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anticipated. No interference with navigation is expected from waves generated by
vertical displacement.

The second link in this comment is 1o a study done for a potential high speed ferry
line in Rich Passage which concludes that environmental damage could occur along
the shores in this narrow passage from the waves created by the high speed ferry,
which is very different circumstances than light rail on the 1-90 bridge.”
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with B7R the station would be located within the Enatai neighborhood on the west
side of Bellevue Way 5E.

We rechecked the statement on page 7-39 regarding satisfactory intersection
operations with Alternative B7, and the statement is correct. This statement is
based on the intersection operating at LOS D in year 2030 as indicated in Appendix
D (page D-5) of Appendix H1.
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planning history of the project, these alternatives were not brought forward into
the EIS process.

As part of the interchange Justification Report (lJR) Process, the technical team of
engineers and planners that evaluated the merits of the East Link LJR was provided
the alternatives considered but rejected through Sound Transit's long-range
planning process. This included a BRT/TSM alternative and is documented in Policy
Point 2 (Alternatives) of the East Link IR,
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Letter ELFEIS025

City of Bellevue [Pr—
-n/a-
Page 1
CITY OF éﬁ“%
BELLEVUE 2 2y P.C. Box 90012 * Bellevue, WA + 98009-9012
B

Via Facsimile and Reqular Mail
August 29, 2011

Mr. Richard F. Krochalis, Regional Administrator
Federal Transit Adminisiration

Jackson Federal Building

915 Second Avenue, Suite 3142

Seatlle, WA 88174 '

Re:  East Link Project — Section 4{f} Analysis
Clty of Bellevue Comments

Dear Mr. Krochalis:

The City of Bellevue submits these comments for FTA's consideration prior to making a final
determination under Ssction 4(f) regarding the East Link Project’s impacts on the activities,
attributes, and features of protected parks and historic resources in Bellevue.

This correspondence is submitted in accordance with 23 CFR 774.5{a), which provides officials
with jurisdiction over 4(f) resources an oppertunity to comment on the overall evaluation prior to
Agency approval. This lelter also comments on the Least Overall Harm Analysis included in the
FEIS, per the direction at §774.3(c)1)(iv), which gives cfficials with jurisdiction over each
Section 4{f} croperty an opportunity to provide views on that analysis. The City of Bellevue has
jurisdiction aver the Mercer Slough Nature Park, Surrey Downs Park, and MeCermick Park, all
of which would be affected by various alignments considered in the Easl Link enviranmental
review process.

Since pubiication of the Final Environmental impact Statement (FEIS), the Sound Transit Board
has identified its locally-preferred alignment, including B2M-C9T-D2A in the city. This letter
focuses primarily on that preferred alignment as it is described in the FEIS. Bellevue reserves
the right to pravide additional comments should the design of the alignment change in a way
that affects parks, access to parks, or users' expetience within parks.

As you are aware, Baltevue and Sound Transil are in continuing discussions regarding the
manner in which Bellevue and Sound Transit can cooperate to fully mitigate the adverse
impacts of Sound Transit's East Link projecl. As part of these discussions, the parties are
negotialing the extent to which Bellevue may assume some portion of the financial burden of
mitigafing specific impacts of the East Link projec! that would ordinerily be borne by the project
proponent—an unprecedented step for an agency with permitting jurisdiction.

Bellevue's ongoing negotiations with Sound Transit and its obligation to its citizens to parlicipate
fully in your 4(f) process create an obvious tension--Bellevue does not want to undermine the
good faith negotiations now underway but must identify the significant shortcomings that it sees
in the &{f) process as it currently stands. Since our discussions with Sound Transit include
mitigation of the impacts of the East Link project on park resources protected by Saction 4{f), we
are hopeful that a satisfactory resofution of Bellevue’s concerns can be reached through these
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ELFEISD25-1

ELFETSD25-2

ELFELS025-3

ELFEISC25-4

Mr. Richard F. Krochalis
August 29, 2011
Page 2

negotiations and hope to be able to inform you at the conclusion of our negotiafions with Sound
Transit that our concerns have been fully addressed.

As set forth in the FEIS, FTA has made an initial determination that the East Link Project’s
temporary and permanent use of and impacls to the parks or historic resources in Bellevue
listed below are nol de minimis:

Winter's House (B-Segment park ang historic resourae)

Mercer Slough {B-Segment park resource)

Surrey Downs (C-Segment park resource)

NE 2™ Pocket Parks (C-Segment park resource)

ieCormick Park {C-Segment park resource, not impacted by the preferred allermnative)

Because of this initial determination, the FTA must complete the entire analysis reguired to
comply with 4{f). Attachment A details Bellevueg's specific concems in this regard.

In sum, Bellevue is concemed about both the lack of specificity with respect to impacts identified
in the FEIS, and about the tevel and lack of specificity of mitigation described. These specific
concerns have been shared hoth in writing and in consultation with Sound Transit since the
beginning of the EIS process. We anticipate continued discussicns with Sound Transit, and as
appropriate your agency, to come to a mutually satisfactory resclufion of these concerns.

The following summarizes the detailed comments in Atiachment A, regarding the City's
concerms.:

Wintar's House: The Winter's House is a protected historic resource as well as a protected park
resounce awned by the City and localed within Mercer Slough Nature Park. In addition ko
comments previously provided through the EIS process, Bellevue incorporates by reference
here cormments submitted fo FTA as part of the Section 106 consuitation process that is stilt
underway. While Bellevue will not restate those concerns in detail here, they are an important
component of the 4{f) approval process.

In general, the FEIS added useful detail on Sound Transit's plans to protect and minimize
impacts to the house during conslruction. Bellevue finds, however, that potential permanent
use impacts remain and that they require more definitive mitigation plans than described in the
FEIS to assure that such potential impacts will be adequately miligated should they oecur,
Among these potential impacts are long-term noise (both ambient and ground-bome), vibration
and structural damage resulting from vibration, and unanticipated structure seftlement.

In addition, more detail on the temporary use of the resource is required 1o assure Bellevue and
its programming partner, the Eastside Heritage Center, that the current activities at the house
will continue Lnabated at a new and appropriate temporary location within the cily limits and that
those activities will be restored ta the house when it is re-opened fo the public following
construction.

