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Attached are the North Seattle Industrial Association's comments on the WSBLE Draft Environmental Impact Statement.
Major Comments,
The North Seattle Industrial Association feels that the analysis was inadequate based on the various issues found in the attached document.

The document did not look at all viable alternatives. The North Seattle Industrial Association advocated for an underground station at 17th and Market which
Sound Transit refused to analyze. This is our preferred alternative and is the one that best fits the current City of Seattle Comprehensive Plan. We would like to
see a supplemental EIS that includes this alternative.

Of the current alternatives in the DEIS, we favor the tunnel under the Lake Washington Ship Canal with a station at 15th and Market.
Thanks.

The purpose of this technical memorandum is to provide preliminary comments on the
transportation and traffic analysis in the Sound Transit West Seattle to Ballard Link Extension
(WSBLE) Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). These comments are prepared for the
North Seattle Industrial Association (NSIA). The comments focus on the Ballard Extension
tunnel alternatives and the alternative Ballard station locations per request of the NSIA.
General

In general, the DEIS lacks disclosure of relevant data. This lack of information and data limits
the ability of the reader and impacted stakeholders to adequately comment on the project,
the impacts, and mitigation. A lack of information and data is inequitable to stakeholders and
community groups with fewer resources.

Chapter 1. Purpose and Need

1.2.1 Purpose of the WSBLE Project

The purpose and need states over-arching goals such as, “The City desires to increase
densities, create public spaces, and make transit and public services more convenient.” The
purpose and need statement do not recognize the unique land uses in the
Manufacturing/Industrial Centers (MICs) and city policy to protect these land uses.

Request: Add a purpose statement that speaks to protecting existing and planned land uses
that are elements of the regional economy and the contribution to the regional economy.
Expand upon the unique trip-making patterns of the MICs in the transportation chapter with
appropriate analysis of those trips. Provide reference to the types of jobs and well-paying jobs
that are unique economy of the MICs from the economic analysis.

1.2.1 Need for the WSBLE Project

1.2.2.1 Increasing Roadway Congestion will Further Degrade Transit Performance and
Reliability.

Sound Transit West Seattle to Ballard Link Extension DEIS

Transportation comments

Transportation Consulting Services - 2 - April 2022

Footnote 1 states that: “Puget Sound Regional Council acknowledges that the current
pandemic may have effects on the economy that could alter long-range forecasts. Puget Sound
Regional Council’s next regional forecast is anticipated no earlier than 2023. For the purposes
of this Draft Environmental Impact Statement, the Puget Sound Regional Council’s current
forecasts are applied to the analysis.” At this point in the pandemic, there are permanent
changes to commute patterns that should be acknowledged and accounted for. Office
workers will no longer commute to downtown Seattle five days per week. This is evidenced by
current shifts to cubical “hoteling” by the private sector and government offices including
Sound Transit and King County Metro. Such a shift in commute patterns significantly alters the
travel demand forecasts. In addition, office workers will always have a choice as to whether a
commute trip is made. Essential workers, industrial works, and other types of workers have
different work schedules, home-to-work origins and destinations, and must travel to work.
Request: Use the revised regional forecasts expected in 2023 as the basis for WSBLE
infrastructure decisions. The revised forecasts will affect the alternatives analysis for high capacity transit (HCT) mode choice. The revised forecasts should re-
visit the choice of bus

versus rail to West Seattle. The revised forecasts should quantify the trip types by type of
employment and establish the basis for those work trips that are a choice versus those work
trips that are not a choice, and which work trips benefit versus those employment types that
are impacted. Specifically, the land uses with employment in the SODO area are significantly
impacted and the office-work jobs community between West Seattle and downtown are trips
that are reduced, trips made by choice, and trips receiving the benefit of the WSBLE project.
Chapter 3. Transportation Environment and Consequences

Table 3-3 states that there will be 20,000 additional daily riders in 2042 with the Build
alternative. Twenty thousand daily riders is not a large number of riders for a project of
approximately $12 billion dollars.

Request: Revisit the project definition and consider scaling back to reallocate funding to
develop the more beneficial segments and beneficial elements of stations.

3.12.3.1 Transit Service and Facilities

The sentence: “In general, bus service would be rerouted to serve the proposed light rail line
by removing duplicate service along the corridor and instead prioritize bringing bus riders to
the stations, consistent with Metro’s service guidelines.” is too general for the Ballard Stations
which are the terminus of the Ballard Link extension. There will be a significant number of
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transfers to bus transit which will require space for riders waiting at bus stops, expanded bus
stops, and accommodation of high peak volumes of pedestrians at signalized intersections.
Request: Prepare a complete mode of access/egress table for light rail passengers to/from bus
transit, walk/bike, and dropoff/pick-up. Prepare pedestrian trip distribution and assignment
Sound Transit West Seattle to Ballard Link Extension DEIS

Transportation comments

Transportation Consulting Services - 3 - April 2022

for riders transferring to/from buses and to/from neighborhood destinations, and their walk
route. Prepare pedestrian LOS analysis along walk routes, in crosswalks, and holding areas
where riders will wait to transfer to buses. Disclose space requirements and show necessary
expansion of bus stop waiting areas on drawing. Confirm that pedestrian volumes are included
in the intersection LOS analysis. Disclose impacts and prepare mitigation.

3.14.3.3 Permanent Removal of Parking

There is no discussion of adjacent land uses where there is permanent loss of parking and loss
of parking during construction. Businesses in the area may be dependent on these parking
spaces.

Request: Show locations of parking loss and adjacent land uses. Provide more specific
mitigation measures to support parking needs for businesses.

3.16.3.6 Interbay/Ballard Segment

For the sentence: “Preferred Alternative IBB-2a*, and Option IBB-1b would be provided on
either side of 14th Avenue Northwest at signalized or controlled crossings. The signalized
crossings, particularly on 15th Avenue Northwest or Northwest Market Street, would also be
adjusted, as necessary, to account for increases in volumes to ensure pedestrians have
sufficient time to cross the street.”

Request: Confirm if a pedestrian distribution and assignment were prepared, and pedestrian
volumes estimated at crosswalks in the intersection LOS analysis. If not, revise the intersection
LOS analysis.

3.16.4 Mitigation for Operation Impacts

The sentence: “The Ballard Link Extension project includes roadway, transit and pedestrian and
bicyclist improvements and associated potential mitigation around the stations, including

some grade-separated facilities to reduce conflicts, increase visibility between modes, and
reduce congestion for the impacted modes.” is not substantiated by the general mitigation
statements in subsequent sections. The analysis does not disclose “impacted modes”.
Request: Prepare a more accurate statement of mitigation for operation impacts and/or more
detailed mitigation measures. Ensure that the sentence, “Preferred Alternative IBB-2a* and
Preferred Option IBB-2b* would not affect the truck or rail networks.” is accurate, following

the inclusion of estimated pedestrian volumes in crosswalks at intersections.

3.18 - Freight Mobility and Access

The reader should not have to look up the major truck streets in a separate referenced
document.

Sound Transit West Seattle to Ballard Link Extension DEIS

Transportation comments

Transportation Consulting Services - 4 - April 2022

Request: Show in a figure or list major truck streets in the BINMIC.

3.18.4 Mitigation for Operation Impacts

For the sentence, “None of the Ballard Link Extension alternatives would have long-term
freight impacts that require mitigation during light rail operations.” confirm if this is still
accurate following intersection LOS analysis with pedestrian volumes and preparation of
mitigation.

Request: Revise the above sentence as necessary.

3.19 Ballard Link Extension Construction Impacts

Show the sequencing of construction activities should be shown in the DEIS. This is crucial
information to stakeholders and businesses impacted by construction.

Request: Prepare sequencing and duration of construction activities for alternatives. Evaluate
impacts and duration of impacts. Prepare mitigation measures.

The presentation of street closures does not address access to properties and the added
circulation to access properties.

Request: Show in maps and describe revised circulation and access for street closures.
Describe mitigation measures.

The study area, and construction analysis, do not address the needs of truck/freight mobility.
Truck access and mobility is a larger area than the study area. Analysis is needed that
addresses truck movement in the area between the 0.5-mile study area radius and the
regional analysis.

Request: Expand the study area for truck/freight movements to and from major destinations
by SODO businesses. Show detour routes for truck movements.

3.19.1.5 Safety

A sentence states, “... Sound Transit is proposing pedestrian and bicycle improvements
adjacent to the stations to ensure access is at signalize or controlled locations and, in some
instances, grade-separated crossings.” The pedestrian and bicycle improvements are not found
in the DEIS.

Request: Describe and/or show proposed pedestrian and bicycle improvements at the Ballard
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stations.

The following sentence, “Beyond the station improvements, increased non-motorized activity
can also improve driver expectations... and reduce collision severity because of reduced
speeds.” This claim may or may not be accurate depending on the context. To rely on driver
Sound Transit West Seattle to Ballard Link Extension DEIS

Transportation comments

Transportation Consulting Services - 5 - April 2022

expectations with increased activity is an outdated approach and inconsistent with the Safe
System approach and Vision Zero plans.

Request: Delete this sentence.

The effect of safety with the closure of streets is inaccurate. The qualitative analysis bases the
conclusion that traffic volumes will be the same and therefore the number of crashes would be
the same. This conclusion may or may not be accurate. The safety of a street is related to
traffic volume and the mix of traffic including truck volume, posted and operating speeds,
operations at intersections, driveways characteristics, lighting, lane widths, sidewalks,
presence of bicycle facilities, and rail lines. A comparison of the relative safety of streets used
for detours and during street closures should address these factors and their influence on
safety.

Request: Prepare a safety analysis of permanent conditions and conditions during construction
for street closures and of traffic shifted to other streets. For resources, refer to the

Washington State Department of Ecology SEPA Checklist Guidance Section B: Transportation
(https://ecology.wa.gov/Regulations-Permits/SEPA/Environmental-review/SEPA  guidance/SEPA-checklist-guidance/SEPA-Checklist-Section-B-
Environmental elements/Environmental-elements-14-Transportation) and that includes reference to the
federal document, Integrating Road Safety into NEPA Analysis, A Practitioner’s Primer, Federal
Highway Administration (https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/tsp/fhwasa1137/fhwasa1137.pdf)

The City of Seattle Vision Zero plan is not sourced properly in the text.

Request: Source the Vision Zero plan.

Chapter 4 Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

4.2.1 Acquisitions, Displacements, and Relocations

The location of tables and maps of displaced properties is not clear to the reader. The title of
Appendix L “Chapter 4 Supporting Information on Affected Environment and Environmental
Impacts”, does not reflect the content of Appendix L.

Request: Revise the title of Appendix L as follows: “Acquisitions, Displacements, and
Relocations”. Revise the following reference as follows: Appendix L4.1, Acquisitions,
Displacements, and Relocations, lists shows potentially affected parcels in tables and shows
the parcels in maps.

The business displaced, the nature of the businesses, the context of those businesses, and
dependency on location are not provided in the text.

Sound Transit West Seattle to Ballard Link Extension DEIS

Transportation comments

Transportation Consulting Services - 6 - April 2022

Request: Provide text describing the types of businesses and their context such that the
stakeholders can understand the impact of displacements. Identify fully or partially acquired
properties that would have changes in access and/or traffic circulation.

Chapter 6. Alternatives Evaluation

6.2.1 No Build Alternative

This sentence: “Under the No Build Alternative, the WSBLE Project would not be built and
there would be no new high-capacity transit in the project corridor.” is not accurate. To state
that there would be no new high-capacity transit misrepresents the high-capacity transit that
could be built if the West Seattle and Ballard Link extensions, or segments of those extensions,
are not built.

Request: Revise this sentence to clarify what could be built if light rail extensions or segments
of those extensions are not built.

Attachment N.1A Transportation Technical Analysis Methodology Report

The effects of Covid on traditional downtown transit ridership are permanent. These effects
include work-from-home as an option. One day per week of work-from-home by office
workers would be a 20% decrease in these types of trips. In addition, it should be noted that
traditional office workers have a choice, and essential workers including industrial and
manufacturing workers do not have a choice. There are significant infrastructure investment
decisions yet to be made by Sound Transit even after analysis of the current preferred
alternative. These decisions should be made with revised forecasts reflecting a range of
commute conditions possible in the post-Covid scenario.

Request: Revise the methodology and forecasts to disclose the long-term effects of work-from home on the forecasts.
The study area, and subsequent analysis, do not address the needs of truck/freight movement.
Truck access and mobility is a larger area than the study area. In addition, the narrow study
area does not account for significant diverted traffic on roadways beyond the 0.5-mile study
area.

Request: Expand the study area for truck/freight movements to and from major destinations
by SODO businesses. The following sentence is insufficient, "There could be some traffic
circulation and property access changes after construction related to properties that have
been fully or partially acquired during construction."

https://el2.envirolytical.com/Communication/PrinterFriendly?Communicationld=504296 4/6



4/30/22, 9:20 AM

Details

EnviroLytical - Printer Friendly Search Results

Communication

Appendix N.1 Transportation Technical Report

Note: Comments made on Chapter 3 of the DEIS chapters above, are also applicable to
Appendix N.1 Transportation Technical Report. The comments on the transportation technical
Sound Transit West Seattle to Ballard Link Extension DEIS

Transportation comments

Transportation Consulting Services - 7 - April 2022

report (TTR) below do not reflect a comprehensive review of the TTR because many comments
that could be made on the TTR are captured in the chapters of the DEIS.

3 Transit

Table 3-22. Existing Transit Travel Times on RapidRide D Line (P.M. Peak Hour) — Ballard Link
Extension, shows the actual travel times, unconstrained and additional due to congestion, and
the percent difference. Chapter 3 only states the percent difference which masks the actual.
Request: Revise the text in Chapter 3 to include the actual travel time and the actual difference
rather than the percent.

Page 39, the sentence states, “...substantial number of transferring passengers would have to
cross Northwest Market Street to access the westbound bus stops along Northwest Market
Street.” It is unclear what “substantial number” means and what are the impacts on
infrastructure capacity and intersection operations.

Request: Add the number of transfers, show the numbers of riders that transfer to bus transit
without crossing a street, and the number of transfers on the sidewalks and crossing the
streets.

On page 4-114 changes to intersection operations are only described qualitatively.

Request: Quantity the pedestrian along pedestrian routes to/from the light rail station,
movements across streets, and the holding requirements at on-street bus stops. Verify that

the pedestrian volumes at intersections are included in the LOS analysis or update the analysis
with actual pedestrian volumes. Verify if bus stop holding areas are adequate in size or need to
be enlarged. Prepare mitigation measures. Show design changes in the Appendix J drawings.
In Table 4-61. Potentially Impacted Intersections to be Considered for Mitigation — Ballard Link
Extension, does not include the light rail to bus transfer movements by riders. The text
following this table should be specific as to what are the changes in intersection operations
and specifically, the mitigation to reduce the impacts.

Request: Add light rail to bus transfers as a cause of intersection impacts to be considered for
mitigation. Describe the impacts in detail and the mitigation.

6 Non-motorized Facilities

The walksheds and bikesheds are not described in the Attachment N.1A Transportation
Technical Analysis Methodology Report.

Request: Revise the non-motorized methodology to eliminate walk sheds. A walkshed analysis
is not an analysis of nonmotorized impacts and mitigation. Provide a description of a

Sound Transit West Seattle to Ballard Link Extension DEIS

Transportation comments

Transportation Consulting Services - 8 - April 2022

methodology to evaluate walk routes and impacts on the walk routes by alternative for the
SODO station.

Figure 6-1 Existing Pedestrian Facilities West Seattle and Ballard Link Extensions — SODO
Segment, does not show the inventory of pedestrian facilities within one-half mile of the
station. There is no information presenting the results of the non-motorized evaluation
measures as described in Attachment N.1A Transportation Technical Analysis Methodology
Report.

The discussion of increased pedestrian activity at the Ballard stations is qualitative. The reader
cannot verify that the high number of light rail to bus transfers are included in the analysis.
Request: Present the p.m. peak hour pedestrian volumes estimated on the platform, the
access/egress facilities, and the pedestrian facilities in the walkshed. Show in a table the p.m.
peak hour pedestrian volumes uniquely identifying the transfers.

Construction Mitigation

This section lacks sufficient detail for the complexity of the construction activities and their
impacts. The proposed mitigation is inadequate for stakeholders to assess access and mobility
impacts, if mitigation rectifies the impact, and if there is permanent damage to businesses.
Request: Prepare, describe, and show in figures the impacts of construction on the street
system, to bus operations, and the displacement or access and circulation impacts to business
in Ballard. Prepare construction mitigation measures to mitigate the impacts.

The duration of construction activity is essentially a permanent condition for Ballard
businesses. The impacts on streets and mobility for Ballard businesses have not been
addressed. Short-term weekday closures can have a significant impact on industrial businesses
and truck mobility. Closures of more than one week warrant detailed analysis of construction
impacts to adequately understand the impacts and develop mitigation measures.

Request: Prepare an impact analysis of closures during construction covering operations and
safety for all modes affected by construction closures. Prepare infrastructure mitigation to
address the operational and safety impacts.

Early and frequent communication with property owners, street users, transit users,
pedestrians, and bicyclists will be essential.

Request: Include a description and commitment of the communication program as
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construction mitigation. Include the types of communication, tools, frequency, stakeholder
outreach, property owner outreach and communication, and a dedicated construction
communication coordinator.

Sound Transit West Seattle to Ballard Link Extension DEIS

Transportation comments

Transportation Consulting Services - 9 - April 2022

Construction activities are extensive, each with impacts and mitigation. The construction
mitigation should include a commitment to a construction management plan with outreach
and input by stakeholders and include a Memorandum of Understanding with the SODO BIA
for construction activities and mitigation.

7 Safety

This sentence, “Although pedestrian and bicyclist activity is expected to increase around
stations, the increase in conflicts is relatively small compared to the number of conflicts
already experienced within the dense and heavily used pedestrian and bicycle areas.” Is
inappropriate and inconsistent with the Vision Zero. There is no definition of “relatively small”.
A small increase is still an increase.

Request: End the sentence at the first comma and delete the remainder of the sentence.

Eugene Wasserman
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TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM

Subject: West Seattle to Ballard Link Extension DEIS
Transportation comments

Date: April 25, 2022
To: Eugene Wasserman, Executive Director, North Seattle Industrial Association
From: Claudia S. Hirschey, PE, RSP1

Principal Traffic Engineer

The purpose of this technical memorandum is to provide preliminary comments on the
transportation and traffic analysis in the Sound Transit West Seattle to Ballard Link Extension
(WSBLE) Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). These comments are prepared for the
North Seattle Industrial Association (NSIA). The comments focus on the Ballard Extension
tunnel alternatives and the alternative Ballard station locations per request of the NSIA.

General

In general, the DEIS lacks disclosure of relevant data. This lack of information and data limits
the ability of the reader and impacted stakeholders to adequately comment on the project,
the impacts, and mitigation. A lack of information and data is inequitable to stakeholders and
community groups with fewer resources.

Chapter 1. Purpose and Need

1.2.1 Purpose of the WSBLE Project

The purpose and need states over-arching goals such as, “The City desires to increase
densities, create public spaces, and make transit and public services more convenient.” The
purpose and need statement do not recognize the unique land uses in the
Manufacturing/Industrial Centers (MICs) and city policy to protect these land uses.

Request: Add a purpose statement that speaks to protecting existing and planned land uses
that are elements of the regional economy and the contribution to the regional economy.
Expand upon the unique trip-making patterns of the MICs in the transportation chapter with
appropriate analysis of those trips. Provide reference to the types of jobs and well-paying jobs
that are unique economy of the MICs from the economic analysis.

