of the Final EIS, 



Response to comment ELFEISO 11 -8 

The WSDOT is a co-lead on the EIS and coordination occurred in the preliminary 

engineering and environmental review of the East Link alternatives. As part of this 

process, WSDOT and Sound Transit ensured the improvements included in the 1­

405 Program were not prohibited with any of the potential East Link elevated 

crossings. 
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Your consideration of these important matlers in relation to our community will be 
greatly appreciated .. 

Sincerely, (

-51,{I ( I ( /_ 1\.,-1< \4 __ 
Bruce L. Nurse, Vice President - Transpoliation 

Kemper Development Company 

575 Bellevue Square 

Bellevue , WA. 98004 


bnurse@kemperdc,com 

cell # 206-799-5616 

direct of fice # 425-460-5790 


Comment Post SCript by the I\uthor 

For the past 20 years I t,ave been watching and studYing the evolUtion , planning , 
bevelopment, cost, financing and politics of Sound Transil in the three county area of 

uget Sound In the State of WaShington I have never in my 50 years in business 
ncountered an ofganizatlOit created by the peoples' government, under state laws, 
Ithout recou rse to the voters wi th a culture of pure propaganda, half-truUl , 
istortion, and misrepresentation of facts. I stop short of saying what ollle rs have 
aid about just plain liars in mucll of the public information brought forward , 

n my business career I have never been Involved with a profecl that the more 
u F£lSO 1, · fj -.Information that IIJas discovered the worse the project looked from both a 

erfolmance and fi nancial point of view In the first '10 years of operations Sound 
ransil performance Ilas been far worse than we ever had predicted from a cost and 
erformance basis. 

t is extremely unfortunate that the Congress created a pot of money called "New 
tarts· to fund iight rail. Congress In dOing so made a mode chOice and it was the 
rang one from a tax payer's point of view and the traveling public is concerned 

Ne must change this and also avoid the horrendous boondoggle that high speed rail 
·epresents, 

I'uge 6 of6 

Response to comment ELFEISOll -9 

Your comment has been noted. Please see Section 2.6 of the Final EIS for 

a discussion of costs and funding. The East Link Project is not applying for 

New Starts Funding. Table 3-9 on page 3-25 of the Final EIS shows the 

projected daily ridership for the preferred alternatives. 
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II ) , 

AU<Qust 15, 20 1 1 

To: 

John Witmer 
FTA Region 10 
915 Second Avenue, Suite 3142 
Sean:le, WA 98174-1002 

Subject: Reaponae r.: Sound Tran_lt e.at Unk ~IEIS, 4.1.6 HI.toric and Archae'ogic.I 
Resource.., .July 2011 

Dellr Mr. Wlt.mer lind FTA Omcil3lls, 

( would like to seno to you my comments regOlrdlng the Sound Transit EaJ;>t lInk FEIS 8S It ~pplles to 
.e.l'"chttQCtural ..no cul1.uri!JiI resources. In 8elle .... ue thin are protected bv federal htws 1.06 and 4(1), 

Specltlcally. E8st Unk FE15 Exhibit 4.16-l8 (Ml!IP showing the potentllli SDHD) hi. bl~tantlv Incorrect re: 
both the Area of Potential EnP.L""t or APE, Bn(;1 the propertli&'5 thet are H'lCluded In the potenllsl Sur,-ey 
Downs HIMoric Dlstnct (p$OHD) . 

Sound Tr~n ... it'<;; conclw; iort6 r8ol)ardln9 the SUrYey Downs. Hlstonc DIf.trict nitmillll' incar....ct and 
.ncomplet", from the litTle of the DElS . 

In a meeting with Project Manager Sue Comls i)nd James Irish I attempted to point out thcsc 
inconslstenoes, bul Sound Transit officials m<lde- no m:af"'tges, and thtt homes that I Identified as 
untouched and Original Mid-Century Modem Mlthun and Neslund homes remain Identirled as '· No r,· 
ContributIng Propcrt;cs" on the map. Many Others that are clear1v NOT Mlttlun & Neslund ha\o'o been 
Idli3ntlfied aa .... C o ntl iP' , l ' I '() PI 0}Jl'" U- ..... .. . 

There IS no explanation In Sound Tr()nstl's FflS document as to why these decision s have b een ffiiJde . 
The nome at 324 tOg'" AV~"ue SE (.,.t the top of 109"") is Inexplicably left out of Ooth the APe and the 
Idtmtlfled Mithun & NeslunCl properties. Why? It Is an original , untouched eX,!!Imple of the stylC, CU9'ible 
to be a part or the: Historic Dlstrkt . 

Another example of an orlQlnal . untouched Mlthun &. neslunCi home that SounCl Transit m i s identified IS 

the M8.N nome at 269 MLiin St~tj 1. lOr" A"enue SE that Sound Transit would condemn for a transit 
station . That hom-e is untouched and no explanoittlon has been mad...- III the document.or,; as to why It has. 
not been !nduded In the list 0'- "c.o n T. r U...Jll t ' t; )-I r O': ·lI .! fil ....' t. 

These errors make It wholly Inaccurdte (or Sound Transit to indicate th&t the'-e would be no adV'fl"rsp. 
Impacts to the potential Surrey Downs Historic Otstr1ct, 

In fi!lct, there would be numerous adverse ImpZlcts from any potential alignment thl!lt utilizes Main 
Street. 

ddltionally, a potential light rail station dl.-ectIV t;leh1f.'tJ "contrlbutlnQ'" properties along the north cur.....e 
o f 109'" Avenue SE would contribute numerous. adverse InlP<tct.s to the pSDHD. 

P. rollowlng recognized adverse Impacts (among others) have been Identlned by the Wa~nlnqton 

State Department o( Archeojog'l and HistoriC Presel""lfallon ( OAHP) with regc.fd to protection of histone 

Response to comment ELFEISO12-1 

The selection of the Area of Potential Effects (APE) is described in Section 

3.1 of the Historic and Archaeological Resources Technical Report, which 

is included as Appendix H4 to the Final EIS. FTA and Sound Transit 

consulted with, and received concurrence from, the State Historic 

Preservation Officer (SHPO) on the APE used for the project. 

Correspondence with SHPO regarding the eligibility of properties for the 

National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) can be found in Appendix E to 

Appendix H4 of the Final EIS. 

The home at 324 109th Avenue SE is not within the APE for the project. 

As shown in Exhibit C-7 of Appendix C to Appendix H4, the alternative 

closest to this address is Alternative C3T, and the APE for Alternative C3T 

is approximately 135 feet from the property. The APE for Preferred 

Alternatives C9T and CllA is approximately 800 feet away. Please see 

Section 7.3.3.1 of Appendix H4 for a description of the potential Surrey 

Downs historic district. 

In May 2010, project historians revisited the analysis of the potential 

historic district in response to public comment to more thoroughly assess 

the integrity of extant resources in relation to the criteria established for 

the potential district. The result was the inclusion of two additional 

residences as eligible for NRHP listing, and confirmation and additional 

documentation supporting the determination that properties along Main 

Street at the north end of the historic district are not contributing. It is 

important to note that buildings inventoried were not considered in 

com plete isolation but rather the context of the potential historic district. 

The address given by the commenter, 269 Main Street, could not be 

located. We believe that the commenter is referring to 69 110th Avenue 

SE, which was reviewed for eligibility for the NRHP and is located at the 

intersection of Main Street and 110th Avenue. As shown in Appendix C to 

Appendix H4, the Historic and Archaeological Resources Technical Report, 

of the Final EIS, this property is not considered eligible for listing on the 

NRHP. This building has undergone significant alterations to its west 

http:0'-"c.on
http:document.or
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propert ies whe n .e state agency such 815 Sound Trsns lt rec e,,,,es re deral tr-ensportation runC!lng o S> 
91tim.at e c once r ns to be addresse.d .a nd I"\"lib9~ted for ; 

'::' ,0 1 )·) 

NOise 

Ous t 

Grlnill! 

Vlbl'atlon 

ViS,Uill blight 

Acc;~sS & QgreS5 impdct'S 


f Sound Transit refuscs to admit that there ARE iJOi'lrlcrs.c Impacts at illl by elimindting key o r"iglnill. 
Intouc hoo ex.ampl@s or Mid-Century M odern p roperties 'rom [he APE or (ram a map showl ng tht2 
,oundary of the Histor1c D istrict, then Sound Tr'ilnSlt m~y not be require<! co mitigate for any of the 
'allowing : 

R.alslng noise levelS abo ve receral lim its dUrlr'lg c o nstruction and opel"',ati o n of.;) l ight r..:li! 
al ' 9nrnent and staUon tOO ne.,,. the pSOHO 
Rtl1Slng noi se l'ev~ls "'U ln ' ,-'d lo' (O( B t' ·,'/. , .... J~ · .. N I "·';' C,d", o 'l{ (· .. f ",r,oo.J'cJ... dur ll 19 COI""Ist""uctlon and 
operatio,", of a hght f"811 alignment lind Slatlon (00 near the pSDHD 
Locatln9 a stagi ng area directly 4dj;:,cent to 4 potentl~J n,storic district 
locate ~ light rail "'"tatton dir~ct.I., adj~nt to 8 potential hi~tOf"ie d istrict 
MOVing tons of dirt &. excavating directly adjacent to a potential historic dtstdc,'1. · S o und Transit 
mus.t mitigCtto Tor tne dust, grime. a n d lOss of phY51c..1!11 condition o( the pSOHO. 
Remo....mg key properties aue to c:onciemnllt lon that could p~ay <!II key ro le- In &cJdlng to the 
hiStone dislrlct (Such .!IS 2 69 Main Stl"'G'et/l 10110 A ....enue SE) 
Vibration dt!!lmagt! to the 50 .. years o ld floor - to-ceiling Windo w connguratJons t h at m~y be 
somewhat delicate Clue to their onglnal~ custom construction method s 
Ad ....ersely impaCl1n9 the rQ.mllinlng " contrlbutin9 propertlCS'" with the above l ist. of impacts. and 
threatening a potential HD 

So.uO<e; 

.16.2 Aftec:t.ed Environrnart 
'5ckJnd Transit and FTA CCKlSUItOO wn:h arlid recei v ed concurrence (rc:xYl DAHP on ti''1e Are a o f Potential E1'te!d:s 
APE.) used tor thLs pro}ElC! . The APE C5 tJlc Or'el!l w1'tt1ln W'hk1l the pru,JeCt O'lIly cause direct or I'Ochrt:-<;1 cnimgt:!:5 to [he 

rDC%er 01 any hiStcf1c. pl"OpCl1:ies.. The APE ror en:haeologc.al rc-sou-ces IS limited to the portion 0'- the pro)eCl 
hef'e ground -dtsturtllng lIct:fVitJes woould be tDl1duaed • ."iouC:h as areas for demoitJon, a::ostTUction. ,:;tagng.j

<"(J I ) .i uiprnQ'lt st:r:lf"age loc:allOns. a nd ~ater meneQl!!1"N!nl faalltieS"' 

ere ts no explanation In U1e fElS as to why SOl.r!d Tr.lnsit .!lind DAHP ~ out O NE house from tnl!" APt. but 
NC LUDED berth har"oe$ on either 9de of it fr'om the h'5l" of h()t'T'lf'!S wietun ~ APE aod from ttle list of "conbibubng 
)rt)perties". Sound TranSit must "'lYe an ~anat)on mpaordlng this it their det.efTrunatJon is to be c redlb'e . 
AdOre.ciS : 324 L09' " Avenue SE) . 

r:g::::c

f

lon or th~ Surrey Downs re$ldenlUSI suboIVlSlOn 15 potentially eli9ible for the N~HP a s a h iston e:. Q. "",tiel 


~ E:.diibit 4.16-18). Aa::on::ting to dtso.JsQoos wun DAMP. thrS resK1ential are.a has not been CleteTnlnea ehqtb!e 

' .U 12· '" . use many of tl-.e houses in the Surrey Downs: neig,hbortlOOd Gre out:sx:k! ~ Area of Pot~l1 t lai Errect ilnd thus 


(rear) elevation and a surface parking lot has been added along its north 

elevation due to its conversion for commercial use. Changes to windows 

and the setting of the building also detract from its overall integrity and 

relationship to the residences within Surrey Downs. The property is 

considered a non-contributor due to its lack of integrity resulting from its 

loss of key character-defining features and original setting. 

Response to comment ELFE1S012-2 

Environmental effects in the potential Surrey Downs historic district are 

described in Section 4.16.3 of the Final EIS and in Section 8.3.1.3 and 

8.3.2.4 of the Historic and Archaeological Resources Technical Report 

(Appendix H4 to the Final EIS) . Mitigation is described in Section 4.16.4.2 

of the Final EIS, in Section 9.2.1.3 of the Historic and Archaeological 

Resources Technical Report, and listed for the Preferred Alternative in 

Appendix I, Mitigation Plan. Mitigation measures are also included in this 

Record of Decision (Attachment C). Sound Transit is required to mitigate 

for impacts consistent with federal, state, and local regulations, 

regardless of whether the structure is historically significance or not. 

Response to comment ELFE1S012-3 

Please see response to comment # ELFEIS012-1. 

Response to comment ELFE1S012-4 

Please see response to comment # ELFEIS012-1 regarding the eligibility of 

properties for the potential Surrey Downs historic district. Consistent 

with 36 CFR 800.4 and in consultation with the SHPO, once the APE is 

determined, the next step is to review existing information on the 

properties located within the APE to assess whether or not each property 

is eligible for listing in the NRHP. These regulations do not require the 

review of properties located beyond the APE. With the list of properties 

reviewed, it was determined, in consultation with SHPO, that a boundary 

would not be delineated. 

http:en:haeologc.al
http:Aftec:t.ed
mailto:ex.ampl@s
http:91tim.at
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'ere not analyzed for histone Significance. A cHstria IS it concent:ratjon Of buik:hngs Of'" other properties that may 
mil')' not be IndMdualfy ei/lgiblC I'or the N:.t:ic:InlIIl Regl~, but: Qr'e Imked by one or more ~tu~ [hot detlnl! 

elr c:haratt9r . To bQ crmsk1ered ~iglb6e as part at the pocentlai Surrey Downs hiStOne d~r1ct, the houses necx:l 
be a COIlSIStenlal"dlit:ec:lUr'ZIIi zs;tyte Mld not h.!!iV'e beon outw,£lrdty m(xmk~j s61ce t:helr" ccnstrucrIon." 

tng to Mlcilael Housef'" ofDAt-iP and 0'lr1s MOOI"EI ofttle WashIngtOn Trust fotr Hi:;::;rnric ~CitlOn (WTHP), 
II hot...&s@, that hi:IS had ..-n¥1or cn.;.nges to .rs ta.;;ade,. Sl..d1 as wll""ldcaw ~ Of'" CI dWteratt dcx>r, CZIn be and 
restof1:d to It5 ard'lit£d:urDl SIg"-""CZ!na!, and thus.. utn be illdU::l~ as a part of' a H~ DIsnia. ~ I t~ 

inc:::nrrea to eUmjn,ate ~ from ccns5dQRIt:1cw'1 c6 III POT'B'(11.AL Histot"k:: Distlitt, and thus to elilrnkl.ate any f'"r'ICt)gatkw"1 
a HO beCause 01 mnor dlanges.. 

'."_""."9 the Sur"'Y' Down. H.stork: DI.t:riC't Bound.,.." 

y father, Russctl L. Leach, Interviewed Orner M lthLin while he was a student In thlt.' UW S c hool or 
rdliteaure. He (hen wrote 8 study m 1965 e\laluatmg the arch.tectur~t slgnlfl~nce of the SUrT"ey 
owns nelghbomood, and In that study WlIS Included very speclftc. mops that my father drew. of the 
u,.,.ey Downs Mlthun & Neslund d8V&lopment , based on direct information given to him by M.-. Mlthun 
: lh~ properties. 

-.hlJrcd thCiiQ m..,p~ with: 

The Department of Archeology and Histone Preser.--ation (D.....HP), who then .....as obligal~d to 

share them with Sound T.-anslt as II COUabOrlltlng agency, 

The Wa"hlng:ton Trust '0.- Historic Prftsen.ration (WTHP), 

The City of Belleyue TntnsporttJtion Department, in a meeting regarding the boundUlri~s ot and 

Impacts to the pSDHD, 

The Bellevue Ctty Council , wheT~ [ SpokE' on the subject numerous times, 

The Ea5l..54de Hlsto.-lcal Society . where J gave ~ presentatJOfi to their Bo~rd. 


Sound T ranSit, In a n~eet1ng with James lrish lind Sue Comls_ 


he $t"udv now resides In the UW Ard'lltcct:ure Ubrary In the Rese.-ved Stacks for Faculty. lind can be 

ccessed tne.-e . 


It Is unacceptable that Sound Transit should retain incorrect Information from the DElS even after 011 of 
this communication of the ract:J; to them. wltnout correcting i't, and essentially attempting to eliminate 
;the need to mlhgate for the adverse Impact'S to H potential Historic District, whlch Is dir ect ly protected 
by federal laws 106 .!Ind 4(r). 

EJ:.I~ 

Sell,"ent C 

he historians dId not establish ooundancs 'Of" tne dIstrict because It extends beyond thE! project A PE, " 


Re:lI!.~ 

It is u.o~ for Sound Trl!Il'lSI't to tt,,-earen i!t H fSl:O r1 C 0i'5trict by r~.J~ng to evaiu8~ t'ht:!! txlt,Jndaf""les of Lm HD 
(<)S pn::scnt,ro to tt>em by ma-), and etln'Unattng ~es that CDuld contr1bute to the \fll!!lbilfty or the HD Itselr. or 
put in Cllher- tefnls, coutd threM.en the HO's exiSlP.nC'e If too many key properties. are 10$1: , This ts In direct vio1atlon 
of fecJeral t!I¥otS 106 and 4(') . Both Sound Transjt and DAHP W"eI"e provided this Irrforrn,ation re: m e s.pectnc 
boundaftes. 

No comments 
- n/a ­

http:threM.en
http:POT'B'(11.AL
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.ookl'N the Otncr W>v : 

I was InforTned by ~ key htstDnc pn5CfVatkln expert here in Washington that DAt-tP ....'OUkj not hold up a ffia)Or 
So1.lOd Transit trun~rtatjon prt)jer:t by IS51.m-q a !a.aternent 01 non-c:::onc::urreoce, even l..hc:Jugh ST5 East U)" PfO.,tee:t 

) 12 . ', 	 connlcred witJ"1 e~ Nad speanc teder"a11,elWS to protect historiC resou~ (like ,eI hlstorlc dl:stJic:t) beCause DAhP 
feared r8:r1b\.J1tfOn, In the fon'n of deep budget ruts and/or- ellmlna1jQn 01 the OAHP agency by Govcn)()( ~1'1t In 
the budgot """". 

This ~~bie a'iI'OIder'lCl! ~ fecJenll bws ~t apply. and seek 10 protect: an::Ntett\.Jrafty slgnlncanc resources 
In WlJQ"rIngtDn s;c,te CSUd'\ as ttle pot<ential SurTeV Downs His:tot1C DQrtct).t
EJaS-= 

" While Preferred Alternative C ilA ~ould Inr.rod\,..t()il ctUW)QiS to ttle settlr-.g of l1'\e pota!nti.al Surrey ~ns h h."'lunc 
dis:tr1d., the pt'O)eCt WOl.JiId not tllffect 8ny contribUtJng properties end would rniinirnlze Impacts a'\ setting and 
context. During "nal deign. Sound Tr"nsjt would a..~ whether Clf' not the ~ng Ll!Irge ~1'Een trt."CS klCarted 
next to t:hE:' (Dnt'ribub'ng ~ nei:lr the lOBUl station c:ou.kI be preserved. SOund Trans«.:'s in.~ 15 to 
preserve the E!SIabhst~ t'l"ee5 to the ext.e-nt pract.ic.:.elble. Project components sud1 as ~'bcrl d~n, lao"'llCtSQtping. 
and a Ll!Indsc;;aped berm WOUld minimize project viSual and noise Impacts, aeato a buf'Per from the Pf'Olcct, ~na 
CDuld enhance the n e lgh):)orhood bound~ry where noncontributIng ptoper'tles Would ~ n1rn oVf! d ... 

~ 

Sound Tran.!.at shQuld opt be allowed ra rcn"Iove &. condemn properuas that have minor c~t.s I:tl&t can be 
rQSt~ to onqlnr.aJ iU'CI'lItecrurilil sigml\cance, wt'le.--9 th~r ~oval would thraaten Ole necessary ~l.b9& of 
" contnbutmg" pruper{tes, and ~tlalty thn~tlen the ~bll'5hment d the whole HD. per 106 and 4 ( r) . 

aropertie:5 -~Ible" to be on the ~I Register c:tf Historic PIb~ must be treated exacttv ~s 11 they were 

~lreiIdy Itsted on the NRHP, per tooeral ~ws 106 and -4(0 . 

Sound Transit also t!.~~ In its fEIS II s tatement at any kind reg8rdlng why i't is nece ssary to 
utilize a.n alig nment thi!lt hus numerous adverse Imp aczs to til e pSD HD 

Sound Transit mu St sno....... per 106 a.nd 4(t), why It cannot ~"old ad""erse-Iy IrTlpactl~g th e WinterS House 
ll:/ · I and the potential Surr ey Downs Hi~tonc District . Sou nd T r anSit hds fallt:td to do rt1at in the FEI S, und 19 

r~cyc;lrng errors fro m the 01;15, 

{ 
Sound Transit could eilsily avoid adverse impacts t o both the pSOHD lind the Wlntcrs House by utiliZing 
<'I B7R Illignment for East Unk, 

Sincerely, 

Stacie LeBlanc. 

Foundcr, The Surrey Downs Hisrorlcal Soc Iety 

stacie . leb'anc@dearwire_n e l 


cc : 

Joh n W itmer 

FTA. RegIon 10 

915 Second AV8 I'\Ue, Suite 3142 

Seattle , WA 98 ~ 74 - 1.002 


John ,wltmer@dot .Qov, rta .rroiOmall@dot. go'w' 

Response to comment ELFEIS012-S 

Please refer to the Final EIS Historic and Archaeological Resources 

Technical Report, Appendix E, which presents documented consultation 

with SHPO since 2006. FTA, as federal lead agency, has complied with 

NEPA, Section 106 and its implementing regulations, and other relevant 

federal statutes as described in this Record of Decision . 

Response to comment ELFEISO12-6 

The Locally Preferred Alternative (C9T) and Alternative CllA would 

remove noncontributing properties within the Potential Surrey Downs 

Historic District. These properties are not eligible for the NRHP. 

Environmental effects in the potential Surrey Downs historic district are 

described in Section 4.16.3 of the Final EIS and in Section 8.3.1.3 and 

8.3.2.4 of the Historic and Archaeological Resources Technical Report 

(Appendix H4 to the Final EIS) . Please see Appendix D to the Final EIS for 

the Section 4(f)/6(f) Evaluation that was completed for the East Link 

Project. 

Response to comment ELFEIS012-7 

Please see Appendix D to the Final EIS for the Section 4(f)/6(f) Evaluation 

that was completed for the East Link Project . 

mailto:wltmer@dot.Qov
mailto:stacie.leb'anc@dearwire_n
http:onqlnr.aJ
http:Tran.!.at
http:pota!nti.al
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. HISOU· ~ 

j. 
cf.(::8f;«~CITY OF 
5 ~-)~BELLEVUE ~~Q~

'fS"'flNC~ 

AuguSl 11 . 201 1 

Via Regular Mail 

R F. Krach. lis 
Regional AdmInistrator 
Federal Transfl Admlmstratlon 
915 Second AI·enuu. Suite 3 142 
Sea11le. WA 98174· 1 00~ 

Dear Mr. Krochans. 

P.O. Box 90012 • Bellevue. WA • 98009-9012 

Re. 	 Easl Link PrO)eCl - City of Bellevue Commel11s on Section 106 and Draft Memorandum 
of Agreement 

Dear Mr. Krochalis: 

As you know, the City has been an active particIpant in the review processes associated with 
Sound Tra n~'15 EaSt link lighl f8l1 proJect, As a continuation 01 this panlCJpallon, "'e ha\'fi 
revIewed I ~e. Information indutled In the FEIS for East link describing his.torlc resources 
impacted by the project ar'l(l proteCted by Section 106, as 'Nell as tho draft Memorandum of 
Agreemenl included 10 the FEIS . The anact1ed represent our CO:T1meJlts on the MOA We are 
offering these In advance of a meeting wilh Sound Transi1 sCheduled for oext week, and 
appreciate [he continued opportunity to work wi th both your agency and Sound Transil lo 
en~ure that the CHy's f:lstOriC resources are adequately protected both during construction of 
East link and dUring fls operation. 

The City 01 8ellel'Ue claims dual standing as a consulting party under Seellon 106 of the 
National HiSlo"c Preserva llon Act (36 CFR 8OO.2(c)) Firsl as Ihe locn l QOllernmenl WIth 
jurisdK;llon ovel Ihe area In which the adverse effects occur and second as the property OWfler 
of a National Histone Register property sHected by the proleel. the F W. Wlnlers House 

The anaclled commBntS on the draft Memorandunl of Agreemenl. as amended from the East 
Link FEIS. bUild from and shllu'.d be conSIdered alongside the leiter subml1ted by the City to Ihe 
FTA datoo May 23. 2011. This lener prOVides Ihe Cilys retord of comments related to poten,,"! 
hIstone impacts Ihroughoul the East link EIS process 

CITY OF ~:[i~~~:6~f~g~lYA~~~~;;Ei~~+ ~~~~~9::~'tN~~5~~5~~~~VUE . WA 

Response to comment ELFEIS013-1 

Subsequent to receiving this letter, FTA and Sound Transit conducted 

additional consultation with the City of Bellevue and the State 

Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation, including a 

meeting with all parties on August 18, 2011, to address the City's 

concerns expressed in this letter and develop revisions to the MOA. FTA 

invited the City of Bellevue to sign the revised MOA as a concurring party. 



Page 2 

No comments 
- n/a -

Mr. Rick Krochalis 
August 11, 20 11 
Page 2 

The tabte enctosed with this teller comparH5 the City's expressed concerns in lhe May 23, 2011 
tetter end compares I/)"m \0 the draft Momorandum of Agreement In some cases, the Clty'S 
concerns are parilally met and in othor cases concerns ere not addressed. The City asks the 
FTA \0 Incorporate these c()mrnenls and suggested changes Into Ihe final verSion of Ihe 
Agreement. If you ha ve any queslions aboul Ihe enclosed, please contact me 

Sincerely, 

F BELLEVUE 
OFFltE OF THE CtTY ATTORNEY 

~Ri~ 
H 

Encl 

Cc (all via eleclronic mali onl y). 
Steve Sarko~y, City Manager 
Lori M. Riordan, Ci ly Attorney 
Patrick Foran, Olfeclor, Parks & Community Services Department 
Camron Parker, Senior Planner, Parks & Community Services Department 
John Witmer, Community Planner, FTA 
James Irish, Sound TranSit 
Kenl Hale, Sound Transit 
Elma Borbe. Sound Transit 
Steve Sheehy. Sound TranSit 
Michael Houser, Department of Archoology & Hrstorrc Preservation 
MaUhew Stern"r, Department 01 Arcl1eology & Historic Preserva tion 
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P.Jl1~ IF1'ffiled 
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Meress<d 

" ItJ/. Sedion i.J ~uIl~ret:.lr6Jjr~tf ;:C~ a..j !Cftoilltlt.~,j Troilil' ~~'P~'" ~ 
~~lms~IiR!J~IOI<plagI.t«m.I.ofA}~__ _ _ 

Response to comment ELFElS013-2 

Sound Transit is a self insured agency, with liability coverage sufficient to 

cover the costs of any unforeseen damage that could occur at the 

Winters House . Sound Transit also has an established claims process that 

allows for any person or entity to submit a claim once the project is 

operating if that person or entity believes the project has caused physical 

damage to their property. 

Response to comment ELFElS013-3 

Temporary relocation of the Eastside Heritage Center (EHC) during 

construction is not considered an impact to a historic resource and 

therefore this level of detail is not considered necessary in the MOA. 

However, the MOA has been revised to include more specific provisions 

related to assistance with temporary relocation of EHC as well as 

reimbursement for allowable moving expenses once EHC moves back into 

the Winters House. FTA will invite Eastside Heritage Center as a 

concurring party in response to their request . 

Response to comment ELFEIS013-4 

The MOA has been revised and now includes a provision that Sound 

Transit will conduct and assess vibration and ground borne noise 

measurements within one year of beginning East Link operations. Sound 

Transit and the City of Bellevue are also working together to refine 

conceptual designs for parkland impact mitigation, including the area 

surrounding the Winters House, blueberry farm/retail operations, and 

trails. This coord ination will continue during final design. The MOA has 

also been revised to clarify Sound Transit's commitment to provide a new 

interpretive signage at the Winters House. 



Page 4 

MHc.' ......, ...... Parll.. 
UoM AI" 01.10," 

Winter's House 
Public Access 
Grading/Layout 

........... ..........'Y ....... 

No commelJts 
- n/a ­

Concept Plan 

Concept Benefits 

Co-locates public access for the blueberry farm. produce sal~ and 
tra ilhead at Winters House. This alleViates visual prox imity impacts 
and degraded pedestrian and vehicle access to the existing farm sile 
caused by elevated light rail jusl north of the park and ride 

Beuer preserves the 50 foot historic buffer aroun~ the Winters House 
and bener screens view of rail from Winters House. farm and trails 

Provides seve rat scope reductions to Sound Transll"s 82M deSign to 
hetp offset the cosl of the relocated farm sland and trail segments 

Designe<ltO stay within the footprint of Soune Transi!"s 82M project 
lIm;t to miniml2£! a<1(il lional impacts 10 weiland and wetland buffer 

May provide new wetland rnitigation sites 91 the faml stand site 

Creates opportunity a sno rt new 8C(:6ssibla loop trail ideal for historic 
interpretation of me Winters and 0811)0 farms 
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Augusl 14. 20 II 

TJI~ Federal (Jo \. ern rnt:n1 
Cc: )()hn Wililler 

The,,, COrnm""LS below urc on Ih" I· LIS .,ubrnillcd by Sound Tran;;il (ST). 

I ha\e underlined scclions in Ihe IT.IS llial question Ihe \'nlidlty Mlhe basis or 
".-.,umplioll ~ndlnr luck ractual anal.'s,,; 10 make Ihe ,,,,,ulllpli,,,,.,. :\ly comments arc 

bolrlerl in Inger font. 

"3.6.4.2 Roadway and Parking Iml'<lCL'>. IXlgc :\.<)(, 

ullj"li.tCl" (~ommon kl All SL:t!JlJ.:nl!l. 

In nil !'£BlllIlOL'!. £j'I1}>I.!UC1IL)O \\wl4 n[ ocl. (p,n,. ciM< 1;)Ill!'!. "'lluiCC dClrnlDS, imd al.... unft.i!; 
!'<IIICll.'>. l ro",sU'CCL< 11..11 in"''''''Cllhe allemau "", would likely I", pm1ially clo<Cd fClf "Ihorl 
dumtions H) conslIUct thl~ tmck or lHhcI fI.'i~~:~ltcx1 fi.:,oh.l.r'eS thrOUgJl the intersection. J .ikl..·.WII&. 

tcrnporruy dosur", Ofp';""le dril'<)\"3}'S and any ",ads lJlallX:Cu 10 I>.: 1'<11'00 ,,\)uld also (>ceUL 
Ifdli\,L.;'~~-ay c1o~up~ an..: n:quilcd. tht.:n 1"lI~k!lt)' a.:a......,~." [0 JL....Jd:.!flC(....... and l"ll'iint-''S(...'') w()Uld IX! 
Il",inlairn.:d to the e'lenl po.>sibl" If '~Icmati \'" a=,-' "nol avai~lbI" !hen the spxilic 
~onstruclion acthi ty \'iouitl b0 J\.:vlcwcd to d~h::nninc ir it could occur dlJJing.. nonbu.."in(..~ 
hoUl"~;" 01' if rorking could h.:: pH)\'id~ at an allL::f'Ililtivc 1c)('f11ion. 

&'gll10nl B 

Civil COn.~lnJction Hc.[jvili", 1I'0uid likely close on~ lIorlh l>', ul1d lane along [\elkvtle Wny SF 
)('1' me PI-c/Cn"eti Altem",;\(' lfl.l/wil1ll1ddilional kVl<) ci(lSW\.."> possible iJ lliU)OS. \l0lorisl 
illli)nnutinn Wid advaJ1("l.! signing would be provided w cnC()lJfll~ uSilgc ofrlU'ulld InJIL:.."" 

su.:h a.... 1-405. Fv..:n ,,~th ~snt..'d (k.:k)LU foules. c.ongc!\lio ll \1,-011 III Ii !\ely incn.:.tl')C ll1f lllLhhollflU 
lraJl"ic ~\Il RclI~Vlk..: \VftV SI; h.:twu:n J-~)O wld 1 12th A venue SF, and !h.:;rdbl\!'. lIP Tn lWtl 

IlItcr~ti()n.... \....l)uid npcrah! aliOS F oolllllt-'lri,;([ with oot.: inlL:rSl.,;(:tion in tJlL:: no-l'xlild 

condition during~, civil conslrurlion period. AlkliliMI!:IUy. incl~t~ cong;.:slion would be 
expecled along Ihu signed ahcmabJ rouh.:i. The IX)t~ntjal t(,,)1" trntl1t..: to cui thJ1)ugh th~ Enatlli 
ncig,hbol'l.,od tuld u'lI'd al,,"~ 1().~lh I\WI\W SE K> byruS" Ihe cOil5!JucliQn ZOl 'C luong 
IkU<,;\1JC W.Y 51' dUlio!; lhll (!fI~m~\n WI!; ",auld hli low Ix;anL", 1iU1-lhroulID IW'¢: in thi~ 
Mt,;tl arc limitcJ and ~i rcuil()lJs..'· 

These slatements appear to undo the other. ST stales lhal tral'lic will he 
altercd, but then says Clil through tral'li~ would be low because oelilllited 
and circlLilOus routes. This lH.~eds additional revicw as the actual routes .. how 
through City or I.kllcv\lc decades long trame COllnts lhal the alllOlllll of Cllt 
through im:rcases each year, Vvl1ere did ST lind the liKluul analysis to make 
ihis assenion? ST !llso only ,tatcs the Enatai neighhorhood would be 
aflcctcd, but the Bellccrcst "lind SUITey Downs neighborhood would also be 
IIJkcled. 

Response to comment £LF£IS014-1 

The first statement generally describes construction impacts and that it 

would affect roads, close lanes and require detours and alter traffic 

patterns. Further elaboration of that statement is described later in 

Section 3.6 under Segment B where it is suggested that a potential detour 

route to any construction impacts would be 1-405. During the afternoon 

peak period, the majority of congestion along Bellevue Way occurs in the 

southbound direction towards 1-90. Preferred Alternative 82M is likely to 

close one northbound lane, which would not affect the number of 

southbound lanes, therefore the potential for more traffic heading to 1-90 

to cut through Enatai is considered low. 

Response to comment £LF£IS014-2 

As congestion is expected to increase on 112th Avenue SE during 

construction, signed detour routes are proposed on the arterial streets, 

such as Bellevue Way and SE 8th Street or regional highways such as 1­

405. Motorists would be discouraged from using 108th Avenue SE 

through signage and/or other measures developed with the City of 

Bellevue during the permitting phase of the project. Access with 112th 

Avenue SE would also be maintained to the extent possible. Sound 

Transit and the City of Bellevue will further developed detailed 

construction plans that will identify the access modifications and detour 

signing along the route during the final design and permitting phases of 

the project. The Final EIS includes analysis of closing SE 4th Street access 

to 11ih Avenue SE under Alternative C11A during operations. 

lLl-l: tS0 14 · ~ 
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hf LlSOU J 

" ~.6.4 .2 J{(\adwny 'IOd Parkillg "npael' 

Dunng.c.'Oflslrudion OIlong II Llh Anmu~ SF J(lf Pre/crred AIu.TJWli l 'f! 112.\1 corulCt:ling lp 

rJn j':I7"1:ll .'llrcJ'1Il11i n: ( °I IA. wink di\:l:r~ inn.... to olhcr parulld artt!nSl I..... ~ch OL.oC; I1..:.JlcnJoC \l.'ay SI : 
.uld SI , XUI SUU;l and r~gi",,~ r.1Citil"''''. ru.:h as 1-105. " ·'lllld be likely. 

lJUIli"',,,lminl! Uc\"iCl..';;;; (slow sp.....'tXls ~Ind srlU.Xi bumrr-i) and n101ol1st mlbnlwOol1 ru td :1d\ [UlCC 
signing d'ilt.,'clmg v\.!hrcil...... lo other ;:1I1cljnls and n....gionrll EICilitiL."";," 

As ,~tated aho\'(', thl're ah'rad~' exists on HIS'" SE hdwcl'n :'flain and 
Bcllcyul' WA SE sigmlgc that this is H ncighhorhood lind has spced 
humps, however, this need, additional rt'yil-w as the actual routes show 
through Ciry or Bl'Ilevue decades long traffic Cllunts that thl' amount of 
cut throu!!h incr~ascs each year city. Aho. then' is no analysis to show 
what will happ,en to the additional traffic on 108'b SI': when SE 4'11 is 
closed on 112" SE. Additional analysis should be done to show what 
will happen to the traffic pattern ill this serna rio. Traffic truveling cast 
on east/west arterials in the southern part of do\\ntown continu~ to usc 
IOS'Io Sf: to gN to Bellevue Way SE and to 1-90. Enatal. Bcllecrest and 
Surrey Downs all have cut-through trame fl"Om car~ hoth cnterin!! and 
exiting the downtown . 

··~.72 AU,,-:wd I'JII""""''''lt 


~ .?2. II\xbman Acri,ity. Sidewalks. mld School Walk Ro.It=. 


IlSccti",,: 

Th"Soutlt I",II~HJ" Park-:Uld·Riw 1.01 is Ill!!pri",;:uy Imn"itl:1Cilily s" IYing Ihe South Hellemc 

nr;:ighbodloods. l'ootSJian "cti \ity a.-mOld tltis park WId-ride an:.1 is n01 1lS hi@"-'"1"tIt... ,""",c'; in 

OlC ,rudy ,,,,,a hocolJ.<C () rIhe .' UlTOund ing '1.>l1d.:11b,d llei gJlhorl~ 'O!L, "lid Mcree r.::;I(\ugh \;arum 

l:3!!!;, ( ·,u,swaik., ;u·c 1",,",lCd "Ilhe signoli7iXJ cntrnncc Ie, Uw park·and-l;w IOl Sidowulk j,; abscll' 

nlong Iho \\'CSlel11 siw "flldlc\·uc WHYS/-.. 'I)uth of 112th Awnuo SF. because of riahl-o l:",,,v 

C:(Hl,.~tr<linl~ iL"iodl(;i;"llcd with the lOrx)gmph\,." 

"","o ""l -l 'Iany p('oplc us(' the ;>,Icrccr Slough rt-alls and there is a hi!!h level of 
pedestrian activity hen'. How will ST mitil(atc for this safc~' issue'! Curr{'llt 
analysis fails to show how this park "ill he impacted and sugl(csted 
mitigation flllis shOl·t. Sidewalk.~ arc not in all al'cas of the J<:natai 
neighhorhood and will present a serious safety risk to children trllveling to 
and from Enatlli Elrmentary. Enn with sidewalk", the amount of cars that 
travel on Bellevue Way SE and 112'bSE numher oycr 45,000. This kind of 

Response to commentELFEIS014-3 

This section describes the existing environment around the South 

Bellevue Park and Ride area. It is correct that people do use the trails in 

Mercer Slough Nature Park, but relative to downtown Bellevue and other 

large commercial areas in the corridor the pedestrian volumes are much 

lower here. Even so, the East Link alternatives around the South Bellevue 

Station are elevated and therefore are separated from the pedestrian 

activity in Mercer Slough Nature Park and not expected to create a safety 

concern. Signalized crosswalks will be provided as stated, for pedestrian 

access from the west side of Bellevue Way to the station area. 
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voluml' is dan~erous in a ncighhorhood. and even sidewalks cannot give 
slifet:-oto this amount of truffle. 