Finally, Bellevue is concemed that the design of preferred alfemative B2M may not include all
possible planning to minimize harm to the rescurce. As noted above, Bellevue and Sound

Response to comment ELFEIS025-1

FTA conducted a complete Section 4(f) analysis in compliance with Title
49, Section 303, Section 4{f}, the Land and Water Conservation Fund
(LWCF) Act of 1965, Section 6(f) and regulations applicable to such
analyses set forth in 23 C.F.R. Part 774 (and accompanying policy
directives). FTA has made a determination that the use and impacts to
parks under the jurisdiction of the City of Bellevue are not de minimis.
This determination is based on the extensive coordination between the
City of Bellevue, Sound Transit, and FTA which did not result in
agreement on de minimis. Because there was no agreement, FTA did not
send a letter to the City indicating its intent to make a de minimis
determination. For other jurisdictions where a de minimis determination
was made (e.g. City of Redmond), there was agreement between FTA,
Sound Transit and the jurisdiction prior to documenting the
determination.

Regarding Bellevue’s comment that it is concerned about the specificity
of impacts identified and mitigation proposed, FTA appreciates the input
that Bellevue has provided throughout this process. The review and
presentation of both impacts and mitigation reflect due consideration of
Bellevue’s input and the Final EIS provides detailed responses to the
City’'s comment letters on the DEIS and SDEIS. Please also refer to Table
7-1, Chapter 7 of the Final EIS, Response to Common Comment CCG3,
which in summary states, “As stated in several places in the Final EIS,
when a decision has been made to select the project to be built, the
project would undergo additional engineering and design; mitigation
measures would be refined during final design and the permitting process
would be coordinated with local permitting authorities.” An example of
this is the mitigation requirement to replace 6(f) park land within Mercer
Slough Nature Park that would be acquired for the project. This
mitigation is performance based, meaning that it is based on the results
that must be achieved, and the mitigation benefits that must be realized.
While the location of the specific replacement property has not yet been
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identified, FTA is able to commit to require mitigation that achieves the objectives
of Section 6(f) and the implementing regulations. Sound Transit will coordinate
with Bellevue to identify the replacement property. Further efforts to refine
specific mitigation measures will continue to benefit from Bellevue’s input which
FTA welcomes. Responses to Attachment A of the City’s letter follow in response
to comments # ELFEIS025-20 through ELFEIS025-34.

Response to comment ELFEIS025-2

The potential impacts and mitigation measures proposed for noise and vibration,
and settlement on the Winters House are outlined in Section 4.7, Noise and
Vibration, Section 4.11, Geology, and Section 4.16, Historic and Archaeological
Resources, and in Table D-1 in Appendix D of the Final EIS. As part of the Section
106 consultation FTA, Sound Transit, and the State Department of Archaeology and
Historic Preservation met with Bellevue on August 18, 2011 to discuss City
comments regarding the Winters House. The Section 106 MOA attached to this
Record of Decision reflects input from the City and provides mitigation for short
and long term impacts to the Winters House. The MOA includes a commitment
that Sound Transit will conduct and assess vibration and ground borne noise within
one year of operations. Regarding the concern about potential damage to the
structure, Sound Transit is required to cover the costs of unforeseen damage that
could occur at the Winters House.

Response to comment ELFEIS025-3

Please see response to comment ELFEIS025-2 above. In addition, the Section 106
MOA includes specific provisions related to assistance with temporary relocation
of Eastside Heritage Center (EHC) as well as reimbursement for allowable moving
expenses for EHC to move back into the Winters House. Additional details
regarding temporary relocation of the EHC will 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.

Response to comment ELFEIS025-4

Section 774.3(2) states that “The alternative selected must include all
possible planning, as defined in Section 774.17, to minimize harm to
Section 4{f) property.”

The definition of all possible planning from Section 774.17 states: All
possible planning means that all reasonable measures identified in the
Section 4(f) evaluation to minimize harm or mitigate for adverse impacts
and effects must be included in the project.

(1) With regard to public parks, recreation areas, and wildlife and
waterfowl! refuges, the measures may include (but are not limited to):
design modifications or design goals; replacement of land or facilities of
comparable value and function; or monetary compensation to enhance
the remaining property or to mitigate the adverse impacts of the project
in other ways.

(2) With regard to historic sites, the measures normally serve to preserve
the historic activities, features, or attributes of the site as agreed by the
Administration and the official(s) with jurisdiction over the Section 4(f)
resource in accordance with the consultation process under 36 CFR part
800.

FTA and Sound Transit have conducted extensive coordination with the
City of Bellevue to address context-sensitive designs and all possible
measures to minimize harm on the Winters House. This coordination is
ongoing (see response to comments ELFEIS025-2 and 3). Based on the
consultation, the Section 106 MOA includes the reasonable measures to
mitigate potential project impacts to the Winters House. Please also see
response to comment ELFEIS025-13 below.
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ELFEISO25-4

ELFEISD25-5

ELFEISD25-7

ELFEIS025-9

Mr Richard F. Krochalis
August 28, 2011
Page 3

Transit are continuing discussion of a more context-sensitive design of the parking structure
south of the house that will meet 4{f} requirements.

Mercer Siough Nature Park: Bellevue’s concerns, described in more detail in Attachment A,
relate to:

The property replacement commitment published in the FEIS refers to Section 6(f)
requirements and conversion requirements of State RCO grants. However, much of the
permanent and temporary use of the park fails outside of areas protected by these
statutes and provisions. The FEIS is therefore silent on whether these areas will be
replaced or otherwise mitigated. All areas within the park that are permanently used by
the project must be replaced with land of “comparable value and function® per the 4{f)
mitigation standard [§774.17, definition for A Possible Planning].

should be mitigated to levels appropriate for noise-sensitive land and water trail ysars
the park regardless of the Irails' proximity to the project

Sweylocken Boat Ramp accass — as set forth in the FEIS, in at least one design
alternative, access 1o the existing boat ramp becomes right infaght out only, resulting in

users only being able to access the site from an off-ramp of 1-90. Such degraded access
is a significant impact and must be mitigated. This is nol an issue if the project proceeds
with the
+ Parking
steps 1o ry |- ELFELS025-8
parking

The Section 4{f) evaluation does not adequately address visual impact to and
accessibility of the Overlake Bluebemy Farm caused by certain altematives, Current
design plans show consolidated access points along Bellevue Way, with a new long
road leading to the farm retail functions. Given the design of the preferred alternative at
this location, Bellevue is concerned about visual impacts caused by the proximity of the
elevated rail struclure to the farm and trail head buildings as well as a perceived lack of
access to those functions. Further, the loss of visibility of the farm from Bellevue Way
will inhibit the wiabifity of this location for farm-retail functions. Believue is currently
exploring an altemnative with Sound Transit (or their preferred alternative that would fully
address and mitigate these concerns.