1.2.1 Need for the WSBLE Project

1.2.2.1 Increasing Roadway Congestion will Further Degrade Transit Performance and
Reliability.

Transportation Consulting Services| 12527 SE 72" Street, Newcastle, WA 98056 | 206.856.4988



Sound Transit West Seattle to Ballard Link Extension DEIS
Transportation comments

Footnote 1 states that: “Puget Sound Regional Council acknowledges that the current
pandemic may have effects on the economy that could alter long-range forecasts. Puget Sound
Regional Council’s next regional forecast is anticipated no earlier than 2023. For the purposes
of this Draft Environmental Impact Statement, the Puget Sound Regional Council’s current
forecasts are applied to the analysis.” At this point in the pandemic, there are permanent
changes to commute patterns that should be acknowledged and accounted for. Office
workers will no longer commute to downtown Seattle five days per week. This is evidenced by
current shifts to cubical “hoteling” by the private sector and government offices including
Sound Transit and King County Metro. Such a shift in commute patterns significantly alters the
travel demand forecasts. In addition, office workers will always have a choice as to whether a
commute trip is made. Essential workers, industrial works, and other types of workers have
different work schedules, home-to-work origins and destinations, and must travel to work.

Request: Use the revised regional forecasts expected in 2023 as the basis for WSBLE
infrastructure decisions. The revised forecasts will affect the alternatives analysis for high-
capacity transit (HCT) mode choice. The revised forecasts should re-visit the choice of bus
versus rail to West Seattle. The revised forecasts should quantify the trip types by type of
employment and establish the basis for those work trips that are a choice versus those work
trips that are not a choice, and which work trips benefit versus those employment types that
are impacted. Specifically, the land uses with employment in the SODO area are significantly
impacted and the office-work jobs community between West Seattle and downtown are trips
that are reduced, trips made by choice, and trips receiving the benefit of the WSBLE project.

Chapter 3. Transportation Environment and Consequences

Table 3-3 states that there will be 20,000 additional daily riders in 2042 with the Build
alternative. Twenty thousand daily riders is not a large number of riders for a project of
approximately $12 billion dollars.

Request: Revisit the project definition and consider scaling back to reallocate funding to
develop the more beneficial segments and beneficial elements of stations.

3.12.3.1 Transit Service and Facilities

The sentence: “In general, bus service would be rerouted to serve the proposed light rail line
by removing duplicate service along the corridor and instead prioritize bringing bus riders to
the stations, consistent with Metro’s service guidelines.” is too general for the Ballard Stations
which are the terminus of the Ballard Link extension. There will be a significant number of
transfers to bus transit which will require space for riders waiting at bus stops, expanded bus
stops, and accommodation of high peak volumes of pedestrians at signalized intersections.

Request: Prepare a complete mode of access/egress table for light rail passengers to/from bus
transit, walk/bike, and dropoff/pick-up. Prepare pedestrian trip distribution and assignment
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Sound Transit West Seattle to Ballard Link Extension DEIS
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for riders transferring to/from buses and to/from neighborhood destinations, and their walk
route. Prepare pedestrian LOS analysis along walk routes, in crosswalks, and holding areas
where riders will wait to transfer to buses. Disclose space requirements and show necessary
expansion of bus stop waiting areas on drawing. Confirm that pedestrian volumes are included
in the intersection LOS analysis. Disclose impacts and prepare mitigation.

3.14.3.3 Permanent Removal of Parking

There is no discussion of adjacent land uses where there is permanent loss of parking and loss
of parking during construction. Businesses in the area may be dependent on these parking
spaces.

Request: Show locations of parking loss and adjacent land uses. Provide more specific
mitigation measures to support parking needs for businesses.

3.16.3.6 Interbay/Ballard Segment

For the sentence: “Preferred Alternative IBB-2a*, and Option IBB-1b would be provided on
either side of 14th Avenue Northwest at signalized or controlled crossings. The signalized
crossings, particularly on 15th Avenue Northwest or Northwest Market Street, would also be
adjusted, as necessary, to account for increases in volumes to ensure pedestrians have
sufficient time to cross the street.”

Request: Confirm if a pedestrian distribution and assignment were prepared, and pedestrian
volumes estimated at crosswalks in the intersection LOS analysis. If not, revise the intersection
LOS analysis.

3.16.4 Mitigation for Operation Impacts

The sentence: “The Ballard Link Extension project includes roadway, transit and pedestrian and
bicyclist improvements and associated potential mitigation around the stations, including
some grade-separated facilities to reduce conflicts, increase visibility between modes, and
reduce congestion for the impacted modes.” is not substantiated by the general mitigation
statements in subsequent sections. The analysis does not disclose “impacted modes”.

Request: Prepare a more accurate statement of mitigation for operation impacts and/or more
detailed mitigation measures. Ensure that the sentence, “Preferred Alternative IBB-2a* and
Preferred Option IBB-2b* would not affect the truck or rail networks.” is accurate, following
the inclusion of estimated pedestrian volumes in crosswalks at intersections.

3.18 - Freight Mobility and Access
The reader should not have to look up the major truck streets in a separate referenced
document.
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Request: Show in a figure or list major truck streets in the BINMIC.

3.18.4 Mitigation for Operation Impacts

For the sentence, “None of the Ballard Link Extension alternatives would have long-term
freight impacts that require mitigation during light rail operations.” confirm if this is still

accurate following intersection LOS analysis with pedestrian volumes and preparation of
mitigation.

Request: Revise the above sentence as necessary.

3.19 Ballard Link Extension Construction Impacts
Show the sequencing of construction activities should be shown in the DEIS. This is crucial
information to stakeholders and businesses impacted by construction.

Request: Prepare sequencing and duration of construction activities for alternatives. Evaluate
impacts and duration of impacts. Prepare mitigation measures.

The presentation of street closures does not address access to properties and the added
circulation to access properties.

Request: Show in maps and describe revised circulation and access for street closures.
Describe mitigation measures.

The study area, and construction analysis, do not address the needs of truck/freight mobility.
Truck access and mobility is a larger area than the study area. Analysis is needed that
addresses truck movement in the area between the 0.5-mile study area radius and the
regional analysis.

Request: Expand the study area for truck/freight movements to and from major destinations
by SODO businesses. Show detour routes for truck movements.

3.19.1.5 Safety

A sentence states, “... Sound Transit is proposing pedestrian and bicycle improvements
adjacent to the stations to ensure access is at signalize or controlled locations and, in some
instances, grade-separated crossings.” The pedestrian and bicycle improvements are not found
in the DEIS.

Request: Describe and/or show proposed pedestrian and bicycle improvements at the Ballard
stations.

The following sentence, “Beyond the station improvements, increased non-motorized activity
can also improve driver expectations... and reduce collision severity because of reduced
speeds.” This claim may or may not be accurate depending on the context. To rely on driver
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expectations with increased activity is an outdated approach and inconsistent with the Safe
System approach and Vision Zero plans.

Request: Delete this sentence.

The effect of safety with the closure of streets is inaccurate. The qualitative analysis bases the
conclusion that traffic volumes will be the same and therefore the number of crashes would be
the same. This conclusion may or may not be accurate. The safety of a street is related to
traffic volume and the mix of traffic including truck volume, posted and operating speeds,
operations at intersections, driveways characteristics, lighting, lane widths, sidewalks,
presence of bicycle facilities, and rail lines. A comparison of the relative safety of streets used
for detours and during street closures should address these factors and their influence on
safety.

Request: Prepare a safety analysis of permanent conditions and conditions during construction
for street closures and of traffic shifted to other streets. For resources, refer to the
Washington State Department of Ecology SEPA Checklist Guidance Section B: Transportation
(https://ecology.wa.gov/Regulations-Permits/SEPA/Environmental-review/SEPA-
guidance/SEPA-checklist-guidance/SEPA-Checklist-Section-B-Environmental-
elements/Environmental-elements-14-Transportation) and that includes reference to the
federal document, Integrating Road Safety into NEPA Analysis, A Practitioner’s Primer, Federal
Highway Administration (https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/tsp/fhwasal137/fhwasal137.pdf)

The City of Seattle Vision Zero plan is not sourced properly in the text.
Request: Source the Vision Zero plan.

Chapter 4 Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences
4.2.1 Acquisitions, Displacements, and Relocations

The location of tables and maps of displaced properties is not clear to the reader. The title of
Appendix L “Chapter 4 Supporting Information on Affected Environment and Environmental
Impacts”, does not reflect the content of Appendix L.

Request: Revise the title of Appendix L as follows: “Acquisitions, Displacements, and
Relocations”. Revise the following reference as follows: Appendix L4.1,-Acquisitions,
Displacements, and Relocations, lists shews potentially affected parcels in tables and shows
the parcels in maps.

The business displaced, the nature of the businesses, the context of those businesses, and
dependency on location are not provided in the text.
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Request: Provide text describing the types of businesses and their context such that the
stakeholders can understand the impact of displacements. Identify fully or partially acquired
properties that would have changes in access and/or traffic circulation.

Chapter 6. Alternatives Evaluation
6.2.1 No Build Alternative

This sentence: “Under the No Build Alternative, the WSBLE Project would not be built and
there would be no new high-capacity transit in the project corridor.” is not accurate. To state
that there would be no new high-capacity transit misrepresents the high-capacity transit that
could be built if the West Seattle and Ballard Link extensions, or segments of those extensions,
are not built.

Request: Revise this sentence to clarify what could be built if light rail extensions or segments
of those extensions are not built.

Attachment N.1A Transportation Technical Analysis Methodology Report

The effects of Covid on traditional downtown transit ridership are permanent. These effects
include work-from-home as an option. One day per week of work-from-home by office
workers would be a 20% decrease in these types of trips. In addition, it should be noted that
traditional office workers have a choice, and essential workers including industrial and
manufacturing workers do not have a choice. There are significant infrastructure investment
decisions yet to be made by Sound Transit even after analysis of the current preferred
alternative. These decisions should be made with revised forecasts reflecting a range of
commute conditions possible in the post-Covid scenario.

Request: Revise the methodology and forecasts to disclose the long-term effects of work-from-
home on the forecasts.

The study area, and subsequent analysis, do not address the needs of truck/freight movement.
Truck access and mobility is a larger area than the study area. In addition, the narrow study
area does not account for significant diverted traffic on roadways beyond the 0.5-mile study
area.

Request: Expand the study area for truck/freight movements to and from major destinations
by SODO businesses. The following sentence is insufficient, "There could be some traffic
circulation and property access changes after construction related to properties that have
been fully or partially acquired during construction."

Appendix N.1 Transportation Technical Report
Note: Comments made on Chapter 3 of the DEIS chapters above, are also applicable to
Appendix N.1 Transportation Technical Report. The comments on the transportation technical
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Sound Transit West Seattle to Ballard Link Extension DEIS
Transportation comments

report (TTR) below do not reflect a comprehensive review of the TTR because many comments
that could be made on the TTR are captured in the chapters of the DEIS.

3 Transit

Table 3-22. Existing Transit Travel Times on RapidRide D Line (P.M. Peak Hour) — Ballard Link
Extension, shows the actual travel times, unconstrained and additional due to congestion, and
the percent difference. Chapter 3 only states the percent difference which masks the actual.

Request: Revise the text in Chapter 3 to include the actual travel time and the actual difference
rather than the percent.

Page 39, the sentence states, “...substantial number of transferring passengers would have to
cross Northwest Market Street to access the westbound bus stops along Northwest Market
Street.” It is unclear what “substantial number” means and what are the impacts on
infrastructure capacity and intersection operations.

Request: Add the number of transfers, show the numbers of riders that transfer to bus transit
without crossing a street, and the number of transfers on the sidewalks and crossing the
streets.

On page 4-114 changes to intersection operations are only described qualitatively.

Request: Quantity the pedestrian along pedestrian routes to/from the light rail station,
movements across streets, and the holding requirements at on-street bus stops. Verify that
the pedestrian volumes at intersections are included in the LOS analysis or update the analysis
with actual pedestrian volumes. Verify if bus stop holding areas are adequate in size or need to
be enlarged. Prepare mitigation measures. Show design changes in the Appendix J drawings.

In Table 4-61. Potentially Impacted Intersections to be Considered for Mitigation — Ballard Link
Extension, does not include the light rail to bus transfer movements by riders. The text
following this table should be specific as to what are the changes in intersection operations
and specifically, the mitigation to reduce the impacts.

Request: Add light rail to bus transfers as a cause of intersection impacts to be considered for
mitigation. Describe the impacts in detail and the mitigation.

6 Non-motorized Facilities

The walksheds and bikesheds are not described in the Attachment N.1A Transportation
Technical Analysis Methodology Report.

Request: Revise the non-motorized methodology to eliminate walk sheds. A walkshed analysis
is not an analysis of nonmotorized impacts and mitigation. Provide a description of a
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Sound Transit West Seattle to Ballard Link Extension DEIS
Transportation comments

methodology to evaluate walk routes and impacts on the walk routes by alternative for the
SODO station.

Figure 6-1 Existing Pedestrian Facilities West Seattle and Ballard Link Extensions — SODO
Segment, does not show the inventory of pedestrian facilities within one-half mile of the
station. There is no information presenting the results of the non-motorized evaluation
measures as described in Attachment N.1A Transportation Technical Analysis Methodology
Report.

The discussion of increased pedestrian activity at the Ballard stations is qualitative. The reader
cannot verify that the high number of light rail to bus transfers are included in the analysis.

Request: Present the p.m. peak hour pedestrian volumes estimated on the platform, the
access/egress facilities, and the pedestrian facilities in the walkshed. Show in a table the p.m.
peak hour pedestrian volumes uniquely identifying the transfers.

Construction Mitigation

This section lacks sufficient detail for the complexity of the construction activities and their
impacts. The proposed mitigation is inadequate for stakeholders to assess access and mobility
impacts, if mitigation rectifies the impact, and if there is permanent damage to businesses.

Request: Prepare, describe, and show in figures the impacts of construction on the street
system, to bus operations, and the displacement or access and circulation impacts to business
in Ballard. Prepare construction mitigation measures to mitigate the impacts.

The duration of construction activity is essentially a permanent condition for Ballard
businesses. The impacts on streets and mobility for Ballard businesses have not been
addressed. Short-term weekday closures can have a significant impact on industrial businesses
and truck mobility. Closures of more than one week warrant detailed analysis of construction
impacts to adequately understand the impacts and develop mitigation measures.

Request: Prepare an impact analysis of closures during construction covering operations and
safety for all modes affected by construction closures. Prepare infrastructure mitigation to
address the operational and safety impacts.

Early and frequent communication with property owners, street users, transit users,
pedestrians, and bicyclists will be essential.

Request: Include a description and commitment of the communication program as
construction mitigation. Include the types of communication, tools, frequency, stakeholder
outreach, property owner outreach and communication, and a dedicated construction
communication coordinator.
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Sound Transit West Seattle to Ballard Link Extension DEIS
Transportation comments

Construction activities are extensive, each with impacts and mitigation. The construction
mitigation should include a commitment to a construction management plan with outreach
and input by stakeholders and include a Memorandum of Understanding with the SODO BIA
for construction activities and mitigation.

7 Safety

This sentence, “Although pedestrian and bicyclist activity is expected to increase around
stations, the increase in conflicts is relatively small compared to the number of conflicts
already experienced within the dense and heavily used pedestrian and bicycle areas.” Is
inappropriate and inconsistent with the Vision Zero. There is no definition of “relatively smal
A small increase is still an increase.

|II

Request: End the sentence at the first comma and delete the remainder of the sentence.
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Sound Transit Projects

Details Communication

#503217
To whom it may concern,

From: My name is I-Miun Liu, | am the owner of Oasis Tea Zone in Chinatown ID, one of the businesses that will be directly affected by the 5th Ave Chinatown station

I-Miun  Liu proposal. By affected, | mean demolished. Oasis has been part of the Chinatown community for over 20yrs and is the oldest Bubble tea shop in the region. We've
spent thousands of volunteer hours, hundreds of thousands of dollars, and hundreds of partnerships with various groups and organizations over the 20yrs in
Date Recieved: | supporting the Chinatown ID Neighborhood. And a neighborhood it truly is. This is not an industrial throughway or dying Chinatown you see in some other cities.

4/28/2022 We have real families, children, seniors, small businesses, organizations, and schools that have generations of history.
Created by: My comment today is not a plea to save my businesses. It is really about the hypocrisy of the city and the disregard for our neighborhood once again. The state
Audience: and government have time and time again chosen a more expensive and difficult path when it comes to every other policy in the city in the name of a greater

’ good. From the plastic bag and straw bans, to reducing car lanes to increase bike lanes, to spending hundreds of millions a year to support the homeless
Reach:

community, and countless other city initiatives. But when it comes to the Chinatown ID community, cost and timelines all of the sudden become a critical
Participation: | component. Your budget and timeline goals, which we all know will not be met, will destroy a critical immigrant neighborhood and community in this region. Can
Engagement; you name another thriving International District in the Pacific NW? No, you cannot. Taking away multiple lots and redeveloping several blocks so the next
generation of businesses can only operate under high overhead costs, will all lead to the exact gentrification the region claims to avoid. What this neighborhood

S°‘f’°e: needs is collaboration in finding a solution that meets the transportation needs but does not turn Chinatown into a modern tourist zoo. Chinatown ID is not a city
Online open L . . K
h attraction, it is a true neighborhood with real people who depend on it everyday.
ouse
Assigned Have any of the Sound transit board been through a decade's plus long construction project in their neighborhood? Would they allow 10yrs+ of jackhammering
division: and dump trucks driving through their streets where their children play? This is not a hard or emotional decision. It is clear and obvious based on the history of
Outreach construction projects in this city. The city has an opportunity to stand up and take a possibly "harder" path to do what is right.
Category:
Project Phase: | ask that you really consider all the consequences that you will be imposing on a neighborhood for the next 100+yrs.
Planning Thank you,
Project I-Miun Liu
Segment:
Environmental
phase:
Draft EIS
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Sound Transit Projects

Details Communication

#504325
Name: Ping Liu

Address: 508 S King St. Seattle
Phone: 206-623-6764

Date Recieved:

4/27/2022
I am Ping Liu. | run a restaurant named Ping's Dumpling House.
Created by:
The following is my opinion based on what | understand from the current project situation:
Tay Stone
Audience: 1. Suppose the 4th Ave option is chosen. For loss to business due to traffic inconvenience, pollution, and other negative impacts, disruptions, and conditions

General Public | caused by the construction, please provide reasonable compensation.

Reach:

1

Participation: | Signed.

1 Ping Liu
4.27.2022

2. Suppose the 5th Ave option is chosen. As the building needs to be demolished, | will accept a negotiated one-time displacement fee.

Engagement:
1

Source:
Comment form
Assigned
division:
Category:
Project Phase:
Planning

Project
Segment:

Environmental
phase:
Draft EIS
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Urban Renaissance Group URBAN

1425 Fourth Avenue, Suite 200
Seattle, WA 98101 RENAISSANCE
Phone 206.381.3344 GROUP
—
April 28, 2022

WSBLE Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comments
c/o Lauren Swift

Sound Transit

401 S. Jackson St.

Seattle, WA 98104

Email: WSBLEDEIScomments@soundtransit.org

Re:

Comments on WSBLE Draft EIS

Dear Ms. Swift:

We are writing on behalf of BGO PLAZA 600 JV LLC, the owner of the Plaza 600 building located at 600 Stewart Street
(TPN 0659000555) (the "Property") to provide comments on the Draft EIS for the WSBLE project.

The ownership in the last several years has undertaken millions of dollars of upgrades to the Plaza 600 building . We support
the WSBLE project and the opportunity to expand light rail accessibility throughout Downtown. Expansion of the Westlake
Station as the key hub for the entire regional light rail system will be a step forward.