",1.7.'< .2 S..:gno)nJ Ii 

I'lldcS\Jl!u, and lIicyt:lc Circulation (Ihc.«e COlnln"nL' 'q".,lv 10 bOlh) 


With liltht ",il..oo" trip. al the South 11clb'lk: Station with l'n[o1'(:d IIllemul;",' II!.I( would 

consi:-.1 of I).,,:opk making transli;i'S among din~n:nlIll01ol Il.c..xI modes (i.e.. autlullOhilc fir hus); 

therefOre. In()~1 peclc..'M1an activitY:..l1 the South Bc ll .:vuc SWlion would nccurwithin (he st.'liion 


nrrtl paJk-and-lidc 101 un;~l~. \'luc:h of .hl:: land usc sll rrounding Ihl.: s tation is .;1 (;Ombirulti(ln of 

£1 t-tl"fl 14 ·4 -I rcsidcnl1;ll ~nd ~rc:nionaJ USI.!S. (n.:nL' r'llI y . !hI.!: p..:<h.·.s lfilln (.;irculali (Jn lx(\\ ec-n lhl: So uth 

t:L~II SOld - ~ 

HH I~O l .l - 'l 

{ 

~lfl lc;.OI '" .., 

Tk lle"uc St:l1io" and tI.e ;;urrounding neighborhood, is disc(>m>.:Ct~d b.>.:au.'iC ortl." uphill 
\l,;lTIlin \\\,..~t ofihc .slnuun." 

If this is the C"dse, then why does ST make the arguml'nt that the neighborhoods 
will Dock in droves to the station tu ride the h'ain'~ They will not, There are 
people who walk to the- trlIBsit center alrNldy to lidc the hus. These statement.~ 
appear to undo the other. 

-

ST has not I(ivcn specifics on ('xlilctl~' how many homes nor for staging. 

"4.2I.a nd t'se 
4,2,1 'TO]) call hcan indirect re-< lIlt ora li g.ht rail projcct'.lund u'"' is looked at.S mile 
mdius." 

There is no TOn plllnncd for SOllth Bellevue along Bellevue Wa~' and/or 
IIZ'h sr, yet ST is acknowledginj! that TOT is an indirect re .~ ult, What 

"W,tI.I'r.:jt:rH'dAI/Cll1l1li,,· 82.11. the South ilellevuc SlatiO" would ru 10<:.1100 "",u· the )"l ~l1;Cr 

Slough "here bic).'t"listscouJd tuJ1lk!(.11O the I-WTllIilund the II Xth Avcnue SE Ikgi"...1 
,\ ·1ultiusc: Tna iL l\5;t I\:.l\:ull. an im:rLW~ in hi.;:)'d.: activity no Ult:.sc ((ai ls would Ill.:~y ()ccur. 
IIl" 'K lt.:L' on tmils in S'.:!!ntcnt B w()ukl include lu tuiring IjuJlt ooC,(:.\"'ilV Uk lllU 1 12th 1\ \ 'L:nuc SE f('I( 
\hI,.: J>l'l!fl.".,.ed Altl'rmai\' ...' h'),\1. This :tlts:mmi\ e w(luld requi re w;in" "amrA poni()Os uflhu 

Concern ls 11Ilscd to raking parkland and rclocatlng parts of a Heritage Trall ­
but no mention is madc ofwhcl'c and how this wiU he aceompllshl:d. The 
aUgnmcnt on 11th alsu taklos a ctty of Ikllcvu~ neighborhood appl'Owd nature 
traU Impmvcment lhat had het::n votoo on and apPllJ"oo -IlOW stOPPl'(\ because 
ofthi, pO\l'ntiaJ alignrni.'nt. 

L 

' 4. 1 J)i sp l"c~mCnlS 
I'ag~ 4-1-11" 

Response to comment ELFEIS014-4 

Sound Transit is expecting many people to walk and bike to the East Link 

stations but every station has different characteristics. Refer to Table 6­

17 in Appendix Hi of the Final EIS for the mode of access information at 

the South Bellevue Station. Most of the riders from the South Bellevue 

station will be either from bus transfers or vehicles. 

Response to comment ELFEIS014-5 
Impacts to parks and trails are described in Section 4.17 of the Final EIS. 

Trail relocation details will be determined during final design of the East 

Link Project. Although it is unclear which approved neighborhood nature 

trail the comment refers to, information on planned trails was provided 

to Sound Transit by the City of Bellevue and utilized in the EIS analysis. If 

the City of Bellevue has cancelled plans for a trail improvement, then that 

trail would not have been considered in the Final EIS analysis. 

Response to comment ELFEISOl4-6 

Section 2.4.2 of the Final EIS describes construction staging areas and 

states that staging areas have only been identified in Segment C because 

of the dense urban environment. The tables and maps in Appendix G2 

identify each potentially affected parcel by alternative . Specific details 

regarding acquisitions will be identified during the final design period. 

Response to comment ELFEIS014-7 

This sentence is taken out of context. As stated in the introduction to the 

land use analysis, there are several conditions that must be present for 

TOO to be an indirect result. One of the primary conditions necessary is 

local land use policy and zoning regulations that supportive of TOO. As 

stated in the Segment B discussion on page 4.2-18 of the Final EIS, the 

South Bellevue Station was rated as having low potential for TOO. 
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(L1 E" ISO-Itt . } this has already invited in l'RE-CO,\»L\\'\ATlO\ BI.IC,HT into our 
nt'ighoorhoods. Sue Comis, of the ST. has stared to me that ' ST doe.~ 

not want to do the 137 roUtl' hecausl' you can't do TO».' This Is a wry 
conclTning comment lind appl'ars tn Ill' a willful dircl'liv,~ ofST to 
estahlish its own /.Oning wi.~hi's on citil'S with home rule. 

~ 
"~.2- 14 1 and l ',e 

"O flhLJ- kn c)\I,," n vi ~ ual and Ilois~ imp,nels.. non(: would n.;g;:l1in.!ly impact CX i ~lifl g Of futur l2' 

w;~ i,) f tho;.: lanu ... 


Thh statement lacks lln~' factuul rdation to any of the alignmNlts that 
ST has huHt to date - and will in the futur('. A train introduced into a 
quiet. peaceful, arhorcal single family ndghhorhood with 1000's of 
trees, a 3110 acre nature pal'k (\len'('r Sinugh).and abundant wildlif(' 
will indeed impact thl' existing and futun usc of the land. Thl're 
apI)('ars to h(' a wlllfill ohfuscation of the reallntl'nt which I, to denslJ)' 
via TOD an area that is III equippl'd to handle this sort of devclopment 
and more impnrtantly. is protl'etcd hy land IIS(' codes, comprchcnslvt, 
plans and long £lme city council policy to direct light rail to the 
I3i\SF/40S corridor and kl'cp it niT Belll'vuc Way and 112 '". 

..·t~ · 12 I.and { 'SG 

" ·(Ox lmity 1<' .n lighl rail mUlt!. fath~r than a sin lion, might a lso n:,sull i.n ur:crcas...:d 
property vnluc-s. Disnlplivc o()isc I~ vcls. li uhl. .:I. hudow and vicw impacts: Hnd rcduc t10ns 

III yeh j~ h( ;ICCk-~" ,lOd parking why" pn'lll\irtY \':t luC!t depend po UCGe,"" !\2gtt1jyc jlnpHclS 
on propc:rly values an: !lin.';.! likel y In oc.cur w hen Ihs: light rail prnixi.= l results ill II ni.'\C alld 

tlfll~O I 4 · f1 -l visual impacts nOlict!ably grc.;.ltcr than ",..hal currently exists," 

ST just stated ahovc (in 4.2.14) the Ii!,!ht rail project will have no 
negative impact of t'xisting or future IISC'. 00(' comml'nt appears to 
undo th(· othl'l" again. By all accounts. ~vcn ST own analysis. the visual 
and noise impacts will bl' noticeahly greater thlln what curr(' ntl~' exists, 
How clln ST mllke these contradietinlZ asserTions'? 

"Section ~.5 Vi.","i "nd Aeslhetic Re"'urce.< . and Section 4.7 ""is" ;mel Vib,.;d ion. 
R"U!:!l.!cst Lhl.!(('! is rc lati\cly linle I)()tcnlial for the..~ impncLo; to hc I)f ll suflicicnt I1lfl!:!nitude 
10 result in nC~(llivl,.· propcr1v ,·.dLJL! imr\i \ ~l'; . " 

ST just stated aho\,(' (in 4,2.14) tht'light rail project will have no 
negative impal't of existing or futun' use. One commt'nt appt'ars to 
undo the other again. By all aCl'ounts. ~\'l'n ST own analysis, the visual 

Response to comment ELFEIS014-B 

The Final EIS quote identified in this comment from page 4.2-14 is 

relevant to the type of existing and future use of the land near the East 

Link Project . The environmental impacts would not be severe enough to 

necessitate a change in land use. Please see response to comment 

#ELFEIS014-7 above regarding TOO. Visual, ecosystem, and park impacts 

are discussed in Sections 4.5,4.8, and 4.17 respectively. The East Link 

Project's consistency with plans and policies is discussed in Section 

4.2.3.2 of the Final EIS. The Final EIS quote identified in this comment 

from page 4.3-12 describes results of a study which shows that light rail 

throughout the United States may decrease property values if certain 

conditions are met. Although the environmental impacts of the East Link 

project has the potential to decrease property values in certain locations 

(as described in the quote from page 4.3-12), these impacts are unlikely 

given the conclusions of the noise and visual analysis which are presented 

in Sections 4.5 and 4.7, respectively, of the Final EIS. 
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" HISO, ," -l If this is the ca ~(', why has ST not miligated the noise impacts in Ceno'al 

ELF E I\i) I ~' 1 0 

fL H ISO ld - l l 

and noise impacts will Ill' noticeably I!rl'ata than what currently exists, 
Why is and how can ST make thl'SC contradicting asscrtion,~'~ 

··4 ..1 · 1~ I ,mJ l '<c 

' oi...~ impac L-. wou ld he mi li}.!.a ll!d. tJ.us reducing suhSl:UlIiHlly the: likdihodd IlI all1 o i.c:e 01' 

\i;b."alio n \\(ullcl \:onlri hult.: to nccali\'c properl\' \ 'll lu(,; dloc,; ts, " 


I.ink'! Why has ST now requested a Request leu Propusal (ltFP) for 
homes up to 60n fl'Ct away from the alignml'nt'? Again, why is and how 
can ST make thesl' contradiclinl! assertions '! 

ST states th a t Iht' artl' rials act as Iloundaril's to ncij!hllorhoods, which is 
true, However, ST is I)roposing to change these arterials by adding 
trains along sid(' thl' al't('rials, therehy taking pro[u'rties and hom('s . 
Analysis has not 11('('n sufllcient or factual to show the impacts that will 
occur when the nclghhorhood boundari es arc removed and do not exist 
anymorc as well as a train Introduc('d Into thl' previousl~' arhoreal and 
qui('t nc!l!hl)Orhoud . Overall nei:!hhorhond quality Is alll'ct~d when any 
part of tht' neighborhood is affected. 

"~.43.2, Prop~ny i\cqui sili')'i" and I.and l 'se C!wngcs 
P ft )P~lly ncquislilons IInp;l(; l!\ \\'olJld not adve rsd y .dl c.:f..:1 nci ghtxlrhilod fllIilli ry hct au.sc 
the pm jt"C l is pri lllarilv IOCHtt.'d along (he cdcc of the neighborhood,; and either on or 
ad jacent to t.!.'\ i:ning roads , which dOL'S not creale h(H'ri ~rs." 

Wh('re Is the factual analysis that propl'rty al'quisitions would not 
adversely aff('ct the nl'i!(hhorhood (IUaliry'~ Pre-Condemnation Illight 
has already a!Tectt'd our neighhorhood . The project is not primarily 
located along the cdgl' of ncighburhoods, it is proposing to take 
propertics from homeowncrs to build the line since backyards an' 
directly nex t to both Bellevue Way a nd 112'''. ST Is hiding the tr uth 
from the fcrlt'ral government and should he suspect In anything it gives 
to the fedl'ral government. 

Response to comment ELFEIS014-9 

Please see Section 4,7 and Appendix H2 of the Final EIS for the noise 

analysis, Since opening the light rail, Sound Transit has continued to 

implement noise mitigation, including residential sound insulation in the 

Rainier Valley . Noise levels in Tukwila have been reduced to below FTA 

criteria . 

Response to comment ELFEIS014-10 

The East Link Project would not result in the removal of neighborhood 

boundaries since they would be located in or along the side of existing 

arterials, which in many cases act as boundaries for the neighborhoods as 

described in the quoted text in Section 4.4.3.2 of the Final EIS. The East 

Link project would not remove the arterials, but would be added to them. 

Please see Response to Common Comment ttCC4,4a in Chapter 7 of the 

Final EIS for a discussion of impacts to neighborhoods in Bellevue, 

Response to comment ELFEIS014-11 

The acquisition and removal of residential units along 112th Avenue SE 

would be replaced with landscaping, noise barriers and vegetation that 

separate the neighborhood from the guideway. Please see response to 

comment tt ELFEIS014-10 regarding neighborhood boundaries. 
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"" 'v."·,·" ~ 

"''' ''.'' "l l ~ 

HIII ·.:'l l 1 I ~ 

·'-.lA.:t ,2. Vi~unl Cl1 Ph ysi .:nl InlllJsioll. \\"hll"" .th.! F,a.... ' I .ink PlOjc..:cl \\i{)lJIJ inl.f'OJlh.:I.' 
~ill..,!r lorl1) ()rtrn n~rl() J w li l'h . Iho: Plu j,,"CI "'(mid be::: locah,.-d pnuwn ly within ht:.IVI" 
d~\ ,•.'IcI I ~J lJrnan utX;a.:. lind Ihc- ,,1l+!11H) ! j\CS \~ ould he lru..:.IIt:cl :.lioui! Ina ior I rllJ\$Ik.) rl.Ol'i ~ln 

I ~H:fll ll\..~.s wht..nc.! Ii~hll' ..dl j~ !.!dl\l.;'Hllly t lll'npll llhlt.· ! t!!? tu enl roods fn.."C \\'uy il'lfnL'IlIUC\Lm..: , 
()(l" ~ rlint:s, 1011 huilding) , S("I Ihe imp:lcl'\ rdillcu 1("1 ViSU;ll L!u~lllty wou ld gcncm lly r)(ll 
w.,h ~1'l'i1.!1\' ilni.:cl (l1,;1',b l)()JhllOd l,ILlIIllly ]i)r 111l; t.:ulll1.l nci~hho(hl)(ld, " 

!'kase coml' and SC{' this area for yoursdH Thh st:ttcmenr Is purdy and 
simply false and ST should bc investigared immetiiardy for rhe hlaranr 
falsehood this entire Ft:IS is built upon. This an'a sourh of .\taln Strce 
(Ilellc\'u~ Way and 112'h SE) is nor" h('3\i\)· dl'vcluped urban ~rea. so 
inrroducill~ a rrain into a quid, pc.eeful. arhoreal sin!!," f"mil~' 

neighborhooli wlrh 1000's of trees, a 300 acre narure park ('lerHI' 
Siough).and ahundant u1ldllfl' wlllindel'd iml)aCr rhe visllal quality and 
will adversrly atTl'cr the neighborhood '1u aIII)· for rhe entire 
neighborhood, 

ooyllltions mot\; dUIII if\hv I",kol \-\\:n; nOi oonSYUC1!X1. In addItion. h•.'C'utJf:!,; thy ulh:rnU\I\·t.;i nrc 
lllOSU" 14.l(;:CI1\?C.i \\'jlhin ~\f " Uij!(r"ClIlllJ cx.imi m:, !U1trtiltb . lhc UlI Ili4.' imPlclS on the sUJlvwlllinu 
m:u;htghoosJsno: \i.\1lS-oc\,,;d 10 hs: mini lll:da 

ST has us('d rraffle counrlng analysis thar has heen tOJlnd ro he dlfTal'nr 
than rhe I'SRC 2nd CII)' of Bellrvul' (COB) Industry .randuds (HKR), 
Wh~· has ST used ditTercnr rrafflc srandards'! These numbers show" 
considerahle diserqlancy in projections. Belleyue Way SF is a highly 
cungcsrcd rransportalion corridor, Addln~ a 1500 srall parking gara!(c 
inro this corridor will undouhredly a!lcct rhe already voluminous cur 
rhrou~h rramc inro rhe ndghhorhoods. Where is rhis analysis '! 

··-t. -L"\'2 ~(ii so ~Ind Vibra ti clIl 
Wh~re ~lih,}rnali\'c~ an: al -gn,l'k· and lh(! w:wJway IOU !>. I hI.: \\"Idt:nud tn ilcc.'Hmmodall: lhc 
li ght mil system, Ironic no;'__,:: iml)C!.llU; l'()lIld incn:lIsc.::. 1I0\\·e \'~r. cdh:r noiSlJ Oliu ll91ion 
ha," bo.::.:o in lmduccd (.,;g sound "-'nih. g~c,"l l rnfk \'I"'ll(k HncVoe nuildi ml insuhlli('lnl no 
(j(!\\;I:-'U noi!loc-rcltltr.!d iml~kl'> \\. (""I uld ()("cur. and rH'i I$.C would n (1 1 rtcgulivcl\' ai'I'!.!c l thc 
o\'cml1llCighborjH"nd qualih' lh r th..: cnti re: nl!lchl\("ll1hlod In "ddilit"on, ll1c e!'! (11\: I nl.o\ l itln~ 

\\ithlll Sygn'lcnts: C lind I:. whcf\: \' ibration Im!la~t.... mi~bl not he ffilli' la lelilo Ic\ds b:.:hm 
VrA cntena. SULlJld 1'r. 1O':'-11 w()uld (c lint: aU:llys is orlhe~ klCillh) l\ 1"> dun tiS final dc..~llw 
It) IIIJ1hc [ IUlflm 1l7...... U I dimin:n(! the imp.:...:-t...., 

Response to comment ELFEIS014-12 

The East Link alignment would be located along Bellevue Way and 112th 

Avenue SE, which is an existing major arterial transportation corridor. 

Single family neighborhoods would be located to the west of the 

preferred alternative, while areas to the east consist of parkland and 

commercial land uses, The alignment would not bisect neighborhoods. 

Response to comment ELFEIS014-13 

The transportation analysis methodology and assumptions, specifically 

the modeling approach for this project, are described in detail in 

Appendix A of Appendix Hl ofthe Final EIS, Because the East Link project 

is a regional project spanning many jurisdictions, the adopted regional 

PSRC model (with detailed transportation network refinements from the 

Bellevue-Kirkland-Redmond [BKRJ model) was utilized for the travel 

demand forecasting . For the traffic operations along Bellevue Way, refer 

to Section 3.6.3 .2 that describes the improvements planned along 

Bellevue Way SE to improve the access and circulation surrounding the 

South Bellevue Station. With these roadway improvements, the 

intersection LOS is expected to be similar to No-Build conditions 

therefore the potential for cut-through traffic is expected to be low. 

Response to comment ELFE1S014-14 

Please see Section 4.7 and Appendix H2 of the Final EIS for the noise 

analysis. Please see response to comment # ELFEIS014-9 regarding 

Central Link noise impacts, 
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UFL 1 ~{J l " - l tJ 

ST, once aJ,!ain. ,[arcs that ~ftcr noiS(' miliJ,!ation, no adverse nols,' 
rdat('d impacts would occur and noise would not negatively aITect the 
overall nclghhorhood quall~', This srarem('nt lack.s trurh and also lacks 
any justifkation per ST previous attemprs to mitiJ,!ate noisc. ST 
continues to al1cmpt ro mitigafl' noist' in Centrall.ink.. having mlldt' ~II 
manner of claims rhar 'all noise will Ilt, mitigared' when in fact, THEY 
HAVE \JH BEE"i ABl.E TO. Also, while ST may Ill' ahk to kssen 
some of thl' noise inside homl's, thl'Y 31T nor ahk to mitigate the noise 
outside rhe home. Our I)roperrics include mon' rhan our home' and 
should he mitiJ,!ated as such. 

"4.4.. '.2 Safe' t)' and S~c"rily 
~onc of the uih:rnati \'cs would lrtlvcl through c xisllm! nci!!hborlwods hul rnthr:.r would 
Inl' d alons Ih\! cd gt.:.... 01' nl;igh borhnods ,,100;';' c,.: f\;istlJ)u nrll!l'i;lls . The Scgm..:"! B 
nl!s,;fo miyc:\ \\'LHdd :lequ ire ~omli pml?CLlV ncuui.... il iomj displncc some rcsldcncy fi: J[uJ 
husincssc..... result in !';omt:! millOi cl HUlSL:.... in p Wpyrl' nc(; t.!s~ n.:1110 \l! \c !.!,c lalioll mHJ nod 
nt,;w SIJUChucs: th\.!.SL.! illlp<lGI.~ cun nl.!!!alihdy urJeCI Ih;lUi:W re sidents HOU businc~scs. 

"'rhc~ impncL'\ .tlU not cx p~clcd IV mnrkcdl y ullcr the 1",\\ emil land usc 0 1' d\!\'I..: luprncnI 
ChUfU\iler o f lh~ ntJjghborhoods located wilh in SY8'1l1.!111 H h-yCliU SC the n'i'iAllborhoods arc 

\\~11 (]"jincd. wi lh ronu",,, ,,, such '" !klte""e Wa" SI ;Uld' o, 112'" A,'en"" SEse"'in » as 
nD ~x i .sflng bollndllfV. Ih..:r\lJ(H't:. Ihl.! proj l.!c l is nnl-..:xp-..:ctc.:u 10 inlCrrurt nci llhoorh()od 
social iOI\;r~> l!0 1k' . Allionugio Ihc,~ wOlild be impac\.s ,."oci ntcd ' I'"il the L ISt link Prnjccl. 

H Fl:. IS0 11. ' S --I the o\L~r,1i1 neig..hhorh\)oo ",unlit), in Lh~ ul1eclcd stuuy .Ht::I would nOllikdy (;hang~ .. 

B.,th the Band C scctions south of downtown Bdlcvul' along Bellcmc 
WilY lind 112'h WII.I. TRAVEl. THROUGHJ EXISTl1\G 
'mlGHBORHOODS - why else would property acquisitions and 
displauln('nts occur? This statement is not factual. Th,·sc iml)arts will 
markl~I~' ~ltcr the land us and character of th('se ncighhorhoods 
hccaus(' tht houndarics havt· heen RE'10VED, \:ot only will social 
in(('rliNlons he interrupted, hut it (Iuict, peaceful, arhonal 
neighhorhood will Ill' nUI\:I\D. Please come and sec this area for 
)·oursclf. Do not let ST gt't away with these falsehoods. 

"4.4.1.2 Community R ...-<;t )Ult '" 


Th. hosll .ink Projocl is !lot Il,X IX>.:k:d u) result in lon~lenn ()pemuol1 impacl' on !he ,i,'i, 

community ":"-lUI""" (".g.. I~l"ks. churcht:S.lUld schools) located "iilliJl the study ru",,- oxCt.Vllor a 

It:w park ~WhcN POrtioll' of the l""->1lfo.: ,,·n llid b.> I"'nnUlCflUy imp.':I.:J. as u=rib.:J in 

'Yxtion 4.17. Pruidand and ()tx:n Spa",. '0.= imp"ct< wOlild I.imarilyb.> kit hy 010.'<: clns\! 10 1/)1; 

facilili~ ,md would not result illl'lCflnrul~nt ad\'t:I'~ il11rUCL..;on UtI.! surroundiJlg nl:ig.hhorhnoc.J." .. " 


H H ISOI \ 3 1 ~ 

Response to commentELF£lS014-15 

The East Link alignment would be located along Bellevue Way and 112th 

Avenue SE, which is an existing transportation corridor. As described in 

Section 4.4.3.2 of the Final EIS, Bellevue Way SE and 112th Avenue SE are 

major arterials and serve as existing neighborhood boundaries; therefore, 

East Link would not remove boundaries but modify the boundary along 

llih Avenue SE where homes would be displaced to accommodate the 

light rail line. The displacements that would occur are all located on the 

edge of the neighborhood and as previously stated, are almost all 

properties whose primary access is from llih Avenue SE and not from 

within the neighborhood. 

Response to comment ELFEISO14-16 

Please see Section 4.17, Parkland and Open Space in the Final EIS for a 

discussion of park impacts. Compliance with local regulations, such as 

those for Critical Areas and Shoreline Management, will be determined 

during the permitting process, 

http:th\.!.SL
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Elt' L1S0 1,1 H. 

1' lt-I: T<,o I 4· n 

Tttis projl'ct is pcnnanenlly taking portions of the 'Ilercer Slough. the 
SUn-l'Y Downs Park and IllllO's ol'trt'es, Thl'SC communi~' resoul"CCs arc 
IRREPLACEABLE. Thl' surnlunding ndghhorhood wiU indel'ti result in 
permanent adverse impacts h~ ' taking away a kc~' part of them - thdr 
proxill1i~' [0 thl' park, and nature that we all moved here till'. 

The City of Bt'llrvu(' has Compl'chcnsiv(' I'lan Policies. Critical Areas 
Ordinance (CAO) laws, Shorelinc ,~ law.s, Best Practlcl's Hgarding our 
laws for prott'cling the arbortal natun' of the South Iklkvuc Subarea. 
ST I)urports to hllH' to abide hy all these laws yet fails to show how they 
will. 

These definitions show clearly the imllacts that will result from a 
lacemt'llt of a train introduced into a peaceful, al'boreal area: 

"4.5 VI.SUi.1l {inti J\\.!...<>;thdic: R~snurcl.:s 

IrnpO(;lt; llJi thiJ \ isual (;1l\i I'OnnlL:nl a n..: d~linoo in ll:Ol1.S O{'tJh: L~\IL·nt to \l,, 'hich thl: 1)f(IJI.X.:\'-, 

j)Jt:.SL:ACi: W(luld chmlgIJ thiJ I,x:n:ci\ Ld Vl~!HI c.hfU1IL·I~r anJ quuuty oJ'th!.! iJlI\'U\lrunl.!nl. 

Iligh \1"liiI QUality. To b.; in th" C;lll.'gl>ry. 'U(ai ITIlL>! be ITIcll"""blo. di."in,;tivc, uni,!ue (I II " 
I)()sitivc way), and inlacl ,- -{hcycan llo) nalurn!. I'nrklikc. oru&i)(1jl (\\ith uri"I.'lO a;",,,displal,ng 

slmng. ;Uld i.:onsi~1L.!nt :m:hi1d:IUraJ lUlU wbun dL.:Sign ft.:.IIUfL'..s)." 

"4.5.2.2 Segmcnlll 

The d l""",'"r and \'is,,"1 ' Iu"lily ofsou th Bdk\'ll~ is vruied, AU &'I!lIl<:nt (j ullem:'li, ~ I~IS.S south 
,111<1 ">U~l""-'I "I' 1J;....id~nL.'" in ~l~ l'1I1!~11 IIdchoorhoqd . . '1 Ie" n..-jd..:IJlX"" in d\i~'WI hu\l: \' k.'\\'S to 
)J!; ,,,uO);loo ""uUms Ow! ill!.ivUy 11lke W!~"rinGh'n and ,odillceD!I1I\),\S. MouDII{aini l1[. lind 1-90. 
& 'Cil U9;; ..('the pf\',"Cnre Md pmxi1llity or 1·'Xl, this ,,,,,,,, 1uJ hot, 00... cat\'~ri7Ul ll< 1~1Ying mu:lium 
\1sual quality. \\lith t))..; ~xl,:c!1l io!l uoled hr.!lc'm . Illns.1 o f' lk:lk:v\..I\,,': \ \/ny s r p.'\.~f..,.'4ti hy :iintl lt;. 

I~mil\' ,,,,,idemi,1 and Illixod! 1.0., $1ll1,1I cOl1)lllcrcial, chun;h...s, and multil hmilyl land lL<;CS !hal 
han.: a pl~L.'>rulL bul JK)\ OlJt~J~l1k)..ordiffi.u)'. apl~u:Ulce v,·-iLh moojum \ i~"u~tl quali ty.'· 

These segments pass through thr Enatai. Iklkerrst, Bellrflcld, Bellrficld 
"'lanor, and Surrey Downs nelghhorhood~. It is concrming that ST has 
ncglectl'ti to mention the other neighborhoods in this section of the alignment. 
;\-lany ofthcsc residences have views both to the south and the cast. These 
homes along the east haY(' views of 1111: "Iereer Slough., the Wilburton Train 
Trestle, the Casl~de mountains and t("'rit(olial vkw~ oflilrt'Stl'ti arcas. These 
views are one of the many reasons PCOI)ic invested in homes in this area. The 
quit! arhon."dl namn' of this arell (".111 not be stress('ti enough and the impact 
IIllIt introducing a train into will fon"'l'r ruin the narur-dl heauty and visual 
quall~'. 

Response to comment ELFEIS014-17 

Your comment has been noted. The preferred alternative would be 

located along an existing transportation corridor through Bellevue. Please 

see the discussion of visual impacts along the entire alignment in Section 

4.5.3 of the Final EIS. Existing visual character and quality in Segment B is 

described in Section 4.5.2.2 ofthe Final EIS. Please see Section 4.17.3 of 

the Final EIS for a discussion of park impacts including impacts to Mercer 

Slough Nature Park. Section 4.7.3 ofthe Final EIS describes noise and 

vibration impacts. As previously stated, the project would not pass 

through the listed neighborhoods but would be located adjacent to these 

neighborhoods on major arterials . Please see Response to Comment # 

ELFEIS014-22 regarding visual impacts. 

http:VI.SUi.1l
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~SZ, 2 cOlllinlied ")leI"",u" WaYS)':bct\\\Xn IJJI)nnd lh"S<"oUth Ildbu:: r',rk-and-Rid" Ill-' a 
medium visu,,) gw.lilv, 'n, ,, poni"l Oi'lldJcI'U, WaY SL 1-..:IWOOllhc noM c:nd ofUle So.lIh 
Hclk·n A.' Park·itJ td-Ritl! ~l.I1d the ink.:I'SI.X.bon wi til I I h h /\v~nu'.!- SF. htl\\ I.!\'l : f. W<l !-i l..:,a lL..'1!.tJ lilL',d a:-; 
having hicll \'isuall!ualily. Th~ ~lS' siu\.! or I k:H~\~ W Jy SI : r~l."'~ hy MCfCl.!f Slough ~'IU1J 1.! 

1~1Ii<, Ihe ,'vlere.:r Slough IIlud""w Falln, and UICWinlc,~ IlolJ."" and I""'king IOL A,ca, along 
ooth sidc....~ oflhl.! road cunL1in C()n-: idc::ml)L,: vcwlalion, lxuticularl y til\! $Iollo:: w~t (lf thu lklll.!VlJI.! 
'Alny Sl: . "illis \\:gctatioll sc rl"."Cn_~ \ ic\\ s into much of Ml.'J'Ct: r Sltlul!h ~anlfl': l-ltl l'k t'rnm rnosl of 
IlcllcvlJc W <l1 sr, IId l"l'ue W a\' no,th ofUle inlers",cli,"1 \\; !h I IZUI Avenue SI ': "of medium 
,"isuill uuality \\, Lh no dislim:ti\ c \'isual al1rihult:..'i. " 

"The porIi"" or 1121h Avenue Sl: between iL< inler.""'li"" with !klle"u" W ilY Sf- tU," SE Rth 
SU\.'CI Iii". 0 high \'I''1,al 1lIH)1i1>', '(b" illl,;W;ud lilCelH10 11 21b i\W1lU¢ :-;1: l"wli a "boub ;rrdliko.:" 
.u)lx;ynnc<.: "'111! wcl!-l1l.1iotajooJ loo.d.£UljDI4 UiuJ IIlY' I)Orahl;; \ ;I.Th'"s pi ~,h;rccr Slough \Ves wlthin 

"",,0'4 1I -l !he IYk",,,.. Slough ""Iun: I ~u-k and o!herwLs.: .<I,n.Uixlfl R:.<iuen= ,md the Rel ief;"''' on;", Park," 

"Yic"" along tllI: poRion 0 ( 0" mUll; d).J1 i' ,dj!l\,'\;jll If) H05,yr:1 {dong I I ~Ul l\)'IdlU' SI' an: 
visu;lltv dOlnin:IICiI bv 1405 ~\Ild nea m" InrW p..lf~ing I ()L~ )Uld ".1.,.'1'"1.: cal c!g~)ri/t;d It" hU\'lng !Ov," 
\ isual (,luJI.ity.'· 

The arl'3 hctwCl'n Bellcvlle Way SEII-90 and thl' Suuth Bellevuc I)ark and 
Ride (SBI'&R) Is tCl'mt'd as ml>dlum vlsllal quality , This area looks much 
like the art'a north Ofthl' ill that it has lal"ge expunst's ofvlcws of the Mercl'r 
Sluugh, largl' pnk area of gnlSs. wooden cross beam f..nCl's lending to the 
arboreal (IUality, As statl'(\, thl' areas cont1lJulng onto 112'h SE arc hlj!h 
vlslIal quali~', VCI'), arbon'ai, vcry gn'cn, with 1000's of mature n'e l's, This 
an'll will be significantly and adn'rsdy impactl'(\ hy th e rrdin alignmt'nt lind 
the noise and vilmnion impacts. This at('H has much wildlifl' activity 
coming to and from the !\'J('rcl't ShllIgh to the neighborhoods dln'ctly we st. 

"4.5.2,-' Sc'gmcn! C 

Downl"",n ll.:Uc\1," is ,m arc" in Ir.UlSilion. Ar"ils ""I"C'cO( 10 r3cIk\,,~ Way SF ,md I 12th 
AvCllu" sr- I~.dinc Ii'\, rn s,_'j!,y,cnl B in \('> !)own\('>wn UN lik9\\ j",-, in lransilion, The ur"'c~ ,..~ 

nol p;tolcu larlv INfl)()GtblL!. d l ~uncyv¢. or unj'- jl lO nod. Lhus. huye a m:dium vlgUtl <Uklh ly 

c~ IIt:." · ()O'." 

What n-dn~ition is ST referencing'? This arc is in the Southwest IkUt'yue 
Suharca where gcn('nttion.~ have I;n'(\ in stahk, weU-maintained 

EI fLl 'O , ' ·18 -l neighborhoods since the 1940's, \\!here is the mention of the beautiful 
median,~ .\-Iercer Sloul!h park land, wildlife, puhlic alt, duck crossing siJ!TIs, 
HHlIl's oftrc('s and our neighhorhoods and why is it not ml'nfioned'? \Vh~' dOL'S 

Response to comment ELFEIS014-18 

The description of Downtown Bellevue as an area in transition refers to 

the mix of new and old buildings in this area. Page 4.5-8 ofthe Final EIS 

(in the paragraph following the quoted text from Section 4.5.2 ,3) states 

that much of Downtown Bellevue is continuing to evolve from areas of 

low-rise automobile-oriented commercial complexes to dense, large­

scale, mixed use mid and high-rise buildings that have a highly urban 

character. It is important to note that the Segment C boundary is at 

approximately SE 6th Street, north of many of the features mentioned in 

this comment. 
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t:Lt-f 1"01 ~ ,M 

t LH IS.Q ' ... · l O 

{Ali tl'"build allomllli\ os ,,"ould ch"Jl~ !hI::"' vi.,u,,1 clwirnllm"IlL' "' Which !hoy would ~ 
buill." 

1:l.tl:l S UI-'l - l O 

However, it would nOlt chance the B7 - alread~' in It train conidul' and 
that pantlkls the fn-rway \,ia a li1mtagc road. 

I:L ff l "lQ I ''!·): 1 

El I- ~ I SO I <). }.2 ..... 

il appcar that ST l~ trying to dhcuunt and make diSllpptar thl'SC arcas to 

holster thdr flaw('d anal~sis'! 


"4S 1 Environmental Irnpacl> 


Plcll.~e pay clOSt' attention to the ddinitions of various impacts on visual and 

aesthetics. 


"4,5., I 

'111(; N(\ Build A II...:rll[lt i \ 'c may cOlll ri hulc 10 Jo \\'C'f diJnsiry n.xk:vd opml.ml. til L-ft.!b y 

Inain tilJ ll ing l<w..' (:1' pro l"i h.: commercial d(:vd opmcnl nnd low to mcdjulll visual qualiLy," 

The 1\0 Build alternative specillcally calls our that It will hl' lower 
density root'velopment, then one must assume that any hllild 
1Iltl'nlativt' will cont.ibutt, to hight'r dt'nsity. Then' is no TO!) planned 
1( ,1' South Bellt-vlIt·, or so ST now tells us, despite Sue Com(s (the ST 
south Brlll'vue ,JI'Ojl'ct rncint'er) tdling us otherwise. Which is it'! 

'~ "5J'2 Imp"cL<Common tu All Bui ld Alternatives 

·'4,5..~ .2 f\'4!nliallJl1l'o,L\ hy tJ!CJ1U)I ,"" 


)'l nSl S\lCuon.' (>flhc nIWllJnli\',", cX:lJnuhX1 in !his Final PIS would I>.: consistenl " ' ill, Ih"ir 

c<x i ~ ing v i.~U[11 sunnunding."i In tCnlt" ofchamcl(:r and would nOl change tilt; \'isual quallty 

(;u lL!gory o f th C1SC surrOlmdinfS.·· 


You C3nnot inject a train in 1I quit-t, (leaceful $ingle family, arboreal area 
and e:''lll'(;t that thl'l·t would not he significant and adw.'lit' Impacts that 
C3nnot bt' mitigatl'd. Whl're has ST su ccl~~fully introduced such ItIl 
alij;,'fImcnt intn an area such as this? 

" 4.5,},2. Potenl ia llmpacts by Altern,ni,," 
~cgmcnt B 

(oes), uJld passing lmins ,,\)uld ru su:nliom " )Ja.; ,m:us bul would oo co",,,1<;nI with O,e exis1 ing 
charnel"r "!'tl,,, \'i""v, which is dOlllln..h.:d by Ow "Ie\;ned 1-9()(= Appendi, 14.5. I exhibit 1'4.5-.1. 
Pho to :lb). 

Response to comment ELFElS014-19 

This statement applies generally to the entire project corridor, and the 

actual statement in Section 4,5,3,1 is that the "No Build Alternative may 

contribute to lower density redevelopment", This implies that low 

density development mayor may not occur anywhere in the project 

corridor. It does not imply that the project will lead to TaD in South 

Bellevue, 

Response to comment ELFEIS014-20 

This comment is noted, The discussion of Alternative B7 in Section 4,5,3.2 

notes that it would be noticeable within Mercer Slough Nature Park, 

where the elevated structure would be visible from the 1-90 trail as well 

as some areas beyond the trail within the park. 

Response to comment ELFEIS014·21 
This is another generic statement that applies to the entire project 

corridor and should not be inferred to apply to a specific alternative. It 

clearly states it applies to "most of the alternatives", and the following 

sentence states that "exceptions in each segment are described in 

subsections below." 

Response to comment ELFEIS014-22 

As described in Section 2,3.2.2 of the Final EIS, only 3 stories of the South 

Bellevue Station parking garage would be above Bellevue Way SE. Table 

4.5-1 states that "design-related measures such as shielding and altering 

light direction would be used where appropriate to reduce potential 

impacts." As described in the Final EIS, project components associated 

with B2M would be seen in the Enatai neighborhood and the portion of 

the Mercer Slough Nature Park and Bellevue Way SE near the South 

Bellevue Park-and-Ride. The presence of these components would not 

lower the existing visual quality category of medium to low. The area 

would still contain views of trees, the Mercer Slough Nature Park, 1-90 

and points south beyond 1-90 and would retain its medium visual quality. 