Surtey Downs: Because of the ongeing discussions with Sound Transit impacting this portion of
their preferred altemnative in parlicular, Believue reserves the right to supplement comments
regarding East Link's impacts on Surrey Downs. As described in the FEIS and detailed in
Attachment A, Bellevue finds that the preferred alternalive wifl not allow Bellevue to fully
implement the adopted redevelopment plan for this park site. In addition, the caiculated
permanent use of the park is significantly understated and the proposed replacement property
does not meet the 4(f) mitigation standard of “replacement tand or facilities of comparable value
and function” [§774.17, definition for Alf Possible Planning].

Response to comment ELFEIS025-5

Section 774.3(2) states that “The alternative selected must include all
possible planning, as defined in Section 774.17, to minimize harm to
Section 4(f) property.” The definition (as referenced in comment
ELFEISO25-4 above) provides a range of measures, including design
measures or design goals and monetary compensation, rather than an
absolute measure to replace property as suggested by the City of
Bellevue’s letter. One of the options may include replacement land or
facilities of comparable value and function. While under Section 6(f), the
mitigation must include replacement lands of comparable value and
function. The Final EIS is clear about the mitigation measures in Table D-
1, which includes mitigation for each impact on Mercer Slough Nature
Park. Also, the replacement property mitigation measure includes both
Section 6(f) lands as well as the RCO funded properties. Please also see
response to comment ELFEIS025-13 below.

Response to comment ELFEIS025-6

As described in Section 4.7 of the Final EIS, the noise analysis follows the
FTA manual for light rail systems, wherein the typical screening distance
for impacts is 350 feet (per Table 4-1 in the FTA Transit Noise and
Vibration Impact Assessment Manual, USDOT, 2006) because typically
noise impacts from light rail operations do not extend beyond 350 feet
from the tracks.

Whether a park or portions thereof is considered noise-sensitive is
dependent on the typical use of the park. All parks along the proposed
corridor, including Mercer Slough Nature Park, were reviewed for use,
existing noise levels, and proximity to major noise sources, such as
highways and major arterial roadways. Each of these was considered
when evaluating the parks and making the determination of the noise
sensitivity of the park. The light rail alignment will travel along Bellevue
Way SE, along the west side of Mercer Slough Nature Park. The uses of
the park along the west side include the boat launch, blueberry farm
retail store, Winters House, and parking associated with these facilities
and for park trails access. These active uses are not considered noise-
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sensitive and quiet is not an essential element as outlined in the FTA criteria for
park noise analysis. Mercer Slough Nature Park is also bordered on two sides by
interstate highways—I-90 and I-405—and on the west side by the major arterial
Bellevue Way SE, a park-and-ride, and a commercial office park.

The noise analysis considered noise measurements along Bellevue Way SE and
analyzed four representative locations in Mercer Slough Nature Park. Noise
measured along Bellevue Way ranges from 64 to 70 dBA Leq and the dominant
source of noise is daytime traffic. Locations along the west side of the park
currently experience noise levels between 56 to 61 dBA Leq. These locations are
approximately 80 to 300 feet from the proposed light rail facility and project noise
levels are predicted to be 3 to 6 dBA below existing noise levels. Trail heads near
Bellevue Way would continue to have existing daytime traffic noise levels higher
than the levels modeled for the light rail vehicle operations.

The central portions of Mercer Slough Nature Park contain uses that meet the
criteria as noise-sensitive, such as wildlife viewing, where quiet is an essential
element of the park’s intended purpose. Existing noise levels in the noise-
sensitive, central areas of the Mercer Slough Nature Park were measured at 50 to
58 dBA Leq during normal daytime hours. These representative locations range
from approximately 700 to 1,200 feet from the proposed light rail facility. The FTA
Category 3, which includes certain parks and recreational areas, was used to
determine compliance with FTA noise impact criteria at the interior noise-sensitive
parts of the park. Light rail noise levels are predicted to be approximately 5 to 18
dBA lower than the existing noise levels in the interior noise-sensitive areas of the
park, and are approximately 14 to 23 dBA under the FTA noise impact criteria for a
Category 3 land use.

Noise mitigation for bells, wheel squeal and track crossovers (see Record of
Decision, Appendix C) will be required to to meet FTA noise criteria for residences
west of the park. Mitigation measures include, but are not limited to, Sound
Transit’s proposal of special track work to mitigate the one crossover in the area.
There is no bell use in this area, except at the station, and the station is sufficiently
far away from the Mercer Slough Park and shielded by the station and garage to
avoid impacts to noise sensitive areas of the park. There are no curves that have a
radius small enough in this area to likely result in wheel squeal.

Response to comment ELFEIS025-7

Bellevue’s comment on the access into the Sweylocken Boat Ramp is
noted. The Preferred Alternative does not have this impact as noted in
the comment.

Response to comment ELFEIS025-8

Bellevue’s concern about parking, trails and sidewalks during
construction is noted. The Final EIS addresses mitigation for parking
during construction in Section 4.17.4, table 4.17-8 as well as Table D-1 in
the Section 4{f) Evaluation. The specifics of this mitigation will be
developed during final design and coordination with Bellevue is ongoing
to meet this objective.

Response to comment ELFEIS025-9

Please see Table 7-1, Chapter 7 of the Final EIS, response to Common
Comment CC4.5c. The visual assessment follows the FHWA Visual Impact
Assessment for Highway Projects. The change to the visual environment
caused by the light rail guideway does not rise to the level of a
constructive use and there is no adverse visual impact to the Blueberry
farm caused by the light rail structure. Replacement access to the
Blueberry farm will be provided. As discussed in Section 4.5, the visual

environment along Bellevue Way would experience a change, but after
mitigation, the visual quality would not be reduced. The current visibility
of the Blueberry Farm business is primarily via signage and the Blueberry
Farm retail building is currently only briefly visible to vehicular traffic on
Bellevue Way SE as it passes the driveway. The existing sign or
replacement signage for the Blueberry Farm would be provided once the
retail business reopens after construction.

Response to comment ELFEIS025-10

Section 4.17 of the Final EIS discusses the potential project impacts to the
future park plans for Surrey Downs Park and mitigation is provided
accordingly including addressing the possibility that Bellevue may update
the Surrey Downs Master Plan. The development of these mitigation
measures would include ongoing coordination with the City. The area of
the park impacted by the project is currently a landscaped strip along
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LFETS025-11

LFEIS025-12

LFEIS025-13

Mr. Richard F. Krochalis
August 28, 2011
Page 4

The addition in the FEIS of commitments to consiruct U-turn opportunities 1o mitigate for
degraded right-in/right-out access addresses a significant concem of Bellavue for Surrey
Downs. Bellevue also believes the mitigation offered for the anticipated temporary impacts lo
be sufficient. If the proparty replacement commitments were strengthened to the 4(f) standard,
most of Bellevug's concerns would be addressed for this resource.