However, there will be significant impacts associated with developing this underground light rail project through the middle
of Downtown Seattle. These impacts will include long-term street closures on Pine Street, 4" Avenue, 6" Avenue and other
streets in the proximity of the Property, closures that could last up to 6 years or more. In addition, construction for the
expanded Westlake Station and new underground tunnel will occur under and/or immediately adjacent to the Property for
many years.

We are concerned about the following impacts:

Congestion. Multiple long-term street closures in the vicinity will create substantial traffic congestion, making
access to the Property challenging over a long period of time. These congestion impacts will also adversely affect
the functionality of Metro transit service in Downtown for years, posing challenges for Downtown employees and
residents to reach their jobs and homes.

Noise. Long-term construction noise will impact the functionality of the workspace in the building. Vibration effects
from below-grade construction immediately beneath Plaza 600 will have similar effects.

Urban Design. The current concepts for large, free-standing station house structures at Westlake Center, 51" &
Pine and the Bank of America building - literally across the street from the Property - will be a blight on the urban
environment of the retail core. Sound Transit must find ways to integrate its station entrances into the existing
built environment, just as the 3 Avenue Tunnel did almost 40 years ago.

Security. The massive construction sites surrounding the Property for most of a decade, together with numerous
street closures nearby, will deter pedestrian use and inevitably create an environment that promotes criminal and
anti-social behaviors. Downtown already struggles with this issue, and we are concerned that the WSBLE project
construction will consign this area of Downtown to many more years of continued blight. It is critical that Sound
Transit provide security and invest mitigation resources in this neighborhood to ensure these impacts do not
occur.


mailto:WSBLEDEIScomments@soundtransit.org

« Redevelopment Impacts. Construction of a tunnel beneath Plaza 600 will necessarily limit the future
redevelopment options for the Property. Since WSBLE is a 100-year project or more, the Draft EIS should
evaluate these impacts on the Property and the tunnel corridor generally Downtown.

The Draft EIS should do a better job of describing the impacts noted above and devising comprehensive mitigation strategies
to protect this fragile retail environment in the center of Downtown.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments.

Sincerely,

Shawn Jackson

Managing Director

Urban Renaissance Group, LLC

cc: Jack McCullough jac k@mhseattle com
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April 28, 2022

WSBLE Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comments
c/o Lauren Swift

Sound Transit

401 S. Jackson St.

Seattle, WA 98104

Email: (s g

Re: Comments on WSBLE Draft EIS
Dear Ms. Swift:

We are writing on behalf of QA Canal LLC, which is the owner of the propetty located at 3837 13
Avenue West in Seattle, Washington (IPN 2770604865, 2770604870, and 2770604880 and
collectively, the “Propetty™) to provide comments on the Draft EIS for the South Transit West
Seattle and Ballard Link Extension (“WSBLE”) project (“DEIS”). QA Canal is actively planning for
a development of the Propetty with multifamily housing and retail uses (“Project”) and is
proceeding towards submittal of the City of Seattle (“City”) master use permit application.

The Property is along the Ballard/Intetbay Segment of the WSBLE project. The Preferred Elevated
14* Avenue Alternative (“IBB-12”) and Elevated 14™ Avenue from Prospect Street Station
Alternative (“IBB-1b”) appears to prevent the viable development of the Project and teduces the
opportunities for new housing in Seattle — including new affordable housing through the payment ot
performance of the City’s mandatory housing affordability requirements. For these reasons, QA
Canal encourages Sound Transit to select a Ballard/Interbay tunnel option.

QOur additional comments on the Draft EIS are as follows:

1. The DEIS does not adequately describe the impacts, both temporary and permanent to the
Notrth Queen Anne neighborhood within the Ballard/Interbay Segment. This is in part due
to the fact that the DEIS is based on inadequate construction plans which are at less than
5% completion, meaning that many key elements are not yet defined, such as:

o Actual construction methodology for tunnels, such that noise and vibration impacts
cannot be estimated;

Scope of above-grade construction limits;

Actual street closure locations and durations;

Scope and design of above-grade improvements with stations; and

Duration and sequence of construction activities in order to determine the
cumulative impacts to the urban environment, particularly along 15th Avenue.

O 0O 0O

Due to the lack of adequate description of these impacts to North Queen Anne, the
DEIS fails to characterize these impacts ot identify and evaluate appropriate mitigation

701 Fifth Avenue * Suite 6600 * Seattle, Washington 98104 - 206.812.3388 * Fax 206.812.3389 * www.mhseattle.com
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Page 2 of 2

measures. More detailed analysis of the IBB-1a and IBB-1b alternatives must be
included for North Queen Anne, including the Property. Only after adequate analysis of
these impacts can potential mitigation be adequately identified and discussed.

2. The IBB-1a and IBB-1b alternatives will include multiple street closures and other
construction impacts in the vicinity of our Property and Project. We are concerned that
these closutes are at best only guesses since actual construction methodology has not been
identified. The uncertainty associated with these closures and their inevitable impact have
not been thotoughly evaluated in the DEIS. Sound Transit must complete that analysis and,
only then may more specific mitigation measures for congestion and other construction
impacts must be developed for IBB-1a and IBB-1b alternatives.

3. The DEIS does not adequately describe the affected environment and land use of the
WSBLE alignment options in North Queen Anne, including this Project which is reasonably
foreseeable in the development pipeline. Accordingly, the DEIS fails to provide an accurate
baseline assessment of the land use and potential construction, land use, housing, and
aesthetic impacts of the IBB-1a and IBB-1b alternatives. Sound Transit must update the
baseline to produce an accurate assessment of likely impacts of the WSBLE project under
the IBB-1a and IBB-1b alternatives, including the potential adverse impacts on housing
availability, and identify potential mitigation measures.

4. On April 19, 2022, Sound Transit briefed the City’s Transportation Committee regarding
potential “refinement” concepts for the WSBLE alignment, including but not limited to
changes to the Ballard/Interbay Segment. While QA Canal suppotts the Ballard/Interbay
Segment tunnel options, the DEIS fails to adequately disclose and analyze these potential
“refinement” alternatives or identify mitigation. Should Sound Transit elect to proceed with
these “refinements” for the Ballatd/Interbay Segment, Sound Transit must undergo
supplemental envitonment review and provide additional comment opportunities for
stakeholders to evaluate and respond to an informed analysis.

QA Canal supports the WSBLE project and believe it can be a long-lasting benefit to the City and
region if it is propetly planned, designed, and managed throughout the construction period.

Unfortunately, the DEIS does not provide an adequate disclosure and analysis of the impacts and
effective mitigation associated with the WSBLE project. Sound Transit should prepare a
supplement to the DEIS that fully describes the WSBLE project, adequately evaluates all impacts
associated with the project and proposes reasonable mitigation measures.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments.

Sincerely,
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From:

Grace
Robbings

Date Recieved:

4/26/2022

Created by:
Audience:
Reach:
Participation:
Engagement:

Source:
Online open
house

Assigned
division:
Outreach
Category:
Project Phase:
Planning
Project
Segment:

Environmental
phase:
Draft EIS

Communication

The Preferred Alternative for the Ballard Link Extension proposes a Flow Control Vault at the location of 5010 14th Ave NW. The location of this vault would
require demolishing the building we rent, which would be devastating to our family business (Reuben's Brews, a local microbrewery) that has been operating at
this location since 2015. Reuben's Brews (founded in 2012 at a smaller nearby location to the impacted property mentioned above) was the first brewery to
operate in this quadrant of Ballard (east of 15th between Leary and Market), which is now dubbed the "Ballard Brewery District" led by the Ballard Brewed
Coalition. It would be a sad twist of fate to demolish the brewery that arguably revitalized Ballard as a brewing neighborhood, a destination which attracts many
tourists to this part of the city, in order to replace it with the equivalent of a storm drain.

Comment Based on Document:

West Seattle and Ballard Link Extensions DEIS: Appendix J Conceptual Design Drawings — Index of Drawings and Legend (p. 121 of 151)
DRAFT EIS - CONCEPTUAL DESIGN

INTERBAY/BALLARD SEGMENT

BALLARD LINK EXTENSION

PREFERRED ELEVATED 14TH AVENUE ALTERNATIVE (IBB-1a)

L50-GSP110

228

10/02/2020

L50

PLAN AND PROFILE
https://www.soundtransit.org/sites/default/files/documents/10c-wsble-drafteis-appendixj-drawings-ballard-202201.pdf



Boston 1001 Fourth Ave, Suite 500 206.623.6936 Boston Properties, Inc.

. Seattle, WA 98154 www.bxp.com (NYSE: BXP)
Properties

bxp

WSBLE Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comments
c/o Lauren Swift

Sound Transit

401 S. Jackson St.

Seattle, WA 98104

Email: WSBLEDEIScomments@soundtransit.org

Re: Comments on WSBLE Draft EIS
Dear Ms. Swift:

We are writing on behalf of Boston Properties Limited Partnership, which is the
owner of the property located at Safeco Plaza - 1001 4" Avenue (TPN 0942000300)
(the “Property”) to provide comments on the Draft EIS for the WSBLE project.

Boston

Los Angeles

Boston Properties owns significant office assets in major metropolitan areas served
by light rail, and we recognize the great value of such high-capacity transit to urban
centers like Downtown Seattle. We support the WSBLE project and look forward to
the additional transit service it will offer Downtown.

New York

San Francisco

Seattle We note, however, that the Draft EIS preliminarily identifies potential street closures
in the vicinity of the Property. Some of these closures, such as to 4" Avenue, may

washington,pc D€ Of long duration. We are concerned that these street closures will impact the
accessibility, use and leasing of Safeco Plaza and other major buildings in the area.
Congestion from long-term closures of 4" Avenue and other nearby streets will
create significant congestion issues in and around this neighborhood.

We ask that the EIS better define the location, sequence and duration of these
closures, and evaluate the effect of these street closures on the viability of access to
Safeco Plaza and other major buildings in the vicinity. This nine-block area includes
millions of square feet of office space and significant congestion impacts from street
closures will have adverse impacts on Downtown.

We therefore ask that Sound Transit prepare a more careful review of the proposed
street closures and propose mitigation to ensure the maintenance of access
throughout this area of Downtown during construction of the WSBLE project.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments and look forward to a
meeting together to better facilitate any street closures that will be required.

Sincerely,

Kelley E. Lovshin


mailto:WSBLEDEIScomments@soundtransit.org

Sound Transit Projects

Details

#501013

From:

Kaitlin  Uemura

Date Recieved:
4/22/2022

Created by:
Audience:
Reach:
Participation:
Engagement:

Source:
Online open
house

Assigned
division:
Outreach
Category:
Project Phase:
Planning
Project
Segment:

Environmental
phase:
Draft EIS

Communication

The section of the West Seattle & Ballard Link Extensions Draft EIS we are concerned with is the Chinatown/ID station (Page 15). As CID AAPI business owners
we are concerned for our fellow business neighbors that are directly impacted from this project being built in any of the 5th avenue options. This not only impacts
those 18-19 businesses mentioned in the project, it impacts the whole neighborhood. The International District is a small neighborhood and without those 18-19
businesses, how can Sound Transit expect any of the other businesses to thrive? During the pandemic of 2020 when many businesses were shut down, the ID
suffered immensely. Problems like safety issues for residents (especially the elderly), break-ins & theft causing all businesses to board up, and anti Asian hate
crimes on top of all of that. Our shop Sairen has been broken into 3 times within 1 year with broken glass and structural damages. We are finally recovering from
the pandemic and do not want more damage to be done to our neighborhood, especially if it can be avoided. We are scared of watching all of these things unfold
again if the city willingly chooses to close down the heart of ID.

As CID businesses owners, we do not approve of any of the 5th plan options and ask Sound Transit to take 5th Ave S off of the table. 5th Ave Shallow, Diagonal
and Deep should be taken out of consideration and shouldn’t have been alternatives to begin with. The preferred route should be 4th Shallow or 4th Deep.

As CID business owners, we are demanding Sound Transit to keep our safety in mind. Not only poor air quality and environmental conditions, but also safety on
the streets, especially at night. With closures and shutdowns we ask Sound Transit to be willing to support not only the businesses directly impacted but the
neighboring businesses as well. Surrounding businesses that remain will suffer from decreases in business and increases in theft and safety issues. Requests for
grants or allocations for security (exterior gates, glass security film, cameras) should be guaranteed as well.

Choosing to shut down 5th Ave S as opposed to 4th Ave S will cause many more Asian-owned businesses to go out of business than the 18-19 listed on the
project. Leading to one final question: will the Chinatown-International District have any businesses left that are AAPI or minority owned businesses after Sound
Transit’s decision? If not, the city better name this area something else because it would be a shame.

Sincerely,

Kaitlin Uemura & Kaitlin Madriaga

Business owners of Sairen, a local boutique featuring & supporting many AAPI local artists
Shop Address: 600 S Jackson St, Seattle, WA 98104



SBFP Corporation
1881 Bouslog Rd
Burlington, WA 98233

April 27, 2022

WSBLE Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comments
c/o Lauren Swift

Sound Transit

401 S. Jackson Street

Seattle, WA 98104-2826

Via email to WSBLEDEIScomments@soundtransit.org

Re: Comments on West Seattle and Ballard Link Extension Draft Environmental
Impact Statement for SBFP Corporation

Dear Ms. Swift,

This letter is submitted by SBFP Corporation (“SBFP”) in response to the West Seattle and Ballard
Link Extension (the “WSBLE”) Draft Environmental Impact Statement (“DEIS”) recently published by
Sound Transit. We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the DEIS.

SBFP is a family enterprise owned by a group of siblings and their children who descend from the
founders of the former Nelson Chevrolet. Though Nelson Chevrolet no longer operates, SBFP still own the
former dealership property on two Ballard parcels at 1521 NW 50th Street and 4904 17th Ave. NW, also
known by King County APNs 2767701830 and 2767701910 (together, the “Property”). In total, the
Property has an area of approximately 85,366 sg. ft., and it is currently zoned 1C-65 (M). Currently, the
Property is leased to light industrial and brewery businesses (Dirt Exchange and Lagunitas) who actively
serve local customers and the Ballard community.

The cousins of the SBFP are 6th generation
Ballardites. Our family has been actively engaged in
Ballard’s transportation infrastructure for more than
100 years, starting as Swedish immigrants in the
1890s, with ownership and management of a hotel,
horses-for-hire and livery business based at the
corner of Dock Place and Ballard Avenue.

—lmr‘O:ﬂ<mIO,“'\

More recently, our grandfather/great
grandfather Stan Nelson Sr. opened a single Model-
T jitney business in 1914 (providing 10-cent trips
between Ballard and other parts of Seattle), followed
by the first gas station north of the Ship Canal in
1916, and of course Nelson Chevrolet in 1922. The
rest, as they say, is history.

Property of Museum of History & Industry, Seattle

L A seventh generation has already been born in Ballard, but no members of that generation are direct shareholders
in the SBFP at this time.

WSBLE DEIS comments (Lagunitas and Dirt Exchange sites)
page 1
ND: 4891-5611-7789v2



Building on past generations of family engagement in Ballard and the development of its
transportation systems, we write to express our support for the WSBLE and to provide our comments on
the DEIS. Specifically, we write to express our strong support for the tunnel alternatives (IBB-2a or 2b),
strong opposition to the Elevated 15th Avenue Alternative (IBB-3), and our general request that the DEIS
provide additional information and analyses.

1. The FEIS Must More Thoroughly Account For, Analyze and Mitigate Industrial and
Maritime Impacts.

Sound Transit has identified the Property as likely subject to a taking for guideway infrastructure
if Alternative IBB-3 is selected. This would be a sad occurrence for our family, which has had roots on the
Property as well as Ballard’s commercial, industrial and transportation community for generations.
However, the shortcomings in the DEIS are not just about our family’s Property. Nor are they just concerns
for the Property’s light industrial and brewery tenants and the many people who work for those tenants.
Specifically, our concerns about Alternative IBB-3 relate to losses to industrial employment and maritime
infrastructure that will hurt Ballard’s economy and culture, have City-wide employment effects due to the
already acute shortage of industrial space, and even have adverse impacts across state lines by potential
unmitigated adverse effects to the Bering Sea fishing fleet that largely docks at Fisherman’s Terminal.

The jobs that would be displaced by Alternative IBB-3 are not white-collar or big tech jobs. They
are industrial jobs, jobs in the trades, and jobs that continue Ballard’s historic connection to the maritime
industry. The continued existence of these industrial and maritime lands, businesses and jobs is a matter of
equity, because about two-thirds of industrial jobs are available to those with only a high school diploma,
and over half of all maritime jobs are available to those with no formal educational training at all.> These
industrial, manufacturing and maritime jobs, and careers in the trades, provide vital paths to economic
wellbeing not only because formal educational barriers are low, but because many of these jobs are
unionized, and provide high quality benefits.® In Seattle, these are jobs and workspaces that may not be
replaceable. The WSBLE DEIS does not account for this, and the FEIS should.

a. The FEIS Must Account For, Analyze and Mitigate Hard-to-Replace Jobs in
Onshore Industry, Manufacturing and the Trades.

Sound Transit has identified Alternative IBB-3 as the route segment alternative that would displace
the most jobs not only among the IBB alternatives, but among any alternative on the Ballard Link.
See DEIS pg. 4.3.3-6 (Table 4.3.3.2). A quick look at the map shows one obvious reason this is so: among
the above-ground alternatives, this route will slice through fewer parking lots and vacant parcels, and more
occupied, working businesses. (Of course, all of the above-ground alternatives are expected to have
substantially greater displacement impacts than the tunnel alternatives.).

Each business, resident and employee displaced is a serious matter, and we appreciate Sound
Transit’s conscientious study and consideration of these effects. However, the displacement of industrial
jobs has different, deeper public impacts in Seattle generally, and in Ballard specifically. * Under Alternative
IBB-3, our neighbors’ industrial jobs, maritime jobs, and jobs in the trades would disappear from the Ship

2 Seattle Industrial Lands DEIS pg. 1-3
31d.
4 See generally City of Seattle Industrial and Maritime Strategy Council Recommendations, June 2021, at 12 (citing

“[i]mpacts of a potential Sound Transit Alignment” through this area as a “top issue,” and naming a vision that
[Might rail is successfully integrated without hurting industrial users™).
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Canal to Market Street. On Shilshole Avenue, these jobs are at AMC Cliffy’s Marine Services (servicing
marine HVAC and refrigeration systems since 1980) and Onshore Yacht Refinishing (specializing in
restoration, repair and refurbishment of antique boats).> On NW 46th Street, Alternative IBB-3 would mean
the loss of jobs repairing outboard engines at Ballard Marine Service, which has been in business for over
30 years.® Alternative IBB-3 would similarly displace welder-owned Ballard Mariner Fabricators on
Ballard Way, which specializes in marine exhaust systems, fuel tanks and hull repair.” And in multiple
spaces between Shilshole Avenue and NW 50th Street, Alternative IBB-3 would the loss of jobs at Mac’s
Upholstery -- our neighbor for 74 years -- which manufactures canvas and upholstery for Trident Seafoods,
Foss, Alaska Longlines and even the US Navy and Coast Guard.®

With the exception of AMC Cliffy’s, the DEIS’ economics section does not acknowledge the
maritime dependence of these businesses. DEIS pg. 4.3.3-11. We hope the FEIS will acknowledge the other
members of this community.