The areas the commenter refers to as Bellecrest, Bellefield Manor, 

http:n.xk:vdopml.ml
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I lrckrl'ed Ai/crnl/tho..: Ii).\! \...:cItJld no' change tlll: \ .jt.!'\\ J .... cx i ~tinc medi uJll visual qu.1 li ty cak .. i!()I....... 


I're(erred Allcn wlil'c 1JJ.1"' \ lUld .!!?pm;'ch Ihe Soulh Ilell.,\-u" Park·and· Rid" fwm lhc I-<)() 
(;omdor .L'" an ~,I ;!\ <1100 s lJlh.:Tull..: anti \\nuld U.:lltf l\ C c..-x.isting t JCC\ ~lUth oflhc pll rk -.lnd-nd t: lot (In 

the SUUU1\\ ~t u lrlb.!f of _\1~,(;":1 Slough N.dUn: Park). Thl..~ c!c\'ahxt sLation :u'kllxu'killJ.! slJlJclun; 
would be ))01.1(:00 hom ; lR::.t'';' 5uc-h a.~ 1 ~11 r.:;\'lk! \Vav SF. l 'X"U1.;;;; oCthe Mercer Sloue.h ~;:IUlrc Park. ami 
..esidenc,,-, Wcsl o f Bdlevu" Way S L {t(l valv ln" degn"';" (SoX "I'p"nd~, 1'4.5. I:xhibill -4 .5-~ _ 
l'holo 4b)_ 

'["he pl\.~.7lCt: of :-.130011. rxuking.slluctun..!.. and sow}d wall s along lh..: ~'cslt: rn vdgc o f the South 
tlcll" \-",, I'ark-and-Ride would ch :on~" th" "1 ~,,",U1\nCC o f the existing Soulh BeliCH'" l~uk~'\I\d­
Riu~, :U"1!<t HowL.'\'i,:r. it.;; Iw..:ilili..::-; would bl.: l2() n s i ~ l c n t with th e.! f.l j}J\,wrtllion ...{'ri L.! n".~..1 

kli",IL:l:.:f 01"11"11'; existi ng pmkouuJiW It" imd n~uh\' 1-00 s1.Oxlllr~Hnd \\ ould not luw~[ th~ I..?i i!'iling 
mydiuJll \ isu;11 qu;dilv I"."ak:so[y tll l(m ,. 

This docs not take into account th a t the elevated train and cantenari('s 
will be ~ignificantly IIhove 1-90 and n'llreSl'nt a completely nt'W 

fl.H ISQI. - ,, -I obstruction into thdr view, This at"ea look\ much like the llrea north ofth(' 
in that it has large ('xpans~ ofviews of the Mercer Slough, largt park ana 
of grass. woodtn cross heam fences lending to the arbon'a) quality, As 
stated, the arcus continuing lInto 112'h SE a ..e high visual quality. VCI'Y 
arboreal, ve..ygreen, with I ono's of mature h·ees. \"or docs it nll'ntiOI1 the 
light pollution that t 5 sto ..y parking glllllge a nd II 300 toot station will emit 
both into the neil-:hborhoods and into the "Iereer Siougl\, upsetting tht' 
natu ..al environmental and ha ..ming th e wildlife. While Ilellevue Way ma~' 

be II major arterial, therr arc no five stll ..Y pu ..king ga ..ages nor is there a 300 
foot station that is complcll'ly dif"~re nt the natunll area it cu .... ently i .~. This 
area will be significantly and adversely impactl'ri by the train alil.'1lment and 
the noise and ,,1hratiol1 impacts. 

Whl'rt' is mention of the n elleCl'('st, Belldield ~'1anor. Belletklrl a nd 
Surrey Duwns n('ighhorhoods '! T he anal~'sls continues to Igllor l.' 
nt'ighburhouds in thl' affect('d art'a. 

Tahir 4.5-2 Is l~omllktcly Inaccurate In portraying the dt'cimat1on of 
views along Relll'vul' Way SE and ui h " vc. SE. 

····-1.. 5.3.2. POlunlia l JrTII)lICI.'l by AI Il! l1lalivt! 


(lrdt:rred A/tC'rtUllh'e ('UA Iro lO / J/"e/cI' (', d I l lll'rna l;"'! Ill '! wnLl ld It!II.....'"'Ivc \ C I...~Lillinn alnng 

the "," I SIde of I 12th "'em>; S!: GncktdinuSIllXllnX-... north of'SI' 6tll SU-e.:!II" \ '1"in S1m:t). 
KClll(Wing rcsid r.::n(.."(.:s and vc~l.alion fl om Surn:;y Downs Park to .\1.nin Su«t on lhe west sid~ of' 
11 2ID !\ \CflIlC 1'1' would I", "~llir;r;;d"" 1<' vjcwiWi Ijpm aJjncc!!1 p l"I","i", and 10 I,-" ,k; 
Imv6li.ng on 11 2th ",enue SI ·. and would (; 1~ l c an ol>.!/I "I-,-,C<! o!'''rr-.",dllllllcil 50 1""1(I~\ck<d by 
sOllnd wf~h) oc\w"cnlh" lig.hl ",ul fUod n:sidclIC.:s thai would ,"main in place. TI"., afC., \" >tlld I>.! 

t":U- Uot;.{j I 'I - Jl 

, 

Bellefield and Surrey Downs are included (but not specifically identified) 

in the discussion of impacts along 112th Avenue SE. Noise and vibration 

impacts are discussed in Section 4.7 and Appendix H2 of the Final EIS, and 

appropriate mitigation is identified to mitigate impacts. Mitigation for the 

Preferred Alternative is also included in Appendix I of the Final EIS . 

Response to comment ELFElS014-23 
The area that would be cleared and opened up is between 20 and 30 feet 

below the abutting properties on 112th Avenue SE, and while some of 

the vegetation loss would be noticeable from these properties, the 

project would not be directly visible to many of these residents . The area 

of Surrey Downs Park that would be removed for Preferred Alternative 

C9T is entirely landscaping and parking lot and does not include active 

uses. Please see the Section 4.17 and Appendix D of the Final EIS. High 

visual quality is an exceptional rating. Rarely does an arterial 

transportation corridor meet this rating. The 112th Avenue SE corridor has 

both commercial uses, with fronting parking lots on one side and the 

other is mix density residential and park. The roadway has mixed types of 

grown trees without uniformity in planting to type. The sidewalks are 

narrow sidewalks and there are a large mixture of commercial and 

condominium driveways as well as residential roadways. It is pleasant but 

does not meet the high visual quality rating . 

http:Imv6li.ng
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lU' ll S:014- l 

"","u lo. 24 i 

lilnd~apcd ::u1d cr~lC a more O)1r.!1l I'oadv.:ay aprx::unncc. TI'k:: projlXt ':Uld iL'" irUldsc1pillg would 
mainllun Ih~ ~xistin", mediulll \ isuall]u, liry CIIIL))(II),' (sec Appendix H.5.l'xhibil 1;4.5-1:1.l'h010 
15b). 

J'mm the ennn(.!Ction \-viLh P,'etcrrcdAlt(:1"n(Itl\';: H2.tf. lhcnH:;r:.u:.k: !,()f1.lOnoj'/J.n :/cn"ld 

i l/le1'lluri !'e ( ~1' 1''L',"-'' Ihf(\ugh 01" c".%!m cdg.; " "Sum.:\, I)own, l'uJ'k and ",<'uld r"In."·" 

\.'1;.."1..'claajon. A SF 4rh SbU:1 n:ulignn"k.:n1 thhHIt! h SUIl\..."V f)(,\\'lIs Park would thang..:. the jywu'~uU:<L: 


of the l'Onion "fthcl,\Ik UII'l"<J!!h ",1,ich ill'l""" (1'111 ol\lhi"h is ""r..cnlly i",u1i"lIy used lor 

Clukio1:!) 11k.: visuaillualilyofrhi.." an.;a \vould nol tx.: lo\\'cn:d fmllllTh:dium In l('Iw an~r 

con.~UU(.:ti()ll and l\..l)Janling.. .• 


Removill):! V('getlltion, ie many, many trt'('S and medians, adding walls and and 
'open space' will lx, cxtreml.'ly noticeahk to \iewel's.l)articularly the residents 
that arc remaining. This arca i~ a high visual qual.I!}', with low dcnsity. trl'l'(l 
areas that pmtt'Ct tht' single family neighhorhoods and prmide a graceful ('nn'Y 
to our city. ST has falkd to pm\idt' factual analysis that this is a m(-dium visual 
quaUty category, when In fact, It is a VCI')' high vl.,ualljuaU!}·. Taking park land 
that servcs as hoth visualrcspitc and pas.~ivc and activ(' r('cn'atinn 1, a vcry 
seriou.~ action and should he \icwed very strongly as making the case tor 
feaslhle altcmatlves. The misrcpl'Cstnl'dtton ofthl' vlsual qllaUI~' that wIU hl' 
irl'cparahl~' harmt-d and advcl'sd~' lmp3ct{'d along the Band C altcmatiws 
(south ofdowntown Belll'YUe) cannot he sfllt(-d enough. B7 L~ that fl'aslhk -and 
hettcr altc'matiw. 

"-1.5304 Con..... isll.:ncy \1.,"1111 CnIllPICh!.!fl...ivc Pla.ns As disclL'\sccJ throughnul the ,'isual anulv" is Iw 
nllL'llIati v\!. Sound Tralt, ii'!\ ;l'-~I.jmt!nl (\1' thlj E.t:';l r.ink Proj"-'Cl's c.nnsislcncv with vls.ual ~ 

r~i.') IIn.:c goals (!Tld policil!S ()rfdl..'lr,~lnl lo(,;"II.·o rnpl~hl..'n.",iv\,; plait" f')110l1 th:!1 \~;th 1\\ 0 

cx~pli ()n...::, n()IlL: ol'lhL: £!'l!lh~IUII\lnn.~ (lr Suha(~a !)Inns conlrun SI'U:ili(; g(mi-.: find I)()II(':~S for 
a";!o>lh~lic ()r visual n.:..'~')urcl.!s. I!OW\,;Vl.:L mO!it of the plans contain gllidl1l\X relaling 10 
main.twning .Uld iOlf)f{lVing lhe UI~.'k:Zl.mnu.: ofthlo! physicnil.:l1virolUnc:.nt ·I'h.:: I\a.o L!xccplil))ls arl! 
ilS rollows: 

• 	 lJelk111C lom{n-e/u..n'(ive Plan whim tl..~gn ~bn.lIt that cnc{lur.lg.~~ n~W pnytXb I() be 
dcs.ignu.llo l1\-oid sh.ado\\',s und uUow ac(';cs.." to slmligJl1.. pnniudarly 101 ~U\:~l<"; lhat fCQ.;ivl;: 
r-.x1r:.str\ilnuSt: 

· 	&clion 20.25A.IOO.".6 (Viow Pres",""li,," Conidor)orthe Cityofl.l..:I1~","', /)0 "'fIIO '''' 

• ( "Of(: j)csi~n /Jis,/iet Guideline:, !.hOI iJ1.!ntiti~ \'11,..··"" pr~5Cr\'alion corridors 
S""lion "4.5. I (Visual ton"isl~nc )' wilh C()mpn:h~llSil'" Plans} o{'Appendix ['4.5 (Visual 
COfL~SlCJlcy fUld KI.:Y Obscrvflli\')fl Point r\nal y.-;is) di.'lCus""-,,, th:.::·ctlllsistl.:nL:}, orthc {Jrc!etn..'d 
.,jju: l'narin:{as h'C// (£.1) all a/henJ wi,h (/;L' \'L'iUUI n:.~ounY:s goaLt( amt polldcs D/re/f!\'CIIH joctI) 

('{.m'preh~fL\·il'L' plmn and ordin..tnlJC.:oi. Sound Tr::msil " , lI l,.."oordi,lltlC \\,~Ih the lov.'l1 jurisdictions 10 
d\..."'\Jgn U'k! proju;l ~:onsi!\lc!nl wilh Ix:rtint.:nl tx\Jjc il:?\, OcsIWl guid~lin-m and ..~gu lati()ns lulalivc 1<.' 
yistLl l and o.lt!Sthelic ~!.lf'C\..."'i.•• 

Response to comment ELFEIS014-24 

Your comment has been noted. Please see Section 4.2.3.2 of the Final EIS 

which discusses impacts related to consistency with plans and policies. 

Additional analysis of the project's consistency with specific City of 

Bellevue adopted goals and policies is provided in Appendix F4.2 of the 

Final EIS . 

http:cnc{lur.lg
http:physicnil.:l1virolUnc:.nt
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Hen' arc few of the guals and policies of the Cit)" of Hcllevur 
Comprrhensh'l' Plan and Southll'l'st Helll'vu(' SuhaJ'ea Plan: 
Environml'ntal - Goals: Tu rrtllin andl'nhance l'xhtinf,( vcgNation un 
stel'p slopes within wdland areas, and alonl! stream corridors in order 
to control ('rosion, to minimize landslidc/earth(juukc hazard potential 
lind pl"Otect the nlltural drainagl' systl'ms, 
lIrban I)csil1.n - Gouls: To encourllj!e the prcscn'ation of the existing 

residential and arhoreal charaetcr of Southwest Ilellevue. To 

encourage retentiun and enhanccml'nt of historil' landmarks. 

High Capaci~' Transit: Polil'y ETP-21. Cunfirm Eastside corridors as 

hll!h priorIties for implementation of the I'l'glonal HCT system. Key 

corridors for HCT servIce on the Eastside include 1-90, SR40S, SR 520, 

and SR 522. 

Polky ETP-23. HCT docs not rder ttl a specific technolo~' or whlcle, 

hut to High Occupancy Vehicle(s), operating on an ('xclusivc I'Ij!ht-of­

way, guideway or truck, Ilroviding express service with inl'rl'(luent 

stops. HCT Is charactHlzed b~' higher speeds than conventional transit 
and greater rdiahill~', The regional HCT system could Include several 
different trawl modes scirctl'd to mel'! unique needs IIf the differrnt 

fLfl1 SD 11l, ] 1 
travl'l corridors. Specific HCT t~chnologies for Ea,~lsld e Cllrrldllrs 

should he st"ll'cted accordIng to the type and density of present and 

planm'd development'. 

Policy LlI-22. Protect residential areas from the impacts of non­

resldl' ntial USt'S of 1I scalc not approprlatt' to the nclghhorhood. I' 

"il'ighh(lI'hood Quality & Vitality 

Goals: 

I . To ensure that sinj.!k family and multiramlly residential 
neighborhood prllvidc an attrlldiv('living environment and that 
housing is compatible in Cluality, deSign, and intensity within 
ncij!hhorhuods and with surrounding land uses, traffic pattl'l'ns, public 
facilities and l'nvironmcntully sensitive features. 
2. To ensure the vitalif)-' and health of single family and multifamily 
nril!h borhoods, 
Rl'gional Transit 
PolkyTR-70. Promot., transit usc and achic\'l' land usc objectives 
though transit system plannlnj! that includes consider-Inon of: 

1. 	 Land uses that support transit, Including mixed use and nlght­
timt' activities; 

2. 	 TOO opportunities with the plivate and puhllc sectors; 

No comments 

- n/a ­
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3. 	 A Slife and accessihk p('drstrian environment, with resrrictions on 
auto accl'SS; 

4. 	 Intrllratinl: multip((o access modes, Includlnl! huses, cal'pools and 
van pools, hirycks and pl'destrians; 

5. 	 Urhan design and community charactt'l' that support and 

facilitate rransir usc; and 


6. rrott'cting nearhy nl'ighhorhouds fnlm undesirahle impacts. 
All these, and many other policies arc attached. These have all also 
h~en submitted to ST. 

"~.5A Potenti..1\ ·litignlion Vl<!o1SWI.'Oo 

lnc fhlkw.ing. SeCtlun'" dl.-..;;crih.: Inititmtion rrc:L~Ift...-'; ns-'\()(.;iawd With IDe ~lropt.Js..x1 proJt!CI 
.:lhcmali\'L'~. 

~.5A.1 :Vliti£,ltion I()I" All /\h,:mr,ti \""( ~XlHli" Ill~ Ulll""1s 

!\~ di5l:LL.'\.~ nl1ht; lx:ginning. ot 'ScCIKUl ' l . 5 ."~. 2, th~ 111'f'lj l.:C( i_nclu&;'>;: a nUlnbcr oj' Illc.:.aSUfI.;'·.... h ) 

mmimizt) visu.1I il1lrOCL~alld I~jkl iI \'i . ...ualiy \,;.(mlxltibk: tJ~U\..;;Jl tacility. ~() miliwl1ill ll nl\.!iL~u r(:s 
w('~uld 1-.: u!.!I.:c.!......··..;.uv I()f Pn/crrt'd A IiI.'I'fHl rl l't ~\· At. FUJI. Cl "I, (' ~' r n2J1. and 1-'2 tu..UL"l: 

thl.!ll: \\ nul'"' b..: no 'Id \,(.!f~·": vi~'11 qualil)' im rl.1Cl\ as..;;oci ..Hl.'(1 \\;lh Ihl!sc al lL:llUtl1 v,,;.."'. \1 ilJ glll il ln 

" 'elL'll!\..-; .'-ru:l1ic Il)Id"ntiliull",;\ti()ll~ ( )f' \lbu:~ imp""1 al"" Uswd I>.%\\', 

o 	 BelleHI': Way SF b.:I",,,,,"lh,, Sou lh l:!dlc\'u.: 1',uk'il lld-RiJ" "n" inlerscclion ",ilh 
112th AVt'Ilu<:SF. ·Ihe, scclionof Bcllovw WaySI : " u uld have i",p"Cl' Ii" ", AlIolTl>tlllc.' Ill. 
B2A. 1.12E. and 1\,. ·I1,e rel1i"ill)! walls ,<ould "",,,i,·o d"" ign U,",1Unelll< SlJch 11.< lCXUIIt:, 
IXII\",",lS. color. and JlO<.,iblc p~U1tin~, V~1,'Culti\'cscm:ning " ",uld be I"",·idod by S,~lIld TI1U\Sil 
lor f<:.<i"olloo., "l,e,\) ~ ,,"(Iuld b" pm~1ical and " niJeti\'c in ;,cru:ning ,~ c"'< oflhc lighl mil. 

o 	 1121h Avenue SF median "'1110"1"31. Removing Ihe m""i,"1 in 11 211> /\vc~\Uc Sf: IIonll or 
Belle"," Way I,,, Allcmuu\\,s il2/\ :uld 11.1 \\-"(".uld be mi~glll ~'!l willi i1ddilion:~ u\:ephnting.' 
"asl of 112ul Avenue SI , a., I'l\1cu(;.',1. 

ST notts that there \\;11 hl' no visual mitig-~tion for alternatives BHI and C9T. 
This statement lack' any and aU llnderll1anding ofthe nature ofthi.s area. 
Additional anal)'sis i.s nt'(.'dl><l by 1)J1)ti:ssionals to dctennine the extl'nt of 
de,5truction introducing a trnin into this area \\i.II do. 

"~ . 7.1.2 :\<Ii..'>! and Vinm~on IlTp,..,Criui3 

l':IIk, are ''O'Lo;ilk:nx! a ."X:d,ll ca.<;..! wd:rul\: ITA eriK"ria. Wh"lh~ra 1'(lJ~ is con"id~nxl noi-'<l­

&"siliVt.: is dLllCn~nf (In Ulc I) 'P~" IL'>C MIh" f'uk, Park!< IMl wc pri,n:uily IL....J lor 1\.'<:''''llion"1 

JCli\'ili.... or sporting. ~\ "Ill<. such a> l<>ollxlll , In-<:btlIL ~. lind o\h..:r ;leti,,, "",>It1lind n:cn.:"UI>n. ,tIt: 

nOl C()fL--iltlcnxt noi.~"nSili vc. Parks that nrc pnm.uilv U.'UI for l'l'l~i\'i: :xthrilic'\, ~h a~ n..."1d in g. 

conrc['sab('t11. nnd Ilulilntion. in c;c,-,nUa"lt. could b.: COIL¥Jcn;d "., i.~Sl.:l"lqtin:. hut only tho.'iC l'tll k.S wi th 

}ov.' ~.\ istin !! noi~ k,"t.'b. 


Response to comment ELFEIS014-25 

Your comment has been noted . Visual impacts during project operation 

are discussed in Section 4.5.3.2 of the Final EIS. Several peer reviews by 

qualified professionals were performed on the Draft EIS, which concluded 

that the environmental review provided a balanced and consistent 

analysis of alternatives in South Bellevue and used methods consistent 

with industry standards. 

Response to comment ELFEIS014-26 

Your comment has been noted. Sound Transit has proposed noise 

mitigation measures for each location identified with noise levels that 

meet or exceed the federal criteria. Details on the proposed noise 

mitigation are provided in the environmental documents. Mitigation for 

the Preferred Alternative is also included in Appendix I of the Final EIS 

and in Attachment C to this Record of Decision. The Noise and Vibration 

Technical Report (Appendix H2 to the Final EIS) did study potential noise 

impacts at the Bellefield Manor apartments and none were identified. 

Low-income properties are identified in Section 4.4. The methodology for 

the noise analysis is described in Section 4.7 and Appendix H2, and is 

based on modeling that incorporates actual noise measurements and 

conservative assumptions about potential noise exposure. The noise 

studies do not assume any noise redUCing effects of foliage or 

topographic variation (i.e., it assumes an unobstructed line-of-sight 

pathway for noise from buildings decks to the light rail tracks). The FTA 

criteria are used for light-rail generated noise, FHWA criteria are used for 

motor vehicle generated noise. 

http:lropt.Js


Page 15 

kl.ll l!.·l)l ...t - l b 

H ... t-t~t!l , 1 · :U-· 

P'\Jk!\ along Lhl.! Ph)1 'X',SI,;(j comd\lr were n::\'icwcd t()f llSc. c.xisting noi!:C 11:\ I...i.s.. and p lUXllllity '0 
11li.~ior no~ .Ij( 'IUJ\'"'CS. SUcil as high\\:.rY~lmd Il'OJOf m1l:ri•.'lIll"u:h~;)ys. J ~lCh ol ' lh....~ v.~\SI.;nJl~dcnxJ \\ h~n 
~\ :~l.I..dJlIg ~ll.' rurks and ITl1king Ihc(h.:tL~nnill~ltilln ofth\! nll is...: .""-.: II."iili\"ily ofLhl: I,,"u'k. In gt.::11L"JaJ , 
pi.tIt... u.~ i'l lf sp::rting tlLb\1 ti~.... 01 IOC:.dcd Ilea! lugtma)'" nr Ill:-~or aJ1;,.:rial rflU{Mi3YS 'Uc not 

,ort<.;idcll.:d noisc-sat,,"h'l!. 

-1.73.1 Projxl A,sumpoons lor :-;0is.: :\0'01, ,,,, 

ThL:- proccdun.: u~ 10 (l\'alu<ltc the lIIlpacl~ of the Prolect alh.::mOlli vt.:;.~ isha..:;c.'(j upon Lhe ChW1C.Cin 

tht.: n()i.~ k:\'d !hut would h;; c:HI~1 hy \."~'1(,;h alh:m.1Ii\'c ;md thl..! IHlmnt!r nfJ wdli ng unit.. 


r...)t!..!nli~11Il' aHCctlrl h\' pn~u..:l nni.....:. For lhi.....UliJlJ-si..... ilI1I.!I1I UlIion ji.)rtJlc noisc.rl...·docing l.!1l~'ClC;; uj' 

.!!rnund C{)h.·nl~~ \'-'Il l! nrll llli.:lll(k.·:d~ ~uld aliliTm'~lilll.! r'l.'CCiveJ'S W£!u. a':;""'lun:d '~ h;1\'~ a lim.!-<,,~,..icll l 

vi,.!w orlhc Ijshll · wuy lml..:s.... lh..: tr.h.:~WIl\·\\as in a Nlainoo (ul. din...·cII" s hieldin~ IlIe
nillnH': ~

recepto r from lhl2: trncks:' 

1\11 pr('v!ous FEIS work on nol\(' has bel' n done hy 'llchael .\llnol' . Tht' 
stat('ments that have heen madl' to the fl'dcral ).!oYernml'nt on noise 
mitigation haYt' heen shown to he completrly false. ;\11'. :\-linor and ST 
have test1tit'd that 'all nolSt' Imllacts will he mitigated' and that the 
tl'sins will not travel in 31'l'3S that usC' outdoor area. Again, patently 
false. The federal gOYl'rnment has ust'd this Informat1on In making 
decisions that have turned out to have disastrous result and should call 
into qu estion his ('ntire analysis hasl'd on suhmitling prtviously false 
information. Wheel squirting is nor working (sl'e Vanessa Zapperll's 
('mall attachC'd). Thl' FEIS ignon's the Bdldlcid '-Janor apartment 
homes on BcilcvUl' Wa~'/ 112" SE and the many Impacts it will han' to 
thrsc homes, which arc low incomt· housing. If linl' of si).!ht is btln).! 
us('d. did this analysis occur during winter'! ;\-'Iany more people will he 
sering the alignment on Belleyul' Way and Inlb than with the kavcs on 
the trees. If appears that this mdhodolug~· will not be applicahlc to 
local noisl' ordinancrs, only ancillary fadlitks. 

"4.73.4 ~l~",cl5dwing (~.,.,mLions. Ijg./ll Rail and Tmflk '\oi"" [nl(."CIS 

The parks ruong ~ pn)po.o;cd n ll\)rnal iv~ \\CI" I,,\'i~\\'oo lor s~'lSilivily 10 nni,~.. proximil )' 1<) the 
nJremni\'\!. fuld th~ [,o",nnnl Jilr nol", imr"Cl" The only r...r"-, U];tl aru cOlt"d"I\X1I.)t"-~"",n,,, tiw 
wxJcr the VI A ll.'gUialioos aJ\! the .sectin." oj" \1crcer Slough :-;anore Purk and \laryrnoor Park 
.\' h.;rc ~k'-l:IU; .lnd qui..:, arc an l!X""';lIliul llaJ1 of the JM'SpllJp.)s.;. In b(lfhorlhl.,.'"'OCpmk...... lh~iu-~ L" 

Hr~ s\':\l.!ml hundred ti.:cl lln rn the pn.*~1 altcrnalivc..o;;. hi!..!.hwuys. and m:ljor :.u1cti"'ll l1,)ad\\. ays. 
Thl.! disbnce t(l lh~ an.:.l..~ am..l tll ~ .;..\.istinl! shicldiru!. Ijolll S\J\J l,;lUJc" arn.JJOf denS!..: n .:c.c lalion. arc 
sulliel!,!". \0 n:duc~ prnjl".'"Cl noisc to bdo\I,,· lhc cxisling Ic\ ~ls . All oll'h.'" park ar~ls along the 
al1eInativc·.'o c.k) not hav!.! n OISc...~scnsiti\'"~ us\,..~ nnd nJ\! ~r major hi£.hw~'1 or nrfulinl ((''ildways. 
including 1·90. SR 52(J. Bel leyuc WnySI~ II 2th J\wSI~ :-" 1· 12th SIro<!l rukl olherJmj(ofl\l~d\\'"y, . 

~IOd tht:l"t:t tm,; alu fle.)1 (,:oJl~ldl!n..:d nuisc-scnsi llYc um!":f FrA L:rill!.na." 

Response to comment ELFEIS014-27 

This statement explains that the peak-transit hour Leq noise generated 

by light rail operations at these locations would be below the existing 

ambient hourly Leq noise level. For example, the hourly Leq noise level 

for light rail operations at McCormick Park, based on measured levels 

from the existing Central Link alignment, is 64 dBA Leq. The current 

measured hourly Leq in the park at the same time of day is 67 dBA Leq . 

Therefore, although the train may still be heard when it passes by, it 

would not be louder than the existing ambient hourly Leq noise. The 

noise prediction models for East Link have been updated and verified 

using measurements taken along Central Link . Therefore, all current 

noise projections are verifiable with noise measurements from the 

current light rail system operations. 

http:L:rill!.na
http:noisc.rl
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f U· t1 "' 1J 1~ · ) 1 

Hfl. l~Q I "" J I:I: 

It is harcl to helieve Ihat someone wi th a prnf('ssional c1t',,-t'c could stall' Ihis. 
There is no way that adding a trdin can hring noist' to In:l.OW EXISTI\C; 
I.EVELS, This is purdy and simpl~' falsl~1ng statt'ments yet 31!ain to Ih,' 
f"(IL-ral govt'rnml'lll and apl)('ars to h(' puq)oscful in giving fah,' information. 
ST is now going in only 600 feet to try to mitigate properties in the Central 
I ,ink al'ea in hopes Ihi~ "ill work. So far. it has not. Why woulcl they 
continue til givl' falsl' information'? :\onc of thl' analysis, predittions.. 
projl'ctions or mitil!a tions for noise has heen coned. \ow they arc 
I)roposing Ihal there will not he much impact ancl that it can all he mitigated. 
The ft'deral gOl'l'l1lment is right t() question ancllook with skepticism on this 
FEIS 

.OJASegmcntll 
"'OM " f'th.: Ildbue Way SF/ I 12th Avenue SF im=io,"sc,'Cn noise imp''''t' arc prcdicle<l at 
the _,ingl", lillnily re.<idonre< \\ ~"t or 112~1 Avellue SE. 'lL'ar SI' 17th and SI': I~tll Stn.:cI.,." 

Where i~ mt'nOOn of the rcsidmtial impacts to the multifamily apaltmcnts at tht' 
mtclX'Crion of8\V/1 Ii"? There L~ no mention ofth,'S(' rl'Sklcnc(~. 

"4.7.:1,4 During tinal design. lirull ,'Intion IaY'" 1l alld bus rOUie and lighl mil ol.l<!r:lI ions will b" 
n::VIi.::WOO 10 L.:!lSUre complilUlce WiUl1hu elly on k:lh:::vuL! Bois\:! control ordjn::trl<:~," 

Hcmo. I '~ -1 Whal ifth t'y ean ' l? So far. the mitigation has not work('c1, so how will 

I:lt-l: J ~ll l .' ·30 ....j 

I: Li l.{SOI -t':i l 

ST ahidc h~' the con n(lise fJrdinanct'. enactccl to prutcct nul' 
properties'! 

"4.7.. 1.4 Vibration "'ld (j round borne \'ois" impacL' 

AU im,pa"':L, ic..lc lItiticd in thr.: ~tillHS bc-Iu\\ UI\! rdillc.;;d lu tJ,t: PJ\\xi lllity of tJl "; pm~ )(t')(.-d In'L,k..; ILl 

indi"dual building.; ,Old to the s!,,,..xI " I' th~ lighl ,";1 "" hick . In 1l'l><I c:a~", tllO iml' lCt' " ould b.; 

limihXl to l:ui ldin!l.< \\·i th in 50 li::ct 01'11", p.T, ""'SOO Ifad s. 


Po1t.:nliai \·iblHlion tUld g.roUlldlxl lTIc noise k! n:b 'lml inll'{)l;l'\ n.:portw in thi.... StX;hon nit! dcs..;ritnl 
pli(.r 10 Illj l ig;t\i(ln {\)n si d l~I~l li ons_ Although Illost irll-lL'tC15t"nll be mitigated. the n::sidlJal impaclS 

n.!Jll.:liniJlg :\,Ii..:r lll ili giiti llil all.: rro\·idLXi in Table 4.I-R Oclnil~ inJbl1nati(lnanu ~",hi l ll L'" Jhr ~~h 

intpOct:m: loc'lloo in i\Pf",nLii x 112." 

This dncs not take Into account outdoor activity in ncil!hho ..h()od~. 

4,7J .4 Scgmcnlll 

" I ' nder nil OUlef Segment B "lWITlMiv,-.... tllC only vibmu on illl"JaCI would 1:>:: 1(1 " singk -I,unily 

n...~dcno.: with A Ilc.mali\l! J ~I . ·rhis il1l~)aCL \\1H.Jld ocxur txx.:mLO;C o rlh~ pro>.. illlily ul'LhL.: rc..."i id.:.:nct.: 

10 Ihe lrack M d b.;cnusc high-frwucOl.'\· vibmlitlD!!a" L'I.'il-<il)' ~\rough !Iw gJTlUnd in tl li-' a!lli'; ' 


Response to comment ELFEIS014-28 

Under Preferred Alternative 82M, no noise impacts are predicted at the 

apartments located at the intersection of 112th Ave SE and Bellevue 

Way. Please see Exhibits A-2 and A-3 in Appendix A of the Noise and 

Vibration Technical Report which illustrate that these properties were 

analyzed (included as Appendix H2 to the Final EIS) . 

Response to comment ELFEIS014-29 

Central Link meets the local noise ordinance and the East Link Project is 

expected to meet Bellevue's noise ordinance as well . 

Response to comment ELFEIS014-30 

As described on page 4.7-1 of the Final EIS, groundborne noise can only 

be experienced indoors. 

Response to comment ELFEIS014-31 

Please see Table 4.7-8 on page 4.7-29 of the Final EIS for a summary of 

potential vibration impacts by alternative. With operation of Preferred 

Alternative 82M, the Winters House is predicted to have a ground borne 

noise impact that could be mitigated. As described on page 4.7-31 of the 

Final EIS, the operational vibration levels are projected to be below the 

FTA detailed impact criteria for human annoyance and well below even 

the most stringent criteria for damage to structures. Potential vibration 

impacts to the Winters House during construction are discussed on pages 

4.7-35 in the Noise Section and on pages 4.16-18 and 4.16-19 in the 

Historic and Archaeological Resources sections of the Final EIS. 
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Ell LIsa l <1 Ji 

£LI·~I ~I.l1 ,\ · n 

But onl~ one humt' will !)l' afreeted'? Thl'n' arc several rcfl'l'l'lICCS that 
thne will he vihration pruhlems at the Wintl'l's lious,', This does not 
mcn tlon that Ihe Wimcrs House is till' onl~' property on thl' Eastsidl' 
that is on rill' 'ational Rq:istry (II" lihtoric Places and is o\'('r InO Yl'ars 
old and made of stucco, Stucco 01" onl' hundred years ago will not 
withstand this vibration, Please' notl' thl' GI'l'l'nhush that references 
man~ prohlems with vihrations and Ihc Winters Housl', 'ule that 
there are none with thl' B7 alignnu'nr, 

"--I.7 .. ~ . 5 Imrlrt'lCL" During Con.struclion 

~oisl.; h::vds. w()uld h! g..!"'I;;.II.(.'.st Ihl' prOf~rtics ildjacent [0 Ik:lk!vu~ Viay SF and IlC\.lr Ih~ ch,;\'n.lcd 


!),.'£.m:nl, (>0 1-90, bul " , xlitl }" I"", lor tl,OSC "",,1.'" along I 12ul /I. \ ·enu~ Sl:. whelD r,'.,ide",,", 

Hilt.! bll.Sin~"' I~uk!; iJI\:.scI hack f(UthI..!T [film the projr.X't ('\}lridl)r in Inany pIIU';I.:~<:;.'· 


Homes along 112'11 are located far closer along II2'h Ave. SE and 
are not set back farther'. Also, homes along and to the west of 
Bclleyue Way and some portions of II2 UI and to the wc.~t are 
abo\'c the alignment and wiJI sutler more noise because of 
topograph)'. 

"4.7.5 Polentia] Mingntion \1c;'SlIIl!S 

4.7. 5.1 ~·()i.'>c Miligat"~n During. Upcmtion Sound Transit is COIllIHittL:AJ to rni.nirnl7ing noise 

k\ l!'b at the soun.:\!. This incJudl...~ u.s:ing onl y .....tall!..()!:.lhc-JlJl vt..'hick.....:; Cl!llipl.U! Ivlillh \vhu:i skin':> to 

n.;dU!.).:.': noi:'\c, In addition. SolUHJ TnUlsil i'LeJ,$ cOIrunint..'d Il) j In'linICnaJ1CC prngrnm thot 

ulelud", JlI!.iodic- mililrindim:or ""I'I"ccn.,"~ wh"d UUlII g or @~"c"" _b \ dlick n.1WWn rulQ:, 

rlfld op.!r.unr (Jaining. which ::III hl!lp 10 1\;l!OCC noL<;C It..'' ds uhmg If:\Mil conidor.;;;, ' "()T ooisc 

iml;QC15 1bmstill t:xi5t allt:r Lh:.:& SOuto.; n.oi..~ U-c<HmcnLO;;, no i~ J1'uligation m:.:.1.'\wl.!..... would r....: 
pro\iU I.'d thai " ..~ , oMjS\"pt ,,·ith Sound Trw., it', I igh! Rllj l Npjw :v1jlj\!i!tinQ l'oli~'Y P.1 ('li() " 

>'0,M2()040~ ) . ne F I'A IlllUlu,1i "['0 delill'" when milicIlliof\ is nL'c<.kd arul l=, !his un the 

Impact's. sc\o'~lirv, with SCVen: IInrXlct~ rL:.9LJiring. the 11IO.~1 consideration, Durin!! linal dl!.~ig.n, nil 

IIllJ);.lC1S and milimttiofl nh!aSUft;!·S v,·-ill be r~\'icwl..Xlli~r \ ·ellfiC~\lion. 

\'1ichllcl \finor hus SIll ted to me that ST chuse not to USl' n,'w trains 
with (1 U it'lt' 1- tcchnulo)(~' because they Wl'\'l' morl' l'xpensin-. AlIl'ITurts 
to reduce nuist have FAII.En. ~Iad ST listened to the residents of the 
area in Central Link Ilnd chosen an alignment along the freeway, much 
of this udditional noise and cust would haYl' hl't'n lIyoided. Thl'Y instl'at1 
chose to (lut it closer to homes, introducing a new noise sourer into a 
quiet area, They haYl' yet to tlx this probkm and conrlnue to spend 
mure money to try_ 

Response to comment £LF£IS014-32 

The noise analysis uses detailed computer aided drafting files and 

accurate measurements of the distance between the proposed track 

ways and residential properties, which allows for consideration of the 

issues raised in this comment. 