NE 2 Pocket Parks: Bellevue believes the FEIS analysis of impacis and proposed mitigation
sufficient for this resource.

McCormick Park: Bellevue's letter conveying preliminary views of 4{f) Impacts published in the
DEIS adequately conveys Bellevue's ongoing concem about the insufficient property
replacement proposed to mitigate impacts to McCormick Park. As these impacts are no longer
part of the preferred alternative, no further comment is necessary.

The Least Overalt Harm Analysis—Summary

Bellevue has significant concerns regarding the Leas! Overall Harm Analysis included in the
FEIS. Bellevue believes that:

+ The Least Overall Harm Analysis is not complete;

» It dees not always respect the preservation purpose of the statute; and

= Sections of the anaiysis are conclusory with little or no factual or analytical support
provided.

The Least Overall Harm Analysis is Incomplete

The Section 4(f) approval process states that in the absence of a feasible and prudent
avoidance alternative, the “Administration may approve only the alternative thal causes the least
overall harm in light of the statuie’s preservation purpose” [§774.3(c)]. The comments on this
reguiation in the Final Rule issued March 12, 2008 and in guidance and handbooks published
since codification appear to presume that the Least Overal! Hamm analysis would lead to the
identification of a single "least harm” route alternative.

The 4(f} analysis published with the East Link FEIS stops shorl of this by narrowing a field of 35
route combinations to eleven and concluding that these eleven "are equally the alternatives with
the least hamm." Beyond a logical conclusion thal there must be substantive differences to be
found among efeven different route alternatives, the lack of focus on a single least-harm
alternative provides littie ability for Bellevue or to the public as to review precisely how the
preservation purpose of Section 4(f) would be satisfied by the East Link project.

Further, the lack of a single least-harm alternative, appears to interfere with completion of the
second phase of the Least Harm Analysis, which is a description of how the “alternative
selected must include all possible planning, as defined in §774.17, fo minimize harm to Section
4{f) praperty” [§774.3(c){2)] (Emphasis supplied.} The Final Rule comment for this section
states:

The selection of an alternafive pursuant te paragraph 774.3(c} is not in itself a
Section 4{f) approval and does nol complete the evaluation process. After the
alternative is selected, the additional step of identifying, adopting and committing

Response to comment ELFEIS025-11
Your comments regarding the sufficiency of impact analysis and
mitigation on NE 2nd Pocket Park and McCormick Park has been noted

Response to comment ELFEIS025-12

The least harm analysis, as reflected in the comparison matrix, consisted
of a vigorous comparison of the alternative alignments (within segments
B and C). FTA considered the least harm analysis in this instance in the
context of the purpose of Section 4(f) and as required under 23 CFR
Section 774.3. (Please see FEIS, Appendix D, Section 4{(f)/6(f) Evaluation.)
The least harm analysis calls for qualitative and quantitative judgments
and comparisons among unlike resources, resource attributes, and
project impacts. FTA applied the analytic approach mandated by the
statute and regulations to the project alternatives (made up of the
composite segments). As a result of this thorough analysis under the
factors required under Section 774.3 (see FEIS, Appendix D.7), it is FTA’s
judgment and determination that a number of alternatives (11 out of 35
Segment B-C combination alternatives that met the project purpose and
need) were equal in causing the least overall harm. The large number
of alternatives considered is consistent with the purposes of Section 4(f)
which, among other things, requires the consideration of alternatives.

Response to comment ELFEIS025-13

The City is correct in its citation to the applicable regulations that require
that FTA describe how the selected alternative includes “all possible
planning” to minimize harm to protected Section 4(f) resources. FTA
performed an exhaustive analysis of which alternative(s) cause the least
overall harm. Further, FTA has analyzed and discussed in the FEIS and
Section 4(f) Evaluation what measures can be taken to minimize
whatever harm to protected resources would be caused by the ‘least
overall harm alternatives.” FTA has worked not only with the City of
Bellevue but with the SHPO, the Department of Interior and the NEPA
cooperating agencies to understand impacts and to engage in all possible
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planning to minimize those impacts. FTA also took into consideration in this
planning the comments that were offered by the public during the EIS process.

The Department of Interior has concurred that there is no feasible and prudent
alternative, that FTA has satisfactorily completed the least overall harm analysis
and that all reasonable measures have been identified to minimize or avoid harm
to Section 4(f) property (See August 19, 1011 letter from DOI). Measures to
minimize harm to protected resources are adopted and committed to by FTA
through its Record of Decision and the mitigation commitments described in
Appendix C to the Record of Decision. The final Section 4(f) determination is also
included in this Record of Decision.

Specifically regarding Alternative B7 and the possible modifications to this
alternative that have been studied by Bellevue, the least harm analysis considered
combined alternatives that include the B7 alternative. The City’s proposed
modifications to Alternative C9T/B7 (referred to as B7R) have similar impacts on
Section 4(f) resources as the C9T/B7 combined alternative. Information that was
available to FTA and Sound Transit from the City indicated that the B7R
modification would be a substantial increase in cost and therefore would not
survive the least harm cost factor in comparison to the other alternatives. (See
FEIS page 6-18, Table 6-6, showing estimated cost of, for example, Preferred
Alternative B2M-C9T at $480 to $540 million and B7 at $515 to 590 million and
pages D-62 to D-64).
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LFETS025-13

LFEXS$25-14

LFEISO25-15

Mr. Richard F. Krachalis
August 29, 2011
Page 5

te measures that will minimize the harm to the Section 4{f} property must be
documented before Seclion 4{f) approval can be granted (Emphasis supplied.}

I may be that Sound Transit and FTA propose to complete this mandatory step of the 4{f)
process on the preferred alignment alternative (B2M-CAT) selected by the Sound Transil Board
on July 28, 2011. It is unclear how and when this portion of the analysis will be performed, but
Bellevue believes that its participation in identifying methods lo avoid and minimize harm, and to
confirm that "all possible planning” has occurred is critical. Bellevue Jooks forward to
cocrdinating with Sound Transit and FTA on identifying "all possible planning” to avoid, minimize
and mitigate impacts lo parks resources before the Section 4{f) approval is granted.