Of course, many of our neighborhood’s other at-risk jobs are in non-maritime trades or industries.
Under Alternative IBB-3, we would also miss Marian Built general contracting (whose principal has been
welding since age nine and whose custom wood and reclaimed steel work can be seen as high as the Smith
Tower observatory), and Hurst Custom Furniture and Ballard Custom Cabinets (where a former Boeing
787 engineer leads a team of fine craftspeople). °

These businesses provide industrial and manufacturing work and trades that have long made
Ballard special but have become all too rare City-wide. We hope that in the FEIS and decision-making
process, Sound Transit will more clearly recognize that in today’s economy, jobs can be more difficult to
replace than housing or commercial square footage - especially when good, family-wage jobs in
manufacturing, industry and the trades. In the case of Alternative IBB-3, Sound Transit’s analysis does not
yet tell the whole story of the devastating effects this alternative would have on local jobs.’® The FEIS must
account for the unique loss of these industrial lands and trade jobs.

Even where this analysis does differentiate among types of businesses that would be lost, it does
not provide enough quantitative information for these impacts to be understood or analyzed. See id.
(disclosing that Alternative IBB-3 would displace “some water-dependent businesses on the north side of
Salmon Bay”). The FEIS should specify how many hard-to-replace industrial and maritime-dependent
businesses this would be, and how many hard-to-replace industrial and maritime-dependent jobs.

5 APN 0467000385(to be acquired, displaced or relocated only under IBB-3); see DEIS L4.1-44;
www.marianbuilt.com.

5 APN 2767702270 (to be acquired, displaced or relocated only under IBB-3); see DEIS L4.1-44;
https://www.ballardmarineservice.com/about.

" APN 2767702225 (to be acquired, displaced or relocated only under IBB-3); see DEIS L4.1-45;
https://www.ballardmarinefabricators.com/.

8 APNs 2768400020 and 2767701750 (both to be acquired, displaced or relocated only under IBB-3); see
https://www.mactops.com/seattle-boat-and-yacht-upholstery.php.

9 APN 2767702145; 0467000385 (both to be acquired, displaced or relocated only under IBB-3); see DEIS L4.1-44;
https://www.hurstfurniture.com/about; http://seattlecustomcabinets.com/About_Us.html.

10 See also DEIS L4.2-50 at discussion of Policy BI-P2 and BI-P17.
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The DEIS section that purports to explicitly analyze land conversion also misses the mark. Its
reliance on the City of Seattle Future Land Use 2035 dataset is aspirational, not illustrative, because that
dataset does not truly account for which industrial businesses have held out despite economic pressures and
which parcels have already been effectively converted despite their zoning. For this reason, it likely
overstates land conversion in some zones, and understates land conversion in others. The FEIS should use
more reliable, real-life metrics and data sets to quantify and analyze land conversion.

The DEIS provides casual observation that displaced businesses in the area “could . . . be harder to
relocate due to their need for water access,” DEIS pg. 4.3.3-9. The FEIS must expand on this analysis, and
properly address the unique difficulties in successfully relocating jobs and businesses in manufacturing,
industry and the trades.

b. The FEIS Must Account For, Analyze and Mitigate Disruption to On-Water
Maritime Jobs, Businesses, and Community.

In much the same way as the DEIS understates and under-analyzes Alternative IBB-3’s negative
impacts to on-land industrial, maritime and trades jobs, it has a similarly conclusory approach to evaluating
impacts on the water. Fisherman’s Terminal and Salmon Bay Marina are a little farther afield from the
SBFP Property, but we believe that Sound Transit should be sure to properly quantify, acknowledge and
analyze the impacts its economic health has on all of Ballard, Seattle and beyond. On-water maritime jobs
and businesses are even more difficult to replace than their on-land industrial or maritime-adjacent
counterparts, because they depend not only on industrial space, but on also on shoreline access. Our family
has seen how the maritime industry has defined Ballard’s culture and is both an additional source of good,
family-wage jobs and an economic powerhouse of statewide significance.

Unfortunately, Alternative IBB-3 would compound the effect of lost on-shore maritime-adjacent
jobs with new constraints on access between the navigation channel and Fisherman’s Terminal, even while
this alternative would reduce moorage in both Salmon Bay and at Fisherman’s Terminal. See generally
DEIS pg. 3-122. The DEIS also points out that Alternative IBB-3’s guideway columns would “further limit
an already constrained area” of commercial boat traffic near fisherman’s terminal, dramatically limit height
limits to vessels in the vicinity of Salmon Bay, reduce berths by about 13%, and remove the only
bilge/pump-out facility in Fisherman’s Terminal. Id. Vehicular access to the terminal would also be
impaired, DEIS pg. 3-125, but it is unclear to what extent, and no mitigation is analyzed. See, e.g., DEIS
pp. 3-125; 4.3.3-9.

The DEIS does not analyze what impact these combined issues would have on Fisherman’s
Terminal and Salmon Bay Marina and its Alaska fishing fleet, relying only on generalities like “columns
on the south side of Salmon Bay . .. could affect access and circulation within Fishermen’s Terminal, as
well as displace some uses on the property,” and understatements like “[bJusinesses at Fishermen’s
Terminal are involved in regional waterway transportation and freight movement.” Id. at pg. 3-122. The
FEIS must do more to actually quantify and analyze the individual and cumulative effects of all these
impacts on Fisherman's Terminal, and by extension, our broader region’s maritime economy.

The DEIS’s section on mitigation for maritime impacts is even more vague. Compare DEIS pp.
4.3.3-17 through 4.3.3-18 (Section 3.3.6, Mitigation Measures); with DEIS pg. 4.3.3-10 through 4.3.3-11
(Impacts to Maritime Industry) and 4.3.3-16 through 4.3.3-17 (Section 4.3.3.5, Indirect Impacts of the Build
Alternatives). The description of all economic mitigation measures is shorter than the section on maritime
impacts itself and contains no specific information about how Alternative IBB-3’s combined impacts to the
maritime industry would be mitigated. The bulleted mitigation measures are boilerplate in some instances
and placeholders in others, so it is possible that this information was unintentionally omitted. The FEIS
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must specifically describe construction and operations mitigation measures will be taken to avoid
substantial negative impacts on the unique fishing fleet that makes its home at Fisherman’s Terminal.

It is also possible that some of these omissions may be the result of choosing the wrong datasets.
Specifically, the DEIS admittedly omits many vessel-borne jobs in its comparative statistics. DEIS Pg.
4.3.3-17. Vessel-based businesses are real businesses, and vessel base jobs are real jobs, so Sound Transit
must reexamine its conclusions that acquisitions and construction in Fisherman’s Terminal “would only
displace one water-dependent business there.” DEIS pg. 4.3.1-7; see also DEIS pp. 4.3.2-11 and 4.3.3-5
(acknowledging that IBB-3 would convert the more Port of Seattle land to transit use than any other
alternative, but apparently still excluding vessels from displacement analyses). The FEIS must quantify and
include vessel-based employment and business displacements in its comparative analyses, such as at Tables
4.3.3.2 and 4.3.3.2, and in the narrative analyses supporting that Table.

The DEIS is certainly correct in observing that “IBB-3 would likely be the most disruptive to the
maritime cluster [and] would likely have broader impact to the fishing and recreation industry.” DEIS pg.
4.3.3.17. But it must analyze those effects in detail, and it must investigate whether in fact “boats are . . .
able to use other docks and find substitutable services.” Id. Seattle’s shorelines and water ways are among
our most precious and irreplaceable resources, so these impacts will be among the most difficult to truly
mitigate. For that reason, we hope that the FEIS will have an expanded analysis of whether these adverse
impacts can truly be mitigated, and what the region-wide effects would be.

2. The FEIS Must More Thoroughly Account For, Analyze and Mitigate the Many
Other Impacts of Alternative IBB-3 and Other Elevated Alternatives.

a. The FEIS Should Expand Its Analyses of Negative Impacts on Aquatic Life
and Treaty Obligations.

Though our family has had roots in Ballard since at least the 1890s, the Muckleshoot, Suquamish
and Duwamish peoples have been present in this area for far longer, and the region’s salmon and other
aquatic residents have lived here for longer still. We cannot speak for these tribes or for the salmon, but we
do wish to offer our support to both of them as pillars of the Ballard community and culture. However, the
DEIS’s Alternative IBB-3 discussion provides more placeholders than true information or analyses. See,
e.g., DEIS pgs. 4.3.3-12 and 4.3.3-15 (treaty rights); 4.3.8-10, 4.3.9-9, and 4.3.9-11 through 4.3.9-12
(aquatic ecosystem). That is why the FEIS must further emphasize, quantify and analyze the in-water and
shoreline impacts of Alternative 1BB-3 and other elevated alternatives, and in turn, the potential
ramifications for fish habitats and treaty-protected fishing rights. The FEIS must specifically analyze,
quantify, and discuss the WSBLE's potential impacts in-water, on shorelines, to aquatic habitats and to
treaty-protected fishing rights. It must name the mitigation measures that are proposed and discuss whether
all potential adverse effects truly can be mitigated.

We recognize that our family’s membership in the Ballard community is much, much more recent
than that of the tribes or the salmon, and we hope that Sound Transit’s environmental analysists and
leadership will heavily weigh the likely adverse impacts of all bridge alternatives. To the extent that affected
tribes and environmental advocacy organizations have raised concerns about negative impacts to treaty
rights and fish habitat, we stand behind them.
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b. The FEIS Should Expand Its Analyses of Impacts on Views and Community
Cohesion.

This letter prioritizes our concerns about workers and employment, tribal treaty rights and aquatic
resources. However, there are additional adverse effects of Alternative IBB-3 (and to a lesser extent, the
other elevated alternatives) that are worthy of clarification in the FEIS.

First, we share many of our neighbors’ worries about the potential impacts of the elevated
alternatives to views in Ballard. The DEIS tells part of the story, finding that visual quality impacts to
sensitive viewers under Alternatives IBB-2a and IBB-2b would be “none,” while elevated alternatives
would reduce “high” visual quality of views to “average” for Alternatives IBB-1a and IBB-1b, and to “low
average” for Alternative IBB-3. See DEIS pg. 4.3.5-15 (Table 4.3.5-2). However, this analysis retains vague
placeholders that block the decision-maker’s view of the full extent of these impacts and proposed
mitigation. For example, with respect to Alternatives IBB-1a and IBB-1b, the DEIS lists three different
potential bridge types that would each “have different visual characteristic and different potential impacts
on the visual quality of views seen by sensitive viewers.” DEIS pg. 4.3.5-12. The purpose of NEPA and
SEPA is to describe these visual characteristics and potential impacts now, not at some unknown future
date. Similarly, the DEIS would postpone analysis and discussion of mitigation measures under Alternative
IBB-3 until after NEPA and SEPA processes were completed. DEIS pg. 4.3.5-17 (“Through design review
in coordination with the City of Seattle, Sound Transit would consider measures to minimize impacts to
visual quality . . .such as design guidelines and context-sensitive designs.”) The purpose of the EIS is to
analyze and describe potential mitigation efforts now, so that the community and Sound Transit’s decision-
makers can understand the full extent of the proposal. These view impacts are important to the Ballard
community, so the FEIS should describe the view impacts of each different potential bridge type, as well as
the nature and impacts of potential view mitigations over the Ship Canal.

Second, the FEIS should acknowledge how maritime and industrial impacts, tribal treaty impacts,
view impacts and other effects would (individually and together) change the close cohesion of the Ballard
neighborhood.'! The Ballard community is fundamentally rooted in its proximity to water, from its maritime
and industrial presence, to views of our historic bridge and the presence of tribal members fishing by gillnet
pursuant to their treaty rights. These elements pull our neighborhood together into community and create a
distinctive sense of place, but the DEIS apparently only looks to “physical barriers, connections to social
resources and community facilities, or notable changes to traffic patterns” as potential causes of lost
neighborhood cohesion. DEIS pg. 4.3.4-9. In Ballard, as in other neighborhoods, our cohesion is historical
and cultural as much as it is physical. For us, Ballard holds an important place in our family history, and
we value our continued presence and contribution to its culture and economy. As landowners, we are
committed to helping Ballard continue to grow and flourish for generations to come. Some references in
this section do make sense, such the note about how Alternative IBB-3 would create a more visual barrier
between east and west Ballard. The DEIS should have a more detailed and less conclusory analysis of
impacts to neighborhood cohesion in the Interbay/Ballard Segment.

11 Sound Transit defines “neighborhood cohesion” as “the extent to which residents have a sense of belonging to
their neighborhood,” and notes that this metric “considers interactions between the residents and the resources in
that neighborhood.” DEIS pg. 4.3.4-1. This definition does not expand on what kinds of neighborhood features are
considered “resources,” but context suggests that a neighborhood’s “resources” are something more than just its
social resources and its community facilities.
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3. The Tunnel Alternatives Best Serve the Ballard Community.

SBFP strongly supports a tunnel alternative for the Interbay-Ballard segment of the WSBLE. While
selection of a tunnel alternative would still require analysis of construction and operational impacts, an
elevated 15" Avenue West approach for the Interbay-Ballard segment would permanently displace SBFP’s
tenants and dozens of other family-run and community-based enterprises. Most notable among those are
industrial and maritime businesses that support good, family-wage jobs throughout our community. By
contrast, the tunnel alternatives would result in less industrial and maritime displacements as well as fewer
negative impacts on aquatic life and tribal treaty rights.

The DEIS’s overall generalization and undetailed discussion of industrial land, business and job
losses could have great impacts on Sound Transit’s decision-making if these matters are not clarified. See,
e.g., DEIS 6-25 through 6-32 (repeating the above-discussed generalizations and other issues throughout
the alternatives evaluation. We hope that Sound Transit will resolve them in the FEIS so that the true
impacts of WSBLE will be disclosed, analyzed, and factored into the decision-making process.

The FEIS is an opportunity for to fix parts of the DEIS that gloss over impacts to Ballard’s
communities that likely are irreversible and cannot be mitigated. Our family’s loss of the Property would
be a major personal loss of our connection to Ballard, but we wanted to make sure that Sound Transit
captured the entire picture of how the IBB segments could change our community. We look forward to
building Ballard’s next generation of transportation infrastructure together.

Sincerely,

SBFP Corporation Shareholders

724 A re e /7 @&2} (JJE/V"

N

Fredricka N. Bolinger
Vice President
SBFP Corporation
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Fred Rivera
Executive Vice President/General Counsel
1250 1st Avenue South
Seattle, WA 98134
” (206) 346-4164
FRivera@mariners.com

April 28, 2022

WSBLE Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comments
c/o Lauren Swift

Sound Transit

401 S. Jackson St.

Seattle, WA 98104

via email WSBLEDEIScomments@soundtransit.org

Re: Mariners Comments on the WSBLE Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Ms. Swift,

This comment letter is submitted by the Seattle Mariners in response to the West Seattle and Ballard
Link Extension (the “WSBLE”) Draft Environmental Impact Statement (the “DEIS”). The
Mariners enthusiastically support the expansion of light rail opportunities and appreciate the hard
work of Sound Transit associated with this process. Each year, the Mariners welcome over 2.5
million guests to over 100 events at T-Mobile Patk, a publicly owned facility." Approximately 8%-
12% of T-Mobile guests use light rail. The Mariners’ long-range transportation planning anticipates
even greater reliance on light rail throughout the next several years, with the goal of doubling usage
of light rail to attend Mariners games at T-Mobile Park. We look forward to expanded services and
expanded options for our fans and employees.

T-Mobile Park is located west of Stadium Station. Based on recent surveys, approximately 85% of
the ballpark’s light rail ridership use Stadium Station while the remaining 15% use either the SODO
Station or the Chinatown-International District (“CID”) Station. T-Mobile Park attendees also walk
and drive through SODO, Pioneer Square, and the CID neighborhoods before and after games and
events. Our primary focus, however, is on the CID Segment analyzed in the DEIS.

To help Sound Transit successfully deliver the WSBLE, the Mariners have several comments
regarding: (1) construction impacts; (2) operational impacts; and (3) mitigation we hope can be
addressed in the Final Environmental Impact Statement (the “FEIS”) regardless of the selected
route of the new line.

! T-Mobile Park is owned by the Washington State Major League Baseball Public Facilities District
(https:/ /ballpark.org).

-



1. Construction Impacts to T-Mobile Park Require Additional Analysis in the FEIS.

At the outset, it is important to note the significant construction duration for the CID Segment and
how that will impact the millions of guests that visit T-Mobile Park (and Lumen Field) each year.
Under CID-1a, the construction duration is 9 to 11 years. This duration is significantly longer than
other WSBLE segments. Because of this decade-long construction duration, the construction
impacts cannot be dismissed as temporary in nature. The FEIS should study methods to reduce the
construction duration under all alternatives, but especially if Sound Transit decides to pursue
Alternatives CID-1a or CID-1b, which have the longest construction duration in this segment.

The following construction-related impacts to T-Mobile Park require additional analysis in the FEIS,
and potential mitigation for these impacts is discussed below.

a. Stadium Station Closure in Alternative CID-1a Would have Significant Impacts to T-
Mobile Park Accessibility, Parking Availability for Games and Events, and Pedestrian

Access.

Under Alternative CID-1a, Stadium Station will be closed for two years. As noted above, a majority
of T-Mobile Park visitors arriving or departing by light rail use Stadium Station. The closure of
Stadium Station will put additional pressure on the construction-related transit disruptions discussed
below. The FEIS must analyze the impact of Stadium Station’s closure on T-Mobile Park. The FEIS
does not currently address event surge conditions during the construction period, and it must be
updated to analyze these conditions for the full construction duration, with particular attention to
the two-year period of Stadium Station’s closure under Alternative CID-1a. How will transit-riders
arrive at the ballpark? What will be the increased demand for SODO Station and CID Station during
Stadium Station’s closure? What will be the pedestrian experience between SODO Station and the
CID Station? How will closure of Stadium Station affect parking availability as more attendees drive
due to the disruption in light rail service?

The Mariners are working hard in coordination with the Seattle Department of Transportation to
meet and exceed their Transportation Management Plan (““TMP”) goals. Use of light rail is critical
to meeting these goals, but with Stadium Station closed, there will be no way to meet the existing
TMP goals, let alone additional requirements SDOT is suggesting. The FEIS must carefully analyze
the impacts of the Stadium Station’s closure, and there must be adequate mitigation to address the
closure, particularly during the 6 to 7-week period when the entire light rail line will be disconnected
between the SODO Station and CID Station under Alternative CID-1a.

b. Removal of the 4th Avenue Viaduct in Alternatives CID-1a and CID-1b will have a
Significant Impact on Traffic and Accessibility.

Under Alternatives CID-1a and CID-1b, the 4th Avenue Viaduct will be closed for a minimum of
four years. Currently, 4th Avenue South supports 16,700 to 36,900 average daily trips as a conduit to
and from Downtown Seattle and SODO. Se¢ Table 4-34 of the DEIS Transportation Technical
Report. As noted in the DEIS, “[tlhe primary effects from construction would occur with the two
4th Avenue Build Alternatives (Alternative CID-1a* and Option CID-1b*), as described below. 4th
Avenue South carries approximately 30,000 vehicles per day as a primary north-south arterial
connecting SODO to Downtown Seattle. Closure of all or portions of 4th Avenue South would
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result in substantial diversion of traffic throughout arterial and local streets within the Chinatown-
International District and surrounding areas.” DEIS Transportation Technical Report, Pg. 4-123.

The FEIS must analyze the impact of the 4th Avenue Viaduct closure with T-Mobile Park event
surges. The DEIS acknowledges that the 4th Avenue Viaduct closure will result “in increased
congestion and poor operations between South Jackson Street and Edgar Martinez Drive.” DEIS
Transportation Technical Report, Pg. 4-124. And Table 5-54 of the DEIS Transportation Technical
Report includes Edgar Martinez Drive and South Royal Brougham Way as a destination for
thousands of diverted daily commuters under the CID-1a and 1b Alternatives. This congestion will

likely be untenable on gamedays, and these event surge impacts must be disclosed and analyzed in
the FEIS.