Response to comment £LF£15014-33 

This is not an accurate representation of discussions held with Mr. Minor, 

who is the lead consulting noise analyst for the East Link EIS, As stated on 

page 7-1 of Appendix H2, Noise and Vibration Technical Report, to the 

Final EIS Sound Transit has purchased state-of-the-art, low-noise vehicles, 

Please see response to comment # ELFEIS014-9 regarding previous noise 

reduction efforts, 

http:nL'c<.kd
http:g..!"'I;;.II
http:LI�~I~I.l1
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l:lHI ':.. !!l ,a-.:U 

LU -I: IS,Ol ' l l \ 

"4,7,5 , I 'I r.ulsil ' oi", ~ lilig.,lion 
Inc potential milig<ltion opLinn.'i H\ ',libbh! 101' noiSl.' lJ'om trnJl..;;it l l l"X!ratillHS ~)Jl the l:ast I.i.nk 
Pn~oci urc l)jimari l)' s,( \Und WHILI). Slu:iallra~kwork. lublil:tlltXl cur\ IC.'l.. ~lIId rL-...Jdt:nrilll hJildiug 
sOHn d In'llli'll~on. Sound walb arc prnl):)scU w here 1 ~ls; hk: and Iru<;()H:li1it.', 'L'idclt:mlincd hy 
Soulld 'I'no,";1based '"' 'I-.xilic silC w lldilio",'>, SoI~ld ",,,lis "",uld be local<o'(j on tllt ground lor 
(I t g.rilJ~ proli h.:..~ lind on lhl: guilh ..:wny stJiu.:lun,! l or \!k:: va1~d profilr,;s. Soillxi walh ilJ 'C pn,!f~"1TI.!d 
t~m.1S'~ lhl.!Yan.: diecliv0 at n.:ducing noiw. 1;<)1' Inc.a lions whcre-Ihcn.:: IS n 1 ~'h:nll:11 f(l r tnuik 
"" Ilie !n I~ n:lh:t.Xl ol r tll~ ,-\Ill" walls. "')wld 'flalls;1 \\wld prop0""' 10 ll'i<: "l....oq)U", U\:[lUnenLs 
tO Il':JluJy this i s..~ It.:. Dunne. I ho~~ ti mt.!!\ uf the d~y V: h l.!R outdoor 1I.~,>; an: mn!-.1 fi~lut! nl 
I.oise lin in lillht mil ",(mid !):)l1C311y he It,;.,\s ntJti cl.Alhlc hCl,.'all ~c (l r thc hi Q.bcl amhi!.!nt Iloi!'..c 
k \ ..:Is InHn Imflil.: and oth!':1 urban soun'!.!,..;, S(lund Transit IS l' um:nllv In\'I..!,>li !!alIn U fl,!.! UM: 
of nnn ...nudibic warninLlS tilf !.ll1ltx,J Imd U1!¥ilc.'(j at-grndt: CJ'{'tS.."i IRS'? If n(ln...autJiblc \\ :unift!; 
lk:.vkL.."" an; Ibllnd to ~ viahh,!, this oprion (;ould be uStJ(IIO r...xluc.t: Of dimin:.Hc tx:1I noise ttl 
sU....ci fit,.' yM"inc"\, \\'hl:o SOUJW miti1!3bOn ITII.!OL5!N (\f ~)und wnlL5 aN in f~"ibl~ (W' nOll.!ntin:1y 

.JIs:Jai>'!1 al n;ou"n~ nPi...: "''\IL- w in,,' Ilw 1'"1'1\ int',""1 "n l!!!ill. then AA'idldltiul8'UIL<!Jllllilllli.!lll 
w(luld ~ c\'aiwltoo IUld imJ)l~mc,;nlcJ til imp:-\(.:tlXillftlI1l.:r1il.!~ \vhcf\! thl.! !.:xistiru.; 1~lildin gJ.'1r.:.-;; 
not II llUlL,t\' uchi~\ (,! u .sumC It,;ot cXlJ..~Jil)f-to ... illlcrior l\X.iucti(m or noi&.:: k:vcls ..• 

Sf makcs no mention nor l'ven rrlt'S to dCllI with the noise that will pl'rlneate 
our outd(Mlr living spaces in our ndghhorhoods. B7 has no cro~sings that 
would rNluire hells. They havcn'llixcd it in Cenutli Link yet ST is now 
prl.lpo,ing through ~ rt"t.·CIlI RFP 10 UO sOlmd insulation OYer 600 Il"t.'t Ii'om the 
lI'ltins! Iletta placement ofa li\.,'nrnents on existinl: trdllspUJ1".ttion corridors, 
such as thl' B~SF .lhandonl'd railroad, \\i1l tak.· care of this issuc. 

4. ;, 5. I TI<litic Nnis0 \1iliglltiol1 

egmcllI (" 

I'll" sound wnli'b1tnier. along with slJ<.'Cinl lr:1ckwork al tho cmSSOVe' "long 112th Avenue SI;, 


~ '()uld mili t)al': aJl irnp•.'1Cl" along tllis sectinn ol'the corndor." 

'h('y have not heen slIl'Cl"ssful to datl". Ht hl'rc thl'~' arc again making th("sc 
'a1Sl' claims. 

'4.7.5, I WI..,I S'I"",d 
'~}r QJf\'e5 or600 ... [Ot~ \ nldilL'> o r Ies...;;. a lmcksidc: Or \'c-lljdV-ITltnmlCd lub,;cal'ion s)'SlI.;ln \",()tJW lx 
.w \() rniliglll" wh~1 ''1,,'''11 noisc. 1'<'1' curves of61lO· 10 l.m()·loOl Cold ius, !he pWI""1 would 

dcsi!!ll~ 10 IIc'Commodale n lubricalion syslem irwh~\:1 "'luem O\Xursdluin~orcr:,tion.<;." 

hc)' have tried this in Central Link and havc failed to date. 

4. 7.5,2 COTls\JUclion "oiS<! ylitig3uon t"IC::I$UfCS 

ilo driving miglll be [\"qUiI~ in Scgm~JlL' H, C, 1.), 'Uld Ii ror c0nsltlJ<li()11 ord~vfllc>d prolil"" 
Id hridgt:S. and might al.'il'"l occur in U1U L.'\ ofrcl.ninoo cuts in &1!I~1Ls C and D. 'Il) l1-uti~ tll: noise 

'la1<.tl k) I~kdn,ing. tl,~ u,",,,lnn augurlo I1IS1alllhc pile< in.'I",.O ofa pile dm~r woulo gro.lIly 

Response to comment ELFEIS014-34 

Your comment has been noted. The entire noise analysis was performed 

to specifically identify and mitigate noise from light rail operations in the 

outdoor and indoor spaces at residential properties. Your statement that 

noise barriers and lubrication have not been successful is incorrect; in 

fact, the noise walls on the Central link were successful in mitigation of all 

impacts, and the lubrication is effective at reducing and eliminating 

wheel squeal. Please see response to comment # ELFEIS004-6 regarding 

Central Link . 

Response to comment ELFEIS014-35 

The Final EIS text quoted states that most locations would not include 

pile driving. As stated in Section 2.4.5 of the Final EIS, which describes the 

construction process for elevated portions of the project, states that 

foundations may consist of shallow spread footings, include deep-driven 

or augured piles, or drilled shafts. 

http:dimin:.Hc
http:n:lh:t.Xl
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l:lF[ I ~ O 1 -l 'J 3 1~lurt.: tl1~ n(~i~ I~vds. II pjh;, drivi,l1¥ iSIIt."CC.'t'WlI")'. lh-..: only m,itigalioll 1,~'()uIJ l~.IO ii~~lit UIC time 

l:I..I-USO I 4 - ..t(, 

t:lft:h OI4· )1 

ELFI:I S, (l1,1 3 !:i 

fL H 1 ...!1 1" · '\ " 

)1 day the aClJ\ 'lly Co.'lI'1 occur. Pile dnvuu; IS nol (;.\I«LOO HL most 1.:.on.slrUclJon IcxJ\u)Jl", 

low do lhey ex[).:cllo silUlHe the line in lile Sloll~il iJ'IlOI nil piles') The entire 
(llldw~y aillng Lklb' lIc Way and III ~ UI is illlhc M en.:cr Slough. 

·~4.7.5."l Vihmlilill Mitigation Dwing Orcratinn 
Vihration and groundhonl\! noi~ imr~lCl" thai eXoo.xj FTA Cri l(!ria warrant miLigalioJ1 w hen 
ddenninoo 10 bo.; r=nnhlc and lilasiblc. The I""ali,'n, l'Uluiring mil i;!,'li"n in T"bk4.7.X",ould 
b.; rdiJui dUJi,ng limll dt.:siun. AI so(nt.: JOl:atio n ..... h()\\~\t.:I, Ijehl ruilltackwuys 0 1 ~ide\...'a\'~ 
wl)uld I.~ Wilhl~l 20 'LxI nt'buildincs and \ 'ihm tinn mitigut ion would not h-J cfl~li \'~ at 

I\Xhlcing Ibe \'ibn"i"n level In bo.;low 1b~ FT:\ crilq ia . t: .~hibilS 4.7-7 \hl1lug.h ·1.7· 11 idonlii)' 
Uu...."'iC kx:utlDJl'\ 'L" n . .:sKJu;,11 vibmtiun imrJi.·k.:l'\. At Ih~ Illl..'i. ltl~ Jn.''I. prujl.!l..''1 (k!.si g,o IlnM.:tilicatJon ;uxi 
additional inlonnalion on atl~'Ch:.d buildings clHlld dimIIWh..: Lil{....">l! impaLLS." 

The R7 alignment passes hy condos andlipartmcnts that have already heen 
mitigated for nol.s~ dm'Lng a conditional usc permit wlll'n huUt. Adrlll10nal 
funds jor lIIitij!lItion will not he n('oocd on B7. 

"4.7.:·.4 ( 'onsuuction V ibmtion \1itigation \1ea...~ln:;s 

In !;cnt:"' 1. building "amag" lmlll COTl.,truclion ,ibmti"" ""uld only be iUlticipalcd lio m in","ci 
r ile ,h;"ingc!o,", 10 buildlllgs. lfpi~ng is m"l\: lhan 50 I" 100 ~1 linm huildin!,,,, or if 
aih:mati"\ '1,.; In...:Li1n<.L... such ;1..'\ ;IUg.l.!f Cil"! piling. Of LiJ,Ur.:d simile;; !He uS}{1. th1.'1lll<lnl:l~ Jiuln 
conslIllCtJon \l,. "cluILiIlOI be ;UlliC~xllL'iJ. OLher si.)un.~1.!s of ~on~t.nlctilJn vibmtion. i.m.:luding 1)()IJ.!',ntinl 
gJOLuuj iIl'lpJOvcmcnl w':li\"ilCs in Scgn~nl B such [IS con.st.nII.:Uun or 'sulNtrt!I'-X! slOlle to!LUllJ\."'i. 

..:ould gr.::nur'I!1.! hiflh ~0l1~1 vibmlion Ir..:vd., (()f klCO"W7.\".'() I.brnug0 10 oCcur. tk.!J:xnding on WI.! ~;'; lil 

1)'1'<' and di' lanoo be"'""n Ille ,ouree of ,·ibrntion and !he n'::'fCSI bui lding. 

The close pmximity to l'('sidl'ncrs and husin('sscs along lkllcvul' Way and 
)12 'h )'l'quire more lInalysis to show thl' cxh'nt of consh'uction vihration 
Impacts. 

Th~ cumuIUli,·. impnclS thm "" ulignm"nt on Bellevue W"y and 112'" will be In bury our 
lH.!i g.hborh n ~ )d ~, \VI.! \\ ill nOI sill\ 'ivc thi ~ a ~>::u ull On our pfO purly. Tile FFIS IlKtkcs it 
~t'l llndlike "II i, rosy. bUII;'J..<;k you: "'here in the l'S is a rn il .<:}<S lcm. ot gJadc or 
clovoled . Ih"1 is, bcaulilul. peace l'ul . gracclul. "rbnrcal, single lamily. well mainlni n"d 
n~l!::hborho ,)d wilh ki,h and dn ;!s and wi ldlili.:" 1'11"11,; j, 1\,)1 one. Tunnels l'ould "m'e 
Ihis;-'II\;tl. but ST fe tu ses ~c.aus~ of thl.! price. Ou r lovdy ciry will he forcv(!r dam;lgc.::d 
by Ihi s mlSplaccmenlllflhe alignmenl . An abanduned IrailllIack is .,illing ri~ht he re! 
Imagine Ihis line p"f"lIc1ing Ihe freeway as Ihe ~"Sl markeling ST could ,,\,cr h",'"! 
Peopl" $illing in cars slUc k on the freeway and walching I'1IllScngcrs ride along passing 
them. ' 

Th" 2.002 ROn , lal", Ihal nnise milig'lli(Jn "dllc.' nOl, however reduce eXlerior noise 
lev('\s and is nnrm~lIy u.s('d I'M slruclurc~ Ihal haw little cor no nuldollr Il~e ~llhe 

Response to comment ELFElS014-36 

Your comment has been noted. Mitigation measures for noise impacts 

are discussed in the FEIS in Section 4.7.5 and in Appendix I of the FE IS for 

the Preferred Alternative. Mitigation for the Preferred Alternative is also 

included in Attachment C to this Record of Decision. The text referenced 

refers to vibration impacts. 

Response to comment ELFElS014-37 
The text in the Final EIS following this cited text states that "In any 

location of concern, preconstruction surveys would be conducted to 

document the existing conditions of buildings, in case there was an issue 

during or after construction, and vibration monitoring would be 

implemented during construction to establish levels of vibration. Where 

levels of vibration exceed present limits for damage, the contractor 

would be required to stop work and switch to alternate construction 

methods. II 

Response to commenLELFEIS014-38 
Your comment has been noted. Please see Chapter 5 of the Final EIS for a 

discussion of cumulative impacts. 

Response to comment ELFEIS014-39 
The Sound Transit Mitigation Policy, states that for situations where 

source or path mitigation is either not feasible or ineffective, building 

sound insulation would be considered. Building insulation would not 

reduce exterior noise levels. 
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ELH:\ .. IJ ! l j~ 

flldlit)' ," This is 110\ the dl!5t:.:riplion (,r'hou~:\lId s of home_;.; al,)ne. lh~ 1h:;1"~\1JC \-Va)" alld 
Iltli rout!.:. 

L 

{
S
. " l ~ has :d.r~cty dL"1CIll.llll!.Xl. Lh;,l the)' ,w ,·""s;ng Oh~ ,-krwr Slough 1''>I'HIVJ(k sclyic, JdivCIY~) 


£.1 ~t L,UI 4-4f,) 1,,(\lnlS l.:.i\.."it (such 'l' b~.'lquah) jUld I)'Jlnt\; ~lh (~h a.<; RI.:IlIPIl). ,'h-':lclore. 111:.:: L'()...:;{ 10 crn~:.; 1h(: 

Sinugh lim!" wiH I.x: fhI k'... ... :.lIld ~'"'ovid(: qujck~1' COllsu\I'clion to S\,) m,my om'..:'! L'lti!;.';S tlml nl.:Ci1 
.ldditiOIl<'lIIJ.u'\."fl()J1.l1110111l1k.:mu~ '. ~ 

The j-l nal ysi~ muSI fru':lually and professionally ~villuHh.! Ihe alh.:rnalivL::s. ST 11: 1':-' lJ.~l.!.J hill r 
truths amI a.~"'Ulnplion:; oa.."~ on nothing to ::,uppcH1 th:.! ctlndus ions they \\ ;Ull. \t1y 
friend. it Iransportillion eng.inccr. s.l id Ihis : "The L~ n:;inc~riJlg pwll:.""i ..'n u:-.cd 10 be 'HI 

honrwJble proll:ssion lhut wus. asked 'Co) providr.. 1;H.:ls. wl U1 S and all. o n pr0jc(';l s. in oH.h:r to 
make Ihe "cst d~(:ision: nnw We aN Hsh.-d 10 ,,((wide analysis lhul wi ll SUpPlH1Lhc 
dc,:isions thai have..: ;lire;Jdy tn"d0'" I f~~1 ~(>rry for him and o!hers \\ IH.I ha\e inh.:g.riIY ,loll 
honor rmd ha\ e l'X.!cn .':l.hullkd IIWllY 1J...:'<lU;SC !hey \o\' ill nol pb~ th is £-111111.: of rub:.! 
;J.ssulllplions. 

(hoer 70'1/" of lht! cOll1rn~nlS in lhe;: DI ... lS Wr,;: IC j()f B7. Our Ih.:i'L!hborhouds k.JI O \~· II IXlu( 

I:.LfL1 !)(n oH \ I lh is issue a~u hfJ\·t: \"ollXi l)\"crwhldmingl), III kl.::cp it on B7. PIe:I.SC hdp I~S and rc.:spCL:t 
{ our properncs. 

Plt:nse come :lnd sce tIll! nr(:.:l,s i'l) r YOL,rsdLlnd whatlhe 1\\"0 ~lIig.nml!nl s. w ill do the.: ~I\.:"a.s, 

Ph.:usc ~H\'e us hlith in ou r ~!l"l\ ..;rl\lnl,;nt ;llld OlJl' dCmoL:ralic pro,:ess! Do nol kt S'J' get 
away \\ iL.h this, \V~ look to tht:: kd~ra l '..!(W~mlll~l1t to hdp u.' proh:c-t OUI in\·~~l rn~nI.S 
:wu ~e..: urc the hest ~ lIi g lime ll( I~)r our n'.!i ~hl lurlwods . Ollr city ,U1U the Il!ginn " 

All 1:0JlllllerHs arc includtX1 h.)lh wit h rcl0f(!Ol:t: ;Uld 311aclutlcnt 10 thi.' I!mail. 

Sincerely. 

Ren.lv Ikonc..:tt 

R2C, I"O K'" A\O. Se. 

11.; 11"vuo \VA (lKOO~ 


HI' I f!'. '1I1 -4 ) :1\1l£lchmcnt Pol icil!s of C()mpr~ h~n sl\ c Plnn!\ tUlu Suhan.::a Plans 
I:LHI~ fn-4 · " l i\ l1!1Chmenl Pltlure 01 I:" "Ic and Ilclh::licld klle, 


AU(H.: hmt:nl Emnil frilm \Iat)~!".~.a I.appdil. noisL: mitigation not worl\ing. ST \\on'!

tl H l~iJ l -l ·~1 

Ch tlJigc their mind 
Htl ISO I -" '\\ ;"' tl:u.:hrncnt (in.:cnhush ...tud y 

Al1"dlln~nL 19){9 COli 'Ln lf rCC(llllln · ~ I"l;lIi(l1l or no lighl TIli I (l1( 'T) on Ilellc\"llc WoI) 
',"Hr~tl l 'H~C. and 11 2" 

AlluchmL:nt COR rcsoltninn n':~;lfd ln ":; WtnSilion.s 10 neig.hhorhH,~d~ 

Response to comment ELFEIS014-40 

As stated in Chapter 1 of the Final EIS, the purpose and need for the 

project is to expand the light rail system from Seattle to Mercer Island, 

Bellevue, and Redmond via Interstate 90. As described in Response to 

Common Comment #CClb in Chapter 7 of the Final EIS, East Link is part 

of ST2, the next phase of mass transit improvements in the Puget Sound 

Region. Light rail extensions to these other locations were not included in 

the ST2 Program . 

Response to comment ELFEIS014-41 

As stated in Chapter 7 of the Final EIS, Public and Agency Comment 

Summary, of the 765 comment submittals or individual statements on 

the Draft EIS, over 400 were regarding Segment B. Of the 400 letters, 

almost 250 were in support of Alternative B7 (approximately 33 percent) 

and approximately 70 letters were in opposition to B7. For the SDEIS, a 

total of 165 letters supported Alternative B7 while 155 letters opposed it. 

Response to comment ELFElS014-42 

Please see Table 7-1, Chapter 7 of the Final EIS, response to Common 

Comment CC4.2c. 

Response to comment ELFEIS014-43 

Your comment has been noted . Please see Section 4.8 of the Final EIS 

regarding impacts to wildlife. 

Response to comment ELFEIS014-44 

Your comment has been noted. Sound Transit continues to work to 

reduce noise levels on Central Link and the noise levels in this area have 

now been reduced to below FTA impact criteria . 

Response to comment ELFEIS014-45 

Your comment has been noted . Please see response to comment #14, 

SDEIS comment letter ELS542. 

http:PIe:I.SC
http:dL"1CIll.llll!.Xl
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Sent: ~lond~y, August 15, 20 11 6:28 P~1 


To: ft'.trolOmall 

Ce: W~rner, JOi1n (FTA); LaHOod, Ray (OST); ~lendez, Victor (FHWA); Rogoff, Peter (FTA); flathis, 

Daniel (FHWA); Krochalis, Rick (FTA) 

Subject: Fw: Comments abOut Wildlife and Tree lass - B2M 


The B2~'1 wn, sekclcd by S-"",d Trnnsit. The ( ' ilyof Ildle\1Ie Cily Counci l is 

I:."onsi d":ling :IPPW\,U! ol'th..: 'r~rn~ Sh":l!\ \10l 10 cOll1ll1il up \n S160 \1illion ol'('ily ItinJ. 

rights, J..s~;.;l5 ;::mdl\)J' (",Ish 10 Sound Tr;llIsil. ~llld possibly nl so to \""iliv!"! rights to liligal!.!, 


J-kre;;: art.: l:omm..:nIS nbOll1 2 SL:PA impacts not fully (;onsi(J..:n.-..·d. I hislOrI(': City SLP..... lilig.nti on 
cast! and t111:! Cjly·.~ Vision: 

Wildlif~ Habital .& ~1ic1'llt i "n - ~-1ercel Sloul!h 10 I.ake Wnshi nctnll \'ill !:natai '\eighborhood 

Th~ l ilY hils long standing inlcgmlcd policies lor owning. nnd managing P,111\5 and 0l)(;1t spa<..cs 
for encouragemen t wildl;lc h"billl!. Also, small "nim,,1 habi.,t is primarily reg.ulilted by 
V,,;ashingl(lft nep.. ('If' J;ish &.: ~'ildlili: and hy \Vashing(on J)...:p"rlm...:nl nf Ecolngy i(u- ~rili(': ' 11 

are:l" ordinance. '!l,,, 11"lkvuc Parks Board and w,rf " 'ere in a posilion f(\ make" lhoughlrull<'"g 
lenn cx:.amiJl:Ili (~n ofh(lw City'S c.xisling. wildlife and ()pcn Space po licy has been 
syslcJlul1ic~i1l y set ft$,iJI..: 10 nll,)\\ 112:'\.'110 ImpOCllJrhan \\'iIJlif~ llIig.l'~tiu n palll..:rn s. :vel ntln!"! Wll,s 

prOVided. I SI\(lke directl y lu the Park 1.1""rd nhout this I ",",nCern III "" rly 20 II. 

On Thanksgi ving. 1),,), Ilnd again un Chrislmm; D~~ y 2010. Il~(lyolc was in our backyard at 

IOfHhJSE 16th Sln ..!!.! t (l.:sling und sunning IfH .ilpproximaldy I hour c.;,,1l.:h dtly whih:.. C'IlWul o..: {'rollJ 
Ih l.! Chism P;.uk natural habiwl ope n ~p';.ICI,; all.'iI to \1cr(;~r Slough n:ltural habiUlI open space 
un.:.a \·ia unf..:ncuJ bnck)'anh along. the north side of sr 16th SJn.:d (\}rridor. Co YtHcS hdp k(..'\!p 
mlt;C. fillS. m~)I~s and \ \)I~ und..:r control in ncig. hb",)rll0ods. This is a health. safety and \\\:lI~II"": 
hiolugica l and ecohlgu.!ui ~onlr()1 J11ech'lnism. Rcsido..:nts suppor11hlSccolOglC.11 vision :L') pal1 ('If 
a larg.r.;; bunJI~ ol' clJoplc:d ( II)' POIiCh:.c; nnd pnor investl11t.'nb rd\.:n:nced as "("il), in u Park ". 

t-I.. "' C I '!.O I -C-.1 7 
OVCf the past 20 yc.:llfS. I hil\'L: ObSt!fyc..:J coyotl: S n.·glJ larl y (4 ~ig.hlings in 20 year::.. ilh~; l y:'-o hcadc..:d 
1,;: 151 to wt,!st. or \\'\.!Sllo I.!flst along SE 16th SlfCt:I) . ~1(ln: frt:qul!n lly, \~C uoo!.!rvt: mcoons :llso 
IJ;lVel ing cas I to " ·.st (2 sighlw on the morning or July 2K. 20 II headed wost). crossing 1121h 
A \"r.:!nul! nnd n~lh": " uL! \VII)". Thc small wild lYl.ilmm:11 pop~l IU1.ion surviv~d (iL:pcncb l)n (hI.! lJu.sl ­
west tfUvel routl: l'h.:twl,..X!1I major open spncc..:s. 
I3t.:3\'crs n~ li.!gulnrly fOllnd along 1;"lkc \Vashingl0n ~h()n,.:Iin t.: in<.:luding. nOflhw~SI sh0re,s 0 1" 
Yh!fC~r Island. in \-1L!n':\:'f Slough und ulong t:nalt,j .... hordim: tlfl,;;lS {2 ObSl.:fvcd). Also. J I'll'. WitS 

oh~crvcd \I"'thin 200 Icel nf lhe IQ\1 alignmL!lll h-.;hind \~f inh:ls lIouse, l'>il~iHed Vd\Clupt.!ckefs. ~ 
designated Priority Habi~11 Sl"'ci~s. Ius been secn "long \<!erccr Slough and I.ale W"hirrg.lo" 
using primarily hlfg~ c:t.-d:u (ret: tnwks .1S Sfl!I~ . A dc:sirahk goal is 12 dt:nd snag lr..::~ Ifl..lnk... pcr 
acr~ for thl! many Iyp~s of hird life . Sn:Jg..... hdp SUpf)l,H1 4 types nfcavi ty nesting ducks ,11 ....0 011 

the PHS list J\~,quirill~ dead tf~e trunks fur lift}cycl~ USl!. tlow~vr. an unkn\)wn nllmh~r "rdencJ 
true ",ags will b<o rcm()\"w 10 implement 1l2\<!. 

Response to comment ELFEIS014·47 

Please refer to the Final EIS for a discussion of project impacts. Ecological 

impacts from tree removal are included in the discussion of high-value 

habitat impacts in Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS. A detailed description of 

the methodology used and the importance of high value habitat is 

provided in Chapter 2 of Appendix H3, Ecosystems Technical Report. 

Sound Transit assessed impacts on wildlife using several approaches, 

including quantitative and qualitative methods, and measured direct 

habitat loss based on the extent of impacts to various plant communities . 

The qualitative assessment included review of the area's role as a wildlife 

movement corridor. 

http:W"hirrg.lo
http:ccolOglC.11
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Ht-II !." , -, .. , 

The 1l2\1 proposall"alUrOS "I-~",de rail lin" "Ion~ l11uch of' 1121h I\ve SI ': , The 112\1 rail 
alignment lh.:g.ui,dy impaL"ls Jilt: cycle. rum;tion~ und values. by pru\-,cnl;ng suaso ll<llmi gra lioll ,s 
in \..·asl· \Vc·~t IIlO\ I.: Jllcnb 01 animals 10 ~ llld from 2 m;:tio r water hoJic:s ~nd open spac.:s. 

Animals will be prevenled from crossi ng Ihe c()l11bin~ 11 21h Awnue with rail track 
:.a1ignment dUiJ to rn.:'1u~nl,;y of lIn in.o;;, nOise. lig.hL lolal distnnl.!c inclLlding str\!cts. walks and 
nll lbcd. ThL: proj"':l..'t spon:-,or Sound Twnsit is n.~4uir.;d In conSlucr \\'ildlll~ Irnhitlll ~ln J 
li fc(;yde Impacl~ caused by IlLyl, Ilowe\'el'_ pl'OhabJc sig"r,o""1 .dverse SFI'A impacl., caused 
by f.l2>'-1 proposal 10 wildlil" hahllal arc nol fillly sludied and Ib a I<:sullunidenlificlL 
UnllUUlltificd and also unmitigated illlpilCl... an . .: cxpcch.:d. 

Trc(! t o;.,... nlllnw \V~t cd6,'t: <..~r ""l.!rc~r Slough nnd v.iLhin 11 2th Av\! Sf.:. ri~hl of "'Jly 

A sig.nilicant number. typu. si:tc and kind orl.!xisting lr\!cS will n':lmwcd along th\.: H2\1 corridor 
') hI,; )32.\1 rou l..: I\!qulr~ SEPA impact m.iligalion.:I$ \\"llil IlS oppli(;flblc { 'ily ,('t(.h.~ cl)mpliuncc.! tit 

lh.,; tim.: of c.ach lo&;·nl l'l\mniL 
S(HHlJ Tr"lnsill.:huS0 t.h~ B2~·11l1UIC lhat .:.:rt:&lh;: s unio(: ntiliud . unqunnlifk:d and LJnll1itigal~t.J 
trt:t: impaclS. The probahlr.: sig.nilicaJlI and :I(.h It.:fSC impacts of rcmo\ ' ~t.1 lf~cS thut \':11.:~H..:~ h ~lrm 

sufTcrc.d is ljLlanj[iablc. 'J'he tree loss impLu,,:\S and harm suficIrc.o \.villl nelude the loss of oxygen 
produclion. n l(tcK of C02 uplake. II lilck of carooD fixalion hy trees, lidded . mall particulal", in 
the air co lumn. greater stolln Wi.ll~1 illlp"IC~ (mort: 4uantily and also Jiminisht:d \\:aler qunlit y 
impuc;;ls ) as well ns urbnn hl.:Ht island effects du~ to the los.$ of shadt.: canopy oVc.! r cxi$ting 
puvcmenl. ( ."Ity hus robust stnlT cilb~lbililY to liS\..' t..n.:c vtllu ll tion sotlwarc 10 justi I)' al1(.":ri,,1 street 
lice lIlainlainancc hud ecls, Ihere has beell no CilY eslimale ofiosl IrCc value for fl2V1 
~llignmc:!nt . Also. the P~)PllSL.X1 ()\·crlu: :lI.J \\ ires llhc..)\"C al grndc r;:·li llr~u:k \\ ill prc.::vcnl allowing 
futun: street trl!C') Lo s hnd~ the fulurc track bed, This h!IllJl\!n11u n: increu1-.:c c0 nLrbuling to hem 
island efTect is u dir...~t impaC:lthat \"... u.... nt:v~J' con~idcre;;;J for B2~'t. 

Hero'S a commenl aboul City's prior dillicu\ly wilh SI':I'A plus a closing. word aboul U'C Ci ly's 
Vision: 

1.c;'Hnin g. from I fish',,",: Is I()dny's 112\1 like ycslcldny's LH!le If:lrdwarc? 

Residenl' and pfl)pel1Y OU'''ers di,cclly "ffccled ill' B2\1 impael' do nol have Ihe prima ry dUlY 
under SEPA regulations to disdosc: pr~)I"'K"),o.;~11 informat ion OJ" to delin!,.; milig~ltion lor impacts . 
So"nd Tran"l h"s fesponsibilll' )"1 hns J'illkn ShMI li)( Imp,.,cI OIl1igll\i,·,U. Cily Council has 
l:O Il!.!CICd (:vidcllI.;e JOOUI unmitigated Sf ',Po'\ IInpacl'" ....\'hil~ studying. IPR. An jnlorrn~d deciSion 
oy t.h~ proponent ! .sponsor i." the inkndcd OUU:-Ollle or a prop(;i" SFP/\ r!.!vicw pw\.:'.!-... s 

ELFE I~O I I 18 --j io"colUn ll ),. Sound TmnSiI " 'ill become Ihe permil "I'plic"nl al Cily 11,,11 . :!nd also sed I,> ohlain 
righls 10 CilY ulililies and Cily Iftn d. Allhal J'"inl in Ihe lilture. CilY sl"I'~'I "uslldy on Ihe 
compklednt>ss (or hIck Ille,e,,!,) ((>I' the sJ)ns document. The Cily had an "ppor1unily 10 
d iscll)s~ 10 SOLmd Trnnsit information nil B2\1 impncis :I.S agency (ommt:nL...;. ~uxt. lh~re will 
Ix: thL: option 10 includo.! such In.l()fmutio n in a SI-.l)A ·nppc.uI oflhe SD):IS d(lCUI11~I1I. Including 11 

n ghllO lilig,th! lin lippei'll J!';l.:i.sio n. if nt,..,,;ued. 

Response to comment ELFEIS014-48 

Please see Table 7-1, Chapter 7 ofthe Final EIS, Response to Common 

Comment CCG3, which addresses SEPA requirements regarding the level 

of detail needed for identification and disclosure of project impacts and 

mitigation measu res, 

http:P~)PllSL.X1
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Ad\'crsL.: .signilicnnl imptlCL<o 'which ~I rc qUHlltiliabk yct nN CJ l c ulnt~d. plus impJCL<; th~Ll arc 
uvoidabh.:. cfln l~ Illinimi:.tcd or lllitig;H~d ),el have nlll been JIl remain Sdund TIlHl.,i r s primary 
rL.:spon,sihili Iy. 

In the fururl!, Cily ., fHcllc'll" <I,df'vili h:lve 10 "erify if [h" SDI:JS dnClIlllcnl is adequate [0' 

each onc of'-h~ (ilY'!<\ J1l..'xllocnl permit.s rind nrprnvnls. on it C:'"l ~": hy '-·..ISI,! h'L..:.i:-o. Irlhe SEP .'\ 
uMlysis ~IS prepared by Sound Tr;ln..·.. il turns nut 10 hI.! too limilcd 101' all 01' thosl..! lulurc Cil Y 
rk.:nnilS. then City .... laIT can rC'luC.s t more rc\·i~..". Dr ~Xr; l~ ": the Cil~ to a ..\ucccssi\"c numlK~r of 

loUldSOI"·U-I p·.::nnili.IPIx:-als - unkss the Tl,;un Sheet" MDl' do(;umcnl c.'\scnli:lily grants illl Ul.;.sC ;'lpprovnLs \0 
Sound Transit while also removi ng. right..; for appeal,.;; and dl..!ci .s ions notice... , Till .... ;Ippci.tr~ to he 
what L':;;ll is.'.;;u(! in 2 day.1\ a1 thl..: City ('oufll,,;il fO t.:cltng.. 

Co n~icJcr thl.! SFPA appc-al C;I!)l: ~Igain.sllh..: C ity and a propl" ..al Sp(lli SUr kno"",,'n as "":Iglt: 
11" ,,:1"'''0 (Ioda y il i" 1.()",,'s)" T his appeal was tiled by Bridle Trnil s n",;,!hboll",,,d 
reSidents. The Hppcul ClI.'SL: ~(nblishcd how ('ily of Bdll,,;\ll"; s lnfr used l.l l1:m ~d SLPA rc nc..: w 
document not rcl1c(.; li\ C 01',,11 mnjor project impucb - slopping (; O Il~II1ICli 0n 90 da ys into IJl e 
project. In thlil I n..:gard. llit: hlgl~ I rardv.-·i"!f\; "PI)..!al Case (.:an he loday's ICilchahlc Illl>lllcnt ahout 
weaknes.... l.::s in 111(;; IQ \;I SI :PA r~\,jcw. 

rh~ l~ug.11.! HunJ w art! SFPA littgul lO n ("i-I,<;C ","'<IS cx ~nsi\' c HJilion p~litJ fo r City of' B~IIr..:\ tic.: 

~kc["ds 'Uld s[.. n' lo learn SI·:l'A proc.edural i<suc<, 

.;"'''I),' th" 132\1 ro ul" h.:ilvdy impac ls Ilclkvllc's inlcgJ"nkJ p:"ks. "pen spac" and 
wildlife policy vis ion summed up l.I .... ~I "Ciry in a P:uk" , , 'nI0!1Un3tcly. S":PA Jocs not n;quir~ 

ELFE1SOt·'·H) study of projt::cl irnp')Cb Il) Ihe Cil) ._.. ~i.. iol1 h) .... ..:it:'t.:lin!; B2\11. The Sound 'Irallsit dc::ci sion to 
s.dcct H2\1 impairs oll r Ciry's onct: g.r~al \ 'i.,.;ion Ihnl has \\ nrkL:d \~ 'tll o\"l.;r Lh t: P.1S( st:!vcral{ 
docade." 

Response to comment ELFEIS014·49 

Your comment has been noted, 

http:Ippci.tr
http:rC'luC.st
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August 12. 2011 

Dan Mathis. Region X Administrator. FHWA 

Dear Mr. Mathis ' 

tL.H.I ~O'!I

I am wriling to express the concerns of the 1.000 members of the washington TrUCking 
Associations with the Sound Transit Final EIS 1·90 East Link project. In particular the 
assertion in 3 .8.3.1 (Impacts During Operation Freight on Regional Highways) """iCh 
states that the East Link project when completed will have a beneficial Impact on travel 
time for trucks across the Bridge . 

· l 

This assumption appears to be based on Sound Transit's projected light rail ridership 
which claims to reduce single occ.'Upant vehicles. thereby allowing trucks to move more 
freely Unfortunately. Sound Transit has a long histury of over estimating projected 
ridership. As an example. the SeaUle downtown to SeaTac Airpol1light rail. once 

_completed. carried 50% less riders than Sound Transi t had projected. 

In addition. Sound Transit predicts that by the yea r 2030 truck Irafflc growth on 1·90 
,, "' I<OlS) 	 would increase about 2% orless during peak times. This flies in the face of the . 

American Trucking Associallons US Fre'ght Transportat,on Forecast to 2022. wh,ch{ 
indicates there will be a 24% increase ,n general freight over that time period . 

ound Transit a lso states that between the years 2020 and 2030, that a higher 
percentage of trucks is expected to cross Lake Washington during off peak times. 
While the trU Cking industry does everything in its power to avoid travel ing during peak ~ 
ongestion times. we do not make the final deciSion on when we will be on the 

" H'," ,,·' 	 roadway . With the advent of warehouse on wheels and just in time delivery . our 

customers dictate our travel times. Therefore. to make the assumption that as time 

goes on trucking will choose to operate more during off peak hours is Simply no t 

accurate . 
~ 
We have further concems about the model used to project light rail's ridership and what 
impacts it would have on conges tion . The information we have received indicates that 
slightly less than 1 % of the projected East linK naership will switch from single occupant

"H"'!] , 4 vehicles. and that 64% would switch from more effiCient HOVs and buses. Only about 
{ 1800 of the projected 5400 East Link riders would be new transit riders. and those may 

be mythical based on Sound Transit·s past predictions. 

fln Closing, we would ask that Sound Transi t's FEIS be scrutinized very carefully before 
'"'"' ''0'·.·. -l ;:'e spend billions of dollars to fix a congestion prOblem that may well be made worse by 

~dding light rail 10 the 1·90 Bridge 

Thank you in advance for your consideralion . If you have any questions or we can be of 
further service. please feel free to contact me. 

Letter 15 was sent to FHWA official Dan Mathis as shown. A duplicate 

letter was also sent to FHWA official Victor Mendez. 

Response to comment ELFEIS01S-l 

Sound Transit's ridership estimates are determined from the Sound 

Transit ridership patronage model. With the East Link project, transit 

ridership across Lake Washington is forecasted to increase by about 25 

percent from the No-Build Alternative. This is summarized in Section 3.1 

and described in more detail in Sections 3.4 and 3.5 of the Final EIS. 

Comparing future ridership forecasts for East Link to Central Link's initial 

ridership levels is not an appropriate comparison for several reasons. 

First, forecasts prepared for Central Link using Sound Transit's 

incremental ridership model in the late 1990's/early 2000's was based on 

a system plan different than the current operating light rail system as 

well as a bus service integration plan that has not been fully 

implemented. Ridership forecasts for Central Link assumed a light rail 

line between the University District area (45th Street) and south of Sea­

Tac Airport (South 200th Street) . Currently, Central Link is operating 

between downtown Seattle and Sea-Tac Airport . Other factors affecting 

Central Link ridership during its first two years of operation include an 

adjustment of people's behaviors to a new transportation mode (light 

rail); implementation of new fare system (the Orca card); and the 

economic recession and unemployment, which has depressed transit 

ridership during this period .. These issues primarily relate to the rate of 

ridership maturity on the Initial Segment of Central Link, not to the 

forecasting methodology in Sound Transit's ridership model used for East 

Link (which has been reviewed by the Federal Transit Administration and 

two State Expert Review Panels). Overall, sound Transit's Central Link 

ridership has consistently increased since service implementation. 



Response to comment ELFElS015-2 

The reference to 2 percent per year is an annual growth rate not an overall total 

growth rate. Assuming an annual 2 percent growth rate, volumes would increase 

by approximately 30 percent from the existing (2007) conditions to year 2022 . 

Response to comment ELFEIS015-3 

Currently the majority of freight along this corridor travels outside the peak 

periods as shown in Exhibit 3-28 of the Final EIS. That trend is expected to continue 

in the future as forecasted by the Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC) (i .e., that 

the majority of daily freight movements will continue to occur outside the morning 

and afternoon peak periods). 

Response to comment ELFElSO15-4 

The East Link project is forecasted to produce about 50,000 riders per day and of 

those riders approximately 10,000 would be new transit riders. This information is 

located on page 3-6 of the Final EIS, under the bullet titled "Limited Transit 

Capacity and Connectivity." 

Response to comment ELFElS015-5 

Chapter 1 of the Final EIS discusses the project's purpose and need. As described in 

Section 1.2.3, the outer roadway is expected to reach its maximum vehicle capacity 

by 2015. Increased congestion in the No-Build condition will further exacerbate 

bus service delays and limit mobility between Seattle and the Eastside 

communities creating a need for the project. As described in Section 3.5 of the 

Final EIS, the traffic operations on 1-90 during the peak periods would be similar or 

improved with the project. 



Page 2 

No comments 

- n/a -

Sincerely. 