If in fact the identification of multiple “leas! harm” alternatives is consistent with Section 4(f),
then the analysis of how FTA/Sound Transit have incorporated all possibte planning for each
alternative will be a lengthy and complicated process. Bellevue stands ready to discuss in more
detail the concems included in Attachment A, which could form the basis of such a planning
efforl. In addition, if muitiple least harm altematives are identified in the final 4(f} analysis,
Bellevue believes that alignment alternatives including B7 may be at least as protective of 4(f)
resources as some of the combinations currently identified as "least harm.” The City of Bellevue
prepared its own study of potential modilications to B7 to improve this alignment; some features
of the B7-ravised alignment developed by the City may be worthy of further exploration for
purposes of determining whether the revisions are material to a 4(f) analysis.

The Least Ovarall Harm Analysis Fails to Give Weight to the 4(f) Preservation Purpose

The guidance provided by FHA and FTA in the March 12, 2008 Final Rule repeatedly states that
the balancing of the seven factors included in the Least Harm Analysis “must be done with a
'thumb on the scale’ in favor of protecting Section 4{f) properties™. This statement is enlirely
consistent with both the intent and requirements of the statute,

Bellevue is concemed thal this weighing factor in favor of preservation may not have been
adhered to in the analysis, because, among the eleven alignment combinations that are
identified as having essentially equal “least harm,” the impacts to protected resources are
significardtly different. For example, some of the eleven combinalions completely avoid
resources such as Surrey Downs Park or the F.W. Winters House, yet all are deemed equal in
the final conclusion. If the resource protective factors are given the weight required by the Final
Rule it is not clear how an alignment that completely avoids impacts 10 a resource could be
equal to ane that does not. At the very least, the analysis that leads to such a conclusion
should be set out in detail.

There are also cases where route combinations (such as those associated with BY) present
fewer impacts to the protected activities, features and attributes of 4(f) properties identified in
factors (i} through (iv}, but are deemed to have higher overall harm due to performance in the
remaining faclors (v} through (vit). Again, this determination is made without an analysis of how
the remaining factors outweigh the greater 4{f) impacts that the proposed least harm routes
present.

The Least Harm Analysis is in-part Based on Unsupported Conclusions

Of the first four factors of the Least Harm Analysis {those that support the preservation purpose
of the statute), Bellevue disagrees with at least part of each ¢onclusion reached.

Response to comment ELFEIS025-14

FTA carefully considered the seven regulatory factors under the Least
Harm analysis (as required under 23 CFR Section 774.3) and how each of
the alternatives performed under each factor in the analysis. Please refer
to the complete least harm analysis (Section D.7 of the FEIS and Appendix
D) to understand how FTA weighed each factor and each resource
separately in light of the particular circumstances of this project.

Response to comment ELFEIS025-15

Bellevue’s disagreement is noted. FTA does not agree with Bellevue’s
assertion that impacts were not disclosed and has not found significant
new impacts identified in your comments that are not addressed in the
Final EIS. Reasonable mitigation measures have been committed to in this
Record of Decision to address project impacts. Also, as noted above, the
DOI has found that the FEIS has identified all reasonable measures to
minimize or avoid harm (e.g. environmental commitments) to Section 4(f)
property (see August 19, 1011 letter from DOI).

The City of Bellevue raises the issue whether the Section 4(f) evaluation
properly considered the core functions of the Mercer Slough Nature Park.
The FEIS and the Section 4(f) evaluation relied on the City’s own
documentation in concluding Park use and intent of Park uses. (See also
response 6, above.) The FEIS and Section 4(f) evaluation relied on the
goals and objectives as stated in the City of Bellevue’s Master Plan (City
of Bellevue, 2010) and the Mercer Slough Open Space Master Plan EIS
(City of Bellevue 1990), as quoted in section D.7.6.1 of the Section 4(f)
analysis. Also provided in the evaluation is a summary concerning the
degree to which park activities that support these goals are affected
and/or avoided by the project. Finally, FTA does not dispute that park
activities and features along the west side of Mercer Slough Park are
valuable. The FEIS addressed impacts to all affected areas of the park and
mitigation commitments made to minimize harm to the
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resource. Finally, Sound Transit is continuing, through final design, to refine the
details of mitigation measures for these park related impacts. See response to
comment s # ELFEIS025-4 and 13 regarding all possible planning.
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LFEISCG25-15

LFEIS025-1§

Mr. Richard F. Krochalis
August 29, 2011
Page 6

We discuss the reasons for our disagreement with the analysis of each factor below.
Factor 1: Abflity of the Alternative to Miigate Adverse Impacts to Each 4(f) Property
Factor 2: Relative Severity of Remaining Harm, after Mitigation

As more fully described in the previous section of this letter, Bellevue finds that the East Link
FEIS did not disclose all impacts to 4(f) protected resources and in general terms minimized the
impacls thal were disclosed. This has led to insufficient mitigation proposals that result in
remaining harm to the resources. By extension, Believue then does not agree with analysis
presented for these two factors that some protected resources are left in an improved state by
the various route aiternatives.

An example is the analytical freatment given to Mercer Slough Nature Park in Factor 1. After
listing the activities and features of the park potentially impacted by the project, including
Winters House, the blueberry farm, the trailheads, Sweylocken boat launch, and parking for
these facilities, the FEIS states thal “many of those facilities that would be most affected afong
the west side of Mercer Slough Nature Park are not core park functions.” Bellevue disputes this
conclusion and finds it inaccurate and contrary to our consistent feedback throughout the
pracess. No communication from the City of Bellevue or adopted policy document supporls the
conclusion that the above listed activities and attributes of the park are less than core functions.

The same section concludes that “there is no unmitigated hanm to park resources for any
alternatives that affect Mercer Slough Nature Park,” Bellevue does not agree with this
conclusion nor similar conclusions drawn for Surrey Downs Park.

The full analysis required by 4(f) cannot be avoided by delining some activities and uses as
being “core park functions” or “closely aligned with the goals and purposes of [the park]” and
others as not. Bellevue's formally adopled polices for the use and development of these parks
make no such distinction. Bellevue has jurisdiction over these parks and its determination as to
which aclivities and uses are significant should be taken into account in the 4{f) analysis.

Bellevue believes that many of the roule combinations could meet the intent of these two
factors, miligaling adverse impacts and minimizing remaining harm to the resources. However,
that can only be accomplished with an accurate accounting of potential impacts to protected
rescurces, paired with appropriate mitigation—that is, affer “all possible pianring "to minimize
harm has been done

Factor 3: Relative Significance of Each Section 4{f} Praperty

Similar to Factors 1 and 2, the content of discussion in Factor 3 appears aimed at diminishing
the significance of sections of Mercer Slough Nalure Park and Surrey Downs Park.