Additionally, the FEIS needs to clarify whether the Weller Street Bridge will remain accessible
during construction. It appears the Bridge likely will not be accessible under Alternative CID-1a and
CID-1b with closure of the 4th Avenue Viaduct. (“Under Alternative CID-1a*, the 4th Avenue
South access to the Weller Street Bridge would likely be closed, although a temporary pedestrian
crossing of the construction area may be possible.” DEIS Transportation Technical Report, Pg. 6-
48.) If that is the case, then the FEIS needs to analyze the likely route from the existing CID Station
to T-Mobile Park. This pedestrian route will be particularly important during the two-year period
Stadium Station is closed when more T-Mobile Park visitors will be using the CID Station to reach
the ballpark.

c. Pedestrian Impacts Must be Further Analyzed and Safe, Accessible Pedestrian
Routes Must be Detailed to Ensure Continued Pedestrian Access to T-Mobile Park.

In addition to the pedestrian impacts already identified for further analysis, the FEIS must include
more information about anticipated sidewalk closures during construction. The introduction to the
“Construction-Related Roadway Modifications” attachment to the Transportation Technical Report
says, “Roadway closures could also include short-term or long-term closure of sidewalks. Extent and
duration of sidewalk closures will be coordinated with the City of Seattle in later phases of project
development.” DEIS Transportation Technical Report, Pg. N.1E-1.

Sidewalk closures are a critical component of the environmental analysis. This information cannot
be coordinated and disclosed later. Now is the time to disclose and analyze the adverse impacts of
the WSBLE. The FEIS discloses partial and full roadway closures due to construction. If there is not
enough specificity around sidewalk closures, then the FEIS should assume a worst-case analysis and
analyze commensurate sidewalk closures.

Furthermore, light rail users arriving from south of Stadium Station will still need to access T-Mobile
Park when the light rail segment between the Stadium Station and CID Station will be closed under
Alternatives CID-1a and CID-1b. The FEIS needs to analyze the likely route from SODO Station to
T-Mobile Park for these pedestrians, especially in light of the industrial nature of the surrounding
area and heavy-truck routes therein.

This updated pedestrian analysis must also account for the 4th Avenue Viaduct closure, the Weller
Street Bridge closure, Stadium Station closure, and event crowd surges.



d. Freight, Transit, and Parking Impacts Must be Further Analyzed in the FEIS.

The following “Potential Roadway Closures” diagram for CID-1a illustrates the major roadway
closures around T-Mobile Park for the 9 to 11-year construction duration. Three sides of T-Mobile
Park are identified as streets with “potential traffic increase.”

Potential roadway closures
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Closing South Holgate Street, a City of Seattle heavy haul route, would require diverting
approximately 900 peak hour vehicle trips, including relatively high truck volumes. Potential
diversion routes would include South Lander Street, Edgar Martinez Drive South, and South
Royal Brougham Way, along with portions of 6th Avenue South and Airport Way South.
South Lander Street would be closed during construction of some of the West Seattle Link
Extension alternatives in the SODO Segment, but South Holgate Street and South Lander
Street would not be closed at the same time. While there is sufficient roadway capacity on
most of these streets to accommodate the diverted traffic, the intersection of South Lander
Street and 6th Avenue South would become further congested, as would the Edgar Martinez
Drive South/1st Avenue South intersection. The added volumes on South Royal Brougham
Way would also cause delays and vehicle queuing at the Link light rail signalized crossing.

DEIS Transportation Technical Report, Pg. 4-122. The DEIS fails to overlay these 900 peak hour
vehicle trips, including “relatively high truck volumes,” with event surge traffic. This South Holgate
Street closure is anticipated for two to three years. The FEIS needs to analyze the impact to this
reroute during events and consider vehicular and pedestrian impacts due to the reroute.

Transit. The FEIS needs to fully analyze anticipated transit rerouting and impacts to service during
construction. Table 3-36 of the DEIS Transportation Technical Report highlights the number of
bus routes disrupted during construction, particularly under Alternatives CID-1a and CID-1b, which
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would include closure of the Seattle Streetcar. These closures indicate hundreds of disrupted buses
per hour for multiple years during the construction period. The analysis in the DEIS does not
account for event volumes. And there needs to be focused analysis for the two-year period when
Stadium Station is closed. This is a major gap in the analysis because there will be hundreds of games
and events with very large crowds during the multi-year construction period.

Parking. Loss of patking around T-Mobile Park should also be evaluated in a game/event surge
condition. With disruption to reliable transit options, the FEIS should consider an increase in
vehicular use and analyze the impacts for events.

e. The Cumulative Effects Analysis Must be More Robust and Consider a Wider Range

of Foreseeable Impacts, Including Impacts due to the Ongoing Industrial and
Maritime Strategy, and Future Development Projects.

The DEIS cumulative effects analysis does not reference the ongoing Industrial and Maritime
Strategy work currently in the works at the Seattle Office of Planning and Community Development
(“OPCD”). The Industrial Lands work anticipates a complete overhaul of Seattle’s industrial land
use code regulations. Areas near current and future light rail stations will receive a meaningful
increase in development capacity, and several industrial areas will be allowed additional density to
incentivize further industrial development.” OPCD is moving to its own FEIS this summer, and it
expects to adopt new regulations in early 2023.

The cumulative effects analysis in the FEIS must take these anticipated land use changes and
increases in density into consideration. The changes will likely spur more development in industrial
areas, potentially creating conflicts and concurrent construction impacts with the WSBLE work.

Additionally, the pipeline projects analyzed as part of the cumulative effects analysis were taken
from May 2021. That information will be more than a year stale by the time the FEIS is issued, and
this project list should be updated for the FEIS analysis. The FEIS should also acknowledge that
future, simultaneous construction is likely. Those impacts are currently downplayed in the
cumulative effects analysis, which states, “|cJonstruction in or near roadways typically requires lane
closures, detours, and traffic delays. Interactions among two or more concurrent construction
projects can intensify these impacts. However, most reasonably foreseeable future actions that can
be reliably identified at present would be completed or near completion before the WSBLE Project
construction would begin.” DEIS Transportation Technical Report, Pg. 11-1. Seattle’s construction
pipeline will not be frozen, and it is reasonably foreseeable based on adopted long-range planning
documents that there will be simultaneous construction projects that will require additional lane and
sidewalk closures.

. Construction Sequencing Must be Decided Upon, Disclosed, and Analyzed.

The cumulative impacts analysis focuses on WSBLE impacts combined with other project impacts,
but it also inadequately discloses its own cumulative impacts by disclosing the system-wide
transportation and pedestrian impacts due to the lack of information on segment construction
sequencing.

2 See https:/ /www.seattle.cov/oped /ongoing-initiatives/industrial-and-maritime-strategy

5.



The DEIS states, “[e|xcept where noted, the sequencing of construction activities was not assessed
for the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, and some of the impacts described in this section
may occur simultaneously. Detailed construction planning, including sequencing, will be provided in
later phases of the environmental analysis once project design is sufficiently advanced.” DEIS
Transportation Technical Report, Pg. 4-114. This updated analysis must be included in the FEIS to
allow an adequate evaluation of the WSBLE project impacts.

2. Operational Impacts to T-Mobile Park Require Additional Analysis in the FEIS.

In one of the only references to events, the DEIS states it does not consider crowd surges related to
games or events at T-Mobile Park, Lumen Field nor duel events that both stadia occasionally host
on the same day.

The ridership forecasts presented in this section do not directly forecast transit ridership
during special events at venues such as T-Mobile Park, Lumen Field, Washington State
Convention Center, Climate Pledge Arena, and the grounds of Seattle Center. While it is
expected that additional ridership would be experienced on the light rail system during days
with events at these facilities, it is not included in the forecasts. These events are intermittent
and occur during various times of the day, with the highest surge often occurring outside of
peak travel times. These events would occur without the light rail expansion, and the
WSBLE Project would provide additional high capacity transit service to support this
demand and facilitate access by efficiently moving attendees and staff to and from these
areas.

DEIS Transportation Technical Report, Pg. 3-40. This logic fails to consider the difference between
the proposed alternatives, and the statement that events are “intermittent’ is inaccurate given that
the referenced facilities host events neatly every day of the year, including over 100 events with
attendance averaging over 25,000 at T-Mobile Park and Lumen Field alone.

Upon completion of the WSBLE, under Alternative CID-1b and all CID-2 Alternatives, there will
not be a stop at Stadium Station for all lines. This means more riders will use the SODO Station and
CID Station to access T-Mobile Park. How will this impact overall use of the light rail for T-Mobile
Park visitors? What are the pedestrian routes associated with the alternatives? How will the removal
of Stadium Station be mitigated?

The FEIS needs to consider game and event demand and ridership levels under the different

alternatives to adequately evaluate the operational impacts, including days in which both Lumen
Field and T-Mobile Park host events.

3. Suggested Mitigation for Consideration in the FEIS
Based on the impacts identified above and the impacts identified in the DEIS, the Seattle Mariners

encourage consideration of robust mitigation to support a healthy transportation system in and
around T-Mobile Park. The following mitigation measures are in the FEIS.



a. Construction Mitigation

The FEIS needs to include a much more detailed mitigation analysis for the transportation and
transit impacts during construction. The DEIS discussion of construction mitigation essentially
states mitigation will be coordinated with the City of Seattle and King County Metro later. DEIS
Transportation Technical Report, Pg2. 3-65 to 3-66. A complete environmental analysis must
discuss thoughtful mitigation strategies. After the FEIS analysis is updated to disclose vehicular,
transit, and pedestrian impacts for games and events during construction, then the mitigation
analysis must be updated with meaningful ways to address these construction impacts. The T-Mobile
Park user experience for light rail riders cannot be written off for 9 to 11 years.

Based on the information available at this stage, the following construction mitigation measures
should be the minimum considered in the FEIS:

e Wayfinding and other pedestrian enhancements through construction areas to allow
continued access to T-Mobile Park through the surrounding neighborhoods.

e Wayfinding and other pedestrian enhancements from CID Station and SODO Station,
particularly during Stadium Station closure.

e Shuttle service to the ballpark during Stadium Station closure under Alternative CID-1a.

e If complete closure of the light rail between the CID Station and the SODO Station is
required, ensure the 6 to 7-week closure occurs outside the Major League Baseball
season.

e A renewal of the free ride zone program down 1st Avenue to allow ballpark attendees to
park downtown.

e Adequate bus service to the ballpark during gamedays in the rerouted bus configurations.
e DPedestrian safety measures due to increased traffic volumes around the ballpark.
e Reinstate the Park and Ride system to T-Mobile Park on gamedays.

b. Operational Mitigation

e Wayfinding and other pedestrian enhancements (including lighting, landscaping, painting,
sidewalk improvements, etc.) from the CID Station and SODO Station to T-Mobile Park,
because more riders will use those stations due to not all lines stopping at Stadium Station
under at least one Alternative.

e Wayfinding and other pedestrian improvements to address event surges during operations.
e Operational plans to address event surges.

We look forward to continued engagement in the WSBLE EIS process and ongoing planning.

Sincerely,

Fred Rivera



WSBLE Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comments
c/o Lauren Swift

Sound Transit

401 S. Jackson Street

Seattle, WA 98104

Dear Ms. Swift:

Comments provided below are submitted on behalf of the property located at 1616 West
Bertona, a property that is under contract for the new Seattle Storm practice facility. The
Property is currently home to a surface parking lot, but will soon be the new headquarters and
practice facility for the Seattle Storm.

We submit the following comments to the WSBLE Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(“DEIS”). The comments are categorized according to: (1) Important general community
considerations that should guide project decisions; and (2) specific comments and/or
recommendations regarding project specific impacts.

General Community Considerations To Guide Agency Decision-making:

e Property Usage. The Draft EIS shows various above and below grade alternatives affecting
the Property, but the Draft EIS does not describe how much of the Property will be taken for
WSBLE purposes or what the impact will be on the portion of the Property that will remain.

e The Dravus Interbay Businesses Must Continue to Operate and Thrive. This Interbay
neighborhood has been evolving into a vibrant commercial district comprised of mostly
small businesses operated by independent owners. It is critical that the project coordinate
with Sound Transit and the City of Seattle to ensure they can remain open during
construction, while also providing relief and assistance so that further business closure and
loss is avoided.

o Transit Connections and Pedestrian Movement are Critical. We believe it will be
important to ensure Sound Transit designs and operates a station to effectively
serve a highly diverse set of users and the intensive pedestrian environment in
which the station will be located. The Draft EIS does not disclose the method, scope,
or duration of construction on and around the Property and in the Interbay area.
Because of this lack of information, it is impossible to characterize the likely impacts
of the WSBLE project on many issues relating to the Property, including:
transportation and transit service; access; noise; vibration; congestion; and potential
increases in crime.




Leverage and Effectively Coordinate Light Rail with other Transit Systems serving this

neighborhood. The Dravus/Interbay neighborhood is served by King County Metro Transit

and Sound Transit must ensure the design and operations of the new light rail line will
effectively leverage and coordinate with this system, as well as the new bicycle and
pedestrian infrastructure in development.

Coordination and Linkage to City of Seattle Projects. There are numerous other capital

projects in this vicinity that will be completed prior to the time of Sound Transit’s project
such as construction of a new Seattle Storm Practice Facility at 1616 West Bertona,
stretching from 16th to 17 streets. Sound Transit needs to further evaluate any and all
impacts to this project and study shifting the rail line to avoid impacting this property.
Consider Leveraging Transit Oriented Development Opportunities. The agency should
explore during its early planning and design phase where there are opportunities to partner
or build the light rail station and line in conjunction with other development occurring in
the neighborhood and maximize community development opportunity.

Specific Comments in Response to DEIS:

e Project Construction Impacts: The DEIS lacks critical information on how the project and
proposed station location construction will impact access and circulation within the
neighborhood and Interbay with its dense mixed-use developments as well as key
venues such as the Seattle Storm Practice Facility. This information is critically
necessary to inform the community’s choice for a preferred station location given such
construction impacts could result in the permanent displacement of existing businesses.
Given what is at stake, we ask Sound Transit to conduct studies now and provide this
information to the public because we believe such information will be important for
both the public and Sound Transit in making decisions about the station and the project
in this segment area. The locations, durations, and extents of street closures in the
vicinity of the Property — all of which will have major impacts on the Property — remain
speculative in the Draft EIS. Much more work must be done to define these closures
and to provide a menu of effective mitigation for them.

Construction Management Plan: We request the establishment of a Construction

Coordination Committee with agency representatives from Sound Transit and City of Seattle

to develop a plan to minimize construction impacts. Such a construction management plan

should include:

o Avoiding impacts to transit, especially fixed rail transit or bus service with no
adequate detour route. Providing additional transit service in areas acutely
impacted.

o Providing assistance to employers that encourages and facilitates transit ridership.




o Establishing requirements for maintaining access to venues and businesses in
construction contract documents.

o Developing a communications plan to inform patrons, businesses, employees, and
local residents of alternative route options. Providing real-time and advance-notice
information on traffic movement, detour routes, and access.

o Implementing public education measures and creative marketing ideas that promote
access and attractiveness of venues and businesses.

o Defining appropriate freight routes to accommodate large trucks and proactively
communicating changes to street and route access.

o Local businesses — please provide a clear analysis of parking impacts during
construction to allow unfettered access for customers that frequent private
businesses and proposed mitigation measures for customer access to businesses.

o There are numerous concerns about the stability of the soil at this station entry
which has layers of peat bogs, unsuitable fill, and a very high water table that need
to be studied further to ensure the geotechnical requirements are understood by
the neighborhood and existing buildings that will be affected.

e Alternatives: The DEIS fails to provide critical information in its study and comparison of
possible alternatives. More information is needed on concepts as the “mix and match” of
alignments connecting the Smith Cove station to this station and beyond to the Ballard
Station. We request additional analysis be completed to study whether moving the station
location possibly north and west on Thorndyke/17% to avoid the Storm Practice Facility and
other longstanding businesses at risk of demolishment, and to better serve the area.

e Keeping traffic moving along Dravus during construction: The DEIS lacks critical
information in its study of transportation impacts for this station. To maintain access
and reasonable traffic circulation during construction, Sound Transit needs to develop a
multi-modal, Transportation Mitigation plan with SDOT to assess impacts and access to
the community.

e Cut and Cover Construction Approach: The DEIS lacks critical information about the
impacts of Cut and Cover Construction and possible alternative methods. Given the
particularly significant noise impacts from the cut-and-cover method, the DEIS should
evaluate alternative construction techniques such as mining to mitigate these significant
adverse noise impacts.

e Cumulative Impacts Should be Better Understood and Addressed. The DEIS lacks critical
information around project cumulative impacts for this neighborhood resulting from
construction impacts and road closures, which are presented in isolation from one
another. The project and its construction plans should be carefully analyzed in a more
holistic fashion for the public and decisionmakers to better understand the cumulative




impacts of such a project, particularly in segment communities such as Interbay, where
disruptions could have significant region and citywide implications.
e Transit Oriented Development Opportunities

Please provide a side-by-side analysis and visual depiction between alternatives showing
the land that is anticipated to be required by Sound Transit that could be available for
disposition after the project is completed.

e Displaced Properties
Provide a side by side comparison between alternative stations of residential and
commercial properties impacted through acquisitions and construction staging. A chart
provided by Sound Transit in the Chapter 6 “alternatives evaluation” provides number
of properties impacted but does not provide specific documentation in order to
understand the implications to each station alternative

Thank you for your consideration and review of our comments. We look forward to further
engagement and information from Sound Transit on these important, long term and lasting
issues.

Sincerely,

Lisa Brummel
Manager, Force 10 Hoops, LLC
Co-owner, Seattle Storm



Silverstein Westlake Owner LL.C
7 World Trade Center — 38™ Floor
250 Greenwich Street
New York, NY 10007

April 21, 2022

WSBLE Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comments
c/o Lauren Swift

Sound Transit

401 S. Jackson St.

Seattle, WA 98104

Email: WSBLEDEIScomments@soundtransit.org

Re: Comments on WSBLE Draft EIS

Dear Ms. Swift:

We are writing on behalf of Silverstein Westlake Owner LL.C (an affiliate of Silverstein
Properties, LL.C), which is the owner of the property located at 801 Blanchard Street (TPN
0660000515 and TPN 0660000510) (the “Property”) to provide comments on the Draft EIS for
the WSBLE project. The Property is presently developed as the Butcher’s Table restaurant, with
office space above, and a surface parking lot. However, we have a permit application pending
with the City of Seattle for the future development of a 440-foot tall, 418-unit apartment building
on the Property.

With our roots in development in Manhattan, Silverstein Properties has a deep appreciation for
the importance of rail transit in the urban environment. It is for this reason that we support the
WSBLE project.

But we also have deep experience in the challenging task of weaving this rail service and the
accessory components it requires — station entrances, vent locations, utility, and service rooms —
with the built environment above it. One of the geniuses of the subway system in New York is
how carefully and thoughtfully it is knitted into the urban environment, so that the rail transit and
the housing, office space, retail and restaurants above it can co-exist and support each other.

From our review of the Draft EIS, it appears that Sound Transit is taking a different tack. Rather
than working its new rail system into the urban and pedestrian environment, WSBLE proposes to
demolish blocks of development Downtown to make way for over-sized station entrances and
headhouses. Admittedly, it is difficult to reach any final conclusions from the information
provided in the Draft EIS; nevertheless, it does not appear that the WSBLE system Downtown is
being designed to enhance the urban environment of the Center City.

The Property is a good example. One alternative in the Draft EIS appears intent on leveling the
entire block on which the Property is located, which would then replace a planned housing
development, with adjoining restaurants and retail space, with a station house — which is nothing
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more than a door to the underground system. Why this access requires the taking of an entire
block and the elimination of the urban-activating uses it includes is not clear from the Draft EIS.