Larry A Pursley 
Executive Vice President 
washington Trucking Associations 
(253) 838-1650 
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Will Knedlik 
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From: WI. Knedlik tmaltto 'lnter,;tjl1!l9O!J",rxoa1,!!On@amaU,cQml 
Sent: Sunday, August t 4, 2011 9: 13 Pt·l 
To: laHood, Ray (051) 
Ce : Mendez, Victor (FI-IWA); Rogoff, Peter (F1A); hanlmonp@lYsQru.wa.Q!l'i: ~lal h i., Daniel (FHWA); 
Krochalis. Rick (F1A ); d"d@Wsdot.wa .goy 
Subject: Request to deny Rerora 01 Decision for East Link Projea and to make crominal referral 

1h.s subm.sslon reques~ng Ihe UI1lI00 Slates Depa"mem of Transportat,on 10 deny a Record of Decis,on 
for the East link Project propOSal stated within a nominal Final Environmental Impact Statl!menl for a 
light-rail plan fot the Interslate 00 corridor f rom Seattle. Washinglon to Bellevue. Washington (as forma lly 
issued on July 15, 2011 ), and instead to make a crimin al referral to the United SIBles Depanmem of 
Justice respecting the Central Puget Sound Regional Transit AulnOnty (doing business as Sound Tmnsit 
8m) here inaner the -agencY-).!s based upon legally fatal defects o:l enli~ed in the following 

"" ,0;0 ,6 I -l parag raphs, senstim, together with several further lethal failures identtf;ed In an attachm,.nl incorporated 

[ lH I ~O I 

by neferen"" hereinbelow and In an annex also th u" incorporated hereinbelow. and along WIth major fa lse 
~tatements therein and previously In order to degrade freight mobility th rough crrli ca l l·90 elements of 
the Dwrghl D. Eisenhower National System ollntersIBle and Defense H,ghways and 10 oblain $1.313 
bl thon In New Slaris fu nds from the Uniled States Treasury through clearl y false pretenses made by the 
agency to the Federal T,anslt Adrrunisrration over the signature of rts Chief executive Officer Joni Earl 
(signed qua -Joan M. Earl-) Ihat are documented hereinafter. 

l h= n~clll.:y Ia;!.\ tU: ~luirt"'l 1 no I.lwful ri~ 10 u-.t: the IUlIhihill iu!1-1. lu lhlr « mer nli!ldw.l)' ofrhc 1. 1)0 '(J1'rtd~)f itr ils ill", 

Li nk Pruj~ct, 3$l ho Wa:~h.ins1Un. SHIH: St.Ipr~n't..: ('uW't h(U ~wn:ly inl()r'TI"K:d lbal j ur\iCl' t..t(i0lt di:;r.rlrl rn ~pJjcidy 


:-tnting ltw iT tw obtnincd "oothmf! to esulhli.'lfl ft mtuldll!Ol)'rl~y 10 tmnsk'f the ccnh,:r lam'.lf- O\"C'I' Ihu 1-00 Iln;tl ing 

trri(ige and throush I»hCf 1"1:1.111.:..1l" OlI1f'<'Tl(m ~ uf thal key w rrmr. in Fr... ,I'I'I(U '. ' ". G,,?f},("" ', Wn. ~d (201 1), tmd 

4S i~,iUcu.~(1 111t.1n: fuUy In 11'K:&IK heJ ~ nf lhe ru:'II'Uhla l FEIS lie lhal pl ~'In l.IdtJressl.'\ l to {.1J~ j.)lt:l k l;Jli: bcfort \ Is, 

E..1fI. SOtI ir~\YfW"'~L'(1 hc:rcin fil r.IlI p.urpo~~ ~, Ihb l'Ch:rtflCl! l h~n: I O 


.. un hCL [ n~ a~l:ne}' is !\lmo~J. 'C' o::.rHi.tn to he Ul'wmi..; III g.;lm My I~I ri,ght to lJ,iI.: 1Il0.)C mullibill ion·dull ur -c:cntcr I!U\C$ in 

the 1·90 oom.x-If. C'omiliul iunnll) . b :C,ILbC' ~ueh I'tliJ u.~n lJ.\: i:; l!lC'lu\:uituttUfHtl ut~kr the W,ljhing:um S121e C(m.'ail t.:.liun'$ 

Ani~lt; II ~O - :line..: n111 n1ud!t1hks .1fl:! nOI : Lrrulll~ "hi~"':IY ~.<"I8:wful pursLl.Jm In:n:w du&,.' III tilt: 

Wtuhington SUII~ SllJ'lremc: Cm.ll' ·$ It)ng '); [Dn:JiJ1~ and ~j,...4" qua r.WJda:isilY1 ~'hcn:by il h[U ocplicilly:;"1 ddiMt 

" h.Jg.h ,\...y~~S" t hr<>uWh Sl(JI' '' ca' rd . V '('oI.: J; .y, \', ,')Jo d n. 1~ \Vn.~d:O--'" (1 m " 


SlfII funhe:r.lhl.: uScJ',c>, is {', en more l'Cnl.lin l), una.bk In t'bllUn :Uly It\wfuJ ri g ... [0 ~c Ihe muJlil. Uhln.aLllllr CCIllcr 

ro.J..... ily i.l1 li"k: 1-9 f1 l',uml.1f.w', It lahllllrll~, bcc.4U.\G it C"","U! MeC'[ It.:: ~I SIIIIUlOI)' ubl'i¥-lftian lor ,any 1~1'u1 


IrDnsler. on hen II h.."f'nporDlY tnsas.. 1uuu-::ly thai ~I.-h lDe-il il i ~s ~\S "helll rOT h ighWl'l')'~" 11ft: "'rlt"~ pl'~lly 


I'k:tdf(\ " ttclWlHy, 1m' .iuc:h ('ons.:l mdion;llly f1UU'tdAUxt ~:"&", ;)5 required by RC'W 41,1:,12u. 


YI.:I itnh..."'f, lhe ~ncy is £ti ll nxw n !ruunly llTl.1.h h,; 10 utcain nny Ie !;'l nghl hl l.l,!ll..: lhOSl: multih illiun·drI!l1l" ",,:,,::!1kr 1;UlC:'3 
11th.! [J)() C(JlTidf"., prott't.lurnlr)' , bcxAU.'" tl'lor! S tUlL' (,r W:ulling,uJf1 ·5 COW\~:II.".I;Il 'lcn1I.'J 10 c"'r ~1I11t: Sur'f~llil.': ('Out'l 

liurine [1('31artUl1h:n l un ~iI!plCJ l lhc't' 16. 101 0, in OJ'k.ll ",nun. d-.:u ·· rh..:- IWU center I UllC~ I.1f l -VO tltl!' M [ SU1'P1lU. LUlL! nre 
1')."CId4.....i rOf h.i@.h \\",y p~.'oI!'s·' (tL" )'u~\l.:n l l)' ple.tdcd. on Jl6\C L 2011. by .lnOITX.'~ ror pltlirll iITs, '" j., r.,'mllll to, aliCl 
Y. ( ;lUj:am',1 aUu, KiuitlM. (·oumy .su~i,,1' Coon e JUM,' '0, I I ,Z-OO!'>t...7. An~ CompJ tl i.ll1 1(11' IJcc.:ldt'tlwry 
1llC'!!, ucnt Writ (lr l~·oh.ibit ioo. ol' \twl(I:.IInu~ tl1kt Inl~l ion), 

'1h.: n~cflC'l i :- lik~ 't\ jM': ccnainly urL'lhlc j(J lmlall l any IU\\' lul ri~hI [(l u..-.c: Ihl.." nnJ ! lrbil l inn-dul l!lrCt~L'Tru.ndYl'Uy hl ille.: I · 
9(1 tOfTk~r. financiBlly. bcc..ui.~ it locb [he munclbl')' rc.sollft'C.' rcquirod hi fw1d Dct'-'ll J\\IItke1 ' 41uc oflhc appli~blc 
bigh'llrr..1Y feciHr ic.s, u.s j~ Iti.M:us.'K.'d mOkl fully In [I hc:{\!tJ'b:lov....~OO Ie-ncr Ddc~'Scd III l ion, Rub \1c .... C'1mIl. wtm 13 
Iht' ",urrcm Wtshhl{l.ron ~tlll.· AttC1"ncy ( n.:n.:nL in r~"'iog his OniL.,,(· ;Or M ad~11.! !'kft;.n.k (I f II'k: Mnr.(1(' Vdllck 
ttc.n.l'.> imegrity rop..."cl il\~ the lill.l11'K:iw }81ue oflh..: fl..'ml.' · madw'll)' ur for OC'>~ i C»l oflllW(ul :JUlhnrit>, {~l :b 

Response to comment ELFEIS016-1 

The East Link Project does not propose to use any New Starts funding . 

The Final EIS analyzes the environmental impacts of the East Link project. 

The legal issues identified here and elsewhere in your comment letter 

and attachments, fall outside the scope of analysis required under the 

National Environmental Policy Act. 

Response to comment ELFEIS016-2 

As discussed in the Executive Summary of the East Link Final EIS (ES.IO, 

Areas of Controversy and Issues to be Resolved), in 2009 a lawsuit was 

filed by Eastside Transportation Association and others challenging the 

State of Washington 's constitutional authority to approve use of the 1-90 

floating bridge center roadway for light rail transit. Petitioners sought a 

writ of mandamus barring the governor or secretary of transportation 

from "taking any action" pertaining to the conversion of lanes of 1-90 for 

purposes of light rail. In April 2011, the Washington State Supreme Court 

denied petitioners' request. Following the Supreme Court's decision, the 

petitioner filed a similar challenge in Kittitas County Superior Court. The 

Kittitas lawsuit is pending. 

Response to comment ELFEIS016-3 

Please see response to comment # ELFEIS016-1 above. 

r l,H: j"'O lh , l 

mailto:h.i@.h\\",y
http:pursLl.Jm
http:C'o::.rHi.tn
http:attachm,.nl
mailto:d"d@Wsdot.wa.goy
mailto:hanlmonp@lYsQru.wa.Q!l'i
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Response to commentELFEIS016-4 
The purpose of the East Link project is to expand Sound Transit's Link 

Light Rail system from Seattle to Mercer Island, Bellevue, and Redmond 

via 1-90 and to provide a reliable and efficient alternative for moving 

people throughout the region. Alternatives to light rail technology, 

including TSM and enhanced bus/BRT, were evaluated and eliminated 

from further review during the Sound Transit Long-Range Planning and 

ST2 development process. The history ofthis planning process is 

documented in the report titled "East Corridor High Capacity Transit 

Mode Analysis History" (August 2006) and discussed in Section 1.3 of the 

Final EIS [Purpose and Need]). For example, as described on page 21 of 

the Mode Analysis History report, the 1993 the Regional Transit System 

Plan Final EIS evaluated eastside alternatives that included converting the 

1-90 center roadway to a two-way busway (the TSM alternative) . During 

the scoping process for the East Link EIS in 2006, the Mode Analysis 

History report was available for review and public comment was invited 

on the draft Purpose and Need Statement for the East Link EIS. FTA 

considered the mode analysis planning history and comments received 

during the scoping process before finalizing the East Link Purpose and 

Need. FTA, as lead federal agency, determined that planning level 

decisions regarding mode (LRT) and corridor (1-90) would be incorporated 

into the purpose and need, consistent with federal rules and guidance for 

linking the transportation planning and NEPA processes (see 23 CFR 

Sections 450.212 and 450.318 and Appendix A to Part 450 - Linking the 

Transportation Planning and NEPA Processes, Final Rule (Federal 

Register: February 14, 2007, Vol. 72, Number 30) and guidance found at: 

http://environment.fhwa.dot.gov/integ/related.asp 

Response to comment ELFEIS016-5 
Your comment has been noted. Freight movement on 1-90 is discussed in 

Section 3.8 of the Final EIS. See also Response to comment ELFEIS008-9 

for a brief discussion of the differences between WSDOT's 2006 analysis 

and the more recent analysis contained in the 2011 Final EIS. 

http://environment.fhwa.dot.gov/integ/related.asp
http:C;enlr.l1
http:piH)h1I!.90
http:1I1,.'flmif\.11
http:h~\\'':.11
http:ki�ttc1cIl.SI
http:i.nu.'f1flfIfl.11
http:I'KOCI�:.sS
http:unable;.11


Response to comment ELFEIS016-6 

The East Link Project does not propose to use any New Starts funding. The 

"maximum bonding level" cited in your comment was contained in the 1994 Phase 

1 System Plan, which was not approved by the voters in 1995. The Phase 1 System 

Plan was formally rescinded by the Sound Transit Board by Resolution No. 73 

adopted May 1996. Sound Transit is subject to the statutory bonding limits 

contained in Chapter 81.112 RCW. Sound Transit is currently authorized to incur 

debt in an amount equal to 1 ~ percent of the value of taxable property within the 

service area, without securing voter approval for bonds. With the approval of 60 

percent of the region's voters, Sound Transit may incur aggregate indebtedness of 

up to 5 percent ofthe value oftaxable property within the service area. 
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11.603 on December 12. 1994 [wh'Ch. thereby. effectualed each slIbstant ive lerm ollhe statutory 
contract al lssue Ilere,n) .•nO by SnaMfIlrsl1 Counly MOIion No. 94 -436 Dr1 December 14 .1994 ). 

Beyond 'hIS ~.ploc" conlraclual onligalion creat"" i.ly tne agency's iOmlaUy adopled. o ff""ally ..p~,oved . 
conSM utlOrtalJ y op erational and hereHlI&gally controlling !tatu lo ry cOntraCt, Ii'sF'.-IOflOn No. 4's r lnanasl & 
Eng.\OOron9 PnnapJes lor RTA Debt Managemel1l' also fu rther documem sq uarely and Slale exploeltly thai 
' An S800 milion ceil ing on loog.teml de~1 Iuls be"n eslablislled 111 "16 Mas,er Plan: as negOll<lted wrth and 
approved by ,he ,hree CXlun ~e. n r~Ulred to Obl",n local t3X1ng aumont \,. and st,1I furtheI specify dire<:l.'y••n 
an ' InlerDietat",n' Sec!IOll. oolh how pMe,ples for deb! manaqelj1ent '",sure Isic) that 00 more tnan 5800 
miHlon of the tolal capnal costs were ru nded through long term debt: and 3)'0 how this absolute eel lng for 
al l long·lerm borrowi"f] is to remain. In place. even if It umlell!'5t,mah!!d 1he lotal cap~al costs." onginally. 
dUfing its negolialoollS of eve ry ollllganon legally controlling the statutory COnlracl thereby crealed' "If !he 
cos! of Phase I we re to ",,,rease beyond present est,males, ,, should be assu med Ihallhe S800 moiLon 

fLt-~ I <;n l ~i - !'t -l lirn itatlon would survive any s.uc·h adJustments .· 

Further. the agen cy 's Illen· Board clulu. Han. Bruce LaIng. clearty Slated 10 all Beard member1! befo 'e Ihe 
lormal adoption ot MOl ion A Ihal "We do know we DrB Iomll,ng debl lO 5800 millIOn. and we .mena 10 
reduce that debt as rapidly as possible: It WID only be rh al high If ~Y9 ha ve no O1her allerrtattve. I Ihll1k we 
are sayinq Ihe la. rate ,....u go down after 16 year;. bullhis 'S a MaSler Plan Ihal has add,l,onsl phases. If 
the vOlers appro ve Phase II. II will aHect lax rates- (offieral Board Minules. February 10. 1995. al page 1, . 
which state immediately after this exposition of the absolute I1ml! o f S800 million on 1011~-te rm debt tor all 
of its Ph ase I: "II was moved by Mr. Nickel•• seconded by Mr. Miller and carried by Ihe unanimous 
vote of all Board members present to approveMotlon No.4, as amended· [boldlngin the original)) 

Thus. tile agency'S adoPlion and ra tmcation of "all sla lements. repr~nta l ion s. warranlles. covenants 
and matenals Ihatl! ha s submrtled to FT A" t hroug h Ms. Eorl'$ signature - including the "Financing Plan: 
idenllfying almos. exactly II"oree lImes more borroWI ng aulhol¢y tIl8n ....5 and .s legally authDnzed by t~e 

bindIng lerms of Ihe statutory conl ract whe reby ,IS Iocal lBxing powers we '" oble,ned. as ' accepted by Ihe 
IU.S.) Government ' as consuleration for two fu ~ fundmg granl agreements provl<l'ng $ ' .31 3 DIllion from 
th~ federal treasu ry, and as speclficartv '"lncorpora teU Oy reference and made a part of this Agre-emenr as. 
execul('<I bil$ed on thIS huge fraud in order to ob.ain 51 .313 b,lIion Ihrough "5 false statemenl - cOllslilu.e 
vioJatcons bot tl D1 federal ciVil laws respeclmg false slarements and also 01 feaeral criminal laws. 

Taken logether. the docurn flntall on above oullined. along with the al tachmerJt and an nex incarpcuilted 
hereInabove . squarely IOdoca tes bOlh thal lhe U.S. Depa rtm enl of Transponahon ,hould deny a Record 0; 
Deds<on for Ihe Easl Link Project pursuant to Ihe nom,nal FEIS ,n view here,n (due 10 fatal legal O~leciS 
and 10 olher lethal jallures Ihereby demonstrated). and also Ihe appropriateness 01 a criminal referral (as 
well as recovery 01 all monies obtained by the agency. through false Slatemell!5, W~U, cnmmal penaltl8s). 

Addit ionally. referrals 10 me Inspector Genera l reg~rding lhe Federal Transil Adm.,'strll"on and to Han. 
Rob McKenna respecl ing Ihe Wash lf1gton Stale D!lpartment of Transponallon - as co·lean agencies on 
the submiSSion 01 a nom inal FEIS containing patenlly fraudul.ent statemen ts vfs·6·' ....,s purported freight 
mobtll ty in Ihe commeroally Quiluessenl ial ,-90 element ol lne Dwlglll D. Ersenhower Nallonal System 01 
Inler1!tate ane Defense Highways - ~LJld appea r to De ,nd,ca:ed of Ihe Department thai you lead is at all 
committed m protecting our count ry's assets and lIs econonllc security agamst muIUb$(ion-<Jollar fra uds 
being Imposed aga inst the Ullited States of Arneri-ca ot those types squarely manlfe$ted In 'hi:!) IIlSrance 
through Intenllonal falslhcatlO!"'!s l'd8fl ti fjod hereinabove , prelimlnaflly. WIth rather substantial pa n~c ulattry, 

Respect fully submitl&d. 

Will Knedl,k 

No comments 

- n/a ­
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Atlachrnenl: SEPA Appeal WIth Appen~oces A - D 

Annex: Qui fam letter to Hor1Orabie Rob McKenna 

NOla bene: Signed original. wilh attachment and with annex;, lo folto w in hard copy format. 

Interstato 90 Users Coalition 

Augusl 12. 20 I I 

I-Ionomblo Rob McKennn 

Office of 1\ nome), G~n"ral 

Olympi~. WA \1~51l4-01()O 

Re: Requcst lor d~rcnse pfllw \-Iptor Ychicis: rumt 's inl,&rjlv ()[ 1'0 .. I<@ ioo 01' It", till mJlhoriJ.Y 

Honorublo (icncrnl: 

This colTUSpOnlil!lIcc..: i'tX-luc.!...'ias your Ollie.; either tn ensure reasonable valutJ..'\ lon:orr..: 
hi!iliwIIYas.<c t,; in Ill,' Inl."'GH. 90 Cl>rridor imp.:rilu" by II "Term Sheel" ,i,Qned in /WA"'\. 2010 by 
tlle Wnshinglon Statu I)"p"nmcnl or Tl'llnsr-'rtJttion and hy lit.., ('.t\!ral Pu!;CI Sound Regional 
Tran;;'; 1 AuUlOrilY as is ncccsstlf)' to tultill Anide 11. *,1() or Ihe Wnshinglon S\llW ('on.<liNli"n 
!hroui'.h 1"""''''''li0n (.I'.L1 !hus-proteclc~t lild ~IXC;S dCIlO"lcd in and expended I'rom tho \olol"r 
Vohicl" f"nd pu rsuanl 10 RCW 4G.(,8.070 or d s" 10 cO{," il.> authority loallow qui Will Iili!!IIlion 10 
oblll.in markcl-btlscd v.lulIli,)n, lor the,," critical p..upCr1ic;s tundcd hy every 'Ud-~lX 
payuf.",,121fCwidt,. .and rl,;X.·o\'c.!ri~ hastXJ thereon. 

The aCIlJ;olmol1eklf)' value of centrAl 1-90 asscl.> al issue is .11':<lst "",vcral billion dolla r.; , lodllY. and 
Lhis alrt:ady unormOLJS (unount is int:rca.<.; ing rapidly, ot prewnt. dUe.! 10 lundamt:nlai 
lXonomic thrc~ lining vnluutions. noW. ~ptX:iully \\:ry major 
tollin~ iniliatives (as Jis(;usscd in !he anochcd SFl'A npl"'" I ,)1' CI'SRTA's nominnl !'ina' 
Fllvimnmi.:nLli' linp:lci S~'h:m(!nl, for its propoSt."<I U5e-S of Lho.<;\! pivotal state properties. al puges 4 

10 X Iherein). H"w"\'~ r. WSf)OT's "rove-noted ugn,,,m"nl wilh CPSRTA would icgall y rc~luiro 
the sUi1C iO pay thmjuni ()naxing district to reduce freight mobilily in the con1fnerc'iall)' indi spensable 

No comments 

- n/a ­

http:oblll.in
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J. I)() corridor. Lhrough L:.\Chh i'. :.. 1 ~ lil us~ o f lh\.~ ccnt(;)" roadway. ~o a..' n('lt only In d\,.!!!r;It.h.-: I'rl.:ighl 
trans-pon. but :115010 undC:fClIl our $t~I(;'S. higJlly fragik L:~onom)' Lh(;l\.~hy. 

Thus.. mtht:r than ~)lIr .slnl~ r\.Xci\ inp.. ....:~\ ..:r:11 billion dollan. fnlmralionlll prit:\,.'S for 1-90 ' ,S :.;:xpo:nsivl.! 
highv..;lY us.s..:ls pnid for byevcry fud-Iax payer s(stcwiclc.::Is urgently' nl!l..-Jl!d hl:rt.! l{ln.; rumbJln~ 

brid !!\! !'-, danJ.!crow~ J"l 1:.lulx.:ds. iJnd othel hlilin~t.raJl ~,p;"lrlntlon infmstrucrun:. 

the "T(:rm Sht..'CL" in \'icw c.:omrx;l.s lh~ !-;lull..: to ~ 1 (;I,;Cpt Ic~s rhlll1 nothing fbr billlOll", 01" doli.lft' worth 
of U1)."iclS in \Jjolalion of our stllic CLlnslitulilln tw p;Jying a suhordtnilh': ugt:.ncy. ~rvi.ng just 
1.),:111." o fuu..:c of ~9Cl)Unlil,;x. In dl.lgrilt,k: fft:ighl mov~m~nL..;. in thl.! -.;(:onomil.:ally qIJinks..";l::ntial 1-90 

cOlnd nr. at Ult!' :-.;Hr~ timr;;. whl::11 (i o\·. Chris!.in\! (in::goire is, chairing the " C onnccting \V~Is.hillgl011 

Tnsk I ·o rc~." per>un.II~'. because: 

1·:n i ..u,,:lhl.! lr::m:-:;pol1atioll is crilicnl 10 mnintnirUll~ \VashiW..:.Lon'5 (x;ollomy. cn,·ironlll-.!111 nnd 
qU~ltl(Y of lire..:. Ilowt:\"\!r. funding I'or \Vashinghm ',;i transportation syslt!1ll is iJl::iuni~ienl over 
(hI.! long It!ITTl {httn: ,\~V. ,u(") \ \,;mur.\ " a ,i;!<1, · 1 1Oori J i~'wLmn!.nortJ.lt i(J I "cOntk;ClwH . nS I» ) . 

For nearly 60 yt:.;'1 rs. your OlJil,;C hu." corn.xtty r~ogni/ l!d I.hil( Ihl.! stale ( 'lln!'liIULion impose..:s 11 k.: gal 
ohli~alion on .'.;Iall.; o 1l1cel:o-i 10 pn.:sr..:n·...;: a~~'\I.!\:~ aCt.luin::d anu d\!\ dopaJ lor "highw;IY pUrr)(bc..:S."- \\ ith 
SIJlte fuel t{IX~. as conslihltionully pWII.."Ch:d by Arlidt: II. ~ ..1O. :ind 11.... statulonly .";t.:~:n.!~al~ inlo thl.: 
:\-1(lhlrVc..:hi{;h: Funu 10 g,Lwmnlcc..: that c-,\!J,\,;nli(ll r.:On....;tiHlIional s.'llcglJ~lrd pUrSWIIl[ to RC\V 
~()'!)~ .07() . 

rntrr<l~t"9Ut ·"·r<C"al i h,,n(u . ~m.il.c.. m "klloolikl" gn...il.,·nm 

Thus. Cicncn,1 Smilh Tr(ly's ftn;II~"'is in AGO 51-5 .. No . . l7(" on Au).!uSl P. 1952. ''Iu:m:ly S ~I\"<1 "0\ 

the outM;t thill il' unw;cd I:Ul(J$ WCh~ gi\'\,m [0 a Cil)' or C:""'l linty lor no mon"HalY (;on ..~ idcj': ll i on it \\'ould 
com;J,ilUl~ an unla\\ Cui di version or mutor vchicle fund s. ;L~ sUi.::h land is pun;hascd from :l dcfjnill.:~ 

lund pWVIJc:d hy th\,; lTIot()r vehicl~ USl.:rs ." and (jenera 1 Sluut;; (j()rl()n' ~ subscquc.::nl r\,!\ ' I~\\' of thut 
previous (\pinion in t\(j/'O :\r>. 62. "n July 17. 1975. r""ulled in hi , later decision \0 "ad"pt Ihi~ 
same unaly si s with r~pcci to UILI quc.c;tion oj cunsjderatioJl III C(lUneclic.Hl with 1c..'L"ie.'\" (pUI'!'iUanll0 
Rev..' 47,12 .120): i. £' , "What. ifan y. moneUlI, r or olher ytlI Lluhll.! \';ofL'iid~.fntion i ~ nel.:css.o ry III l..)f(.il:r 
to Ix:nnillh~ stall! higJl\\u) Jep:.u1menll() IcfL,t;e ()r sdl IO;J count)' or cily Innt! prlJdously ncquir\;u 
hy th0 d~r.nnmcnt lor high\vay I)urpo.sos with m()ncys from the slaW mOlor vl!hiclu fund?" 

In pnJ1icular. Deputy Artt>rncy (jenel'llll'hilip t\u,<tin explained as 10 "ny transkrs of propcrUe, " nol 

pn,.s~ntly needed" (1'01' "highwny pulP"'':''''): "In those in..' I'IfJC ...", in which ~,,; higl"'11) lunds 
( including ilir space) pun: h:l~ :::t.J willl molol vl..!'hide IlUiU Jlltll1cY$ ~ll"c t,,) be 1~~I.~d or suld 10 U (;oLJnl y 

or cil'y liJI Ilonhighway PUJ1)()st,'...'O . lhl! pu.rcha.sc..:1 Of h:~S\:~. c.::\ ·cn lhou),!,h II is a I.,,,,, 1 u g'.lvernllll.!nl:J1 

agenc~ · . will be requiled to provid(: such rnonclruy or olh~r (;(In.,,idemtion as is ncces.<;ary. under the 
Ilr..'\rti c ul~lr factual circumstances ilwol\'OO, to avoid an unla\·\'Iul di\'~rsion of 1l1OInr vehicle funds," 

Gcncn.ll (i~)J1pn's aVl!rmenls that ··whc.::rc other co nsidcr:llion is constitutionally r\Xluir~d. bccnusc.:: WI.! 

lands un..: to ht.; u-,,~d tcH oth!..!r th~H1 hi~hwi.lY 1)Ul'J')(').i.; L'.S • . '>Uch consideration mny In.\.: ,.: vnrious Ii.)rm~." 
and ·'lIl.X:d not IK.:ces."arily be IllOnctal) 01 be prcti:-.cI} ~lluivaJcnt to the fair nl..1rkel f t!n1.t.11 or s.1k 

I ... alu~ or the suhjl.::'ct lands" uppear faulty. nUl \VSDOT's failun..: tn rocnvere Vl..!'n a single r-:;nny fi.H· lh~ 

laX tlccount flllanc;\..'d by Zlil fUI;!I -l<lXpaYI,!I.r.;. statt'",·idt~. and ib ag.rc':lIl~nt. inslt:ad, tn paY;'1 distli~l 

No comments 
- n/a ­

http:t!n1.t.11
http:prcti:-.cI
http:hi~hwi.lY
http:Gcncn.ll
http:pu.rcha.sc
http:C(lUneclic.Hl
http:per>un.II
http:Chris!.in
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wrving merely parL' of three coulIti"" to take Slate a"eLs "orlh biliions 1,,!'less th~n nMhin~ go 
I,ll' beyond \\ hat Jny " lne olTlei,,1 could puq>O!1 to be prudent. much I",,, to lullill tile 
\.I,/ashin~lon Stall.: Supr~ml: Cmm\ mantlal..: that Ollf "tal..:" s jurisplUlk:nc.:c..: i.s to bc con !<;LnJClw from 
·'m..: fucl" of t:ach ca....\;; upon mixod consiJt:rali(lns of lo~ic. common .st.:nsc. justice. policy. ;)nd 
prccedOnl." Kin/>? ". S(mc, 1<4 WIl.2d 
239. 250 ( 1(74). in(;ludin .~ ju, own sinl1 qua non d l,.:C isi~ln whcn.:by ithas explicitly (.h::iinL!d ·'hig.hway 
1"''1'<)'''''' '' throu~ S'lIIe ",. I'd U '( 'onn~1I r. SIOI ';n, 7S WIl.2d 554 (1969). 

Although our st"te SUl'ro",~ CouIl has Ncently d~tcrminLxllhat CPSRTA has "h~liued "nothing to 
c..~luhlish ~l m,mJawlY uUly 10 11';. 11l~lcr the Ccnk;1 I:Ules." on lh~ 1-90 nO<tlinp bliu!!c andacross relulct.I 
t}1~mL:nlS of lhnl corridor. in Frt!('IIWI1 I', (;rf goire, \Vn .2J (2Ull), lollow-on iitignlion in 
Kil'OlliS ('ollnl'y Sup,:ri<lr ('DlIll by K~m,,"r ,"(Win,," 

3lld by otheq)luintiils to pfl.-'vent Mysurrcnd o>... due III Arlicl~ II . §40, plc,ds your senior assistant 
Bryce Brown's statelTh!nt to our statc Supreme lOUrl. in his oral argumenl on S~ptember 16,2010, 
tho, "WSOOT wns cOlTuniued to tmnsli.:rnng tile 1-90 I"n"" toSound Tm"sill" r light mil"tlhrough 
the Ul\I'Ji.IYOJ-rohhing. 'T erm Sheet" at issue), 

Ilcnt:L'. ,p.i\'cn l..!:\ln..:.mL.".ly advl.!rsc 1J.1Inst.Xlu,.;ncl!.$ for every lud-l3X pH)'Cr. ~hlte\\idc. rlXlucsll~ hL!'I'Cby 
mnd!.! for ~"o ur Ofli c~ lJ:iUh!r 10 ~nsurc r<;:[L"onahlclll!....." in any l e:L~C:. bn.t;:ed on acrual markd valuc~. 01' 

"Is" to cede "<!uitnl>le, leg' I and other authority nccc.'>luy to prolect ~II sueh citizens ac ross " ursUlte 

R"",,"ctl'uIi Y·\Jbmitlod, 

Wili Knedlik 

ce: Ilonorublc Palila ILunn",nd 

Aunchm"nt: SFPA Aprc<d \\ ith Appendices t\ ]) 

No comments 

- n/a ­

http:l..!:\ln..:.mL
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Hal Woolsey Properties 

Page 1 

Todd R. Woosley 

c/o Hal Woosley Properties, Inc . 

12001 N.E. 12'" Street, Suite 1144 


Bellevue, Washington 98005 

(425) 455·5730 #3 


todd@woosleypropenies.com 


To: Nlr . Perry Weinl,,"!:, S~P/\ Responsible OtTieial 
I':nvironmenral Compli . nl'" Manager 
Soun~ Tmnsit 
Uilion Station 
40 I South Jack.son Street 
ScaHle. W 1\ 9R I04 -2826 

Ms. Mc[:nn White. SU'/\ i{c spn n,ihle ontcial 
iJir<.cl<lf r: nv;TonmenUlI Services 
WS1X)'1 
P.O . Bo, 473 31 
Olym pia. IVA 98504 

\1r. Rick Kmchuli, 
RcgionalAdmini st.rator 
Gencral Trnn,it I\d111ini'tralion. lZcgion 10 
915 Second Avenue. Suile 3 142 
Seattle. WA 98174-1002 

Ce: Mayor Du\'idson. Bellevlle City Council, Ilelk\'ue Transp<mul,ion 
Commis.siun anti Acllcvuc PlAnning Cummission 

From : Hal Woosley Properties. Inc. 
1200 I N .1'. 12'" Street. Suite #44 
Bdle\'"c . Washinglon 98005 

Date: August 15.20 II 

Subject: Sound Transit Fast I.ink Projeci Final EnyironmCn lallmpaet Slalemcnt 
Commcnls 

Thank you lor Ihe opportunity 10 comment on the Sound Transit East Link !'wjcci ("ELP") 
!-inal Environmemul Impact SUllcmenl ("FEIS"). I DITer thcsc commcnts to help maximi7.• 
Ihe bcndits oi'rhe /] ,Powhile minimizing Ih. tl'mpornry and permanent negalive impacts the 
F'I.P could hove on Ihe prOperty value, opcnlt ion and manas,ment of Ihe MGI Auildings in 
the Rei- Red Corridor 

I:lH , ... (J 1/-l 

Th. I" .P hus Ihe potential 10 ,uPPOll the economic vilality of the businesses in lite MGI 
l3uildings, if' contigurcd properly. The EI.P will al~o provide the opportunity lor an 
ulternativc 1I11n' ",11'lati un mode to serve the Bel-Red Neighborhood. Mo,. t imporllllltly. Ihe 
l:L1' shou ld supplemeill. nl!hel' than limit. other transportation choices. 

Response to comment ELFEIS017-1 

Your comment has been noted. The East Link Project would add to 

transportation choices currently existing in the Puget Sound area and 

would not limit existing transportation choices. Environmental impacts 

from the East Link Project would be minimized as described throughout 

the Final EIS. 

mailto:todd@woosleypropenies.com
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Todd R. Woosley 

c/o Hal Woosley Properties, Inc. 

12001 N.E. 12" Street, Suire #44 


Bellevue, Washington 9800S 

(425) 455·5730 #3 


todd@woosleypropertles,com 


'Om primiiry concerns an.: the impncis to the hu·d llcs~ located in the \<tGI building at the 
inter,ection orN.E. 16" Avenue and 136" Avenuc N.L. 

Therefore. IlLIl' nnn requo,I.< Ihe finn' de,ign Oflh. LLI' nlliris loe.lion: 
I. Mitigutt< 011 noi,c, especially to prevent any disruplion 10 the Pacific I\orlhwe.t B"llct's 

facili lics and operations. 
2. Provides Ihe grcarcsl lewl or a"lnmuhik lIeres, \0 Ihe prorcrr,', 

L Provides no nt:t lo:;.s urparking ClIp8city, 

4. Causes no vibratit'>n impacts. 
5. Minimizes the vi:)uril impacts to the property und il~ tenants. 
6. Doc~ not Ji sph:u;.c any business. 
7. \;lit il;ii lt'S any negative economic impacts on (he pmpL::fl y and!( lr its tenants 
8. 	liully avoids or mitigates an>' t1cgJadulion Oflh~ performa nce of tht: road sY!item servi ng 


Ihe properly 

9. i'rcYellls. or fully mitigates, any lempor"r), or long.lem, pani"1 or rull closures ofndjaecnl 

road\...·a}s. ulilitir.: :::. . r..::u.:. 

rhe 1'1 >IS docs nOI adequate ly address the abo ve issues. and UnciCrstHlCs Ihc rull 
en vironmental impacl, of rhe fOr .l'. We ~die\c il is Sound Transit's rcsponsibililY to I. 
Revi•• il> SEPAINEI'A d"cLlrnmts to accu rme l) relleel Lhl' full impselS "flhe "'""' 
referenced above. nnd 2. Avoid or fully miligR\c any impacrs 10 the \1GI propcrr~ and iIS 
lC"nants. 

I he o\\",ers and businesses in lhe MOl building will he d irec Lly impaclcd by Ihe EI .P. They 
in h.:nc..1 liJ opcl"Ale the property in its clITrem c.onfiguration (or 'he: to reseeRble fuwrc. '1 hc~C' 
opernlions will be harmed by the eon~Huetion and operation of the ELP. 

Again. thank ~· ou ror the opportunity to oni.!r ollr t.:ommcnls. 'n~ c..1ecisions on Eftsl I.ink 
aiLcmt\fivc.s ue both complex and consequcmiaJ Sound Transit has dcmollstr.u cd a 
cnorcrativc approAch to working wilh .ITeeled propt'ny OWller>. We look r.,..wanllO 
continuing this collaboration lO m~ximizc ELP'!\ ht ndib. while minimizing it$ impacts. 

Sincerely. 

Tndd R. Wonsley 

Ilnl Woosley i'ropcrrics, Illc. 


Response to comment ELFEIS017-2 

The impacts of the East Link Project at the MGI building are disclosed in 

the Final EIS as follows: 

• 	 The East Link Project would not displace any business at the MGI 

building, but would result in a partial property acquisition which 

would result in the loss of parking. As described in Sections 4.1.5 

and 4.1.6 of the Final EIS, all properties with a partial property 

acquisition, including the MGI building, will receive just 

compensation from Sound Transit in accordance with applicable 

guidelines and laws. 

• 	 Access to the property will be maintained under Preferred 

Alternative D2A as shown on Sheet 0-4 in Appendix Gl, Maps 

and Drawings, of the Final EIS. Please see Table 7-1 of Chapter 7 

in the Final EIS, response to common comment CC3j for more 

information regarding property access. During construction, 

access would be maintained to the extent possible, and would be 

coordinated with the building owner. Impacts and mitigation 

related to the greater roadway system are discussed in Chapter 3 

of the Final EIS. 

• 	 Regarding visual impacts, users of this building are not 

considered sensitive viewers since this is a commercial/industrial 

complex. In addition, this particular facility has limited views 

outside. Since the uses of the MGI building are not considered 

sensitive viewers, a visual impact would not occur in this location. 

Please see Section 4.5 ofthe Final EIS for a discussion of visual 

impacts. 

• 	 The Pacific Northwest Ballet School, a tenant ofthe MGI building 

is considered a noise sensitive use of the building. As described 

on page 4.7-25 of the Final EIS, no noise impacts were identified 

under Preferred Alternative D2A. As described on page 4.7-31 of 

the Final EIS, none of the Segment 0 Alternatives are predicted to 

result in vibration impacts. Construction would follow the City of 



Bellevue regulations to minimize construction noise. See pages 4.7-40 and 

4.7-41 of the Final EIS for a description of minimization measures. 

• 	 As discussed on page 4.15-16 ofthe Final EIS, no adverse impacts on 

utilities during light rail operation are anticipated and therefore, no 

mitigation is proposed . The project includes implementing design 

measures and coordinating with utility providers and the public to 

minimize impacts on utilities during light rail construction. Sound Transit 

would continue to work with utility providers to minimize any service 

interruptions and perform outreach to notify the community of potential 

service interruptions. 

Response to comment ELFElS017-3 

Your comment has been noted. Sound Transit will continue to work with you 

regarding this property during the Final Design Phase of the East Link Project. 
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August 16, 2011 

Secreta ry Ray La Hood 
U.S. Department of Transportation 

Washington, D.C. 

Ray .La HoOd@dol.gov 

RE: Sound Transit East Unk FEIS 

Dear Secretary LaHood: 

A major ~hortcomin!l of the East Link DEIS. SDE IS and FEIS is Its purposeful omission of a TSM 
alternative that compares an optimal all-bus system for East King County to the proposed East Link 
build ahernative. 