The conclusion that all uses of Mercer Siough Nature Park adjacent to Bellevue Way are "nol as
tlosely aligned with the principal goals and purposes of this resource and are therefore, not as
significant” is inconsistent with Bellevue's planning documents and feedback to date. For
Surrey Downs Park, the assertion that “approximately 4.9 acres of the 11.4-acre site are
currently used as park” should not be the final analysis under 4{f), which requires consideration
of both current and planned uses. In addition, this statement is internally inconsistent with the
park impact analysis in the FEIS.

Response to comment ELFEIS025-16

Please see response to comment # ELFEIS025-15 regarding core functions
of Mercer Slough Nature Park. Regarding Surrey Downs Park, Bellevue’s
Master Plan is both recognized and addressed. The statement that the
current condition does not dedicate the entire site to park purposes (4.9
acres of the 11.4 acre site) does not mean that that analysis disregarded
the entire park. The very next paragraph (Section D.7.6.2) discusses the
Surrey Downs Master Plan. The analysis accounts for the full park area
that would be affected and impacts to the Master Plan redevelopment of
the park.
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LFEISD25-16

LFEISD25-17

LFEISD25-18

Mr. Richard F. Krochalis
August 29, 2011
Page 7

After acquiring Surrey Downs Park from King Caunty in 2005, Bellevue has invested in a master
plan to redevelop the park, funding for which was included in a 2008 park fevy approved by
Bellevue vaters. This master plan and the aclivities therein include the entire footprint of the
park and are part of a single planned action. Bellevue acknowledges that the current use of the
building for the District Court is not protected under Sectlion 4(f}, however, all land within the
park (bolh currently developad and to be developed as park) is highly significant and warthy of a
full analysis under the protective rubric of Section 4(f}.

Factor 4: View of the Official(s) with Jurisdiction of Each Section 4{f} Properly

The analysis in this section cancludes that the City of Bellevue “has indicated that other
considerations .. are generally more important to the City than avoiding impacts to these
resources.” Again, an analysis factor intended Lo support the preservation purpose of the
statute is used to minimize and under-value the rasources. How Bellevue ranks park and
historic preservation ameng other kinds of impacts of concern to Bellevue and its citizens is not
the intended focus of this factor.

This section of the leasl harm analysis is intended 1o describe the determination of the official
with jurisdiction over each protecied resource, The current analysis for this factor does not
include the views of the City of Bellevue, which have been repeatedly stated both in writing and
in oral communications with Sound Transit and the FTA. The analysis does not acknowledge or
reflecl the conciusions of consuitation meetings between the City of Bellevue and Sound Transit
regarding potential park impacts and proposed mitigation. Also not referenced in this section
are official letters with specific and in some cases line-by-line comments on impacts to each
protecled resource. These include the follawing letters {identified by date):

» October 21, 2008 (This letter was provided at the invitation of Sound Transit to include
Bellevue's prefiminary views of all potential resources and impacts and was published in
the DEIS. This letter is briefly referenced in the analysis for this factor lo describe one
impact to McCormick Park, but no other views of any other resource are included);

« February 29, 2009 {technical comments to the DEIS);

o January 10, 2011 {technical comments to the SDEIS}; and

o May 23, 2011 (Seclion 106 comment letter specific fo Winters House impacts).

Without reference o the views expressed in these letters and meelings, the representation of
Bellevue's views of each protecied resource is incomplete and potentially inaccurate.

The analysis for this factor concludes that, “the City [of Bellevue] appears to indicate that
mitigation is appropriate for all of the potentiat impacts and that none of the potential impacts is
so severe as bo interfere with the fundamental goals and objectives for each Section 4(f)
resources.” This letter and Bellevug's prior record of comments referenced above demonstrate
a significant misunderstanding of Bellevue's views.

The analysis also fails to identily Washinglon State Parks as an Official with Jurisdiction over
Merecer Slough Nature Park. Parts of this park are co-owned and are subject to an operating
agreement between Beltevue and State Parks. These areas include parts of the park that could
be impacted by Bellevue Way alternatives. Washington State Park’s ownership status is known
to Sound Transit and it is a significant procedural error to omit this stakeholder from the
process.

Response to comment ELFEIS025-17

FTA acknowledges the additional correspondence listed in the comment
and each of these letters is included in the FEIS documentation. The FEIS
provides detailed responses to all comments submitted by the City in its
letters on both the Draft EIS as well as the Supplemental DEIS. The May
23, 2011 letter is included in the Appendix H4, Historic and
Archaeological Resources Technical Report and was used in consideration
of the development of the Section 106 MOA which outlines the
mitigation measures for the affected Section 4(f) historic properties.
Table D-11 of the Section 4(f) Analysis in Appendix D also describes
meetings between Sound Transit and the City to discuss park and
recreational impacts and mitigation measures related to parks within the
City of Bellevue. Through these processes, the information that Bellevue
provided to either FTA or Sound Transit has been referenced and
considered in the Section 4(f) analysis and the mitigation measures
identified therein.

The least harm analysis is an evaluation that compares the 35 possible
alternatives and determines which have the least harm overall. Generally
speaking, the City’s comments in the referenced letters and coordination
express views regarding specific impacts and mitigation for the affected
Section 4(f) resources and these views are considered primarily in the
discussion for Factors 1 and 2. The discussion for Factor 4 (Section D.7.7.1
of the FEIS) focuses on the views of the City that provide a basis for
judging the relative importance of the Section 4(f) resources in respect to
the alternatives being compared.

Response to comment ELFEIS025-18

In Section D.8.3, Washington State Parks is referenced because they have
an ownership interest in Mercer Slough Nature Park, thus requiring
consultation. Both Sound Transit and the City of Bellevue coordinated
with Washington State Parks during the development of the Final EIS.
Washington State Parks referred inquiries regarding Mercer Slough
Nature Park to the City of Bellevue.
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LFEIS025-19

Mr. Richard F. Krochalis
August 29, 2011
Page 8

As previousiy expressed in this letter, Bellevue does not reject the possibility thal potential
impacts can be mitigated to a level acceptable to Bellevue. (n fact and as stated above,
Bellevue is hopeful that its ongoing negatiations with Sourd Transit will reach such a result.
However, those impacts must be accurately identified and “all possible planning” done to make
sure that those impacts are fully mitigated and the requirements of 4(f) satisfied. Neither of
these critical steps in the process has yet occurred with respect to Mercer Slough Nature Park,
Surrey Downs Park or McCormick Park.

Bellevue appreciates the volume of work and analysis that has occurred to date in suppart of
the East Link Praject. Bellevus has a long history of participating fully in that pracess, and
continues to express cur commitment to partner wilh Sound Transit to make East Link a
regional asset. We are confident that that same commitment will carry through 10 resolving our
concerns about the 4(f) analysis outlined here in a manner that supports Sound Transil's overall
goals for the project, Bellevue's responsibility fo ensure that its parks are appropriately
addressed, and FTA's obligations under Section 4{f}.