So while we support the Sound Transit project, we are concerned that the Draft EIS does not
adequately describe the potential impacts of the WSBLE project on the Property and Downtown

Seattle.

We therefore offer the following comments:

The Draft EIS should include station entrance alternatives that do not require the
levelling of city blocks. Alternatives that knit such entrances into the existing and future

built environment exist around the world. There is no reason they cannot be employed in
WSBLE.

The proposed several-year closure of Westlake Avenue will impose extraordinary
hardships on nearby businesses, residents and projects. The Draft EIS should explore
alternatives to such a closure. The Metropolitan Transportation Authority was able to
build the Second Avenue subway while keeping Second Avenue open; we’re confident
Sound Transit can figure out how to keep Westlake Avenue open while building the
WSBLE project.

Sound Transit should prepare a supplement to the Draft EIS that fully describes the
WSBLE project and evaluates all impacts associated with the proposal.

We would be happy to work with Sound Transit to explore options that would better integrate a
station entrance as part of the Property into the proposed underground system.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments.

Sincerely,

SILVERSTEIN WESTLAKE OWNER LLC

By:

/) Lt

Name: / Brian Collins
Title: Executive Vice President
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Sound Transit Projects

Details Communication

#496193
The 2 favored routes go right through the building (Dusty Strings building 3450 16th Ave W) my business leases space in. It would be massively disruptive for us

given the financial investment we have made in this space which was projected over 15-20 years of occupation- we have been there 7 years to date. Are you
going to compensate us for that? | vote for the above-ground 15th Ave version-which would still probably disrupt my business to the point of dysfunction from
work noise, structure-borne vibration (we are a Lab with sensitive equipment) and air-borne particulate matter.

From:
ROD VOS

Date Recieved:
2/10/2022

Created by:
Audience:
Reach:
Participation:
Engagement:
Source:
Online open
house
Assigned
division:
Outreach
Category:
Project Phase:
Planning

Project
Segment:
Environmental
phase:

Draft EIS
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Sound Transit Projects

Details Communication

#500798
My name is Dr. Jason Wood and | work and am a small business owner at Specialty Vetpath, located at 3450 16th Ave W, Seattle, WA and our landlord is Dusty

Strings. | would like to say that | am in favor of the Elevated 14th St Option (from Prospect St/15th), also known as IBB-1b or secondly the proposed track
revision submitted by Ray Mooers to Alexis Lair on April 2nd in which the dusty strings building would be left in place.

From:
Jason Wood

| currently take a combination of lightrail and bus to work most days and would love to be able to take lightrail directly to work once the new route is completed. It
Date Recieved: | would be difficult for both my company and our landlords to find a similarly ideal place for our businesses within Seattle if we were to lose our current site.

412012022 Thank you for your consideration.

Created by: Dr. Jason Wood
Audience:
Reach:
Participation:
Engagement:
Source:
Online open
house
Assigned
division:
Outreach
Category:
Project Phase:
Planning

Project
Segment:
Environmental
phase:

Draft EIS

https://el2.envirolytical.com/Communication/PrinterFriendly?Communicationld=500798 1/2
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Sound Transit Projects

Details Communication

#500763
Hi, my business (SpecialtyVETPATH LLC) is located within the Dusty Strings manufacturing building, address: 3450 16th Ave W, Seattle, WA.

| want to suggest an alternative to demolishing the building for the IBB-1b option--Elevated 14th Option (from Prospect St/15th).
| also support and “the proposed track revision submitted by Ray Mooers to Alexis Lair on April 2nd”.

From:
ROD VOS

Date Recieved:
4/20/2022

Created by:
Audience:
Reach:
Participation:
Engagement:
Source:
Online open
house
Assigned
division:
Outreach
Category:
Project Phase:
Planning

Project
Segment:
Environmental
phase:

Draft EIS

https://el2.envirolytical.com/Communication/PrinterFriendly?Communicationld=500763 1/2
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DocuSign Envelope ID: C087B0ODE-DFAB-4650-8212-6CF6400AF 1DE
____________ Sterling Retail Services
S T E R L I N G 302 Datura Street, Suite 100
: D : West Palm Beach, FL 33401
: RETAIL SERVICES Office 561.835.1810
www.sterlingorganization.com

April 28, 2022

WSBLE Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comments
c/o Lauren Swift

Sound Transit

401 S. Jackson St.

Seattle, WA 98104

Email: WSBLEDEIScomments@soundtransit.org

Re: Comments on WSBLE Draft EIS
Dear Ms. Swift:

We are writing on behalf of SVAP 11l Elliott Plaza LLC, which is the owner of the property
located at 1523 Elliott Avenue W. (TPN 7666201695, 7666201690 and 7666201685)
(collectively, the “Property”) to provide comments on the Draft EIS for the WSBLE project.
The Property is currently home to a retail shopping center.

The Draft EIS does not explain or evaluate the probable impacts of the WSBLE project, both
with respect to the Property and to the Smith Cove station area as a whole. Our comments are as
follows:

e The Draft EIS shows a future light rail station located on the Property. But the Draft EIS
does not describe how much of the Property will be taken for WSBLE purposes or what
the impact will be on the portion of the Property that is remaining.

e The secondary and indirect impacts of “pre-condemnation blight” must be evaluated in
the Draft EIS. The Draft EIS has now been published, which indicates for the world
those properties that may be subject to future condemnation. But no decision has been
made on the alignment of WSBLE and will not for some time. It will be years before real
estate acquisition commences. In the intervening years, the Property will be placed in
financial limbo by Sound Transit. Tenants will avoid the Property and it will be difficult
to justify long-term capital investment in the buildings on the Property. This pre-
condemnation blight will impair the usability and value of the Property and dozens of
other properties in a similar circumstance along the corridor. This cumulative impact will
result in a loss of jobs and residents along the corridor and will promote urban blight.
The Draft EIS must evaluate these impacts.

West Palm Beach, FL | Atlanta, GA | Chicago, IL | Washington, D.C. | New York, NY | Los Angeles, CA | Seattle, WA | San Antonio, T
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e The Draft EIS does not evaluate the development potential of the Property or the
alternative uses to which it could be put, including large-scale office and research &
development uses. Such uses predominate in the Elliott Avenue corridor, so the taking of
the Property for WSBLE purposes will preclude such future development, and the jobs
and tax revenue it represents. The Draft EIS should review these impacts.

e The Draft EIS does not disclose the method, scope or duration of construction on and
around the Property and in the Smith Cove area. Because of this lack of information, it is
impossible to characterize the likely impacts of the WSBLE project on many issues
relating to the Property, including:

Transportation and transit service;

Noise;

Congestion;

Potential increases in crime;

Loss of sales and rental value and corresponding decreases in property value.

o O O O O

All of these issues should be discussed in detail in the Draft EIS, but only when the Draft
EIS adequately describes the WSBLE project.

e The locations, durations and extents of street closures in the vicinity of the Property — all
of which will have major impacts on the Property — remain speculative in the Draft EIS.
Much more work must be done to define these closures and to provide a menu of
effective mitigation for them.

e WSBLE construction will impose a large undevelopable footprint across the urban
environment in Seattle. Sites like the Property will be rendered unusable as
redevelopment opportunities, even though they will be immediately proximate to a future
WSBLE station. Thus, the taking of the Property for WSBLE use will reduce the transit-
oriented development options in the vicinity of the Smith Cove station. But the Draft EIS
completely ignores the impact of WSBLE on future development and makes no effort to
assess how corridor and station selection will impact the availability of TOD
opportunities in the station area. We believe the alternate corridor location, on the east
side of Elliott Avenue, will better preserve future TOD opportunities in the area. This
issue must be evaluated in the Draft EIS.

e Sound Transit should prepare a supplement to the Draft EIS that fully describes the
WSBLE project and evaluates all impacts associated with the proposal.

West Palm Beach, FL | Atlanta, GA | Chicago, IL | Washington, D.C. | New York, NY | Los Angeles, CA | Seattle, WA | San Antonio, T
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In sum, we are concerned that the WSBLE project will have a devastating impact on the use and
valuation of the Property specifically, and of the Smith Cove station area generally. The Draft
EIS must disclose all such impacts for public review.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments.

Sincerely,

Duatin Hhieke
i #itks
Senior VP of Construction and
Development, Sterling Organization,
manager of SVAP Il Elliott Plaza, LLC

West Palm Beach, FL | Atlanta, GA | Chicago, IL | Washington, D.C. | New York, NY | Los Angeles, CA | Seattle, WA | San Antonio, T
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#504532

Date Recieved:

4/27/2022

Created by:
Cecelia Gunn

Audience:
General Public

Reach:
Participation:
Engagement:
Source:

Email
Assigned
division:
Outreach
Category:
Project Phase:
Planning
Project
Segment:
Environmental

phase:
Draft EIS

Communication

Dear Commision

This is Haoran Xi (Charles). The director of Texas Good Home Development Inc. We are the property owner of 3420 15th Ave W. King County (Parcel
No.:8847800000). Appreciate your notice of your construction plan. We have an on-going developing plan of 39 units apartment complex right on the Queen Ann
area. As | know, there is a route of sounds transit plan (among 5 routes) will go through our area. Due to this reason, | have to notice my company to stop the
development now to wait your specific plan and weigh whether it will affect our construction or living environment of our future residents. If the development of
your extension plan will not directly affect our construction, my company still have to make sure if there will be noise pollution or significant living environment
impact to our apartment building and further causing drop of property marketing value.

Since the possible construction plan of sounds transit will not be finalized until 2023, all these issues | mentioned above cannot be ignored for us now. My
company has to notice architects and contractors to stop the development and wait for us resolve these conflicts of the construction. Please notice me the right
way to submit a petition to your company or your commission to discuss the possible resolution. Really appreciate!

PS: My contact phone number is 832-509-8421. Let's keep in touch.
Best

Haoran Xi (Charles)

https://el2.envirolytical.com/Communication/PrinterFriendly?Communicationld=504532

12



4/30/22, 1:56 PM EnviroLytical - Printer Friendly Search Results

https://el2.envirolytical.com/Communication/PrinterFriendly?Communicationld=504532 2/2



UNION STATION ASSOCIATES, LLC
2401 Utah Avenue South, Suite 305
Seattle, WA 98134

April 27, 2022

WSBLE Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comments
c/o Lauren Swift

Sound Transit

401 S. Jackson St.

Seattle, WA 98104

Via email to WSBLEDEIScomments@soundtransit.org

Re: 550 4th Avenue South- Comments on the West Seattle and Ballard Link
Extension Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Ms. Swift,

This comment letter is submitted by Union Station Associates, LLC in response to the
West Seattle and Ballard Link Extension (the “WSBLE”) Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(the “DEIS”) published by Sound Transit.

We strongly support the voter-approved transit investment represented by WSBLE. It
will provide a critical connection between our southwest and northwest neighborhoods
through the City’s commercial core with reliable, safe, equitable, and affordable transit. We
applaud Sound Transit for working tirelessly to make this investment a reality. However, Union
Station Associates has significant concerns with the inadequate environmental analysis in the
DEIS that does not sufficiently analyze or study impacts to parking, traffic, and pedestrian
access from WSBLE construction and operation in the Chinatown/International District (“CID”)
Neighborhood. The Final Environmental Impact Statement (“FEIS”) must be updated with
additional study and analysis as discussed further below.

. Background

Union Station Associates, LLC owns the Union Station Garage (the “Garage”) located at
550 4th Avenue South in Seattle’s CID. The 1,150-stall Garage is accessed from 4th Avenue
South (at Weller Street) and it provides parking for the four buildings on the block bounded by
South Jackson Street, 5th Avenue South, Seattle Boulevard South, and 4th Avenue South, in
addition to providing supplemental parking for the neighborhood and for the nearby stadiums
on game days and for events. It is directly accessible from the Lumen Field Parking lot via the
Weller Street Pedestrian Bridge, and it supplies some of the required parking for Lumen Field.

Il The DEIS does not adequately consider the WSBLE’s transportation impacts.

Construction of all CID alignment alternatives will have significant impacts on the
Garage. Construction of Alternatives CID-1a and 1b have the most concerning impacts.

WSBLE DEIS Comment Letter page 1
ND: 18053.074 4857-3993-7309v9
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Construction of both of those Alternatives requires closure of segments of 4th Avenue South,
the intersection of South Jackson and 4th Avenue South, and South Jackson from 2nd Avenue
South to 5th Avenue South for several years, which will impede access to the Garage.
Construction of Alternative CID-1b would close 4th Avenue South, which is the only access
point for the Garage, for at least 6.5 years, and it is unclear whether access would be possible
during the subsequent 2-year partial closure. Once construction is completed, both alternatives
would also eliminate the existing signalized southbound left turn lane into the Garage,
permanently hindering access.

Alternatives CID-2a and 2b would have substantially fewer surface street closures, with
primary closures on 5th Avenue South for 1 to 2.5 years, 6th Avenue South for 6 months to 1
year, and partial closure of South Jackson Street for 6 months, but will still have potentially
significant impacts on Garage access.

In this context, the DEIS does not provide adequate study and disclosure of parking,
traffic, and pedestrian access impacts to the Garage from WSBLE construction and operation
from all CID alternative alignments.

A. The DEIS Parking Analysis Is Inadeguate

The DEIS’s discussion of parking impacts is surface-level at best. The Transportation
Technical Report (the “Report”) discloses that no detailed parking supply and occupancy studies
were performed for the CID segment. Report at 5-17. It further only addresses temporary
removal of street parking during construction, and does not consider removal of private garage
parking during construction. /d. at 5-22. Yet, incongruously, the Report concludes that
construction of Alternatives CID-1a and 1b are “not expected to impact parking during
construction.” Id at 5-26. This is a flawed conclusion. The Report also notes that in the long-
term, Alternatives CID-1a and 1b would remove 200 stalls from the Garage. /d. at 5-23. Loss of
these 200 stalls must be further analyzed because it would cause a long-term parking impact.

Access to the Garage may be interrupted for years because of street closures for
construction. Removing a 1,100+ stall garage that is relied on by office workers, daily visitors
and tourists, and for event parking will undoubtedly cause spillover parking in the adjacent
neighborhoods, additional vehicular circulation through the CID as people search for parking,
and could result in business displacements and loss of tenants if offices are not easily
accessible. These potential temporary and permanent impacts must be studied further in the
FEIS with mitigation measures identified. The FEIS should also complete a full parking study for
the CID to understand how Garage availability could impact parking throughout the
neighborhood. The DEIS identifies that Sound Transit will “work with owners and operators of
garages where parking could be removed or where ingress or egress could be blocked during
construction.” Report at 5-28. But, additional, specific mitigation measures should be identified
in the FEIS like Sound Transit’s lease of additional parking lots to provide replacement parking
with shuttles for office workers, and full compensation for owners because of lost parking and
tenant revenue from long-term parking interruption.

WSBLE DEIS Comment Letter page 2
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B. The DEIS Traffic Analysis Is Inadequate

The DEIS traffic analysis lacks sufficient detail. The DEIS transportation technical report
concludes that “[c]onstruction of the Ballard Link Extension would have limited short-term
impacts to vehicle travel on regional facilities.” Report at 2-13. But this conclusion significantly
understates impacts. 4th Avenue South carries approximately 30,000 vehicles per day as a
primary north-south arterial connecting SODO to Downtown Seattle. During professional
athletics games and other events, it carries even heavier traffic volumes. The Report notes that
“closure of all or portions of 4th Avenue South would result in substantial diversion of traffic
throughout arterial and local streets within the Chinatown-International District and
surrounding areas.” Report at 4-123. Yet, there is not a specific diversion plan in the DEIS that
discloses how exactly traffic would be detoured throughout the duration of WSBLE construction
with specific mitigation measures to avoid gridlock with 30,000+ vehicles spilling over on to
local streets combined with other street closures in the area also associated with WSBLE
construction. The Report concludes concurrent closures of 4th Avenue South with other streets
“would substantially affect traffic movements and congestion throughout the Chinatown-
International District and SODO segments and affect a major entry point to Downtown Seattle
from the South.” Report at 4-124. Even if access to the Garage is theoretically maintained, we
are concerned that access will be functionally interrupted for several years because of
untenable traffic patterns through the CID as a result of WSBLE street closures for construction.
Additional study of the cumulative impacts of street closures during AM and PM peak travel
times, off-peak hours, and during events, and mitigation measures must be included in the FEIS
to preserve vehicular accessibility to and through the neighborhood to the greatest extent
possible.

The DEIS also notes that both Alternatives CID-1a and CID-1b would result in the
elimination of the existing signalized southbound left turn lane access into the Garage, which
would hinder its accessibility and require inbound vehicles to circulate through the
neighborhood, adding to traffic and greenhouse gas emissions. Report at 4-92 and 4-93. If the
signal at the 4th Avenue South/Weller Street Garage entrance is lost, then it will make it nearly
impossible for outbound traffic to turn left from the Garage during peak hours, and even right
turns will be difficult without a signal. This must be further analyzed in the FEIS. The Garage
provides 1,100+ stalls, and approximately 40% of vehicles entering the garage use the
southbound left turn lane access. The FEIS must analyze the traffic circulation pattern impacts
and delays due to the loss of this left turn lane access to the Garage due to WSBLE operations in
these alternatives.

To a lesser extent, Alternatives CID-2a and CID-2b will also affect traffic and transit with
transit rerouting under Alternatives CID-2a and CID-2b and service impacts to the First Hill
Streetcar under Alternative CID-2a. Significantly, Alternatives CID-2a and CID-2b will require
closure of 5th Avenue S, which connects the CID neighborhood to the Garage and is the front
door to the office buildings served by the Garage, and serves over 200 buses per hour.
Transportation Report, Table 3-36. In addition to affecting public transit, non-public transit
commuters will also be significantly affected by construction impacts, including those who

WSBLE DEIS Comment Letter page 3
ND: 18053.074 4857-3993-7309v9



Union Station Associates, LLC April 27, 2022

constitute the 4,500 to 5,500 average daily trips on 5th Avenue South and the 11,300 to 14,500
average daily trips on South Jackson Street. Transportation Report, Table 4-34. These closures
cumulatively indicate thousands of disrupted buses, trollies, and vehicle trips per hour for the
many years during the construction period. The FEIS must detail how commuters on these
routes will continue to reach their destinations in a timely, safe, and cost-effective manner as
significant delays will impact Garage accessibility.

C. The DEIS Pedestrian Access Analysis is Inadequate

The DEIS similarly does not disclose sufficient information about anticipated sidewalk
closures during construction. As with traffic, sidewalk closures impact accessibility to the
Garage and may result in direct and indirect parking impacts. If parking users are unable to
traverse easily from the Garage to their destinations within the surrounding CID neighborhood,
then this will directly impact Garage usability and demand. Maintaining clear, well-lighted, and
direct sidewalk connections also impacts the actual and perceived safety of pedestrians and
their likelihood to use walking routes. The DEIS discloses full and partial road closures due to
construction, but it does not similarly disclose sufficient detail of full and partial sidewalk
closures. It notes that under Alternative CID-1a “4th Avenue South access to the Weller Street
Bridge would likely be closed,” which would have significant implications for the Garage as the
Bridge is the main pedestrian connection between it and the stadium district to the west. It is
possible that west-travelling pedestrians would need to detour to South Main Street, several
blocks away. The FEIS must provide information on all sidewalk closures anticipated throughout
the CID as part of WSBLE construction and study the impacts of impaired pedestrian routes.
Mitigation measures like wayfinding signage, lighting, and temporary pedestrian facilities
should be identified to maintain the highest level of pedestrian access to and from the Garage
and throughout the neighborhood.