NI.P,\ r l'qulreml"'lll 

Several contributors 10 the N~PA East link environmental scoping in 2006 pressed for inclusion of 
a strong all-bus alternalive . This requesl was reiterated in comments on the 2008 draft EIS, and in 
commenls on a 2009 supplemental draft EIS, 

In response, SOund Transit has refused to Include an enhanced all-bus transit system Build 
alternative for fasl King County in the Final EIS and Ihe expected Record of Decision. The laSI 
response from Sound Transit in the Final [IS (Response to CETA comment EL663-11 is "As no 
agency has adopted a policy. developed a plan. or identified funding for a high-performance 
express bus service for the same markets that East Link light rail is designed to serve. the described 
service is not reasonable and foreseeable and has not been included in the Final EIS ." Sound

tU-hSO lt\-l 
Transil makes reference to earlier screening out of bus alternatives carried out by the agency's 
consultants during 2005 as part of its light Rail Master Plan Updale released during 2006 pnor to 
the EIS scoping, 

The failure to analYle a competitive bus alternative to light rail in Ihe fast Link DEIS and FE IS oS a 
breach of the National Environmental Pol icy Act (NEPAl . The NfPA process Section 1502.14 
requires that project proponenls: "Rl8orously explore and Objectively evaluate all reasonable 
alternatives, Devote subslanlial treatment to each alternative considered in detail including the 
proposed action so that reviewers may evaluate their comparative merits . Include reasonable 
ahernatives not within the jurisdiction of the lead agency," 

l::a~1 Link I.Hl - 1\ rorced U10lce 

East link was force·selected over other HCT alternalives for East King before an EIS process was 
initialed for the project. As a result Sound Transit ruled oul any all-bus T5M altematives for 

inclUSion in the E IS process. 

Response to comment ELFEIS018-1 

The purpose of the East Link project is to expand Sound Transit's Link 

Light Rail system from Seattle to Mercer Island, Bellevue, and Redmond 

via 1-90 and to provide a reliable and efficient alternative for moving 

people throughout the region. Alternatives to light rail technology, 

including TSM and enhanced bus/BRT, were evaluated and eliminated 

from further review during the Sound Transit Long-Range Planning and 

ST2 development process. The history of this planning process is 

documented in the report titled "East Corridor High Capacity Transit 

Mode Analysis History" (August 2006) and discussed in Section 1.3 of the 

Final EIS [Purpose and Need]). For example, as described on page 21 of 

the Mode Analysis History report, the 1993 the Regional Transit System 

Plan Final EIS evaluated eastside alternatives that included converting the 

1-90 center roadway to a two-way busway (the TSM alternative). During 

the scoping process for the East Link EIS in 2006, the Mode Analysis 

History report was available for review and public comment was invited 

on the draft Purpose and Need Statement for the East Link EIS. FTA 

considered the mode analysis planning history and comments received 

during the scoping process before finalizing the East Link Purpose and 

Need. FTA, as lead federal agency, determined that planning level 

decisions regarding mode (LRT) and corridor (1-90) would be incorporated 

into the purpose and need, consistent with federal rules and guidance for 

linking the transportation planning and NEPA processes (see 23 CFR 

Sections 450.212 and 450.318 and Appendix A to Part 450 - Linking the 

Transportation Planning and NEPA Processes, Final Rule (Federal 

Register: February 14,2007, Vol. 72, Number 30) and guidance found at: 

http:/ /environment.fhwa .dot.gov/integ/related.asp 

mailto:HoOd@dol.gov
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Sound Transit was created as a regional agency 10 promote and create a rail tranSIt system for the 
three·county central Puget Sound region. In 1994 it adopted a 125-mile light rail maSter plan plus 
an 8O-mlle oommuter Rail line from Tacoma to Everett. In 1995 its 80+ mile Phase 1 light rail 
program was rejected by voters. The light rail project was scaled down to a 2l-mile "staner rail" 
line, and a Regional Express bus element was added to gain support of the ;uburban subareas of 
the Sound Transit tax area. The regional bus routes were placed on routes that over time would 
be replaced by extensions of the light rail system. ThIS reVISed Phase 1 Sound Move program was 
adopted by voters in 1996, 

In 2006 Sound Transit updat"d its long range regional transit plan. It d"vis"d ways to show light 
rail as the preferred transll mode alternative (that is its mission) and reconfirmed the 12S·mile 
light rail system, plus furth~r ex tensions, that would IOtally replace its Regional Express bus 

'LH tSO,Q · 2 --l system. The PSRC included th is LRT master plan in its subsequent MTP update since it had no 
other agency than the Sound Transit rail ogeney to look 10 for resionaltransit plans. 

In a 2005 Issu" Pap"r E-1 and its supplemental papers, Sound Transit forced a choice of LRT over 
the other system alternatives based on transit ridership on the 1-90 trans-lake bndge crossmg and 
the way it constructed the non-LHT alternatives. II)e only all-bus transl[ sy5lem alternative 
evaluated was termed the HOV/BRT aliernative, Rather than constructing a bus system that could 
operate both on and oH available priority transit /HOV facilities, Sound Transit devised a system 
that forced BRT to emulate LRT - operating only on exclusive BRT guideways with stations red by 
local transit and park-ride access. and with BRT buses making stops at all stations Ino skip stops for 
buses when full). To escalale the capital cost estimate of the HOV/BRT alternative, the al terna tive 
included multi-$billion rebuilds of the SR-520 and 1-90 interchanges with 1-405 to prOVi de freeway­
to-freeway Iransit/ HOV ramp systems. 

,s to 51's claim Ihal lRT would serve 60% more riders on the 1-90 corridor than the HOV/lRT 
alternat ive, S1's Own Expert review Panel as well as many others severely critiCized that finding 
because it did not show transit use on both trans-lake bridges_ By Public Disclosure request 
Macisaac obtained from Sound transit its 2030 total systemWide transit estimales IOgel11er Willl 
estimates on both bridges, The estimates obtained from ST are highlighted in yellow on the 
following exhibit. Macisaac prepared the combined bridge estimates in the bottom toble. 

The difference in systemwide tran Si t ndershlp among alternativesltop table) is statistically 
insignificant -less than +/- 1 % from systems average, Due to forced emulation of LRT for the 
other system alternatives, the transfer rate increased from 1,37 under No ST2 action to 1.59 
average among the five alternatives. For the two bridges trans-lake transit usage today is about 

CL'."U,A-l -4 6O% via SR-520 (even without transit / HOV lanes on the bridge) and 40"/0 via 1-90. The HOV/LRT 
alternalive g"n"rally maintained that ratio - the minimum time 0 -0 patterns for trans-lake trips. 
The way Ihe LRT alternative was coded for East Link, East Link forced more than a complete 
rever>a l of bridge use by transit - to 30%/ 70%. That Is why LRT showed a (ar superior use of the 
1-90 corridor compared 10 Ihe Other alternatives. Though faulted by its own ERP, Sound Transit 
never did publish transit use estimates for both bridges in any of its supp lemen tal papers . 

See: http://www,soundtransit,org/documents/pdf/projects/seis/1J­
90_East%20King%20County%20High%2DCapacity%20transit%20Analysis%20-%20.pd( 

Response to comment ELFEIS018-2 

Please see Section 1.3 of the Final EIS for a brief description of the 

process in selecting light rail as the preferred technology, including the 

update and environmental review process for the Regional Transit Long­

Range Plan that occurred between 2004 and 2006. The East Link Light Rail 

Transit Project identified in ST2 was approved by voters in November 

2008. Sound Transit's mission is to provide high capacity transit (both 

regional bus and rail service, including both light rail and commuter rail) . 

Regional Express buses will continue to operate independent of and as a 

complement to light rail system as the light rail network expands. Sound 

Transit works closely with the PSRC and other transit agencies in the 

region (King County Metro, Pierce Transit and Community Transit) in 

planning regional transit. For a high-capacity transit (HCT) system to 

maximize efficiency and ridership, it should operate in an exclusive right­

of-way. This is what was evaluated for Sound Transit's Long-Range Plan. 

Based on the analysis, the Sound Transit Board identified light rail as the 

mode for the East corridor. 

Response to comment ELFEIS018-3 

Mode share information on both the 1-90 and SR 520 crossings of Lake 

Washington is provided in Table 3-19 of Chapter 3 of the Final EIS. With 

the East Link Project, the transit mode share would increase by up to 25 

percent across Lake Washington, while the HOV and SOV mode shares 

decrease. Transit transfer rate information for the No-Build and Build 

conditions is provided in Table 4-10 of Appendix Hl. East Link would have 

a slightly less transit transfer rate than the No-Build alternative as East 

Link is planned to connect with North Link to provide a one-seat transit 

trip in the study area. 

Sound Transit's ST Express bus service, as well as King County's transit 

routes, were analyzed for the level of service and operations. As shown in 

Table 3-7 of Chapter 3 of the Final EIS, transit service along 1-90 operates 

about 50 percent on-time for level of service (LOS) of either Eor F. Future 

light rail service across 1-90 is expected to have a reliability of LOS A. Light 

http:90_East%20King%20County%20High%2DCapacity%20transit%20Analysis%20-%20.pd
http://www,soundtransit,org/documents/pdf/projects/seis/1J


Page 3 rail will also operate with more frequent headways during the peak and 

off-peak periods of the day compared to Sound Transit's ST Express 

service and operate for more hours of the day. East Link will have an 

Honorable Rav LaHood, August 16,2011 Page 3 of 5 overall transit travel time savings (door-to-door) of about 9 minutes 

compared to buses. This information is provided in Section 3.4. 
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In summary, lRT was selected as the preferred alternative for the Eastside HCf system over the 
bus alternative by forcing the bus alternative to emulate lRT operations, focusing only on the 
forced shift of trans-lake transit ridership to the 1·90 corridor with the LRT alternative, and 
assuming major multi-$billion rebuilds of the 1-90 and SR -520 interchanges with 1-405 to add 
Transit/HOV ramp systems for the HOV/BRT alternative. The Issue Papers had little public 
expDsure without comment periods. ST unilaterally (with support of East King rail -seeking elected 

officials) selected the LRT alternative for East King and forced the PSRC to Include it in its MTP 
ithout focused public input on the lack of alternatives to East link , 

Today the Puget Sound region has one of the most successful bus transi r systems in the counlry . 
Express buses perform their own collection/distribution services then express to destinations via 
the extensive Transit / HOV lane systems. One ST Express Bus route 550 between downtowns 
Seattle and Bellevue already provides the pnmary service of East Link at travel times and 
frequencies comparable to East Link. Other existing regional bus routes (545, 554 and 555/556) 
currently provide equal and in some cases better travel times between Seattle and Eastside cities 

compared to East l.lnk. No a!ternpt was made to simply expand upon the exi'ting regional transit 
system as a T5M alternative to the expensive East Link project. 

secretary laHood, we urge YDU and the FTA and the FHWA to require development and evaluatiDn 

of a reasonable expansion of the current region's bus transit systems as an alternative to the East 
link project, as required by NEPA, before yOu prepare and issue your RODs. 

Thank you for the 0ppDrtunity to comment. 

Sincerely, 

C1f'<e<J IJ." '1;!..k ~.A.C' 
,!JllnICS \\ Mud s",le. p.r, 

MaCisaac has over 45 years of professiollal trDllsporratlon engineering experience wlrh the 

planning of transportation sys-tems in tile Puget Sound region, beginning with the Puget Sound 
Regional Transportation Study (PSRTS) in 1965 - the first ever multi-county computerized land use 
and transportation study for the region. He served 05 the most seniDr tronsportorion engineer with 
the Puget SDund Council Df Governments when ir absorbed its regional transportotion functiolls in 
1967. He later served with twO internotional transporratiDn consulting firms before forming his 
own rranspartarion engineering firm whidl he managed for 20 years before going Into Indivlduol 
consulting practice. Before and since retirement in 2003 Ite /tas served on tee/," ical committees for 
several regional transportation projects, including extensive manitormg of ttle SOJJnd Transit 

regional transit programs. 

Response to comment ELFEIS018-4 

Please see response to comments #ELFEIS018-1 and 18-2 above . 

Response to commentELFEIS018-S 

Your comment has been noted. Please see response to comments 

ELFEIS018-1 and 18-2 for a discussion why the TSM and BRT alternatives 

were not considered in the Final EIS, Please see Section 3.4.3.2 of the 

Final EIS for a discussion of bus level of service and operations. 
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- n/a -

Cc: 

Feeleral Transit Administrator Peter Rogoff, perer ,rOlloff@dot.gov 

Rick Krochalis. Region X Adnllnl5traror, FlA, rock.krochalls@dol.gov 

John Witmer. Community Planner, F'TA Region X. john ,wilmer@dot,gov 

Victor Mendez, Federal Highways Administrator, victor mende,@dol.goY 

Dan Mathis, Region X Administrator, FHWA, daniel.mattlls@dol.gov 

Paula Hammond, Wash State· S,'c of Transportation, tlammonP@WSDOT,WA.GOV 

Dave Dye, Deputy Secretary, W5DOT, DVeD@wsdol ,wa.8DY 

Joni Earl, Executive Manager, Sound Transit, earli@soundtransil,org 

http:tlammonP@WSDOT,WA.GOV
mailto:daniel.mattlls@dol.gov
mailto:mende,@dol.goY
mailto:rock.krochalls@dol.gov
mailto:perer,rOlloff@dot.gov
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c - t'li••dl' u l l o(~ v,nuporr-,iS.;;.:''I\''XOoIIl 

AUBuSt 15, 2011 

John Witmer. Community Planner , FTII Region X, Iohn,wllm':r@OOlgOv 
Rd Krochalis, Region X Ad n,inlstrator, FTII, n<:k kroctlallJoIDdo. BOV 

Dan Mathis, Region X Administrator, FHWA, daniel rnIHhl<@dot KOV 

Seuetary of TransportatIon Ray laHOod, Ray,baHOod@dot.gov 

Federal Transit Administrator P"ter Rogoff, Pf.eu08off@dol.8ov 

Federal Highways AdminiStrator. Victor Mendez, v{Cto r.menoe:z@dot.BOV 

Wash State Secreta ry of Transportation Paula Han, rnon, HammonPt6iwsdot-wa.gov 

Wash State Deputy Secretary of Transportation Dave Dye, DyeD@w>tk>Lwa-l!ov 

U.S. R~presentative Rei(hert'~ legislative Director Jason Edgar. Jason.eoga rai>mail hO'..I~ IOv 

Subject: Comments on FEIS for Sound Transit's East Link Proposal 

Recipients: 

The informa tion presented herein maV subs.tantia lly im.pilCt the dec is.ion being comemplaled Wit h 
respect to Sound Transit's (ST) preferred 82M ahernative as represented in the project FEIS. As a (. ' ult 

of a review starting wi th FEIS Chapter 7. Sewall 7.6 Review of (icy of Bel/evue 87R Study, we have 
uncovered new inform8t iorl and opportuni t ies as well as heretofore unrecogn ized cruc ial miSta ke!>, 

o01i5>io 05, and some misrepresentatio ns impact ine the chOice> made in the ,!ie-leCtin!) of 51's preferred 
alternative These new Issues and opportunit ies we fe dt~ove re(j by selec [Jvely reviewing information 
n the DEIS, SDEIS, FEIS and the Cirv of Bellevu e' SB7R study (aka IIRUP study or tl7R/C9T st udy). 

As you may be aware, the B7 alte rnat ive aM Iy,ed by ST in the SDEIS was B7/C9T which inelucled a 
station and Snl tt Jl Sa rage at a re mott' ioca t lo n (11811

' Aye SE) and anorher stalion at Ma in Street on the 
Red Lion site wirh the alignment connect ing direltlv to the Main StreN tunnel portal of the 110" Ave SE 

C9T alignment. This is the same tunnel alignment that ST's preferred alternative B2M con necrs to. 

The B7R/ C9T a ! t~ rn.t l v. included. station and large ga rb!~ al l ·90/Bellew. Way (B7R portion), and a 
star ion at Main Street w it h ~ connection to ~ ~hortened 110'" Ave SE tunnel alienment via NE 2'" Street. 
The B7R/C9T al.ernative or possible variations thereof represent the City of Bellevue's pr"ference. 

My s.lafld.ng to provide comments on (!·l is. rsslIe comes from 35 year res.idencv In the Im pacted f natal 
oeishborhood, many years of pro feiwnally (ompen!ia ted involve ment w ith transpo rtatio n planni ng 
issues in Be llevue and the eastSide of Ld t e Washington, and a background of regional transpo rtation 
planning wirh the Puget Sound Council of Governments (forerunner of Puget Sound Regional (ouncil). 

r." II 

No comments 

- n/a ­

http:s.lafld.ng
http:HammonPt6iwsdot-wa.gov
mailto:v{Ctor.menoe:z@dot.BOV
mailto:Pf.eu08off@dol.8ov
mailto:Ray,baHOod@dot.gov
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Some of the foregaine comments on the fEIS are adnlittedly len,thy and technical but ~essary to 
c.orwindnuly frome the issues. The comments are decided ly focused on the Segment's Band C and are 

as fo llows . 

1. Future LOS e!itim~tes on BelleW'ue W~y are irrational. 

The ST interse<:llon traffic analysis (Appendix HI, Sub Appe ndix D) shows PM peak LOS F at the Sou th 

Bellevue Park and Ride lot (SBP&R) signalized Intersection for 2007 (believable) and LOS D for no· 
build (unbelievable). s well as build In 2020 and 2030. The future year LOS estimate for no·build ca nnot 
be better than eXIsting when there is. 1'0 improvement proposed for Bellevue way. 1-405 IS opef ar ina at 
capac ity even with it s assumed Master Plan improvement, the Sellevue CSO is forecast to double in tr ip 
generat ion. and there are rreQuent eXisting traffic congest ion events in [he corridor. And the ST 
build proposal (S ignal at south driveway to P&R_and southbound HOV lane conversion of cente r t urn 
lan e) only provides an insign ificanl (5 sec) Improvement in the LOS delay value vs no·bui ld. This 

deficiency should be corrected prior to finaUl lnl 011t1la tion for the ROO. 

2, ST Forecast model problem is reco,ni.ed. 

In the absence of Bellevue Way widening or significant dive rsion to '-405 whic h is at capacity in 2030, 
the no-build can only be bener than existing if the fo recast volumes. are lower than exj5tinS . And that is 

what has apparently happened. The ST tra ffi c Torecast volumes on Bell<!l'UI! way and 112'" Ave SE 
are acknowledged as up to 20% "diffe rent" (translation·· lower) than the BKR volumes (see FEIS Chap 7 
discussion on p.7-39), And 2~ reduction in volume can cause a two level-of 4 servicc Improveme nt 
which would take it from F to D. Note -- when this author made a Public Re<:ords Request for the ST 
forecast volumes in January 2011 (pD 10·211), the reply was these are not ava iJable, otherWIse the 
deduct ive rea soning would not be necessary. 

According to the FEIS Append'lx H. sub App<.>ndix A, the PSRC model nl0dal spl it run and adaption and 
impart of vehicl~ t rip tables to Believue·Ki rkland·Redmond (BKR) 'os supposed to "be co nsistent w ith the 
vehicle demand d'isuibution (ound in the future year SKR model" -- but there i!o no ment ion of t rip 
generation consi stency. And to argue Ih8t the dlfferenc~ Is due to d iversion of SOV tr ips 10 transi t tr ips 
is d is-proved by the no·build results and Is no t believable for the bul'd either given the Clnelll lC marj.:e l 
share of person trips that East Unk actually captures. There is also no calibration 
documentation, or formal approval inforn1ation that we have fOlmd In the FEIS. 

It is not likely that ST's ad· hoc model would produce n\ore credible traft·,c forecasts than the BKR model 

on which the City has spent years and milHons of $ and .has produced documentat ion w hich ha s been 
periodically reviewed by a number of 88encies. In addition the Citv bases its land use ~ nd 

tra nsportat ion plans and programs and concurrency approvals on use of t his model as do the citie.5 of 
Kirkland and R ... dmond. 

The obvious d iscrepancies in the ST traffic fo recas t should be corrected prior to finalizing mit igation for 
the ROD. 

3. 	 Use of an understated forec~st results In substantiall.,. understated 82M traffic 

impacts. 

1\1g;1t 2 of 7 

Response to comment ELFEIS019-1 
The intersection analysis was conducted according to the Transportation 

Methods and Assumptions Report included in Appendix A of Appendix Hi 

of the Final EIS. Within this report, the approaches for the travel demand 

forecasting and intersection analysis are described. This report and 

analysis was coordinated and reviewed with all cooperating agencies, 

including the City of Bellevue. 

At the Bellevue Way SE and the South Bellevue Park and Ride 

intersection, Sound Transit received an existing conditions Signal timing 

file from the City of Bellevue prior to the East Link DEIS. Since that time, 

the City of Bellevue has indicated they have adjusted signal operations 

along Bellevue Way SE. Because the existing conditions year of analysis is 

year 2007, no adjustments were performed to the intersection signal 

phasing. In the future year analYSiS, adjustments were performed based 

on the Transportation Methods and Assumptions Report and the 

intersection performance improved. 

Response to commentELFEIS019-2 
The transportation forecasts in Segment B (and along Bellevue Way SE) 

are predicted to increase in the future as stated in Table 3-1. As the East 

Link project is a regional project spanning many jurisdictions, using the 

adopted regional PSRC model (with detailed transportation network 

refinements from the Bellevue-Kirkland-Redmond [BKRj model) is an 

appropriate travel demand forecasting approach, As part ofthe 

calibration process undertaken for the East Link project, base year data 

from the PSRC model was within 10 percent of existing volumes. 

Throughout the EIS process, the forecasts and general modeling 

approach was coordinated and reviewed with all cooperating agencies, 

including the City of Bellevue. 

Response to comment ELFEIS019-3 
Section 3,6,3 of the Final EIS describes roadway improvements included 

in Alternative B2M to improve access and circulation surrounding the 

http:reco,ni.ed
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ST do~s not acknowledge the need for any mitigation on BellevlJe WJy since they show future LOS D at 
the P&R intersection, althOugh they do disCUSS- In OPtional minor ' ~'i ", cons·l~ tir·lg of ~ignalil~ng the south 
driveway and optionally convert ing th~ existing center two·w.;y -turn lane south of the P&R 10 a 
southbound HOV lant'. But thf! Impacts of these lmprovemr.ms ;5 it very m'lnor 5 s.~cond reduction In 

th!"ir delay estimates. With the existing traffIC and/or t he BKR fOI'ecast, improvemenl:. are needed for 
operation of the P&R facility and mitigation of impacts on Bellevue way and 112'" Avenue corridor 

£i.HISOi 9 -j traffic flows_ 

The traffic congestion and resul' lng neighborhood diversions likely to be created by the unmitigated 
B2M proposal will nesatlvely Impaer the daily lives of thousands of residents. In at least tou r 
communities, not to Illention the accessibility of the retail core of the CBD. This is.sue is cu rrently 

unrecognized and the situation needs ro be corrected prior to finalizin8 the ROD. 

I, is e<timated that a "ew Southbound GP lane is needed on Bellevue Way fronl the 112th wye to 1-90:0 
provide adequate traffic operat'lorls for the exist!ne SBP&R condition as well as to address the corridor 
lOS needs with B2M garage operation. This independern conclusion could be accepted or verified w 'lth 

flew forecast and lOS analys.is to inform the final alignnlent deCision and the ROD. 

4. 	 Th~ Imp.ct••nd cost of th~ .dded GP I.ne Improvement repre.ent a .ubstantl.1 

ch.nse in the propos.l. 

Per Cily of Be llevue staff. the cos! of the added lane IS approximately $30 to $40 million. This amoun' 
'LFElSOi9-< -1 	 should be added to the B2M FEIS project cost as it is required fol' SJtisfaclory operation of ,he P&R lot, 

represents a slJbstantial change to the proposal, and the implementation thereof is likely to cause 
Slgnifican' adver<e impacts (WAC 197-11-44O(6)(c)(lvl to residents, topography and flora and fauna 
along 'he bluff on the west side ot Bellevue Way_ Per the WAC. detail analysis of this mitication Is 

reQLJirMi. 

5. 	 The impacts and cost of ST', current mltla_tion proposal. olong 112''' Ave north of the 

''Y'' represent a subst~ntj~J change In the proposal. 

The most recent mitigation proposal consists of an elevated crossing of 112''' Ave SE at about SE lS'Joo 5t 
H .H1SOl9·S 

and a west s,de running alignment part ly elevated along Bellefield Park Condommiums and Surrey 
Downs with additional property and park takes and an undercrossing of Sf 4'" St alon. with a new 

partial trench station. Estimated cost for this reyisioll is S3S million. The estimated COSt of th'ls change 
should be added to the B2M FEIS cost for comparisons to the B7R and other alternat,...es_ 

6. 	 HIS foils to present the benefocl.1 Impacts of closure of the SBP&R lot on Bellevue 

Way and 112th Ave SE corridors .s. result of B7R. 

The ARUP BKR'volume-based Traff ,c Imp"ct Ana lysIs (MUP TechnIcal MemoranQum 04 'I ",olcates thot 
the Slgnal,zed II1tersectlon a, the SBP&R Will ope rate a, LOS F tor AM and PM u"der the 2030 B7/C9T rcondition (exiSlmi P&R In operatlonl and LOS Band C re'pectlvelv for B7R1C9T (lot closed I It also 

t""'OI9-6 lJ 
lell>' o18~Ht'\ lit E:bl Link Llf,hl Rail B7/c'rr lo:SE 211(J '011111 101 - ke,1.'iClJ) 
Altcrnllll ... t· TMr~. )\Jlllh f3cIlCtli t Tft..lJl1c hUplll.: l Allli}1U ~1 5.'8YfM 
rimllJuoc ~()Il 

j 	 P~.i!..c Jof7 

South Bellevue Park and Ride. These roadway improvements would 

provide a similar intersection LOS with the project compared to the No­

Build Alternative. 

Response to comment ELFElS019·4 

As described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS and per the Sound Transit Board 

Resolution No.20ll-i0, the selected alternative does not include an 

additional lane on Bellevue Way SE north of the South Bellevue Park and 

Ride. The Final EIS transportation study reports that another lane north 

of the South Bellevue Park and Ride is not necessary for satisfactory 

operation of this facility and traffic operations around the facility. 

Response to comment ELFEIS019-S 

To follow through with Sound Transit Board's Motion M20ll-62, the City 

of Bellevue and Sound Transit are working to develop an agreement that 

would provide for evaluating possible modifications to the project scope 

to address city goals of mitigating traffic, noise and visual impacts to the 

surrounding neighborhoods. The modifications must remain within the 

ST2 budget. The cost and effects of the possible modifications will be 

evaluated. If these changes are outside the range of impacts and 

alternatives evaluated in the Final EIS, then additional environmental 

review may be necessary. 

Response to comment ELFElS019·6 

The B7R option represents suggested revisions to the B7 alternative by 

the City of Bellevue, as described in Chapter 7 of the Final EIS. Traffic 

operations along Bellevue Way SE are influenced by a variety of sources. 

These factors include the park and ride but also the freeway operations 

along 1-90. Much of the traffic congestion experienced along Bellevue 

Way SE is created in part from the 1-90 mainline conditions. As both B7R 

and B2M include a park-and-ride along Bellevue Way, many 

transportation effects are similar although the South Bellevue Station 

with Alternative B2M is located on the east side of Bellevue Way SE while 

http:analys.is
http:lmprovemr.ms


with B7R the station would be located within the Enatai on the west 

side of Bellevue Way SE. 

We rechecked the statement on page 7-39 intersection 

with Alternative and the statement is correct. This statement is 

based on the intersection at LOS D in year 2030 as indicated in 

D (oage D-5l of HI. 
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qlJClntifies. with micro-simulat ion n)o<lelln&. the huge PM peak hour corridor delay to the no rth tha! 
th is e,isting P&R operation cause.' - without the added burden of a t ripled lo t ,i,. as p~r B2M. 

The Memora ndum also suggest s That B7R protecT S the Enat,l l ne1lhbo rhood (rom u afflf" dive pilo ns from 

Believue \'Iiay clue to the fl eer opera tion of th at corridor wit h !. he e lirninat'lOn of the SB P&R lot. 

Th~ FEIS (p. 7-39) incorrectly claims that the SBP&R Intersection operates sat isfa ctorily ullder B7 /C9T ' 
and falls to present the Quantified substantia l beneficial impacts of closure of the SBP&R lot on Bellewe 
Way and 112th Ave SE corrido" as a result of B7R/ (9T. 

7. 	 87R presents a huge environmental windfall that con.titutes significant new 
information. 

This is in the form of potential conversion of the 11.5 acre 5BP&R lot to park and wetland for the 
Merce r Slough area . Since th is environmental opportunity is nOl discus,se-d in [he ARUP ~tud~ it is not 
cons.idered an FE IS ornission .since this IS essenlt.lly new information Bu t it is assumed in the Ffl.S that 
Ihe lot would close w ith B7R This potent;;, 1 action e<sent'la Ily offsets all of the B7R 's IInlll ed pe. "'anent 
park and wet land and jmpervious .surface environment.?!! in)ptlcts and makes up for a host of past and 

some fu ture envirollmer' tal taldngs in the Slough as well. 

8, FEIS mls.utes Impacts on En"al neighborhood character and traffic patterns. 

FE IS (p-7·39) claims the Environmental Technical Memo(andum says the S7R garage and slation would 
"substantially change (he characte t of the Enatal neighborhood because It would add imense act ivity. 

cha nee nel&hbo(hood views and alter tra/fic pa tterns". The Enata l neighilorhood is hUie_at 952 
(esidential units, within limits of the neluhborhood recogniled by City of Bel~vue as a sub area, and ily 
the [natai NeighborhOod ASSOCiat ion. The actual statement deais with only the reSidences on the w es.t 
stde of 113'1i Avenue SE .md the impact on their views and aes.thetic character wit h mprgina o f local 
residemial and tra nsit traffic at lhe north end 01 the garage. And the Traffic Impact ArJ<i lysls 
Memorandum obse rves tha t there shou ld be very linle negative tramc inl pac, on t he sout t'l f nata i 

neighborhood and points au' the unlikelihood of tra ffi c diverSions t hrough the Enat.i neighborhood due 

to B7R. 

9, Opportunities Identified in the ARUP report to save substantial costs in the B7R/C9T 

alignment are not mentioned in the FEIS, 

Since cost.s and rid ership .(e the principle criterion utililed by ST for the prefe rred ~Iignmenl selection, 
Ihe nex:t several issue points are (oCll sed mainly o n cost iiS t he rider~hip is be-ne! thiillf) the B2M darulIl 

ARuP's sU8gesrlon for dele ling the East Ma in station and re~ligning (9T lesults in a cost reduction of 
some $115 million (wh hout considering fe-s!dlJat vCIllue for the Red Lion sit€' or t unnel COSt adjustll )entl 
And there 15 only a mino r reduction in est imated ridership of 1000 boardln&s For oniy $6 million more 

a gently w .ved at-grade stat ion abUllln!! the future 1·405 RoW could be Incorporated II an ST desiBn 

deviat ion wert" to be obtained. 

P.Jg r J ("If 7 

Response to comment ELFEIS019-7 

The City of Bellevue's B7R study did not suggest that the South Bellevue 

Park and Ride lot could be converted to park and wetland for the Mercer 

Slough area . WSDOT owns the South Bellevue Park and Ride Lot property. 

If the lot was closed under the B7R proposal, WSDOT may choose to use 

the site for other purposes and it would not automatically be available 

for wetland mitigation. Furthermore, preservation of existing wetlands is 

a preferred method of mitigation over creation of new wetlands, which is 

what would be required in this situation. 

Response to comment ELFEIS019-8 

As stated, this description of neighborhood effects comes from the City 

of Bellevue's Environmental Technical Memorandum that evaluated the 

B7R. Please see Sections 7.6.2.4 and 7.6.1 of the Final EIS for discussion 

summary of the City's analysis of how the proposed B7R station and 

garage would change neighborhood views and alter traffic patterns, 

respectively_The station and garage would be located on a bluff in the 

Enatai neighborhood as shown in Exhibit 7-2 of the Final EIS and would 

thereby increase activity in this neighborhood. The station and garage 

does not need to affect all elements of the neighborhood to have an 

effect on the character of the neighborhood. 

Regarding traffic issues, the station is located within the Enatai 

neighborhood on the west side of Bellevue Way SE. An access road into 

the station is also located within Enatai and therefore provides a viable 

connection for park and ride users to potentially travel on within the 

Enatai neighborhood . 

Response to comment ELFEIS019-9 

Sound Transit worked with the City of Bellevue and ARUP to provide base 

cost estimating information . The City presented their estimated costs and 

cost saving considerations, as well as environmental effects of this 

combination to Sound Transit. This information is compared with the 

most closely represented fully studied Final EIS alternative, the B7 and 
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An additional $15 to $20 million savings "opportunity" is also id~nt i fi.. d by using the more appropriate 

corridor e,flO1ate method for the BNSF RoW versus 51's "across the fence" method. 

Initial cost reduction for the above iten'S is $!30 to $135 million. Because the City of Bellevue stapfX'd 
the ARUP study due to budge-t ceiling and to inform the FEIS process, the-se potential cost reductions 
were nOf fully documented. But in light of the importance Df costS and the changing comparison 
datum.. the decision makers ShDuld have the advantage of thai information prlor to finalillng the ROD, 

unless there is a favorable decision on Issue 12 ~Iow, which then rakes precedence . 

10. 	 The cost> for B2M/(9T substantial changes and ARUP "opportunities" should be 
incorpor~ed In the final alignment decision. 

B7R/C9T is noted in the FEIS as $150 n1illiOl1 more expensive than B2M/C9T Ii' is actually $140 million). 
However, the added costs for B2M/C9T mitigation include Be llevue Way widening of $35 million and an 
estimated (ost of $35 million for the new 112th Ave SE grade separation and wes.t-side running 

proposal per issue points 4 and 5. Therefore, with say $135 mimon in cost reduction opportunit ies for 

B7R and the additional mi'igalion costs of some $70 million for B2M/C9T. 'he B7R alignment now has 
the cost advantage at some $65 million (140 - 135 - 70 ~ 65). The decision makers should have the 
advantase of this information prior to finaliling the ROO, unless there is a fal/orable decision on issue 12 

below. which then takes precedence. 

11. FEIS considers B7R/C9T costs not directly compo..ble to 51's. 

This is believed 10 be an unstud ied position on ST's part. A flrest deal of effort reportedly went into

I:ma intainina an "apples to apples" comparison with the SDEI5 data . even to the extent of having ST 
; pr~pare the RoW estimates after ARUP had already compl~ted the irs. In fact it i, S1's RoW.eMimates 
Iand practices that are the most problematic for the industry ex.perts. But for the construction COSt 

£LHhO!') ' 11-·,eSlinlates, we found that ARUP closely followed the ST model and in those cases. where the ARUP unit 

lff ISO )<J-ll 

COsts varied from 51',. the ARUP costs were typically hlsher . This consultant considers that if 5T were to 
. arefUIlY examine ARUP's cost estimate de.tail it would find this to be true. Since tl1e FEIS cites the B7R 
project caSU as noted in issue 10 above, there is apparemly a certain level of acceptance of the 
estimates, We consider the ARUP estimates to be representa tive of ST's cost estimate practices as 
applied to East link. and are thus used herein for comparison and conclusion purposes. ~ 

12. Unexplored benefits of B7RIC14E 

~ 
A B7R/Cl4E combinafron is not addressed in the FEIS due. it I, believed. to late receipt of the ARUP 
reports. There are a number of advantag~s to thiS combination the most si8nificant being the cost, 
which is lower than 82M/ellA, the ST cost datum. This astounding fact eliminates the neeD for 
Bellevue and ST to come up with some $320 mill ion in additional funds and/or savings for the tunnel. 

There would be no comribution required from the City or ST, 

The cost of Cl4E per the FEIS is $495 n1illion. cheaper by $60 mill ion than ClIA and $295 million less 

than (9T. And the cost advantage of the 87R/Cl4E combination versus B2M/CllA. without any 
"opportunities" adjustment to ARUP's 87R estimate, is now $B5 million as.suming the latest 82M 
mitigation costs of $70 million. Without the n1it igation. the cost advantage is sti ll positive at $15 

hg< S or' 

C9T Alternative- to the degree that information was available- in Section 

7.6 of the Final EIS. As described on page 7-37 of the Final EIS, the City's 

cost estimates declare that B7R would cost 10 to 14 million dollars more 

than the B7 to C9T alternative. 

Response to comment ELFEIS019-10 

See response to comments #ELFEIS019-04 and -05 above. 

Response to comment ELFEIS019-11 

Sound Transit worked with ARUP and provided them cost data as 

requested. Sound Transit reviewed the cost estimate and found that 

while many portions were comparable, some assumptions differed from 

Sound Transit's light rail construction experience. However, Sound Transit 

used the cost estimates as presented for comparative purposes. 

Response to comment ELFEIS019-12 

B7R would be more expensive than Alternative B7. A B7R/C14E 

combination, while being within the sn plan budget, would have lower 

than average ridership. Sound Transit's study of the right of way 

((opportunities" are not fully possible along the former BNSF corridor 

since the project must incorporate future freight/commuter rail within 

the right of way. Please refer to comments #13, 14 and 15 of this letter 

for additional responses. 
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n,lllIon. And wit h only the RoW "opportunities" adjustments to B7R, the cost advamage is $30 to $35 
million. In other words ST co,"ld save at least $1, to $35 million fro 111 their baseline budget. 

Sut a more appropriate action would be to allocate t hose savings for an extension of the C14E moving 
sidewalk to 104!11 A....enue which would greatlv irnproveo t he 5 and 10 minute walk-shed fo r t he NE 6111 5t 
station, and thus its ridership. The desirability of that people mover spine has been long recognized 
dating back to 1976when a people mover grant application was nled With UMTA (now FTAI . 

Ridership 
On the ridership front, B3/C I4E which is Similar in stations to B7R/C14E, has a total east link ridership of 
48,500 which compares favorably to 49,000 for B2M/CllA and 50,000 for B2M/C9T. The C14E 
downtown station attracts some 4000 riders under the 83 (ombo and we estimate that the station will 
eaSily pick up another 1500 - 2000 (iders with an extension of the moving sidewa lk west froOl 110'h to 

104th plus a walk link across the freeway on tile planned extension of NE 6th St to serve the planned 
ceo e)'pansion 'Including TaD development of the auto row area. This IHlssing NE 6

1J1 
Street pede~trian 

link is an appalent mistake in the SDEI5 and is bel ieved to have negatively affected transil sha re for the 
NE 6,tl Station.·	The B7R station should also Increase by some 500 trips as found ir, the ARUP docun1entS and which 
were not used for unexplained reasons, It is quite likely that 87R/C14E with some pedestrian system 
enhancements per above will have CSO and toral system ridership that is superior to all tested 
alternatives, A modal split run to verify is not a Significant expense, l 
Environmentat 

With the above modest adjustment to the ridership estimate. C14E Is better than CllA or C9T on 
17 out of the 24 total comparison criteria used in the FEIS. Construction risks and traffic Impacts are 
substantially moderated with this combination. Regarding B7R, the FE IS does not contain full 
comparison data but if it did the data should be vast ly superior to 82M with acljuslmem for (he 
substantial envilonmental and uafflc benefit s of closure of the South Befievue Park and Ride lot, plus 
recognition of the environmental benefits of the gantry conslruc~iol) ")£~,thod for crossing the Slough as 
discussed in tl1e ARUP study. 

In addition, the elirninafion of substantial residential takings and avoidance of dire-ct no ise and 

e-xposure impacts on four res identia l communities cannot be oyprstated in terms of social and 
environmental benefit. In addition the elevated C14E substantially avolu ,.lmpacts on Sturtevant Creek. 

With respect to noise, the B7R analy.-,s repeated the same mistakes of the SDEIS in that a crMs'o ver 
Hack, which is a n1ajor SOurCe- of noise, is located adjacent ~o the first apartment complex at the south 
end of the BNSF corridor. In addition, most If not all, of the exlstin~ residential properties In the BNSF 
corridor have already been mitigated for exce~iye noise as.sociated with 1·405 and the prior railroad 
use as a condition of building permit approval. No recognition of that fact is given in the FEIS, 

Conclusions 

B7R!Cl4E combo is son'e $15 to $35 million less than 5T's baseline B2M/CllA budget. WIth the 
needed mitigation for B2M, the theoretical difference could be as high as $85 to $105 mill ion. This 

P::a g.c 6 or 7 

.. 