Sincerely,
CITY OF BELLEVUE
LORI CITY ATTORNEY

Kate
Deputy City Attorney

Enclosure

Ce:  Belevue Cify Council
Steve Sarkozy, Bellevue City Manager
Joni Earl, Executive Direcior, Sound Transii {via electronic mail only)
Perry Weinberg, Dirsctor, Sound Transit Cffice of Environmental Affairs and Sustainability
{via electronic mail only)
James Irish, Deputy Director, Sound Transit Office of Environmental Affairs and
Sustainability (via electronic mail only}
Steve Sheehy, Sound Transit Legal Counsel (via electronic mail only)
Lori Riordan, City Attorney {via eleclronic mait only}
Diane Carlson, intergovernmental Affairs Manager {via electronic mail only)
John Witmer, Community Planner, FTA {via electronic mail only)

Response to comment ELFEIS025-19
Please see responses to ELFEIS025-1, ELFEIS025-4 and ELFEIS025-13
above.
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Attachment A
Bellevue Comments on Park Impact Mitigation Proposals (Table D-1 or 4.17.8)

(end 5 Tand.. consistend with the natural character of the park”

For pertienenl miigation proposed for Surey Douns Park, ST wil provide;
“replace impacted acreage with scquired propertss north of he park’

“esign freatments of the retaining wall and fence along 112" al e park

Provide u-tums to mitigate fo rghtn, ightout any actess fo the park,

0.8 aores of parmanent impact and (5 acre of terporany impact s caleulaled for
cat

NE 2¢ Pocket Parks

of the phrase
cemparable value and funcon ™ This concaptis used in the regulatons for both
Section 4() and Section 6(7) as 4 mefhad o veplace property comvered from park
1o transpartafion use, ST used this phrase for King Caunty Park replacemant at
Marymoor Park and would ke the same phrase an replacement melhodology
used for 2l Ballevue parks used by the project,

This shond be applied to all areas of the park sed by the project, ot ust those
areas protested by Section 8}f) end Slate RCO grant condions,

Visual and polentally sound impacts of (e elevalad ral sticture are not
acknowledged at the blusbemy fam sile, Also, amors comtext sensitve design is
rieeded for the retained 1l parking pedssiel at Winters Howse. Both of fhese
impasts can b addressed by implementing Bellevue's mifigation design for Meroer
Slough,

The remant stip of rotbe 085S,
Belkevue prefers e phrase "replacament land of compatable valus and funcion*
a5 tis mora consistent with the 4(f) requlalion and more fesibie.

This s nat park mifigation. The relzining wall wil ot be vishle froi the park, nar
wll the roag bt frough th park for CIT) thak requies a etaining wal aghually

access e park. This may be general miligaion for the community, butis net park
miigation,

This s & mifiation measure nesdy added for the FEIS,
Bellewue: s consistenty disagreed that the (.5 acre o lemparary impact fisond
creted by the new road fhrough the park} can colinve to Rungtion 25 viable

recreation land. It sepgrated by the new road and separaled by a grade change
of upfo 20 feet. The permanentimgact should nclde Iis area and total 1.0 acre

Witiation proposed is appropriate and acceptable,

Response to comment ELFEIS025-20

Please refer to response to comment # ELFEIS025-5 which clarifies the
difference in requirements between Section 4(f) and Section 6(f)
mitigation measures. Also, please refer to response to comment
H#ELFEIS025-9 for response to how the visual assessment was conducted
and the results thereof. The Blueberry Farm and business is not
considered a noise sensitive receiver per FTA criteria. FTA agrees that the
50-foot buffer around the Winters House should and will be respected to
maintain the historical context to the extent that it exists. Please see the
Section 106 MOA and response to comment # ELFEIS007-2, regarding
Sound Transit’s mitigation commitments.

Response to comment ELFEIS025-21

Please refer to response to comment # ELFEIS025-5 which clarifies the
difference in requirements between Section 4(f) and Section 6(f)
mitigation measures and ELFEIS025-10 regarding Surrey Downs Park
replacement land. Since the lands removed from Surrey Downs Park (0.5
acres) are the landscaping, parking and access roadways along 112th
Avenue SE, the land proposed to be acquired by the project north of the
park (2.9 acres) will provide more than a comparable replacement in
terms of value and function. Mitigation measures include coordinating
the design of the retaining walls with the City since retaining walls are
part of the Surrey Down Master Plan design along the pathways nearest
112th Avenue SE. The area of impact in Surrey Downs Park includes areas
between the parking lot and 112th Avenue SE that are not actively used.
This area does however provide the visual context of the park and would
be considered park lands.

Response to comment ELFEIS025-22
Agreement with mitigation for NE 2nd Pocket Park has been noted
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Table  McCormick Park Beflevue has asked ST 1o be open to replaing land taken fiom patk
0, {ithfand in another bcation fatter han their praposal b add Jand (o the adversely
page - itpacted exiting park. The Table D1 miligaton language & nokvery clear, but

9 the amalive porons of the FEIS show raindication of fexibity n this area,

Comments on Section 4(f) Narrative Sections of Appendix D

For elerence, thes2 comments ave ited, The Underraperfing or miinszing impacts it poims outareas ofdsagrsement ove level of olentil mpact by project fletmatve.
The Consistency with of 4f) fte refers fo areas where pplicalin of the 4()regulatory sleps may be lacking n Sorme matnet

aement Comment

016 paragiaph - might be considermd a banefittn the

park coclision
D16 Fourth paragraph - 90 ral e other MNP s would et be affected. impacts. There 2 signiicanttemporery
imoacts cause by constiction and long-ferm closure of many of the faclies thal
Serve Hhese i, inehuding parking, rstrooms and iraiheads. There are also
permanent impacts (dsputed) o rals nort, east and south of the park and ride
causert by visual and nofse infrusions efthe elevated ral and parking strichure,
016 Fifthparagraph noise between ‘atlive
reereation  thatare notroise sensitve and "passive recreation uses” that e
eise sensiive, For MONP, ey make a broxd conelusion that the park's “nerior
i5 pasive, Therefare ncise sersifive, but located o far avay from the facikty to be
ipacted. Mo ine between what s nteror or terioris provided, When walking a
iral, when does ang g fom noise sensiive to nol nolse sensiive?
D4 "The project woul not be seen in most parts of Mercar Sovgh Nature P, or minimizing Impacts, Al TS Over or
under the ral faciity to aecess (e foop trafs, boat launch, Winters House,
biuebeny famn and farm and,

Response to comment ELFEIS025-23

The narrative text in the FEIS supporting Table D-1 indicates that the
proposed replacement land is the land acquired adjacent to the park for
construction staging and this is Sound Transit’s proposed mitigation.
However, McCormick Park is not impacted by the project alternative.