Alternatives CID-2a and CID-2b also appear to affect pedestrian routes to the Garage
and to the office buildings and neighborhood businesses that the Garage serves. Closure of 5th
Avenue South from South Jackson Street to Weller Street, and other sidewalk closures
associated with the CID-2a and CID-2b Alternatives will affect the ability for Garage parkers to
access neighborhood businesses.

tl, The DEIS does not adequately consider the WSBLE’s economic impacts.

The DEIS considers business displacement under the CID Alternatives. The DEIS defines
these businesses as “mostly commercial or institutional” and “retail and service business that
serve the local community.” See page 4.3.3-8 of the Affected Environment and Environmental
Consequences — 4.3 Ballard Link Extension. This is a limited view of business displacement, and
the FEIS needs to consider the potential business displacement and economic impacts to the
Garage.

During construction of all CID Alternatives, the Garage will suffer major interruptions.
The office buildings served by the Garage will be significantly impacted by the loss of parking in
Alternatives CID-1a and CID-1b and transportation network interruptions under all CID
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Alternatives. Employees must be able to reach work, and a loss of 1,100+ parking stalls will
result in a de facto business displacement in the office buildings served by the Garage. Another
economic impact that requires analysis in the FEIS is around the loss of parking revenue. This
loss is a direct impact of the WSBLE construction under all CID Alternatives, especially
Alternatives CID-1a and CID-1b.

Iv. Geotechnical considerations require further analysis in the FEIS.

A member of Union Station Associates, LLC retained Hart Crowser to conduct a
geotechnical engineering review of the WSBLE proposal for the CID segment. The attached
memorandum dated March 21, 2022 (the “Geotechnical Memorandum”) presents the findings
of that geotechnical analysis. The Geotechnical Memorandum presents a comparison of the 4th
Avenue and 5th Avenue alternatives and regarding the shallow options (CID-1a versus CID-2a)
and states:

In comparison to the Fifth Avenue option, the Fourth Avenue option will likely
involve significantly larger thickness and lateral extent of recent deposit soils
below the planned station and tunnel. The shoring piles as well as the
piles/ground improvement for tunnel support will need to penetrate this
thickness to reach and embed into the competent glacially overridden soils.
From these considerations, it appears the shallow tunnel along Fifth Avenue will
be preferable to Fourth Avenue from a geotechnical perspective.

Pg. 7. The FEIS should take this conclusion and associated detailed technical analysis into
consideration.

V. Additional alternatives and mitigation measures should be included in the FEIS.

In addition to the mitigation measures identified above, the FEIS should include the
following additional mitigation measures:

e The construction impacts in the CID neighborhood are significant. The FEIS should
continue to study alternatives and methods to shorten the construction duration.

e Study alternatives in the FEIS that would retain full vehicular and pedestrian access to
the Garage during construction and during long-term operations. Identify alternatives
that would cause no net loss of Garage parking during long-term operations.

e Maintain continuous access during construction to the Weller Street Bridge. Install
temporary sidewalks, pedestrian connections, and wayfinding to allow for free flow of
pedestrians to the Garage and through the CID to the greatest extent possible during
construction.
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We look forward to working with Sound Transit to make the WSBLE a reality in the
manner that minimizes impacts and results in the best outcomes for the community.

Sincerely,

Peter A. Nitze %

I(evm Danlels
NSD, LLC
Its Manager
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A division of Haley & Aldrich Suite 600
Seattle, WA 98121
206.324.9530
MEMORANDUM

21 March 2022
File No. 0204806-000

TO: Nitze-Stagen
Peter Nitze
FROM: Hart Crowser, a division of Haley & Aldrich

Madan Karkee, Ph.D., P.E., P.Eng.
Garry Horvitz, P.E., L.E.G.

Subject: Geotechnical Engineering Considerations Review (Updated)
ST3 Plans for New Light Rail Station
Chinatown-International District
Seattle, Washington

This memorandum summarizes the preliminary assessments of Hart Crowser, a division of Haley &
Aldrich (HCHA), concerning the geotechnical engineering considerations for existing structures in
relation to a new Chinatown-International District Light Rail Station (CID Station) currently being
planned by Sound Transit as part of their ST3 plan, which includes development of the West Seattle and
Ballard link extensions. The draft environmental impact study (EIS) for the West Seattle and Ballard Link
Extensions, prepared by Sound Transit, indicates several options being considered for the CID Station.
These options include shallow and deep tunnel station options under Fourth or Fifth Avenue. The
shallow options are anticipated to be about 80 to 115 feet below existing grade, while the deep options
are intended to be much deeper at about 180 to 190 feet below the roadway surface grade.

We prepared this memorandum for the exclusive use of Nitze-Stagen and their partners for specific
application to geotechnical considerations related to proposed options for the CID Station. We
completed the work based solely on the available existing historical borings, according to generally
accepted geotechnical practices for work performed in the same or similar localities and related to the
nature of this preliminary assessment, at the time the services were accomplished. We make no other
warranty, express or implied.

For our preliminary assessments presented herein, we interpreted the subsurface conditions based on
our review of existing information, consisting of explorations and soil samples at widely spaced discrete
locations. The nature and extent of variations between explorations may not become evident until
additional explorations are performed, or actual construction occurs. If variations are encountered, it
may be necessary to reevaluate the conclusions and assessments presented in this memorandum.
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Although the Sound Transit plan for the CID segment stretches from South Holgate Street to James
Street, our review of the existing geotechnical information is limited to the area between Fourth Avenue
South and Fifth Avenue South, from South Royal Brougham Way in the south, to South Jackson Street to
the north. We understand the properties of interest that may be impacted are within this area and are
referred to as the ‘general area of interest’ (Figure 1) in this memorandum.

Ground surface elevation (NAVD 88) is generally in the range of 40 to 50 feet in the north end (close to
South Jackson Street) of the general area of interest and dips down to elevation of about 20 feet in the
south end (close to Sough Royal Brougham Way).

Review of Existing Subsurface Information

We compiled and reviewed 76 existing historical borings that are considered relevant for the general
area of interest. The list of borings and the borings compiled are included as Appendices A and B
respectively. Approximate locations of these borings are shown on Figure 2. Based on our review of the
compiled boring logs, we developed two generalized subsurface profiles along two north-south lines
designated as A-A’ (close to along Fourth Avenue) and B-B’ (close to along Fifth Avenue) on Figure 2.
Subsurface profiles along A-A’ are on Figures 3A through 3G, and those along B-B’ are on Figures 4A
through 4H. Sectional profiles on Figures 3A through 3F, and 4A through 4G show the details for various
segments along A-A’ and B-B’ respectively. The segments corresponding to these figure numbers are
shown on Figure 2 (in green). Figures 3G and 4H show the overall sectional profiles along A-A’ and B-B’
respectively. In general, the subsurface soil conditions broadly consist of fill and recent deposits
overlying competent glacially consolidated soils at depth. Approximate elevation of the top of glacial
deposit is estimated to range from -40 to -85 feet along section A-A’ (close to along Fourth Avenue).
Along section B-B’ (close to along Fifth Avenue), the elevation of the top of glacial deposit appears to be
mostly in the range of -30 to -50 feet, although there may be local dips in the north to up to -90 feet
elevation (Figures 4F and 4G).

FILL SOILS

The fill soils are generally located at ground surface of the site and extend to depths ranging from about
15 to 60 feet below ground surface. The fill is typically composed silty sand or sandy silt, but several
borings show a combination of soil types in varying amounts including sands, silts, clays, and gravels.
The fill soils also typically contain varying amounts of building debris (e.g., brick, wood, concrete, and
asphalt), organics, roots, ash, coal, and other debris. The fill varies widely in density, ranging from
loose/very soft to very dense/hard, but the majority of fill is generally loose/soft to medium dense/stiff,
with standard penetration test blow counts ranging from 0 to 30. Based on our previous experience with
projects in the area, debris including concrete, timber, timber piles, and steel may be present in the fill.

RECENT DEPOSITS

Underlying the fill soils, these soils are typically recently deposited native soils, up to approximately
80 feet in thickness. These recent deposits typically consist of silty sand, sandy silt, or silty clay with
varying amounts of gravel, organics, peat, and shell fragments. Overall, the recent deposits consist of
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very soft to soft silt and clay overlying generally medium dense sand with variable silt and gravel
content. These soils are comprised of estuarine soils associated with former tide flats in the site vicinity
and beach/marine deposits. These recent deposits are weak and highly compressible, and as such, are
not capable of supporting large structural loads. As a result, all of the existing (and proposed) buildings
in this area, including those developed by Nitze-Stagen, Vulcan, and Alexandria are or will be supported
on deep foundation systems that extend down into firmer bearing soils at depth.

GLACIAL DEPOSITS

Glacially consolidated soils are encountered beneath the recent deposits and consist of dense to very
dense sand and gravel with variable silt content and hard silt/clay with variable sand and gravel content.
Deeper of the available borings we reviewed were terminated in this soil deposit. These glacial deposits
represent a firm bearing layer for deep foundations that support the larger buildings in this area.

GROUNDWATER

Groundwater was encountered in some of the borings and shallow monitoring wells between 1.5 to

18 feet below existing grade. In general, groundwater in the area is present in a shallow, unconfined
aquifer and a deep confined aquifer. Wells that were screened within the glacially overridden soils
appear to have a piezometric surface near the ground surface. This indicates that the piezometric heads
within the deep aquifer may be higher than those of the shallow aquifer.

Review of ST3 Alignments and Options

As noted above, Sound Transit is considering two basic alignments to construct the below grade light rail
station along its CID segment, which includes the area from South Holgate Street to James Street. These
two alignments consist of constructing the CID station under Fourth Avenue or Fifth Avenue. For both of
these alignments, there are different options being considered for the segment that would enter a
tunnel heading north between Fourth Avenue South and Sixth Avenue South. The new CID station will
connect to the existing station under Fifth Avenue. Approximate layout plans of the various options are
sketched on Figure 2.

FOURTH AVENUE OPTIONS

There are two options under evaluation for the CID station under Fourth Avenue with the station
located approximately where South King Street crosses it, west of the existing station under Fifth
Avenue.

Fourth Shallow Option

In this option, the station platform will be approximately 80 feet deep (elevation about -40 feet) and an
underground connection will be made to the southbound platform of the existing station under Fifth
Avenue. Schematic plans indicate that the light rail line tunnel will cross under the Salvation Army site,
approximately from Fifth Avenue and South Brougham Way crossing, to align under Fourth Avenue, just
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south of the Turner Construction building. Based on the subsurface conditions described above, the
station and tunnel will generally be within the soft to medium stiff and loose to medium dense recent
deposit soils. The thickness of the recent deposit below the planned station depth to the top of glacially
overridden deposits is estimated to be in the range of 10 to 45 feet (Figures 3A through 3G).
Approximate extent of the below grade Union Station parking is also shown on Figure 3G.

Fourth Deep Option

In this option, the tunnel and station will be approximately 190 feet deep (elevation about -150 feet). In
the area where the station is planned, there will be approximately 70 feet of glacial soils above this
depth (Figure 3G). To reach this depth, the tunnel will need to have a gradient from where it enters
underground in the south. Figure 3G illustrates the possible vertical alignment of the tunnel south of the
proposed station by showing 3 and 5 percent gradient lines. It seems the deep option is intended to
allow the use of a tunnel boring machine possible, instead of the cut-and-cover method anticipated for
the shallow option, to minimize disruptions during construction. Schematic plans indicate that the light
rail line tunnel will align Fourth Avenue from south of the Salvation Army site.

FIFTH AVENUE OPTIONS

There are three possible options under evaluation for the CID station under Fifth Avenue, again with the
station located approximately where the South King Street crosses it, but east of the existing station
under Fifth Avenue.

Fifth Shallow Option

In this option, the station platform will be approximately 90 feet deep (elevation about -50 feet) and an
underground connection will be made to the northbound platform of the existing station under Fifth
Avenue. Schematic plans indicate that the tunnel would run north beneath Sixth Avenue, and then
transition to Fifth Avenue near Seattle Boulevard South. Assuming the station and tunnel at about
elevation -50 feet, the tunnel is anticipated to be on top of the glacially overridden soils (Figures 4A
through 4E), except in the north where local dips may be encountered (Figures 4F and 4G). Locally, there
may be up to about 30 feet of very soft to medium stiff and loose to medium dense recent deposit soils
below the planned station depth to the top of glacially overridden deposits. Approximate extent of the
below grade Union Station parking is illustrated on Figure 4H.

Fifth Shallow Diagonal Option

In this option, the station platform will be approximately 115 feet deep (elevation about -75 feet) and an
underground connection will be made to the northbound platform of the existing station under Fifth
Avenue. Similar to the shallow option described above, there may be up to about 50 feet of very soft to
medium stiff and loose to medium dense recent deposit soils from the planned station depth to the top
of glacially overridden deposits. In this option, the tunnel would continue north beneath Sixth Avenue
and then transition to Fifth Avenue from north of South Jackson Street. The station will be diagonal
between Sixth Avenue and Fifth Avenue approximately beneath South King Street. Considering the
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schematic layout plan shown on Figure 2, this option is likely to have the least impact on properties
within the general area of interest.

Fifth Deep Option

Similar to the Fifth Shallow Option above in alignment, except deeper tunnel and station. The tunnel and
station will be about 180 feet deep (elevation -140 feet). In the area where the station is planned, there
will be on the order of about 50 feet of glacial soils above this depth (Figure 4H). To reach this depth, the
tunnel will need to have a gradient from where it enters underground in the south. Figure 3H illustrates
the possible vertical alignment of the tunnel south of the proposed station by showing 3 and 5 percent
gradient lines. As for the Fourth Avenue alighment, the deep option seems to be intended for making
the use of tunnel boring machine possible, instead of the cut-and-cover method anticipated for the
shallow option, to minimize disruptions during construction.

Considerations for Existing Properties

All of the building and parking structures between Fourth and Fifth Avenues are pile supported, and any
new construction in the future (including the Salvation Army site) are expected to be either pile
supported or supported on ground improvement. Assuming that all necessary and appropriate
measures will be adopted during construction, the general impacts to the properties in the general area
of interest can be divided into two categories: disruptions during construction and future development
impacts. There will be numerous other direct and indirect impacts from such a large-scale construction
undertaking (e.g., street closes, traffic rerouting, etc.), which are beyond the scope of this
memorandum.

DISRUPTIONS DURING CONSTRUCTION

Actual disruptions and loss of use/revenue will be dependent on the actual sequence and mode of
construction operation. It is anticipated that the three shallow options described above will involve cut-
and-cover methods. From general comparative basis, it appears that the Fifth Shallow Diagonal Option is
likely to be least disruptive, while Fourth Shallow Option is likely to be most disruptive.

With respect to the Fourth Avenue Shallow Option, the most likely cut and cover scenario will need to
include a shoring system that consists of a water-tight structure. This would include shoring walls most
likely consisting of water-tight secant pile walls or slurry trench walls that extend down into the dense
bearing soils at depth. Given the extreme depth to competent soils, the use of tieback anchors may be
prohibitive. As a result, it is most likely that the shoring walls would be internally braced in a manner
similar to that used for the South Approach and Launch Pit for the Alaskan Way Tunnel. The need to
avoid dewatering of the excavation will be of primary significance, which will extend substantially below
the water table. This is important because lowering of the water table outside of the shoring system
would tend to cause ground surface subsidence and adverse impacts to the structural performance of all
the buildings along Fourth Avenue.
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Even when dewatering occurs inside of a watertight secant pile type shoring wall, there will be some
influence on the outside as the groundwater is drawn down. One of the ways to minimize impact on the
outside of the shoring wall is to embed the secant piles deeper into the glacial soils, to provide a cutoff
wall below. Since available information described above indicates the presence of a deep aquifer that is
confined with piezometric head closer to existing grades, installing secant piles deeper itself will involve
some challenges.

Impacts to existing structures from a structural integrity perspective will depend on the means and
methods adopted during construction, which can be assessed after the details become available. Some
of the apparent considerations are itemized below.

In the Fourth Shallow Option, the tunnel alighment seems to pass through the Salvation Army
site. The cut-and-cover type of operation to construct the tunnel through the site is likely to be
directly disruptive.

For existing structures, the Union Station garage and building entrances along Fourth Avenue
will likely be unusable for some extended period of time.

The Fifth Shallow Option will likely have minimal direct impact on existing properties south of
the Airport Way South, but garage and building entrances north of Airport Way South along the
Fifth Avenue will likely be limited or unusable for some extended period of time.

The Fifth Shallow Diagonal Option will likely have minimal direct impact on existing properties
south of South King Street. As most of the general area of interest lies south of South King
Street, this option appears to be least disruptive for properties in the general area of interest.

Both deep options will likely see minimal disruption along the tunnel alignment, but there will
be disruption at the station location areas.

FUTURE DEVELOPMENT IMPACTS

The station and tunnel construction is likely to alter the conditions for future development. Some of the
apparent geotechnical considerations are itemized below.

As noted above, all shallow options for station and tunnel will involve cut-and-cover type of
construction approach. Since the station and tunnel will likely lie within the recent deposit soils,
they will likely be supported on piles or ground improvement to transfer loads to the competent
glacial soils. When construction occurs in properties adjacent to Fourth or Fifth Avenues in the
future, the impact on the tunnel and station can be a significant consideration.

In the Fourth Shallow Option, the tunnel will be directly under Salvation Army property. Any
structure constructed on this site will need to transfer loads directly on the tunnel or bridge over
the tunnel to transfer load below. Of course, any basement construction will be limited to above
the top of the tunnel. For the Salvation Army development, we understand that the proposed
building structure may occupy the entire site and will extend one story below the adjacent grade
of Fourth Avenue. Any proposed building development on the site would require that the loads
of the building are extended down below the invert of the tunnel such that overstressing of the
tunnel itself is avoided. Alternatively, Sound Transit would need to design the tunnel to
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accommodate the planned loads of the new buildings. This latter consideration is the approach
taken by The Washington State Department of Transportation in the design of the Alaskan Way
Tunnel through downtown Seattle.

* For deep options, one of the considerations will be the need to account for the extent of load
transfer from building foundations to the tunnel and possible additional tunnel settlement from
load transfer. Such considerations are likely to be more prominent as the tunnel subgrade rises
up with distance from the deep station areas.

Comparative Geotechnical Considerations for Shallow Options (Fourth Avenue
vs. Fifth Avenue)

As noted above, the shallow cut-and-cover construction along Fourth Avenue will likely be within the
very soft to medium stiff and loose to medium dense recent deposit soils for the most part. Schematic
subsurface profiles described herein indicate thickness of the recent deposit of 10 to 45 feet below the
planned station depth to the top of glacially overridden deposit soils. This indicates that the tunnel and
station will likely be either pile supported or supported on ground improvement to transfer to
competent glacially overridden soils. It is also noted above that the shoring system for cut-and-cover
construction will likely consist of water-tight secant pile walls embedded into the glacially overridden
soils. The dewatering and deep depressurization that will be required along Fourth Avenue (shallow
groundwater table) to make the required deep cuts may likely develop offsite impacts, such as ground
surface subsidence, which could substantially and adversely impact the performance of the existing and
proposed buildings along Fourth Avenue. In comparison, the station and tunnel at the proposed depth
(elevation about -50 feet) along Fifth Avenue is anticipated to be within or on top of the glacially
overridden soils for the most part, except in the north where local dips may be encountered (Figure 4G).

In comparison to the Fifth Avenue option, the Fourth Avenue option will likely involve significantly larger
thickness and lateral extent of recent deposit soils below the planned station and tunnel. The shoring
piles as well as the piles/ground improvement for tunnel support will need to penetrate this thickness to
reach and embed into the competent glacially overridden soils. From these considerations, it appears
the shallow tunnel along Fifth Avenue will be preferrable to Fourth Avenue from a geotechnical
perspective.
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Closing

We appreciate the opportunity to provide our assessment of the geotechnical engineering
considerations for existing properties in relation to Sound Transit plans for the CID Light Rail station.
Please do not hesitate to call if you have any questions or comments.