Response to comment ELFEIS019-13 

A moving sidewalk was proposed by the City of Bellevue as part of 

Alternative C14E to connect with the Bellevue Transit Center to provide a 

link to other modes of transit. A sidewalk extension to the west beyond 

the Bellevue Transit Center would need to be completed by another 

agency or private interest. Extension of this sidewalk was not considered 

to the east along NE 6th Street as the NE 6th Street extension project was 

not considered a reasonable and foreseeable assumption by year 2030. A 

list of the background projects assumed in the transportation analysis is 

provided in Appendix A of Appendix HI of the Final EIS. This list of 

background projects was reviewed and coordinated with the City of 

Bellevue and WSDOT. 

Response to comment ELFEIS019-14 

Your comment has been noted. The B7R comparison provided in the Final 

EIS was based on the studi~s prepared by the City of Bellevue on this 

option , 

The Noise Section 4.7 ofthe Final EIS has been updated since the Draft 

EIS to reflect the noise barriers as installed by the 1-405 South Bellevue 

project. The location of the cross-over along the former BNSF corridor 

was also studied further in preparation ofthe Final EIS. The findings were 

that the cross-over could only be shifted slightly due to profile and 

alignment constraints in where the cross-over can feasibly be positioned. 

This adjustment is reflected in the current design and noise and vibration 

analysis in the Final EIS. 
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astOl.ndln8 result mean' there is no neeel for Bellevue and ST to come up with some $320 million In 
addi,io,.,.,1 funds arv.f/or "vin8$ tor the downtown tunnel Accordingly. there would be no contribut ion 
required on the pan of the City 01 Sound Transit for this alt er na tive. The budget savi ne s (ould be used 

to extend the moving side",alk to the west fo r a rrkely s~lbsta nr ial Increase in boatdln!:5 for link; as well 

CiS the bus systt'm. With this fea tu re. lide rship could be supertor to all or her a lternat ive~ . 

In addition 87R/C14E has substantia l environmental and co mmunity benefits that have only bee n full y 

assessed for CHE. The FEIS does not contain full environmenta l comparison dat. for B7R, bUI If '0. il 
should be vastly superior to B2M in IIthr of the substa ntial benefi" for the environme nt and t", fl ic f low 
resulttn8 fron) closurE' of the SBP&R lot and the avoidance of sel'ious impacts on the four residential 
com munitie, along Bellevue Way and 112'" Avenue SE. And finall y, t he costs for the B7R/Cl4E combo 
ire considerably more cont rollable than other alternatives due to the senerally lower construction risks 
and much lower amOlm ts of utitity and traffic interference. 

11. Overall conclusion 

Sun1 l1lar i l in ~ CQ r)lments 1 thru 10 above, thE' FEIS doe~ nOI recognize the tram.: foreca st underestimate 
that exists in t he Bellevue Way corridor and consequen t ly doe, not id@ntify the wbstantial mitiflation 
ne<oded \0 acconlmoda t. t h~ appropr iate forecast. The FElS also does not address the mitigation along 
112 '" Avenue Sf that is cutremly being negoliated i)etween ST and tlte City. These mil iijat ion, being 
negotiated and/or needed for t he B2M/ C9T aliann,enl are very cost ly and result in more re SIdentia l 
nelBhborhood Impacts and t ••lngs. Tne,e re.lsle", represent a substantial change In the proposa l and 
Introduce significan t adverse impacts to reside nts, flora, fauna and pa rk~ along the west , ides of 
Bel levue Way and IIi" Ave SE; arv.f Illese .hould be analyzed per SEPA rules. 

It should be reCOllnlzed tllat wit h the new B2M costs versLis the cost reductions associated wit h East 
Moin Sto tion elimination in B7R/C9T. and the favorable ridership for B7R, the prinCiple stated obstacles 
to the ST acceptance of B7R/C9T are eliminate,L It should also be recognized that new Informat ion 
refl,ardll'B {he porem iaf SBP&R conversion to park and wetland as well as misinformatio n due 10 

erroneous data used in the EIS studl'" have ' l'Chnically reopened the discussion for a potential change 
In the selection of the preferred alignment. 

And in Ihat context, the pa llies Involved in I he final all,nment deCISion should also acknowle dge and 
deliberate the potentially immense cost savingS plus envjron mental, residential and bu! jnes5j 

com munity bell<lfits that could accrue to all by implenlentatiOt1 of Cl4E with B7R. 

Sincerely, 

Willia m Popp, Sr., P.E . 
bill,,@wmpopp!ssoc,com 

I'.IS' 7 nf 7 

Response to comment ELFElS019-15 

Your support for B7R and C14E has been noted. 

Response to comment ELFElS019-16 

Responses to these concerns are addressed in the previous responses. If 

at any time, Sound Transit finds that the mitigation measures, which 

include refining design of the alignment, should result in environmental 

impacts not within the range of those already disclosed in the Final EIS, 

then Sound Transit would consider conducting additional environmental 

reviewasappropriate. 

Response to comment ELFEIS019-17 

Responses to your concerns on the environmental review and cost 

estimating are addressed in responses to comments ELFEIS019-01 

through -14 above. Your support for the B7R/C9T and B7R/C14E has been 

noted . 
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Coalition for 
Effective Transportation Alternatives 

August 22. 201 t 

Hon. Ray laHood. 
Secretary of Transportation 
U.S. Department of Tran,port~tion 


Washi ngton, DC 


RE ·. July 201 t Final Environmental Impact Statement for East Link Light Rail in Seat1ie 
(FEIS). ~May 20tt draft Final Interchange Justification Report (IJR) for the Sound 
Transit 1·90 East Link Project 

De"r Secretary laHood: 

Sound Transit is proposing to make vast changes in an important segment of 
Inters late 90 Wllh a new light rail line. Bolh the final FEIS and the draft \J R for this 
proJ9ct anempt unsuccessfully to lustily these changes . 

We are writing 10 ask you to reqUire FHWA and FTA to exercise their due diligence 
before issuance of the U S. Governmenl's pending dual Records 01 Decision on 1·90.1 LHo~ ..:.O- t 

light rail between Seanle and the EastSide suburbs We believe that analysis of an 
additional highway' based transit attern::ltive is mandatory under regul::ltions. and 
imparlant to accomplish before prOCt)<iding with An'l8nca's flrsllight rail takeover of 
Interslate highway lanes. Insisting that Sound TranSit comply with eslablished Federal 
policy and procedure can only advance USDOT's adopted policy objectives. The 
Interchange Justification Report Is the key document here, 

CETA is 3n all~volunleer, pro-transi1, non-par1isan, non-profit citizen organization . Our 
mission is to support and advocate for accountable public transportation governance 
and Investments Ihat grow transit, v"npool, and carpool ridership throughoU1 the Puget 
Sound region In the most cost -effective way 

Based on findings from research funded by FT A and others, l"Ie are convinced that 
retaining , expanding, and strengthening express bus service on the t-90 floating bridge 
between Bellevue and Seattle will ","Or!< better than Sound Transit's proposed light rail 
serVice. Driven by ideology rather than sound analysis for over two decades. light rail 
must be able to Withstand an objective allernatives analysis as required by Federal law. 

In 2006, Sound Transit took the all·bus option for East Link off the table , and won't 
conduct alternatives analysis for this mode desprte the clear regulatory requirement 

""".;020·' -/ from NEPA and the Interstate Access Guidelines documented in this lener. 

The East Lmk proposal is the fllsl time in America that local governmenl has 
requested U.S. DOT's perrrission 10 laka over existing, well·used Interstate Highway 
and HOViBus lanes with light rail tracks . There may well be other projects across the 
country that will seek to emulate this kind of freeway lane repurposing. For this reason, 

CEIA cJo "*005 :a"O .~ e West. Sunle!. w........I1QtOft '1S 199 206.1$ 1. 44 75 


Response to comment ELFEIS020-1 

FHWA has granted the East Link project a preliminary engineering and 

operational acceptability approval through the Interchange Justification 

Report (IJR) Process, pending the EIS Record of Decision (ROD), which is 

included in the Final EIS as Appendix H to the Transportation Technical 

Report (Appendix Hi of the FE IS). The IJR process is not the FHWA ROD or 

an approval of the project, but rather documentation of the technical 

analysis to conclude if there are any engineering or operational concerns 

by FHWA on the proposal. 

Response to comment ELFEIS020-2 

The purpose of the East Link project is to expand Sound Transit's Link 

Light Rail system from Seattle to Mercer Island, Bellevue, and Redmond 

via 1-90 and to provide a reliable and efficient alternative for moving 

people throughout the region. Alternatives to light rail technology, 

including TSM and enhanced bus/BRT, were evaluated and eliminated 

from further review during the Sound Transit Long-Range Planning and 

ST2 development process. The history of this planning process is 

documented in the report titled "East Corridor High Capacity Transit 

Mode Analysis History" (August 2006) and discussed in Section 1.3 of the 

Final EIS [Purpose and Need]). For example, as described on page 21 of 

the Mode Analysis History report, the 1993 the Regional Transit System 

Plan Final EIS evaluated eastside alternatives that included converting the 

1-90 center roadway to a two-way busway (the TSM alternative). During 

the scoping process for the East Link EIS in 2006, the Mode Analysis 

History report was available for review and public comment was invited 

on the draft Purpose and Need Statement for the East Link EIS. FTA 

considered the mode analysis planning history and comments received 

during the scoping process before finalizing the East Link Purpose and 

Need . FTA, as lead federal agency, determined that planning level 

decisions regarding mode (LRT) and corridor (1-90) would be incorporated 

into the purpose and need, consistent with federal rules and guidance for 

linking the transportation planning and NEPA processes (see 23 CFR 



Sections 450.212 and 450.318 and Appendix A to Part 450 - Linking the 

Transportation Planning and NEPA Processes, Final Rule (Federal Register: 

February 14, 2007, Vol. 72, Number 30) and guidance found at: 

http://environment.fhwa.dot.gov/integ/related.asp 

http://environment.fhwa.dot.gov/integ/related.asp
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CETA urges that the altematlves analysis in the FEIS or the !JR. or both . be 
exceptionally strong and complete . So far Ihey are nOI . 

Bus-based Alternative 

Despile pleas from CETA and others . Sound Transit has ignored the polenlial of 
expanding and improving Its existing Regional Express bus network to provide frequent 
service on multiple lines converging on Ihe 1-90 corridor Sound Transit's short re sponse 
to CETA and others making Ihls request is. 

BRT, as an alternative lor East Link, was eliminated during the ST Long Range 
Planning and ST 2 proces s. Please see Final EIS Sec/ion 1.3 - His/ory 01 East 
Corridor. As stated in the project Purpose and Need, Sec110n 1. 1 01 Ihe Dralt EIS, 
the purpose 01 the East Link Projecl is to expand the Sound Trans i! LinK "ght rail 
system Irom SeaNie to Mercer Island. Bellevue and Redmond viii Interstale 90 
and to provide a reliable and efficlsnt alternative lor moving people throughout 
the region. Light rail provides the highest level of ridership ilnd the shortest travel 
times of aI/technologies evafua/ed in the corridor. 

However , a bus· based alterna1ive would serve far more urban 1erritory than 1he 
single light rail hne tha1the agency IS proposing, and preserve the existing funct ionality 
of 1·90 at the same time. Evidence of the strength otthe bus mode is seen in the MPO 
forecast that bus travelers originating in the EastSide suburbs in weekday momlng 
peaks will outnumber rail travelers In 2040 by a ratio of almost two to one. Thi s 
suggests the viability of strengthening the bus mode as an allernative to adding a new 
cross·Lake rail mode 

The no·build alternative has been weighed down with unfavorable assumptions and 
does not come close 10 represenling the performance of an even moderately well 
designed BRTffSM allernative. With all that is at stake on this vitallnterslate Highway 
it is especially imponant for FTA and FHW A to Insist on ;0 comparison of raulistic 
alternatives . Rubber-stamping another comparison of an optimistic rail alternative 
with a straw man bus alternative would obscure more than It reveals . Too often 
we have seen that same type of unrealistic comparison used to hide the very 
trade-otfs Federal requirements are designed to illuminate. This time around leI's 
get it right . 

Background 

Sound Trallsi t, Centrol Puget Sound Regional Transit Authority, and Washington 
Stale Department of Transportation (W SDOT) are coliaboratlllg on a plan 10 util ize 
existing reversjble HOV lanes of the Inlerstate 90 between Seatlle and Bellevue. 
Washington for a new light rail line between Seattle, Bellevue, and Redmond. See 
Attachment 1 for piC1ures illustrating the plan. 

Specifically, the proposed lane conversion requires elimina1lng Wli.!l connections 
between the Center Roadway and either the local streets or the 1·90 westbound and 
eastbound mrunline roadways . In addition, the Sound TranSit plan requires a change In 

... 1: '" ,- ' v " " " ;) ':;; \1 "'..... n~. :Hl.-sUIIII, W.~on 9~199 ~O('· :' Bl ·" ':;7 S 

Response to comment ELFEISOZO-3 

The East Link Project would close access to and from the reversible 

center roadway as indicated in Table 5-3 of Appendix Hl of the Final EIS . 

The center roadway's access locations limit the facility's vehicle capacity 

and throughput as these access locations are either to or from a 

congested freeway mainline lane or arterial traffic signals. Because of 

these connections, the center roadway is predicted to operate under 

capacity in the future. East Link, which would overall carry up to 50,000 

systemwide riders per day, provides bi-directionallight rail service in the 

center roadway. 

Please see Response to comment ELFEIS008-1 for a discussion of the 

additional lane capacity that will be provided on the 1-90 bridge by the 

"R-8A" project. 

Sound Transit ST Express bus services as well as King County routes were 

analyzed for the level of service and operations. As shown in Table 3-7 of 

Chapter 3, transit service along 1-90 operates at about SO percent on-time 

for level of service (LOS) of either Eor F. Future light rail service across 1­

90 is expected to have a reliability of LOS A. 

Sound Transit's Central Link ridership has consistently increased since 

service implementation, and it is now much closer to predicted forecasts. 

The economic recession and unemployment have depressed transit 

ridership during the first years of Central Link ridership. 
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the use of a dedicated alt-bus roadway to allow loint operation with light rail. as wall as 
reloca110n 01 an HOV drrect-access oH ramp . 

The two center lanes of 1-90 - called the Center Roadway -- now carry 15.000 
vehicles per day. a combination 01 cars and buses providing approximately 21.000 
person trips per day. Sound Transit wants to Install train tracks that will displace ;!I! of 

" ,.. " •• ,., -! these vehicles to other lanes of the bridge . This is a change that impacts 26% of Ihe I­

"""",0' 
{ 

HI'~I i:. U .la-t1 

{ 

f.LjlH50~ U I 

90 nght-of-way Width. The general-purpose lanes of this bridge are forecasl to become 
more congested in peak periods with or wilhout light rail. 

Sound TranSit generously forecasts light rail to carry 36,000 customers per day In 
2030 on the 1-90 segment of Easl Link . Howsver. mo s1 of these customers will come 
from today's high quality bus service. At most 10,000 light rail customers system ,wlde 
are forecast to be new riders . That's the equival ent of two new bus routes, 

The 1·90 performance outlook is poor elien If these numbers ore accurate And to 
dme. Sound Transit ridersh ip forecasts howe not materialized on its raillin"s 

Not only does the environmental analysis of the light rail lllternativa lack 
transparency, it is based on an eXlstrng WSDOT simulat ion modelthm yielded 
subslantlally diHerent results when run by WSDOT , No anempt was made to specify ~ 
and a.nalyze 0. solution keeping all bridge lanes as they are now and investing instead ntL~ lI ~I:':U ~ 
al1 express bus system co mbined with other transponalion system management ITS ) 
components . 

How can Sound Transit claims its light rail is good deal for the Seanle-Bellevua 
region when : 

J There will be fivB miles or more of headway space between lighl rail cars? 
~ The remaining lanes of 1-90 become more and more congested? 
..J It attracts 5 0 few new riders? 
~ The co st is over three billion dollnrs? 

The pubtic is demandrng mora accountabililY for its tax dollars The Federal 
government should not accept statements about outcomes without scrutinizing the 
me1hods used to achieve those outcomes. For instance , Sound Transit make s 1he 
tollowing claims 011 page 3-41 ot its FEt S, 

By 2030, the transit mode share percentage across L:lke Washington (SR 520 
and (-90) woutd increase by up to 33 percent from the No Build Alternative. 
People would readjust their mode choices and choose to ride tight rail because 01 
faster travel limes when compared to bus or auto modes . The overall transit 
mode share (combined eastbound and westbound) on 1-90 alone would more 
than double from about 0 10 and 7 percent share (AM and PM conditions) 
without the prOject to slightly over a 20 percent share wllh the project in both AM 
and PM conditions. 
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Response to comment ELFEIS020-4 

While the 2006 WSDOT 1-90 Center Roadway Study and the 2011 East 

Link Final EIS were conducted with appropriate transportation analysis 

methods, the two analyses use different modeling approaches. Refer to 

Appendix H of Appendix Hi of the East Link Final EIS for a description and 

overview of the recent 1-90 Transportation Studies, including the 

differences in modeling parameters and assumptions used in the 2006 

Center Roadway Study_ The East Link Project assumed a set of reasonable 

assumptions and methodologies that were based on decisions and 

agreements since the Center Roadway Study was published_ Some of 

these differences include: the East Link analysis assuming tolling on SR 

520; utilizing the latest release of the Puget Sound Regional Council's 

regional travel demand model at the time of analysis; incorporating 

Sound Transit's ridership transit forecasts into the PSRC forecasts; and 

assuming a different usage in the 1-90 HOV lanes. Additionally, the 

Center Roadway Study deferred some technical efforts that the East Link 

project conducted in greater detail. Therefore the East Link analysis 

better reflects the current understanding of future travel conditions 

along 1-90 when compared to the 2006 Center Roadway Study_ Further, 

the Center Roadway Study confirmed the utility of the center roadway as 

an HCT facility with no center roadway access for vehicles_WSDOT is a 

co-lead for the East Link Final EIS, and the transportation analysis 

provided in the 2011 Final EIS was reviewed and approved by WSDOT. 

Response to comment ELFEIS020-S 

See response to Comment #ELFEIS020-2 above. 

Response to comment ELF£IS020-6 

East Link has a planned headway in the horizon year (year 2030) of trains 

every 7 minutes, although 4 minutes headways would be the maximum. 

Refer to Section 3.5 of the Final EIS for the 1-90 transportation analysis 

that concludes more people, with similar to faster travel times, are able 

to cross 1-90 with the East Link project compared to the No-Build 
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When no strong feasible allernalives are ,,11owed 10 be on lhe table . like SRT/TSM. 
of course their numbers sound good. 

NEPA Requirement 

CETA has been demanding analysis of a slrong bus allernalive while panicipaling In 

the East Link NEPA process since 2005. We asked for Ihis in the 2006 Easl Link 
environmental scoping process. in comments on the 2008 draft EIS. and in comments 
on a 2009 supplemenlal drah EIS. In response. Sound Transil has refused to indude an 
enhanced bus and TSM program in their allernalives analysis. The last response from 
Sound Transilto CETA in the Final EIS (Response 10 our comment EL663 -1) is 

As no agency has adopted" policy, developed" plan, or identified funding lor a 
high-p!>rlorm"nce express bus service for the same markets that East Link Itghl 
filii is deSigned 10 S!>IV!>, the described servICe is nol reasonable and loreseeable 
and has nol been inCluded in Ihe Final EIS. 

There has never been a slde·by·slde analysIs of a light rail system wIth an 
enhanced bus syslem that builds on a type of funded serVice that Sound Transit 
already operates. This fallacious argument must end now. 

The failure to analyze a competitive bus altemative 10 Iighl mil in the East Link dmft 
EIS is a breach of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The NEPA process 
Seelion 1502.14 requires that projecI proponen1s : 

Rigorously explore and objedively evaluate all reasonable allernalives. Devole 
substan/ial treatmenl to each alternative considered in del ail including the 
proposed action 50 that reviewers may evaluale their comparative merits. Include 
reasonable alternatives not within the jurisdiction 01 the lead agency. 

As documented in CETA's previous correspondence in the environmental process, 
there is ample reason 10 believe thaI a bus and HOV alternative - a foom of TSM, or 
transportation syslem management- would per10rm beMer than the preferred light rail 
altern alive . The e.isting 1·90 HOV lanes in the Center Roadway could potentially be 
used to meet the East Link project's mobility goals, It the preferred light rait allernative is 
such a good one , then Sound Transit should welcome a Irue alternatives analysIs . 

CounCIl on Environmenlal Quality's (CEQ) commenlS e'plalning NEPA indicate lhat 
Sound Transil is out of compliance in its FEIS for Easl Link . 

Section 1502.14 requires Ihe EIS 10 examme aI/ reasontJble al/ernatives 10 Ihe 
proposal. In determining the scope 01 alternatives to be considered, the 
emphasis is on what is 'reasonable' rather than on whelher the proponent or 
applicant likes or is ffsell capable of carrymg out a particular a/temarive. 
Reasonabfe tlltematives include Ihose that are praclical or lea sible Irom the 
technlcat and economic sttlndpoint and uSing common sense, ralher than simply 
desirable from the st::mdpoinl 01 the applictJnt. 
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alternative. The East Link project will carry up to SO,OOO daily riders of 

which 10,000 of them are considered to be new transit riders. 

Response to comment ELFEIS020-7 

Please refer to Table 7-1, Chapter 7 of the Final EIS, Response to Common 

Comment CCla regarding why BRT was not evaluated in the East Link EIS. 

Please also refer to response to comment #ELFEIS020-2 above. 

Response to comment ELFEIS020-8 

In comments on the Draft EIS and SDEIS, CETA requested that an 

enhanced bus system be analyzed as part of the No Build alternative. As 

discussed in Section 2.3.1 of the Final EIS, the "No Build Alternative 

includes a variety of project, funding packages, and proposals in the 

central Puget Sound region . The projects primarily consist of funded or 

committed roadway and transit actions by state, regional and local 

agencies combined with other projects that that are likely to be 

implemented based on approval and committed funding." Since no plans 

have been developed for an enhanced bus system as suggested, it is not 

appropriate to include such a system in the No Build analysis. This is 

consistent with NEPA requirements. 

As described in the response to comment ELFEIS020-2 above, while an 

enhanced bus or BRT alternative5 to light rail technology was not 

included in the "no-build" alternative review in the FEIS, TSM and 

enhanced bus/BRT were evaluated during the Sound Transit Long-Range 

Planning and ST2 development process. The history of this planning 

process is documented in the report titled "East Corridor High Capacity 

Transit Mode Analysis History" (August 2006) and discussed in Section 1.3 

of the Final EIS [Purpose and Need)). For example, as described on page 

21 of the Mode AnalYSis History report, the 1993 the Regional Transit 

System Plan Final EIS evaluated eastside alternatives that included 

converting the 1-90 center roadway to a two-way busway (the TSM 

alternative). Please also refer to Table 7-1, Chapter 7 of the Final EIS, 

Response to Common Comment CCla regarding why BRT was not 

evaluated in the East Link EIS. For the extensive reasons discussed in this 



history of the these alternatives were not brought forward into 

the EIS process. 

As (IJR) the technical team of 

and that evaluated the merits of the East Link IJR was 

the alternatives considered Sound long-range 

process. This included a 

of the East Link IJ R. 
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The no·build alternahve that has been analyzed by the light rail proponents In the 
Ea51 Link Final EIS Includes only a weak bu s transit configuration. an e xtrapolation of 
the present public transit system 

"he public transit as pec1 =-. of the current no~build al1ernative are deliberately 
con51rruned to be non-competi1ive with the. performance of Sound Transit's light rad . The 
pr!>senl no·build altemative is not the strong all·bus allemative that transit· planning 
professionals at Sound Transit and King County Melro could create if they were ordered 
to do so. The lack 01 a sirong bus alternalive using the present 1·90 bridge center 
roadway and Ihe other segments of this corridor violates common sense in light of the 
challenges 01 construC1ing a new passenger railroad on a ftoating bridge and through 
residenlial neighborhoods. 

tJR Requirement Even Stronger 

FHWA Interstate Access GU.dellnes pooled on the Internet are also clear that a 
physical change of this magnitude in the use of an Interstate highway requires analYSIS 
01 il transponation system management (TSM) illtamatlve at the level of detail of the 
preferred light rail alternative. 

Interstate System Access Change A~quests need to address the appropriate 
Issues and p:-ovide fhe information necessury to allow the FHWA to make an 
informed deCision considering the potential consequMces of a change in access. 

A TSM illlerniltive would use enhanced bus servi"", other high occupancy vehiCles, 
tollll1g , signal priority, and queue lumper lanes on the existing right of way and adjacent 
ar19rials without the considerable construction and disruption needed for installing light 
rail tracks. 

The FHWA tnterstate Access Guidelines call for eight policy points to be addressed. 
Point number two requires documenting that 

The need being addres~ b}' the request cannot be adequately satisfied 
by reasonable transpor1ation system management (such as r;<Jmp meteflng. 
mass Iransit, and HOV (acllitles). geometric design, and alternative 
Improvements to the Inrerslate wrlhout the proposed changers) in access (23 
CFR 625.2(a)). 

The draN Interchange Justification Report for this proposed Change to 1·90 does not 
include iln analysis of a transportation system management option . Instead, the East 
Llilk dr::>" IJR from Sound Transit slates cfearly , 

Analysis of allernutivBs and options is included in Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS). und this document SUppor1s only the preferred allernative 
Idenllfled by the Sound Transit Board In June 2010. 

Of cours9the problem. Mr . Secretary. is that the Sound Transit Flilal EIS also tails to 
evaluate il TSM alternative . as we ind,caled earlier. 

CETA c/ o 400$ 20 · Ay, Well, Suttle , WutungotOfl 98199 106- i'al ·~.? 5 

No comments 

- n/a ­
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Apparent Conflict of Interest 

The record is clear that justilying light r"il was a predetermined outcome of the IJR 
process. not only from Sound Transit. but also WSDOT and FHWA CETA holds an 
electronic copy of an eXlsling proJecl management plan from the East Link IJR 
government-consultant leam that s1a1es, 

ThiS project Management Plan covers the worl< conducted for the Inlerstafe 90 
Inrerchange Justification Report (fJR) related fo changes in access along 1-90 
necessitated by thi> exlension of light rail/rom Seattle to the eastside via 1·90 .. 
The IJR Core Team will work collaboratively to develop an Interchange 
Justification Report for Sound Transit's East Link project rhat will provide 
the necessary analysis and documentBtlon to support a Finding of 
Engineering & Operational Acceptability, This effort will enable the project to 
move forward with confidence into its next phase .... Consistent wlfh the guidance 
provided III WSDOT DeSign Manual Section 7425 governing Interchange 
Justiticulion Reports the project will be facilitated through analysis to a finding of 
engint.ering and op8wlional acceptability I.Islng a 'Core' team of technical staff 
from stakeholder agencies [in this case Sound Transit. WSDOT, FT A, &. FHWA]. 

The leiter from the FHWA Region 10 Administrator 10 the Washington Secretary of 
LCO " '.010 9 -l T r"nsportation on June 22 (AII"chment 2) finding the deaN IJR acceptable is theatriwf 

because Ihe FHWA signature IS from one of the IJR core team just described. 

The private sector consultants on Ihe IJR, CH2MHill, are the same consultants thai 
proVided analysis of traffic for Ihe Ea'" Link Light Rail EI S, and in faclthe analysis of Ihe 
EIS and IJR overlap. 

This cooperation between the project advocates at Sound Transit and the stewards 
01 Washinglon Stale's main east·wesl highway at WSDOT and FHWA showed a 
significan1 conflic1 of interest in reversing earlier contradictory results. IJR modeling 
resulls claim improved general-purpose lruffic speeds with light rail compared to the No 
Build allarnalive. This claim is in conflict with the 2006 WSDOT 1-90 Center Roadway 
repon That study Indicated a 13% increase in general· purpose travel times with the 
"exclusive" (light rail) use of the center roadway. Using the same model but With 
different assumplions, Sound Transit claims the opposite' with light rail, gene",I· 
purpose travel times decreased by 15%. 

The same Sound Transit undocumented revisions 01 the 2006 WSDOT model has 
also led to the improbable conclusion Ihat trucks on 1·90 will find traffic conditions 
improved compared wilh light rail compared to no build. But even if true, this conclusion 
is not compo-red 10 the results on 1rucking tor 0. transit ~lIerniltive thill does not require 
removing 26% of the highway right·of-way. 

Conclusion 

Federal as welt as regional policy goals call for actually improving lransportation 
system performance, not just bUilding expensive rail proJects. A careful review of all the 

L F r!';V~ !Hfi CETA C} O 401)5 'l tr A", . Walt, ~_att~~, WnhInOtOI"! ~a l ~Y 206·781-44751 

Response to comment ELF£IS020-9 

WSDOT's Design Manual Chapter 550 includes the procedures and 

organization of the Interchange Justification Report (IJR) team. The East 

Link Project followed these steps in conducting the IJR process. 

As part of the IJR Policy Points, it is considered appropriate to have a 

similar analysis conducted for the project's EIS and IJR. Both of these 

documents rely on a similar analysis and methodology, therefore if the 

EIS and IJR are being conducted within a similar timeframe they are 

usually based on the same set of reasonable and acceptable assumptions. 

Similar to responses to earlier comments, the 2006 WSDOT 1-90 Center 

Roadway Study and the 2011 East Link Final EIS were conducted with 

appropriate transportation methods. The two studies use different 

modeling approaches and methodologies. These are documented in 

Appendix H of Appendix HI. This Appendix provides a description and 

overview of the recent 1-90 transportation studies, including the 

differences in modeling parameters and assumptions used in the 2006 

Center Roadway Study. The Center Roadway Study confirmed the utility 

of the center roadway as an HCT facility with no center roadway access 

for vehicles. 

Response to comment ELFE1S020-10 

See response to Comment #ELFEIS020-2 above. The project has complied 

with NEPA and other appropriate regulations. 
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pnor studies (including 1heir erroneous assumptions and omissions) leads to the 
Inescapable cenclusion that cenverSlon 01 the center roadway 011·90 to light ,,"1 is" 
very poor choice. 

The system capacity for all modes on 1·90 lost to light rail would be far more 
effectively used by other transit modes, in particular, high quality, higher frequency bus 
service with TSM improvements in other parts of the cerridor. A bus/TSM alt€lrnative 
would have the :lddltionnl advantages of much lower risk, lower cest. and swiMer 
implementation . 

If cenformity to USOOT poticy and achievement 01 region at gooJls are cempatible 
Objectives at East Link , there is no justlficalion lor approVing light rail while failing to 
perlorm the required comparison with a credible alternative, 

In summary, compliance wilh Federal regulalions will result in a superior 
OUlcoma, 

Given the serious problems Sound Transit hils had with prior planning work, why 
isnl USDOT insistmg on compliance wilh planning requirements for this phase of the 
program? 

Every one of the chamcterislics 01 East Link light rail that stem from criticism of the 
existing bu s system ceulo be met s ufhc len~y , more cest·effectively, and sooner than lhe 
proposed timeframe (or East Link light rail construction by an upgraded, well ·designed 
express bus system operating on actively 'managed HOV lanes on arterials and 
expressways , w~h road user fees as needed. Such an alternative should be thoroughly 
covered iI1 both Easl Link Recerds o( Decision , the one (rom FHWA, and the one from 
FTA. 

The Public IS expecting their governmenlto do the right thing, to follow its own rules . 
Ignoring established pro""ss and "lIow1I19 unjustified outcomes fuels public dissent and 
discontent. 

We implore you and your agency to refrain from being boosters of local prolects that 
cost so much and do so little for public transit. Please order FHWA and FTA to Include 
an independent, strong busrTSM alternative in the East Link ROD It should be well 
Oascribed, transparent and n truly objective quantitative analYSIS, 

The Public asks (or this requirement and deserves no less, 

RespeC1(ully yours, 

~ rv\.J.c.o ~~ 
JOOi:-s Maggie Fimla 
CETA Technical Co·Chairman CETA Co·Chair 

CeTA c/o 400 5 20. ' It~.. W~t S..W., W.Ih,¥on YS l99 2.0(, ·]8 1·"'''''5 

No comments 
- n/a ­
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No comments 
Honorable Ray LaHood, August 22, 201 1 . Page 8 

- n/a ­
Attachments: 

Graphics depicting project 
Let1er from FHWA Region X to WSDOT tentatively accepting the IJR 

Cc. 


Han. Patty Murray, U.S. Senate Han. Mana Cantwell, U.S. Senate 


Han. Jim McDermott. Han. Dave Reichert. 

U.S. House of Representat ives U.S. House of Representatives 

Han. Curt is King, Hon. Don Davidson , City of Bellevue 
Washington State Senate 

Han. Don Gerend, City of Sammamish Han. Steve Bun. City of Newcastle 

Federal Transit Administrator Federal Highways Administrator 

FTA Region X Adminislralor FHWA Region X Administrator 

Washington State Sound Transit Chief Executive Officer 
Secretary of Transportation 

CETA c/o 4005 20" Ave We$ot , s.e",rtlt: , W . .. iungton 98 199 206-7Bi-4047 $ 
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No comments 
Honorable Ray LaHood, August 22, 2011, Attachment 1 

- n/a ­
Map of 1-90 corridor location for light rail from the East Link Final EIS 

_ · ..­., ­1 

" "t ,/...~..~=i, 

• c 

• 

FIGURE 2-S 
E... 1$' Pro:<'<1 -s.g_1 A 

WSDOT photograph of 1-90 floating bridges Irom Seattle perspective looking toward 
Bellevue 

Diagram of planned light rail placement on the 1-90 floating ~ridge, from FEIS -:.~ 

l'..~.2 '-.1 I .. t. ~ .M!oIoo,....-' !I..:!..::....-.:I......:!"'!..:.:!. 

...f i 
- I, 

.;. '~ ~ r;i­

-l I l~
(-"I 
L­"-__ .te:rrr 

CETA c/o 4005 :!O· Avt! West . Seattl~ . W..n~ngto n 9$ 199 ~06- 78 1 - ..J ·;] 5 
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No comments 
Honorable Ray LaHood. August 22. 2011, Attachment 1 

- n/a ­

Sound Transit photo simulation of light rail operating on the 1·90 floating bridge 
i_ 

CETA c/o ~ 005 20'" Av~ We5f . SeAttle, Wutungton 9S199 206-761-4~75 
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of Transportation 71 1 Sr)I.;lh Capfta, Woil~ 

g&J~P7~~:~lnnton 98501 , 28-1Federal Highway 
Administratio rt f,~:'l~~~:_(~~)C'ir.·~U ' \ 

JU:1 ': 12. 2011 

HDf. W:\:'~o(\!v, .'\ li'2 ~ 
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ncp.;irt~nr l" r', ril n' r.(llt.:1t I(ln 
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AttentIOn: J;:hu-b De Stt' Croix 
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FillnllokrclmnRc .Imti(icn hon R{'Jlon 
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the Hi e of lett·hand o n and o tt" ntmp~_ Tn l, i.1L'Cel)S-pOinl ~hOi l ! d b(": I1.JUru lur...:d III1J closc:ct 10 s ingle 
occt.Ipi.tJll .... dliclc:;. us-e 1£ signin cnnt cl", lll.s!on ireo,ue:ncy alld :\ff.... l!!' jI ~' hcp.;HI LO occur. In ,;dtlilh,m, nm1p 
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Letter ELFEIS021 
Alfred Cecil 

Page 1 

From: Alirea (ecN[milltto;/lwcecil@Yahoo rom! 
Sent: ~I o ndav, August 15, 201 1 11:37 MI 
To: Witmer, Jo hn (FTA) 
Subject: Snund Transi! FEIS comments 

From : 1\If"red Cecil ~l1\\'c"" i l(o vnhuo.conl ' 
To: 
Sen!: 
SUbj ect: 

Summary of my (;Omme n l,> on the FEIS and related iSSUI.! 5 . 

ISStlS RH) U RNG RFSOLl 'T ION 1l1 '. I·O RI ' I·TIIIIPPROVA I.. 

f
l Explanalion why no allernali ve WlL' considered for s~gme nt A 

' Lffl , u ll 1 2) Ccni lical ron lh ol mil , can h~ placed :K;rClSS Hootin g bridg,e cxpnn"ion joi nts 
by rcco gni ).,.:d ind~pcJ\dcnl cnginc-cri ng ~on.."'ultill g li rm . 

.' ) Full disclosure of all COSI.S on Ihe chosen B segmenl (B2\ ·1) including noise milig:llion. 
H ft l 'i Ol l . l guit.it!'wu y 

>[ '1'1 ,"1 th rough Ihe we tl and IXlflion e:,SI of Be"e"ue :LOd 11 21h SE and ground "'Ul e,. con lrol 
~ to he \ferili cd hy un independant audil ing ~I gen~y. 
4 ) Certilication th:1I Winle,.s house , uueILl",1 integrilY will nol bt: eO lTI pm mi",d li'o m vibrnl ion 

h H l t;. {l l l 1 -1 due to 

cI,)sc proximi ty (~O ') 10 rail tx:d. 
5) CCrlificnli on th n1trallic co ngesti on !,,! un be In ili gated during conslnlc li on by !.:I nsure or on~ 

t:L tll SO.<1 . Ian l,; 
(I t'Hcll(;nl~ Way With lmtlic !low ilna l% IS done U;-illlg a r 1.,..-..:ug.n i /.~d predic ti ('n model su(; h as 

Ih" BKR mod" l. 

tu·t l ';Oll · ' 

El FE ISu) \ - h 

[lfE I50:n · " 

) Descri plion of I"LO sil I ~ , rking ,, 11~ rn"li \"e due to cl osure of th~ SOLlth 13dlcvu c P"rk and Ride 
1 ~ 1. 

7) Itl enti Iknti () 11 of properly to bt: cx c:hangc:d to Cll ll1pc.: nS;Ilt: llJf the Inking orpnrkJ and l ': ~1S I or 
~dkvLleW"y . 
R) Ce;:rtifi cu llo n Ul(Il Sdund Tm nsi l has lh~ Jinnncill i n.: soucc .s 10 co mpk.\C' c.:nlire phH~\'! 2 projC(; 1. 
(,",glllenls A 'hru D). 

Ifnol " nd Ih~ li n" h:a s 10 I.,., lerminmed prcmnlLlrely docs the trunculed lino have suni eiont 
ri dership 10 

1)<; e('o nomicoll y viable. 1\ pl an should Ix: proscnled explain ing how (he un completed ponion 
wi II be I" nded 

nn d an c.'i limntion or thl.! dduy in completion. 

{ 

9 J ~o i ~ li nd \·ihrill ion miLi ~<l l i l ) n : 
a) A plan is 'h': l.~d cd to pn'p..: rl y mili g3t~ Ih~ T~S ld \'! ll ct!s affcchxJ consist:lnt the cit y o f 1h.:11 ~\-1Je.s 
noise.! ordin ;,ul cl,!. 