Response to comment ELFEIS025-24
Lack of support for the term “might be considered a benefit” has been
noted.

Response to comment ELFEIS025-25

These impacts are not considered long-term closure because trails will be
detoured (and trailhead signage will be adjusted appropriately) and thus
can continue to be used for the intended purpose, accommodations for
parking are anticipated, and restrooms are provided in other locations in
the park. Regarding noise effects, please refer to response # ELFEIS025-6.
The visual assessment determined that where there are views of the
proposed project, there are already views of the South Bellevue Park and
Ride, [-90 and associated ramps or Bellevue Way SE. The project is
visually consistent with these infrastructure elements.

Response to comment ELFEIS025-26

Please refer to response for comment #ELFEIS025-6 regarding the extent
that Bellevue Way SE traffic is an ongoing noise factor and that the
addition of light rail transit would be lower than the traffic noise by a
predicted 3 dBA. Therefore the additional noise would not increase noise
levels and would not interfere with the use and enjoyment of the trail.

Response to comment ELFEIS025-27

The noted sentence refers to the fact that this park is 350-acres and only
the users along Bellevue Way SE would see the light rail guideway, so
views of the guideway would not be seen from most parts of the park.
Users along the western edge of the park who would see the guideway
would be the same users that already have views of Bellevue Way and
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1-90. Views of the guideway would be consistent with the views already
experienced with the presence of I-90 and Bellevue Way SE. Please see Section 4.5
page 4.5-14 through 15 and Appendix F4.5, which contains the visual simulations

along Bellevue Way SE.
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diminigh its value

public actess during consintion of B7

*Ais a restit of these measures, e potential impacs to
miligated. while ako benefiting the resgume,”

yolume o hg FEIS, the 4(7) Analysis makes no mention of the 3-5 year temporary
dnsure perod for Winters House, the Bluebemy Famm and Belevue Way parking
and trathead faciities

or
Perhaps this is from the SDEIS when ST was allemptng lo
B2H and MONP &s ade minimis use |n the FEIS, B2 (and 3l
are defined 25  4() use, which means that they do affectthe park use Ona
! temparary basis, even with the miigation proposed, e park use is substantially
affected by being closed to the public or 3.5 years

a5 long s the il s nat intemupted If the

feler are highly problemakis,

fom overall 14 dore parcel, which by

been inciuded with \he historc designation, ne longer relains histaric inegrdy. The
50 foot area around e house i not intented fo presenve historic landseaping, but
10 provids a minimal area of protection around the hause Lo retain what fitte is left
ofthe residential selting. A5 such, the boundary shouk be respected regardiess of
the hislosic anuracy of the tandscaping,

ST has determined that the cly adverse affect of the:projeet to the Winters House
is temporary duging conshuetion, Several monitofing measures ate proposed to
minimize consiruction retaled Impacts. Na long-lermimpacis are proposed and no
mifigation s effered to monitor the house for long-term or unforeseen impasts
cawsed by the proximity of the rail 1o the house

or minimizirig [mpacts. Bellevue canat agree thal Winkers
Hause benefits under all raule allematives withoul addfional consideraonof !
{ impacts and miligeon as descrived i revious communications lrem Beflewe.

Response to comment ELFEIS025-28
Please refer to the first paragraph of Section D.7.4.1, which summarizes
the effects discussion from Section 4.17 of the Final EIS.

Response to comment ELFEIS025-29
The 1-90 trail referenced is not considered a Section 4(f) resource

Response to comment ELFEIS025-30

FTA agrees that the 50-foot buffer around the house should and will be
respected to maintain the historical context to the extent that it exists.
Please see the Section 106 MOA and response to comment # ELFEISO07-
2, regarding Sound Transit’s mitigation commitments.

Response to comment ELFEIS025-31

Bellevue’s opinion on the determination of benefits to the Winters House
is noted. The preferred alternative would provide long-term benefits by
adding interpretive signage at the house and improving the historic
character of the landscaping within the 50-foot boundary.
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Surey Dosing under COT: “This fimpacted) area of e park ks characlerized by Underraporing or minimizing impacds. The impacted area io which hey refer

steen Sope and trees... a vehcke enfrance:and parking lots..* <then faerimhe  is pimarly parking and vehic aceass, not open space, S, the replacemen of

same paragraph> *The new ingar park would repa the impasted areain Sumey  park and court parking wilh 2 landseaped bbon of i wilh no public access is

Downs Park, which s priviarly passive open spece. it e for ke, Mo discission s mad of how or where new parking woul be
located to make up for he loss ofspaces removed by the project,

Under section B.5.2: “Through consufation with locel jorsdictions and inerested
e, minimization and mifigalion meastres have been developed and
incorporated into the project, whith resoive the impacts fo Winiers House]

Under-eporling or minimizing impacts, The implcation that e City of
Ballvue or other groups fke Eastsidz Hartage Canter or Washington Trust for
Historc Preservation agree wih ths statementis not accurate,

“Formost S29. B aftemalives alony Ballewe Way in the E13, the affected park area Under-teporting or minimizing impacts. Ths s not 2 complele or accuvate
consist lanpely o apen arass, paved sidewalks and paths wih some natural description,
vegetation.”

Response to comment ELFEIS025-32

Please refer to response to comment # ELFEIS025-10. Under Alternative
CaT, parking access will be maintained to the southern portion of the
parking lot. However, there would  fewer parking places due to the
removal of the parking area to the n rth. According to discussions with
the City, these parking stalls are

users and removal of these spaces

for the Court Building, not park
Id not affect the park.

Response to comment ELFEIS025 3

The claim that consultation results i agreement is not intended or
implied. This reference is intended  make clear that FTA considered the
views and needs of resource ma through listening to the issues and
hearing input before mitigation mea ures were developed. That the
impacts have been resolved is in

and MOA for the Winters House

nce to the Section 106 process

Response to comment ELFEIS025
The City’s opinion on the affected
noted, but no additional clarification is needed. The referenced
statement is based on the fact that rnatives B1, B2E and B2A all affect
only that part of Mercer Slough Na Park adjacent to the South
Bellevue Park and Ride, which is cha cterized by open grass, sidewalks
that areas of the park
rent characteristics.

of the park along Bellevue Way is

and some natural areas. It is ackn
affected by Alternative B2M have