Ht-l-ISO.ll ·,Il b) A mo !",.; c rri::c ti vt! and pe.! rmnnc..: nI ;liolution to \\'hw l squeal otht.:r th L: ra i l luhnc:tt ion ...au;:h n.>; 
trai n In\-t; 

Incchani sm modi licalio n needs to be id cntiflcd and implemented . 
Re"IJ<-'Cli vc ly suhmiUcd 
Alfred Cecil. Bolle,'ue Washin glon 

Response to comment ELFElS021·1 

The purpose of the East Link project is to expand Sound Transit's Link 

Light Rail system from Seattle to Mercer Island, Bellevue, and Redmond 

via 1-90 and to provide a reliable and efficient alternative for moving 

people throughout the region. Alternatives to light rail technology, 

including TSM and enhanced bus/BRT, were evaluated and eliminated 

from further review during the Sound Transit Long-Range Planning and 

ST2 development process. The history of this planning process is 

documented in the report titled "East Corridor High Capacity Transit 

Mode Analysis History" (August 2006) and discussed in Section 1.3 of the 

Final EIS [Purpose and Need]). For example, as described on page 21 of 

the Mode Analysis History report, the 1993 the Regional Transit System 

Plan Final EIS evaluated eastside alternatives that included converting the 

1-90 center roadway to a two-way busway (the TSM alternative). During 

the scoping process for the East Link EIS in 2006, the Mode Analysis 

History report was available for review and public comment was invited 

on the draft Purpose and Need Statement for the East Link EIS. FTA 

considered the mode analysis planning history and comments received 

during the scoping process before finalizing the East Link Purpose and 

Need. FTA, as lead federal agency, determined that planning level 

decisions regarding mode (LRT) and corridor (1-90) would be incorporated 

into the purpose and need, consistent with federal rules and guidance for 

linking the transportation planning and NEPA processes (see 23 CFR 

Sections 450.212 and 450.318 and Appendix A to Part 450 - Linking the 

Transportation Planning and NEPA Processes, Final Rule (Federal 

Register: February 14, 2007, Vol. 72, Number 30) and guidance found at: 

http://environment.fhwa.dot.gov/integ/related.asp 

The technical issues associated with the 1-90 floating bridge are discussed 

on pages 2-22 and 2-23 of the Final EIS, including the finding by the 

independent review team commissioned by the Washington State 

Legislature Joint Transportation Committee that "all issues identified as 

http://environment.fhwa.dot.gov/integ/related.asp


potentially affecting feasibility can be addressed through proper design measures." 

Response to comment ELFEIS021 -2 

Your comment has been noted . Costs to implement mitigation measures were 

included as part of the cost estimates prepared for the Final EIS as described in 

Section 2.6.2. 

Response to comment ELFElS021 -3 

Please see page 6-20 of Appendix H2 to the Final EIS for a detailed discussion of 

vibration impacts at the Winters House during operation of Preferred Alternative 

82M. The operational vibration levels at this location are projected to be 76 VdB, 

which would be below the FTA detailed impact criteria of 78 VdB for human 

annoyance and well below the 94 VdB criteria for structural damage . 

Response to comment ELFEIS021 -4 

Please see Section 3.6.4.2 of the Final EIS for a discussion of Roadway and Parking 

impacts during construction . The transportation analysis methodology and 

assumptions, specifically the modeling approach for this project, is described in 

detail in Appendix A of Appendix Hi of the Final EIS. In summary, as the East Link 

project is a regional project spanning many jurisdictions, the adopted regional 

PSRC model (with detailed transportation network refinements from the Bellevue­

Kirkland-Redmond [BKR] model) was utilized for the travel demand forecasting. 

Construction period impacts, that were determined using this model, are discussed 

in Section 3.6.4 of the Final EIS. Mitigation measures for the Preferred Alternative 

are also in Appendix I of the Final EIS and in Attachment C to this Record of 

Decision. 

Response to comment ELFEIS021 -5 

Mitigation details for temporary closure of the South Bellevue Park and Ride have 

not yet been identified, but will be during the final design process. The Section 6(f) 

analysis in the Final EIS considers replacement property of lands that have been 

funded for acquisition or improvement through Land Water Conservation Fund 

grants, such as the Mercer Slough Nature Park. Please see Section 0.8 of Appendix 

o to the Final EIS for a discussion of Section 6(f) impacts. 

Response to comment ELFEIS021-6 

As described in Section 4.17 ofthe Final EIS, mitigation for parkland 

impacts would be through financial compensation or replacement 

property. Mitigation commitments will be implemented during final 

design, construction, and/or operation of the East Link project . 

Response to comment ELFEIS021-7 

Funding resources for the East Link Project (Seattle to Overlake Transit 

Center - Segments A through D) is described in Section 2.6.1 of the Final 

EIS . Depending on funding resources, the extensions beyond Overlake 

Transit Center may have to be incorporated into future funding packages 

which would require a public vote . 

Response to comment ELFEIS021-8 

Section 4.7 and Appendix H2 of the Final EIS address wheel squeal and 

provide the noise and vibration analysis and appropriate mitigation. The 

methodology for impact analysis is from the Transit Noise and Vibration 

Impact Assessment Manual (Federal Transit Administration [FTAJ, revised 

May 2006). These criteria are used for all federally funded high-capacity 

transit projects. Construction noise, parking facilities and maintenance 

facilities would be required to meet the noise regulations of local 

jurisdictions. 
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From: Alfred cecil [malo-QW(ccO®Y.,npp mm' 
Sent: Tt,urscloy, August 25, 20 11 10,35 AM 
To: Wltlner, Jonn (FTA) 
Cc: aIMnghDr@bE: con!' Bill, Sr ; BIUI Sr ; Brooks &!au~ln; uppfIrey11ldwe!I2Yatpo com; Joe 
Rosmam; liz Baxter; Renay BenllE.'n ; Stacie LeBI~nc; Wendy Jones 
Subject : Noise Mitigation Conunentary 

AD))ITlO:--AI. COM\11': :--TA RY ON SOL ' ~J) rRA~SITS I'ASTU"K J'J L~ 

Response to comment ELFEIS021·9 
The location of the crossover on Alternative B7 was evaluated during 

conceptual desigri and it was determined that the proposed location was 

the most appropriate because of topographical constraints and design 

criteria. The locations of all cross-overs, including this one, have been 

reviewed by the designers to minimize potential noise exposure at 

residential properties, while accommodating the operational needs of the 

system. A nnlysis 01' Sound 1 mn~ i lS nss..;~srncnl of nHISt.: millglllion r~uin;d fo r 

Lh t.: 1\2~1i ( 11 /\ ilnd 117 i'lhclllll li\-"c as prc:....:nh;J in ilppcntl.:\ II shm~~ 


lh ~ Il}lIowint; cu mp,msnn hctwccn the..; two fl lh.:rnatin,:.s using I'TA fo.:rilcria. 


l [ni\., n.'ljuiling l 'nil':; cUffcntly l'rlil !) 

fC maining tu 


Tntall inits mili :"'~; lli~ ) n mi(igul~d Ix 

millgJ;llcd 

1l2MJ r li A 159 RI 0 ~ I 

lLF llI.sO.ll ·9 -I H7 )01 172 15(1 · 1(1 

II is :1 lso noh.:d (hilt B7 l!i unnl...,'...:ssa ril y p:.:nllli"l,L:d by Ih",- I'Ju",cJll~nl u f :l crossm..;r !H:a( th...: 

EmcrJld Rodo" 

("(') ndominiul~". Thi:-; b nOI ;1J'lPf()pr iulI': IlI ld UU'I hI,) IN."uI(.:u cls~whcre (0 m inim ize..' impacl.' to lh.;: 

ivSU.lt.:lllHI I unil.s 


IlIofig. Ihe..: cMridor . 

• 'rho: ~ilnU{)... ~ml ~p~l(lmcnl."; uclj""",'(.!nllCl thL.: IS' ,,,,) ' f:lill).;J\' ;u'c ulld.:rsli), IJ In h;wl.! t~l.!n 

miligat...:d 

bt.:cuuse..: ofpro:\lln il )' to lel05. 


l{t,:..."llCCI Cull y :.uhmilioo 
Alr'eJ ( cei l 



Letter ELFEIS022 
Geoffrey Bidwell 

Page 1 

John Witmer Date August 152011 
FTA Region 10 
915 Second Avenue. Suite 3142 
Seattle. WA98174-1002 

Dear Mr. Witmer, 
My name is Geoffrey Bidwell I am a City of Bellevue resident living for the 

last 34 years at 1600 109th Ave SE, Bellevue, WA 98004. 
In reading the FEIS on Sound Transits East Link light rail project several 

important issues appear to have been overlooked or improperly addressed . 
Firstly 'In Section 4.9 Water Resources Table 4.9-2 (page 4.9-11) alternative 

B7 fails to acknowledge the fact that this alternative (with a new A2 station 

<u'''' 	 located on firm land) will surplus the existing 11.5 acre Park and Ride lot on 
Bellevue Way SE that can now be re-vegetated and returned to enhance the 
Mercer Slough and reduce the impervious area and not increase as inaccurately 
shown in Table 4.9-2 . 1

Further on page 4 .9-14 Segment B states that the " ...B2M is located 
outsi de ofthe Mercer Slough flood plain and therefore would result in no adverse 
lmpact...". This Is far from the truth where storm water enters the slough from the 

fiQ;: J J. -I 
surrounding steep topography of the surrounding land. In fact the slough 
waterway is clearly visible from the 'V' at Bellevue Way and 112,h Ave SE where 
the proposed retained cut route transitions to the at grade route. 

Continuing on page 4.9-17 under title Groundwater the statement is made 
that " ... Because of the highly linear nature of the project, this would occur across 
many miles ofthe project ... groundwater impacts are not anticipated". Clearly 
this statement does not reflect the steep changing topography along the west 
side of Bellevue Way and the hill on the west side of the 'V' along 112'" Ave SE. 
The section further states that (for the retained cut) mitigation is disc ussed In 

'D""-i Section 4.9.4.2 below. There is no Section 4.9.4.2 On page 4 .9-2 0 under 4.9.4 
Potential Mitigation Mea sures ,the following statement is made " ... storm water 
runoff would be explored ... work with local jurisdictions to identify opportunities 
to Incorporate low-Impact development features ...green roofs and other 
measures to retain rainfall on site and minimize project runoff ... " In no way can 
th is be considered an effective and appropriate mitigation for a project of this 

enormity. 
In the same section (page 4.9-20) it states for the B2M " ... prevent 

groundwater from entering the retained cut but allow groundwater to flow down 

'"".• ...j gradient beneath the cut. This would maintain the existing groundwater flow ..." 

(continued) 

Response to comment ELFEIS022-1 

The commenter is referring to the B7R, not Alternative B7, which is a 

modification of Alternative B7 and Preferred Alternative C9Tthat was 

proposed and analyzed by City of Bellevue. The City's B7R proposal and 

study is summarized in Chapter 7 of the Final EIS. It is not an alternative 

analyzed in Section 4.9. The B7R study did not suggest that the South 

Bellevue Park and Ride lot could be converted to park and wetland for 

the Mercer Slough area. Furthermore, preservation of existing wetlands 

is a preferred method of mitigation over creation of new wetlands, which 

is what would be required in this situation. 

Response to comment ELFEIS022-2 

As discussed on pages 4.9-13 and 4.9-14 of the Final EIS, a floodplain is 

defined as the area adjacent to a stream or river that is inundated during 

the 100-year flood event. As discussed on page 4.9-4 of the Final EIS, 100­

year floodplains are mapped by FEMA. Exhibit 4.9-2 shows that 

Alternative B2M is not within the 100-year floodplain . 

Response to comment ELFEIS022-3 

The quoted text on page 4.9-17 of the Final EIS describes the overall 

project impact related to groundwater recharge. Increases in impervious 

surface areas, would reduce groundwater recharge . However, this effect 

would be spread out over many miles of the entire alignment and 

therefore would not likely substantially create a decline in the 

groundwater level. This conclusion remains true regardless of the slope 

of the land around Mercer Slough. The commenter is correct in stating 

that there is not a Section 4.9.4.2 in the Final EIS. This reference on page 

4.9-17 of the Final EIS is a typo which should be written as "Section 

4.9.4". Mitigation is discussed in Section 4.9.4 as mentioned by the 

commenter. As described in Section 4.9.4, regulatory requirements for 

addressing water resource impacts would be part of the project design. 

Where adverse impacts would occur after the application of minimization 

measures, further mitigation would be necessary and is described in the 

remainder of Section 4.9.4. 
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The cut with its foundation support is some 30 feet deep and 20 feet wide and no 
analysis has been shown how this ground water will flow at this depth and at what 
volume. 

There Is no explanation of how storm water entering the retained cut (from 
the entrance and exit) can be managed to ensure safe and reliable train operation . 
Presumably pumps (with redundancy) will be required and if so where and how 
will such pumps be located and operated? 

Secondly in Section 4.8 Ecosystem Resources, Impacts during Operation 
page 4.8-15 states that " ... to prevent trees and branches from interfering with ... 
light rail ... high quality forest-dominated ... habitat under and within 20 feet of 
each Side of the elevated guideways would be converted to short-tree habitat... " 
There Is no recognition of the 1,100 trees along the B2M alignment that would be 
removed and of the impact to the ecosystem which will be clearly evident and to 
which the FEIS fails to acknowledge. 

Further information on the same page states " .. . Operational noise impacts 
o n wildlife would likely be minor ... The link rail trains produce 79 dBA at 50 feet at 
40 mph which is similar to noise produced by most buses and medium trucks ... 
Noise levels from East Link operations would not likely adversely impact wildlife .. . " 
This analysis completely ignores the operation of the light rail system clear into the 
early morning that would be most dis.turbing to wildlife (and humans) and totally 
Ignores the curved alignments and accelerations from the Bellevue Way station 
t hat will create high frequency squeal from the trains drive wheels. The noise issue 
In the light rail operation In Tukwila has still not been brought into compliance 
with Federal standards even after Sound Transit assured the Federal government 
t hat it would so comply. 

Thirdly in Section 4.12 Hazardous Materials, Section B, page 4.12-6 site 352 
and site N198 fails to mention additional contaminates including chromium, lead, 
arsen'lc and selenium and that these contaminates have been a major concern 
with the Department of Ecology for many years (see attachment). 

In summary the Federal government, City government and the citizens 
worked feverishly and financially to secure the Mercer Slough and create a unique 
Nature Park. Sound Transit should not be allowed to permanently damage the long 
tem investment in Bellevues environment pursuant to Federal Regulations Section 
4(f) and that an alternative alignment B7R is cheaper and significantly less harmful 
to the environment. The undersign respectfully request that you fully investigate 
all issues before the FTA approves the Record of DeciSion (ROD). 

Sincerely 
Geoffrey Bidwell 

Response to comment ELFEIS022-4 

The design of the retained cut is described on page 4.9-20 in Section 

4.9.4. This design was studied and would allow for groundwater to flow 

down gradient beneath the cut. The design will be refined during final 

design, the next phase of project development. 

Response to comment ELFEIS022 -S 

A gravity stormwater drain will be used in the retained cut in front of the 

Winters House. Details will be determined during final design and pumps 

are not expected to be required. 

Response to comment ELFEIS022-6 

High-value wildlife habitat that would be removed is an impact common 

to all alternatives and is discussed on page 4.8-15. Specific acreage 

amounts of high-value wildlife habitat, including for Preferred Alternative 

82M, are shown in Table 4.8.5, and discussed on page 4.8-19. 

Response to comment ELFEIS022-7 

As described on page 4.8-15 of the Final EIS, operational noise impacts on 

wildlife would likely be relatively minor compared with existing traffic 

noise in most segments of the proposed corridors. Wheel squeal impacts 

were considered in the noise analysis, as discussed in Section 4.7 and 

Appendix H2 of the Final EIS . Please see response to comment # 

ELFEIS004-6 regarding Central Link operations and noise impacts. 

Response to comment ELFEIS022-8 

As described in Section 4.12 .2 of the Final EIS, Sound Transit collected 

information from multiple data sources including government 

environmental database searches and review of the agency records that 

are maintained by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and the 

Washington State Department of Ecology. These databases track sites 

with potential or confirmed hazardous material releases to the 

environment and to monitor facilities that manage hazardous materials 

as part of their operation. As described in this Record of Decision, where 

responsible, Sound Transit will remediate contaminated soil and 



groundwater, including that which would be previously unknown and found during 

constructio n. 

Response to comment ELFETS022-9 

Your comment has been noted. See response to comment ELFEIS022-1 above with 

regard to the City of Bellevue's proposed B7R. As described in Chapter 7 of the 

Final EIS, the City's cost estimates indicate B7R would be approximately 10 to 14 

million dollars more than the B7 to C9T alternative. Appendix D of the Final EIS 

provides a discussion of the East Link project's compliance with Section 4(f). 
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Letter ELFEIS023 
Renay Bennett 
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Mom ~ 
To 
e, 

IIII.IWlIIIIIII 
lrhmr ..... 'n.. l attJP &trw , ..".",..... ......Qr cn.y.... "'no'" peer / fIT. \ t\",,, ...... ,IJt:1.'
u.,mitl are j fIN 

Su~.i:1 : ~ ~.:aru <4 - 1 , ~. D ~~· fDB& 

0.'0 M::rdll'J ~ IS ~1 1 ~5.ll4> J't.t 

Comment : ,The proposed tunnel with a rooftop 9(lrden lid along the frant facade ac1ually 
des1roys the NRHP deslgat ion his10ric value of Winters House With irs maJura 
landscape setting. Proposed trees on the lid to repalce 10s1trees will never acheive 
the same height due to rooft op garden soil depth limitations over tunnel. However . 
the primary way to view the home in a vehicle ill 40MPH from Bellevue Way upon 

",,, ," >J I 	 approach from north or south . Therefore . the mitigation reques1 is far a full 
tunnel f lld for a longer dis1anee than So T proposes, north & south of the home. The 
lid dimension should be based on th e alignment of Winter's original paroel nonh and 
south property limits. rather a lid distance based an the home's front facade 
dimension. Snes a longer distance lid would not be fea,;ble for grade approach to 
elevated sec1ions using 82M alignment , the only feasible alternative I. 871'1. 

Response to commentELFElSOZ3-1 

The NRHP designation was based on the SO-foot boundary around the 

house. However, as described on page 4.16-13 of the Final EIS, the 50­

foot boundary around the house has been reduced by the widening of 

Bellevue Way SE, and the landscaping within this area no longer retains 

integrity because of several changes to the area over time. Furthermore, 

the setting of the residence as it relates to Bellevue Way SE is not a 

character-defining feature, given past widening and improvements to 

Bellevue Way SE and multiple changes to the landscaping components . 

The length of the lid is designed to coincide with the SO-foot boundary, in 

explicit recognition of the NRHP designated area . Mitigation for impacts 

to the Winters House and the surrounding area is described in Section 

4.16.4 of the Final EIS, Appendix H4 (Historic and Archaeological 

Resources Technical Report), and in the Memorandum of Agreement 

included in this Record of Decision . 
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Comment$; on Choapter ' ·17 .lnd Appendix D Section 41f) 


Mercer Slough & Surrey Downs Parkland, Recre~tion Use Impacts 


Comments on Section 6(f) 3 Review and SEPA Review: 


1. The project spOrl$Or is required to reach a rirxl inS of de minimus impact to park land aCQu ired 

wit h federal hmd s using Land & Water Con~Na[ion funds. lncludl nl $ect)on 106 determinatkln 

by SHPO. ISection 0 . \ . page< 0 -\ & D-21 

2. The appJlcable feder;11 :<:' ;,;ulJtion s. make- a distinction amon8 direct us.e, temporuv UIE: and 

const,uctive use for land loss (Section 0.3.1, 0 .3.2 & 0.3.31 a..5. weli as recleation use and historic 

resources laM~ . However, the S£PA& NfPA thresholds for asseSSf'l'Iem of " impact s" to park 

bind, recreation u~ or histor ic fe~nlres are probable adverse significa nt Impacts. in addition to 

meeting Section 4(F) and 6(f) 3 review requlre-ment5 for park land at Mercer Slough. 

HH: J!i CI ;J: )· j 

Alon~ Belle.....ue Way, the Sejnlem B projeCll nlpSCIS fo , Alternative 82M reported by the project 

sponsor on l abJe 0 -1 are as follows: 

a. Park Lar.O ­ temporary use loss · 3.2 ac res distui'bed (of 320 acres in Mercer Slough ) 

b. Park land ­ perOlsr,ent Ios.s - 3.0 &c res converted (of 320 CI ((e~ in Mercer SloLlgh) 

c. HistoricallmPBcts for Winte rs House (as m apped at Location 5. on Fls\Jre D-1) inc.lude 

Ims of parkin,. change of 3cces..s , relocat ion of the Eastside Herita8t Center t4fmporarl ly, 

includine soond, noise and v'lbrat ions duW11 2 to 5 years of construction, plus ongo'"g 

op.eliHiona l noise for each lime a t rain goes into and out a plannf!ld tunne l. 

4, Along 112lh A .....e SE at Surrey Downs Purk, the Segment B project impacts for Alternatj-ve 82M 

relXmed by t he IJroJecI spons.or on Table D-1 are as follows : 

a. Pa r ~ Land - temporary use los..s . 0 ,6 acres disturbed (of 11.4 acres) 

b . Park Land - permanent loss - 0 .5 acres con~€rred (of 11 .4 acres) 

5. Tile 2 InlPlICts reported in 3. & 4. abollt:' il l I i ,e SDEIS are p.robable adve rse significant under 

SEPA, FTA properly (Section 0 .4 .1 last ~ 1' a8raph at pa~e D-51 d id not declure the impacts to 

parks, recreatIon and r'l is(ork resources located with in Cl tV of Belie'Jue de mJflimus. The full 

extent of impac ts were not fully disclosed or analyzed in t he SOtlS and Appendi ,l( D. The mi.s.s.ing 

topics are fu ll details abOut se..... erity of impacts, plus ignoring options to avoid, minimi,.e, reduce 

or mitigate impacts of the 82M alignment proposal. 

6. For the disclosed impacts in the SDEIS, the ptoposed Rlltl8ation of 82M Is inadequate, The 

specific Comments that SUppO ll this conclusion follow In nu mbered com01f'nts 7 thru 13, bas.ed 

Of) information primarily on pages 0 -21 to 0 ·25 in Appendi~ O. 

7. 	 A! Mercer Slough, the loss of 3.0 !crts of paJk lAnd does not 8 t2lke intO account ecological and 

aesthetic. sign lf lcanc~ of tree removal. The 3,200 linear feet of Impact area Is ilnlon. the last 

BfflSOl'l-l 

{ 

Response to comment ELFEIS023-2 

Please see the Final EIS, Sections 4.16 and Appendix D for a discussion of 

impacts related to Parks and Section 4{f) and 6{f) respectively. The 

analysis in the Final EIS has been updated since publication of the SDEIS, 

which is referred to in this comment. As discussed in Section D.6.1.3 of 

Appendix D in the Final EIS, as there is no prudent and feasible 

alternative to avoid the Mercer Slough Nature Park, and pursuant to 23 

CFR 774.3{c), a Least Harm analysis is provided in Section D.7. The type of 

Section 4{f) use or de minimus finding for each 4{f) protected resource is 

summarized for each alternative in Table D.1. Section 4{f) in Appendix D 

provides the severity of impacts, the avoidance and minimization 

measures as well as the mitigation measures proposed. The U.S. 

Department of the Interior reviewed and concurred with FTA's 4{f) and 

6{f) analyses and determinations. 

Response to comment ELFEIS023-3 

Please note that the SDEIS analysis has been updated in the Final EIS . 

Please refer to the Final EIS for a discussion of project impacts. Ecological 

impacts from tree removal are included in the discussion of high-value 

habitat impacts in Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS. A detailed description of 

the methodology used and the importance of high value habitat is 

provided in Chapter 2 of Appendix H3, Ecosystems Technical Report . 

Sound Transit assessed impacts on wildlife using several approaches, 

including quantitative and qualitative methods, and measured direct 

habitat loss based on the extent of impacts to various plant communities. 

The qualitative assessment included review of the area's role as a wildlife 

movement corridor. Aesthetic impacts related to Alternative B2M are 

described in Section 4.5.3 of the Final EIS and incorporated by reference 

in the Section 4{f) and 6{f) in Appendix D. Mitigation is developed to 

replace the value of the habitat and vegetation that is impacted. 

Please see Appendix D, section D.8.2, for a discussion of Section 6{f) 

impacts and planned conversion of the lands to meet NPS requirements. 
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remaining largE.' stands of till! cononwood trees, plus ot~~r dewabl.:- native tre e.and understOf)1 

species. Large number of tr.ees will be removed along trll' east or Mercer Slough open space. 

8. 	 At Mercer SlouSh, th~ missing Informatlon In the SDEIS report 1'i about the olienU assessment of 

" ...alue" of the uee '> in the broadest sense (replacemem COJ~ . storm water benef it, oxygen 

production, carbon sequestrat ion. etc.'. Also, result ing widened horizonta' dIs ta nce of roadway 

wit h fJ lI ill)pacts eaSt -wes( w ildllre mIgra tion betw£'i'n M~rcer SlouSh and l ake w ashinSlon. The 

SOflS does disc.lose 3,200 Lf (or 30 (0 SO feet width (pale 0 -211. ~l does not elaborate on 

exist lne w ildl Ife habitat funct ion, eckact sb ec and species of trees to be lost, orthe probabJe blow· 

down trees o n (~ma in i ng Mercer Stough Park property lefl elC po5.ed to south we!.! to nonh 

westerlv w inds ClIusing most tree dam.,!' I fter approx imare-ly 1.000 to 1,200 trees lire removed 

from the 3tqultec111lnc1alon! th@ 3.200 LF wIde corridor. 

H r- f, O:; O;'') ' ,j 

9 , 	 At Mercer Slough, Nattonal Pa rks Service I NPS) is required La deny the L&WCF conversion 

request for 3,0 acres on the baS IS of ~uch impacts leh unrepOf1ed and unmit1iated. Also, tne 
SEPA Responsible Officia l artel properly making a (iod ine of probable adverse ~ignjficant impacts 

also has 8 duty to overse!' proper dellne!tlon of mitigation wit hin Ih@ SDfIS. While the 

preparat ion of an SDEIS (e! port meet$. the- rM ognitlon of Impacts, t he SOEIS document fZlIIs. ~hort 

In reporting all of the imp.aus associated wllh the tree loss, recrt>al tol1lo s ~ , scenic I{alue Io.s.s, 

and wi ldlife habitat loss o rthrs paft lcuia r 3.0 acres of wooded habitat area~ alone [he ea st s. idp 

of 8e llevue way & 112'10 Ave SE right s of way. 

10. At the Winter Hou'5.e sile, City of Bellevue restored the historic property and stBbili2ed the 

structure for public us.e, including Bellevue Way r ight of way acceu and frontage improvemenh 

In the mid to lare 1990's at the COSt of over 5SOO,()OC), The Bellevue way fron tJl 8~ improW!' nlenlS 

will be largely fully de'5.uoyed by th~ B2M proposal . However, the ekistinS site featurps. have reot 
attaintod the projected useful life cut short bv tile Sound TrOlnslt proposal. Thp affected 

improvem~ms extend OOrth of Winters HOuSE- site to north of South Bellevue Park & Ride .!Ot. 

The r ~creation use features. then w ill be de!.troyed inc.ll•• 'Cfe curbing, concrete sidewalkS, mulc.h 

[UIUS-OU-'­ path, fences, railings. landscape plantings to displace :nvas\ve species, gabions to avoid slope 

sradlns into low lying ponlonsof the site . Tht 'Improve f'n-ems that suppOf1 recreation vIa 

intelrated pedestrian access were approve<! under the Master P!an for Mercer Slough Park 

mcluding Blueberry FarAI, ( ,uenker reSidence, Winters House, environmental educatio n cente r, 

land n)anag£omem, oHsite wetland mit igation by WSDOT on Citv property. parking lOtS, 

trailheads. trailhead SlaOS. and traffiC control si8ns. The SDEIS Chapter 4-17 and Appendi!!; 0 do 

not fully rec:ognl2e a ll lmpac:rs to all re-creation us~ s s.hown in the adopfed Mercer Slough Master 

Plan, or the lasSoeS in recreat ion access due to 82M selection, 

11. At Surrey Downs, in the SDEIS Table 0 -1, City will prepare a new park master plan for Surrey 

Downs Park to reconc ile." the loss ofO.S. acre) plus disturbed site feature'i. Howeve r, the new 

parks master plan features are speculali\le for any positive outcomes and mitilation resulhng.. ln 

fact , the City of Bel~vue Pad(s agency has bf!en consideri ng proposals. with possible adverse 
HHI SOD- S 

The United States Department of Interior has concurred that the "least 

overall harm" analysis has been completed and concluded that there is 

no feasible or prudent alternative to the composite preferred alternative. 

Further, the Department determined that all reasonable measures to 

minimize or avoid harm (e.g., environmental commitments) to 4(f) 

properties have been identified. 

Response to comment ELFElS023-4 

The Final EIS has incorporated and updated discussions since the issuance 

of the Supplement DEIS. Potential impacts and associated mitigation 

measures are identified for the Mercer Slough Nature Park and blueberry 

farm in Section 4.17.3.2 and in Appendix D ofthe Final EIS. The activities 

that occur at the Winters house have been updated in the Final EIS to 

reflect the City of Bellevue and the Eastside Heritage Society's input. The 

Final EIS discussion addresses changes to parking, trails, and access as 

well as mitigation measures that maintain access to the park resource. 

Section 4.16 and Historic and Archaeological Resources Technical Report 

provides a discussion about the potential impacts to the Winters House 

and associated mitigation measures, which are addressed in the MOA 

included in this Record of Decision. Sound Transit would continue to 

coordinate with the City to prepare a landscaping plan that reflects the 

historic period of the resource during final design. 

Response to comment ELFElS023-5 

Please refer to Chapter 5 of the Final EIS for a discussion of cumulative 

impacts, which acknowledges the implementation of the Surrey Downs 

Park Master Plan. In March 2009, the City of Bellevue adopted a master 

plan for redeveloping the park, including the portion currently occupied 

by the King County District Courthouse. Proposed improvements include 

new baseball fields, open space, a community garden, parking, and a 

recreational building. Pursuant to 4(f) regulations, adopted parks plan are 

considered as part of the environmental review process. A regional 

http:elCpo5.ed
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f I-FnSOl'l·.s 

LLFf ISO)l b 

EU' VISC! J J -/ 

H fU.sO.U ·i 

impacts or CUfnlJls. tive imp8c.t5 w hel'l oo n,ldered w ith 82M. The City n13V poulb!y !tl-Iett the 

Su rrey Down~ Pa l\(. site for nlo(e- l r\H~ns.i", e uSoM by placl!!'l11e'f1C of if new ril!'IiCmal 3QUllit center, 

Includlng so m~tet Indoor pool, promoted by 3 .Loca11(OUP (SPLASH). If th'" pro~cI rl!'sulu ,IU 

SI,Jrrev Dow", ~Ie , then a t", and pro tect spon~o r ire Iea'ol inl 001 llenlnU n! Info tl'll'ilr!o n 

cumulatIVe lmpaClSrlt Surrey Downs Par Jc and I l.SO noT drscoslOC foreY!t!able cUnlLJlitive 

impactS w ithin the 50und Traru.it SfPA / NEPA """,lew process for 82M. 

12. At Surr('y Downs P.rk slfe. the manalit f or Bellevue CWb facll\ lY en ! of IN! PMl site prepar2t1 (l 

Ylo_l iun of All~rn8tillP 82M chiC p laces. the propo~d r~i l ril'\~ fa nh.r l nro and omo Su rr ey 

Downs sile, to move t h ~ rali linf' tWly fra ll'l l he 8e 1kt""'Je Club s ire _l he- lIariat lon mede fLl lly 

ava1l8bf~ to City, Sound Tnmllt I nd the community would require t he los$: o f a ,lJ reate r number 

e)('lstin8 honlM ao ut h and non hof the park sIte illO n1 11 2(1~ Ave Sf l iaht of way we!.! s1de. TI'\e 

project $DOllSO t t~s not dlsclos.ed that va r;31lo n wfl llln the SOEIS. Th(t potent la- Ikn!. of ho~! 

hom the ViltlUion oiI ffects the r-xlSl ina Silt re!cre-~ t lon de-numd w .thin w alk1ne dlstlnte of the 

property. 

13. 	The Alterna ti"e B7R as definKl by CIty of 8e ltevue- with neltt refi nr-mrnts would avoid the 

Impac ls of 3,0 ilcre.s b st alon& wes.t .ski!' of M ercrr Sloulh Park p rlNlou~tv a~ulred w ith L&WCF 

fund, SlmiLir ty, Aitemat'lve B 7R avo ids 'he i'fl paCB of Ioslnt 0.5 acres from SUl fey Downs PCl rk 

wou ld be aVOided. The SEPA Re5.ponsible Onic lal and NPS st aff have respective it, ·ency re View 

obtlga l lons to i:l1lOh1 impacts, reduce, minimize or miliea l p. Inl paCIS. 

14. Alt.rnative B2M doe~ not reduce, n)inimizt' or mitigate the Ident ified 2 park impacts of the 

proposal (3 ,0 a'r~s lost, 0,5 acres lost), Th e' sf"lec.tlon of Alternat ive B7R, .su PPOrI~ by the SDEIS 

document a nalySIS, aVOids the Impacts at Sufley Downs and aIS{) rE!'duce s the Impact to Merce r 

Sloujih for parkli n(j permane-nt loss imp.i:l crs (Table 0 -2 & 0-3). 

15. 	BBsed on the COlllnltnn In 1, thru 10., plus co nclusions In 13 & 14 aoo"e, t he NPS sUff i1t 

Northwest Rei/on Seattle office should denv the request for Secrlon 6(f)3 Conversion of ] ,0 

icre, from Mercer Slou&h Piuk property. The project sponsor should prepar,. an envlron n'ent~1 

asses.snlent based on the check ll~ with a propert y aPD fc1i.sa l usinl a P4IrI UlI:.t-n m eothod for 

va luation of recreation use, w ild life habi tat, the fo reseeable collateral damaae to the remaining 

Mercer Slougli Site, tree values and benefitS associated with the peftnaOenr k)ss, of 3.0 aCfH. 

AI~, NPS staffshould requi re the project s. ponsor to select Alte r na t i\l~ Bi'R . 

16. Based on the conlmenu abo"e In 1.thru 14, the SDflS document should be· 

B. 	 R.@jeaed by SE PA R!'lponsible Offjc~1 Jlnd declJred InadequiJte for 81M, providing 

~pec lfic directives, to the project i ponSOt for II F!;e\l 11ed SOEIS, Of; 

b. 	 Direct project sponsor to consider select l"1 AttarnltiYe 87ft. b.1:sed on the current 

SOEIS report . 

aquatic center has not been identified in the City's master plan for Surrey 

Downs Park and therefore not evaluated as a potential impact. 

Response to comment ELFElS023 -6 

The Preferred Alternative C9T alignment along 112th Avenue SE is 

described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. The modifications suggested in 

this comment have not been proposed by FTA or the Sound Transit 

Board . Future changes in the alignment that result in potential impacts 

beyond the range of those previously disclosed in the EIS may be subject 

to addit ional environmental review. 

Response to comment ELFElS023-7 

The City of Bellevue's proposed B7R would impact the Mercer Slough 

Park. As discussed in Section 0.6.1.3 of Appendix 0 in the Final EIS, there 

is no prudent and feasible alternative to avoid the Mercer Slough Nature 

Park. 

As described above, the United States Department of Interior has 

concluded that there is no feasible or prudent alternative to the 

preferred alternative and that all reasonable measures to minimize or 

avoid harm (e.g., environmental commitments) to 4(f) properties have 

been identified. 

Response to comment ELFElS023-8 

Your comment has been noted. A 6(f) analysis is provided in Appendix 0 

to the Final EIS. The U.S. Department of the Interior reviewed and 

concurred with FTA's 4(f) and 6(f) analyses and determinations. As noted 

in this Record of Decision, Sound Transit and FTA will provide 

replacement land for 6(f) impacts consistent with the National Park 

Service requirements, including any necessary environmental review. The 

analysis contained in the Supplemental Draft EIS was updated and/or 

incorporated into the Final EIS. 

mailto:R.@jeaed
http:dlsclos.ed
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UNITE D STATES ENVIRO NMENTAL PROT EC TION AG ENCY 

REGION 10 


1200 SI): lh AV6rlllO. Sloto 900 

S<t;l li io. WA 98101 ·3140
~ .... .-,,<" "" oC., , ... 

jl.tY\I't,l t ·.! 'lI~..tAl t lftl 
I'UUt C ,.' • ...", 

"ugn" 10,20 11 

Mr John Wil mer 
Fcde,al "1'101l 1'i 1l A lhllll1 i.. lfdtl l}1L 


.I lt~k<ulI r'cc lerul lllnl.J IIlS. Suite :I 142 

915 ~I A venue 

~e:lllie . W.., hlngt'lll 9R 174 


Rc: 	 E=...IlSi I jni: l .a1lht Rn il P IH jCC( rinnl Fnv iJ 'UlluH.:nt.d IIll PUt:1 SIUIC!lliJ IH 

f l'l\ Rej!i(JIl 10 Pro)ec i NLu ubcr06·0S2·1'T i\ 


Dl".'aJ :"~I . W ill ner: 

' lte U.S Environmenla l Prolcciloll Agency (EPA) haf. revIewed lhe E..\lsl Llil k Ligltl Rai l PruJcC( r im!! 
l!lwirnn IllClll i\! Jr llrncl SIHICIIlCUI (H" IS). W e ;I re ....Ub lll l ll lllg cn llllHCltb in ,lccvn!:lIK''f' wilh our 
rcspunsit'lili tics I1l1th;r 1hl.: Nali on.l l nnvimnll1cntll l Policy AL"1 ( ~E I' I\) :Hld S~l ll ln 309 or Ilk' Clt.:1I1l1\ ir 
Ac l. We :lpprttltl lC' lh i,", oPP(lrllmil), l(lI); lrttc:ipal4'; 

til ' J ill l uu r y 1, 20 11 CU!l ll IlCIlI ... (In tlir. "iHI'plc l1'lenlul Dill" CII \,lrnlllllcrual Jrnpl1Cl S{ ;IICIllC'nt (SDF. IS) 
iudic • .ltc{\ Iliill I,YC hil\ !,! Itt) ~ub"'hIlH i :1 I l:IWi I Un Il IC l\ l:1t r\.)m CITI~ I'cgll ll1!ng, ll1c IlC\\ Dlt enl.l(i"~ nod de"lgn 
m()d i fi t:; ltl t)Il~, Wu did. howev(.'I , dt.-\cribc :-'CVCIHII~lIe~ I h1t~ wr"Iu ld ht:ncfit fm lll lOo/'e IlIrtJrUllilloli in 
he r:r- IS. 

lie of our key n:coJl lun': l\dil l ic')'b Wtb 10 compare 11 )( ritlcr'Ohip. lUlU.! U!ioC crfCCI>: , ami u IlnSpol'l ill iun 
tn§.ON 1 ~mc.: i l:'ncic~ o f l"'Om,llUt"IIIIS li Shl ru,l, CtJIIlI IilIiOI r: liI , and l, l rui l III the HN SF H. ighl-o(-Wuy \'~ . 

Jl~1111C l i nb li t,lH mil in Ih~ Rc:llcvllc ' VlIY ~Ol'lidllf. We recognize Ihal \ucl! il1l nlll1 lys is: 1l111Y be 
·hullcngill (; . )'Ci helk~·,.c rhnt It ,-'ould be: HSC(lll·· pml ll: uhuly num n long·term regional tn:lJ \.~ i l plmming 

r~ I>t."'C'l i v l: , II' such un unol ysi ~ we lt.: (,(HHhtC'ICti, il IS rCilwnuble to CX I'JCC l (hat (lilY Jl {)I Clll i:;1I 1nn~ -lc fl1\ 
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Response to comment ELFEIS024-1 

A comparison between Alternative B7 and alternatives along Bellevue 

Way SE, including Preferred Alternative 82M, is provided in Chapters 3, 4, 

and 5 of the Final EIS. As described in Section 2.3 of the Final EIS, 

alternative alignments that would use portions of the former BNSF 

railway corridor must be designed in recognition of the corridor's 

railbanked status. As such, the design of Alternative B7 would allow for 

light rail in combination with either freight or commuter rail or a trail. 

The former BNSF right-of-way is not wide enough to accommodate both 

light rail and commuter rail as well as a trail. However, if the project uses 

the Bellevue Way corridor, both commuter rail and a trail can be 

accommodated within the former BNSF railway corridor and all three 

transportation modes would be available in the greater Bellevue area. 
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