Attachments:
Figure 1 - Location Plan
Figure 2 - Boring Locations Plan
Figures 3A though 3F - Generalized Subsurface Profile A-A’ Segments (Along Fourth Avenue)
Figure 3G - Generalized Subsurface Profile A-A’ (Along Fourth Avenue)
Figures 4A though 4G - Generalized Subsurface Profile B-B’ Segments (Along Fifth Avenue)
Figure 4H - Generalized Subsurface Profile B-B’ (Along Fifth Avenue)

Appendix A - List of Borings Reviewed
Appendix B - Boring Logs

\\haleyaldrich.com\share\sea_projects\Notebooks\0204806-000_Sound_Transit_CID_Review\Deliverables\Memos\Geotechnical
Memo\F2\2022_0321_HCHA_ST3_CID_StationPlanGeoReview_F2.docx
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APPENDIX A
List of Boring Logs Reviewed



LIST OF BORINGS REVIEWED

. . . Original . Boring Depth Locati.on .
S. No. |Boring Designation Boring No. Date Drilled (feet) Elevation | Explotation Completed by
(feet)
1 B-1-HC2019 B-1 6/26/2019 36.5 19.6|Hart Crowser
2 B-5-HC2019 B-5 6/26/2019 39 18.8|Hart Crowser
3 MW-3S-HC2019 MW-3S 6/25/2019 16.5 20.04(Hart Crowser
4 MW-3D-HC2019 MW-3D 6/24/2019 86.5 20.31|Hart Crowser
5 MW-1S-HC2019 MW-1S 6/20/2019 16.5 21.34(Hart Crowser
6 MW-2S-HC2019 MW-2S 6/20/2019 26.5 19.46|Hart Crowser
7 MW-1D-HC2019 MW-1D 6/19/2019 87 21.44(Hart Crowser
8 B-2-HC2019 B-2 6/17/2019 31.5 19.8|Hart Crowser
9 B-3-HC2019 B-3 6/17/2019 31.5 19.8|Hart Crowser
10 B-4-HC2019 B-4 6/17/2019 36.5 20.3|Hart Crowser
11 B-1-HC1998 B-1 3/2/1998 78.3 17.7|Hart Crowser
12 BP-1A-HC1987 BP-1A 6/26/1987 79 30|Hart Crowser
13 BP-2-HC1987 BP-2 6/23/1987 79 10.5|Hart Crowser
14 MWU-4-HC1987 MWU-4 5/11/1987 19 Hart Crowser
15 HC-8-1985 HC-8 12/3/1986 78.2 8.5|Hart Crowser
16 HC-7-1985 HC-7 12/2/1986 127.5 9|Hart Crowser
17 P-101-HC1985 P-101 11/13/1986 45.5 Hart Crowser
18 P-102-HC1985 P-102 11/13/1986 39.5 Hart Crowser
19 P-103-HC1985 P-103 11/13/1986 44 Hart Crowser
20 B-4-HC1985a B-4 12/23/1985 69 37|Hart Crowser
21 B-5-HC1985a B-5 12/23/1985 69 34|Hart Crowser
22 B-6-HC1985 B-6 12/23/1985 41 34|Hart Crowser
23 B-3-HC1985a B-3 12/20/1985 69 35|Hart Crowser
24 HC-4-1985 HC-4 12/18/1985 103.5 8.1|Hart Crowser
25 B-2-HC1985a B-2 12/18/1985 70 34|Hart Crowser
26 HC-5-1985 HC-5 12/16/1985 116.3 8.6|Hart Crowser
27 B-1-HC1985a B-1 12/16/1985 70 35|Hart Crowser
28 HC-2-1985 HC-2 12/13/1985 93.9 8.2|Hart Crowser
29 HC-6-1985 HC-6 12/13/1985 93.5 9.3|Hart Crowser
30 HC-3-1985 HC-3 12/12/1985 93.4 8.2|Hart Crowser
31 HC-1-1985 HC-1 12/11/1985 102.8 9.7|Hart Crowser
32 B-110-HC1985 B-110 12/2/1985 103.2 9.3|Hart Crowser




Location

S. No. |Boring Designation B(?:iif;nlzlo. Date Drilled Bori(r;geli;pth Elevation Explotation Completed by
(feet)
33 B-117-HC1985 B-117 11/26/1985 93 10.1(Hart Crowser
34 B-111-HC1985 B-111 11/20/1985 73.3 9.2|Hart Crowser
35 B-112-HC1985 B-112 11/20/1985 79 9.8|Hart Crowser
36 B-113-HC1985 B-113 11/19/1985 73.5 10.2[Hart Crowser
37 B-114-HC1985 B-114 11/18/1985 92.8 11.2[Hart Crowser
38 B-115-HC1985 B-115 11/14/1985 73.3 10.3[Hart Crowser
39 B-116-HC1985 B-116 11/13/1985 84 10.5[Hart Crowser
40 B-118-HC1985 B-118 11/11/1985 73.4 10.3[Hart Crowser
41 B-119-HC1985 B-119 11/5/1985 83.4 9.9(Hart Crowser
42 B-120-HC1985 B-120 11/4/1985 74 10.7[Hart Crowser
43 P-2-HC1985 P-2 6/7/1985 65 7.52|Hart Crowser
44 B-16-HC1985 B-16 5/18/1985 108.5 9.4|Hart Crowser
45 B-13-HC1985 B-13 5/8/1985 78.9 7.64|Hart Crowser
46 B-19-HC1985 B-19 5/8/1985 62.5 10.77|Hart Crowser
47 B-15-HC1985 B-15 5/7/1985 88.3 9.41|Hart Crowser
48 P-1-HC1985 P-1 5/7/1985 67 7.2|Hart Crowser
49 P-3-HC1985 P-3 5/6/1985 72.2 9.69|Hart Crowser
50 B-18-HC1985 B-18 5/3/1985 94.3 9.44|Hart Crowser
51 B-1-HC1985b B-1 1/11/1985 78 10.6(Hart Crowser
52 B-3-HC1985b B-3 1/11/1985 78.9 10.3[Hart Crowser
53 B-2-HC1985b B-2 1/9/1985 79 11.4[Hart Crowser
54 B-4-HC1985b B-4 1/9/1985 88.3 10.8[Hart Crowser
55 B-8-HC1985 B-8 1/3/1985 86 10.9(Hart Crowser
56 B-5-HC1985b B-5 12/21/1984 89 8.8|Hart Crowser
57 B-9-HC1977 B-9 3/3/1977 16.5 6.5|Hart Crowser
58 B-5-HC1977 B-5 2/24/1977 74 37(Hart Crowser
59 B-8-HC1977 B-8 2/17/1977 26.5 6.5|Hart Crowser
60 SD-117-SW2003 SD-117 9/5/2003 110.3 18.9(Shannon & Wilson
61 B-5-SW1992 B-5 3/12/1992 51.5 18.59|Shannon & Wilson
62 TB-93-SW1984 TB-93 12/14/1985 55.3 8.2|Shannon & Wilson
63 TB-80-SW1984 TB-80 9/24/1985 120.2 8.7|Shannon & Wilson
64 TB-81-SW1984 TB-81 9/12/1985 122.8 9.9(Shannon & Wilson
65 TB-78-SW1984 TB-78 9/10/1985 70 9.8(Shannon & Wilson




Location

S. No. |Boring Designation B(?:iif;nlzlo. Date Drilled Bori(r;geli;pth Elevation Explotation Completed by
(feet)
66 TB-79-SW1984 TB-79 9/6/1985 70.2 11.3(Shannon & Wilson
67 TB-82-SW1984 TB-82 9/4/1985 101.5 8.2|Shannon & Wilson
68 TB-3-SW1984 TB-3 10/12/1984 38 10|Shannon & Wilson
69 TB-25-SW1984 TB-25 10/11/1984 99.5 9.7|Shannon & Wilson
70 TB-22-SW1984 TB-22 9/13/1984 60 10|Shannon & Wilson
71 TB-1-SW1984 TB-1 8/1/1984 60.8 9.3|Shannon & Wilson
72 B-4-CWD1980 B-4 10/20/1980 54 ConverseWardDavisDixon
73 B-2-CWD1980 B-2 10/17/1980 79 ConverseWardDavisDixon
74 B-3-CWD1980 B-3 10/17/1980 69.5 ConverseWardDavisDixon
75 B-1-CWD1980 B-1 10/16/1980 79 ConverseWardDavisDixon
76 GC-18-GA2000 GC-18 7/27/2000 86.5 21|Golder Associates




APPENDIX B
Boring Logs
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Date Started: 6/26/19 Date Completed: 6/26/19

Logged by: B. Dozier Checked by: M. Goodman

Location: N:219,985.94 E: 1,271,453.50

Ground Surface Elevation: _19.6 feet

Horizontal Datum: WA State Plane N, NAD 83, ft.

Vertical Datum: NAVD 88

Drilling Contractor/Crew: Holt Services, Inc. / Mitch & Tim

Drilling Method: Hollow Stem Auger

B-1-HC2019

Rig Model/Type: Mobile B-58 / Truck-mounted drill rig

Hammer Type: Auto-hammer

Hammer Weight (pounds): 140
Measured Hammer Efficiency (%): _NA

Hammer Drop Height (inches): 30

Comments: Hole Diameter: Casing Diameter: NA
Total Depth: 36.5 feet Depth to Groundwater: 12.5 feet
Sample Data
g _
S F|z|| 2 g Materia E g
S =] 3| |s& > Description 2 =
RN £ 5 £
& & | & (83|E| Number | PID | & s A SPT N Value g
@ |[Pc|3| Tests |(ppm)| & S 10 20 30 40
-0 Brilled to 20 feet. 0
. 4 0 L
T 5 5
B J 0 L
T 10 10
B 4 AiD ((((((((((((((((((((((((((((((((((( L
i - Driller noted hard, soft, then hard drilling with sewage odor. Wet, | |......f ool fons L
B _ wood fragments noted, sweetodor. (b »
| o Perched water at 12.5 feet.
15— 15
[~ 20 3 : Small wood fragments present 20
R EE - Pl O O T :
| 3
iy
Y25 5 | se | W EARTA RV ASAUE A e T T S T T = — 25
2 : S-2
N 12 X_(% 1ol swesiador,| 0.4 ? FAT CLAY WITH GRAVEL (CH), soft, gray, wet, wood fragments. Al LT i
| 3 - no sheen % 5
= a0 s3 7 30
N  Me . No odor, 06 7 FAT CLAY (CH), very soft, gray-brown, moist, occasional wood and | o
i 19 ® organgic-like . / shell fragments. AAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAA L
_ sheen % ....... L
T 35 S A ————————————————————————————— 35
B 123 £l Nglg)i?'v 09 [0 POORLY GRADED SAND (SP), loose, black, moist, fine sand, A
i - 6 92 organic-like g , \VE)O_dﬂ’a_grﬂeﬂtS_ ____________________ _, I I B Y O Y N L
- sheen \FAT CLAY (CH), medium stiff, gray-brown, moist. / © -
- _ Bottom of Borehole at 36.5 feet. L
o _ L
N

'General Notes:
1. Refer to Figure A-1 for explanation of descriptions and symbols.

2. Material descriptions and stratum lines are interpretive and actual changes may be gradual. Solid stratum lines indicate distinct contact between material strata or geologic
units. Dashed stratum lines indicate gradual or approximate change between material strata or geologic units.

3. USCS designations are based on visual-manual identification (ASTM D 2488) unless otherwise supported by laboratory testing (ASTM D 2487).

4. Groundwater level, if indicated, is at time of drilling/excavation (ATD) or for date specified. Level may vary with time.

E Project:  SODO 4th Avenue
Location: Seattle, WA
HARTCROWSER | Project No.: 19382-02

Boring Log
B-1

A-2

1o0f1

Figure
Sheet




Date Started: 6/26/19
Logged by: B. Dozier
Location: N: 220,002.37 E: 1,271,476.82

Date Completed: 6/26/19
Checked by: M. Goodman

Drilling Contractor/Crew: Holt Services, Inc. / Mitch & Tim

Drilling Method: Hollow Stem Auger

B-5-HC2019

Ground Surface Elevation: _18.8 feet

Rig Model/Type: Mobile B-58 / Truck-mounted drill rig

Hammer Type: Auto-hammer

Horizontal Datum: WA State Plane N, NAD 83, ft.

Hammer Weight (pounds): 140

Vertical Datum: NAVD 88

Measured Hammer Efficiency (%): _NA

Comments:

Hole Diameter:

Total Depth: 39 feet

Casing Diameter: NA

Hammer Drop Height (inches): 30

Depth to Groundwater: 4 feet

Sample Data

Elevation (feet)

PID
(ppm)

Number
Tests

© Depth (feet)
Blow Count
Type
Recovery
Length (inches)
Graphic Log

Material
Description

Water Level

10

A SPT N Value
20

30

& Depth (feet)

15

S1
No odor, no
sheen

0.4

T
—_—o—

18in.
»

S-2
Slight
petroleum-likg
odor, slight

B . sheen

0.4

18in.
>

1
~
o
L
oo
=1

n S-3
157 Strong
petroleum-likg
odor, no
- sheen

3.0

1
L
o
=

18in.
®

- S4
Moderate
petroleum-likg
odor, no

- sheen

1.0

18in.
=

1
n
o
[
o
=<

S5
25 Slight
petroleum-likg
odor, no
- sheen

0.6

T
1
oo

=<1

18in.
=

S-6

ZJARMIRIIRIRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRNRIRNRNR

Strong
petroleum-likg
odor, slight

- sheen

T
—_
rho

=<1

0.7

18in.
®

S7
No odor, no
sheen

0.6

18in.
»

- 0 : S-8
No odor, no

0.5

o
18in
®

sheen

Perched water at 4 feet.

FAT CLAY WITH GRAVEL (CH), very soft, gray, wet.

Becomes FAT CLAY.

Black layer at 16.5 feet.

Becomes dark brown to black/gray, moist.

Becomes dark brown with wood and shell fragments.

SILTY SAND (SM), medium dense, black, moist, fine,
uniformly-graded sand, occasional shell fragments.

FAT CLAY (CH), very soft, gray-brown, moist.

Becomes medium stiff.

10

15

20

25

30

35

Bottom of Borehole at 39.0 feet.

General Notes:

1. Refer to Figure A-1 for explanation of descriptions and symbols.
2. Material descriptions and stratum lines are interpretive and actual changes may be gradual. Solid stratum lines indicate distinct contact between material strata or geologic

units. Dashed stratum lines indicate gradual or approximate change between material strata or geologic units.
3. USCS designations are based on visual-manual identification (ASTM D 2488) unless otherwise supported by laboratory testing (ASTM D 2487).
4. Groundwater level, if indicated, is at time of drilling/excavation (ATD) or for date specified. Level may vary with time.
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E Projec?t: _ SODO 4th Avenue Boring Log
Location: Seattle, WA
HARTCROWSER | Project No.: 19382-02 B-5

A-6

1o0f1

Figure
Sheet




Date Started: 6/25/19 Date Completed: 6/25/19 Drilling Contractor/Crew: Holt Services, Inc. / Mitch, Tim & Austin

HC BORING LOG - J)\GINT\HC _LIBRARY.GLB - 7/22/19 13:04 - LANOTEBOOKS\1938202_SODO_PROPERTY SITE CHARACTERIZATION\FIELD DATA\PERM_GINT FILES\1938202-BL.GPJ - kz!

Logged by: B. Dozier Checked by: M. Goodman Drilling Method: Hollow Stem Auger
Location: N:219,980.37 E: 1,271,562.78 Rig Model/Type: Mobile B-58 / Truck-mounted drill rig MW—3S—HC2019
Ground Surface Elevation: _20.04 feet Hammer Type: Auto-hammer
Horizontal Datum: WA State Plane N, NAD 83, ft. Hammer Weight (pounds): 140 Hammer Drop Height (inches): 30
Vertical Datum: NAVD 88 Measured Hammer Efficiency (%): _NA
Comments: Well Tag ID: BMF-655 Top of casing elevation: 20.01 feet. Hole Diameter: Casing Diameter:
Total Depth: 16.5 feet Depth to Groundwater: 10 feet
Sample Data
C
= S
3 = o~ . ] =
S B o= 4 o Material 3| E ?
=B} S 5 S L > @ Q@
S = | 3 =& ° Description 8 5 =
g 2| S| 18g 2 5| S £
& & | & (83|E| Number | PID | & B T A SPTN Value 8
o |S&|8] Tests |(ppm)| & 2= 1020 30 40
b 0 - — 0
[n3inches of Asphalt. J| BB
- — ovA VA e e -
5 4
- Qe L
i 8
2 54 4 S-1 ST T AN T T T T S i S hd 5
3 g | gPetroleum-iig 4 4 SILT WITH SAND (ML), trace gravel, medium stiff, black, hvA
B 4 3 INF|"® odor, sight | moist. R R T A L
sheen
N _ s | uu L
13 - Slight i i ist. R e L
B 3 X £ |1gbetroleum-iikd 1.5 / FAT CLAY (CH), medium stiff, gray, moist.
| 1 3 - odor, no / ((((((( L
sheen / ATD
S 10 58 / ¥ 10
- (1) £lis No odor, 11 Becomes FAT CLAY WITH SAND, very soft, wet.
- 10 AR e | " / Perched waterat 10 feet. | BERee -
| . sheen / ((((((( -
0 S-4 /
n - < Noodor, | 1+ W - . _ L EH e e L
8 X (18] “gignt | 11 / Becomes FAT CLAY.
= - organicike | L4 B o -
sheen /
Fo 15 o 1o S5 / 15
40 (18 Noodor,no| 08 ¥ A L
B 2 sheen A
L - Bottom of Borehole at 16.5 feet. -
-o 20— —20
-0 25— —25
2 30— —30
2 35+ —35
General Notes:
1. Refer to Figure A-1 for explanation of descriptions and symbols.
2. Material descriptions and stratum lines are interpretive and actual changes may be gradual. Solid stratum lines indicate distinct contact between material strata or geologic
units. Dashed stratum lines indicate gradual or approximate change between material strata or geologic units.
3. USCS designations are based on visual-manual identification (ASTM D 2488) unless otherwise supported by laboratory testing (ASTM D 2487).
4. Groundwater level, if indicated, is at time of drilling/excavation (ATD) or for date specified. Level may vary with time.
Project: ~ SODO 4th Avenue Boring Log Figure A-10

Location: Seattle, WA

HARTCROWSER | Project No.: 19382-02 MW-3S Sheet 10f1
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Date Started: 6/24/19 Date Completed: 6/24/19 Drilling Contractor/Crew: Holt Services, Inc. / Mitch & Austin

Logged by: B. Dozier Checked by: M. Goodman Drilling Method: Hollow Stem Auger
Location: N:219,971.24 E: 1,271,562.54 Rig Model/Type: Mobile B-58 / Truck-mounted drill rig MW'BD'HC2019
Ground Surface Elevation: _20.31 feet Hammer Type: Auto-hammer
Horizontal Datum: WA State Plane N, NAD 83, ft. Hammer Weight (pounds): 140 Hammer Drop Height (inches): 30
Vertical Datum: NAVD 88 Measured Hammer Efficiency (%): _NA
Comments: Well Tag ID: BMF-654 Top of casing elevation: 20.00 feet. Hole Diameter: Casing Diameter:
Total Depth: 86.5 feet Depth to Groundwater: 10 feet
Sample Data
C
= S
3 = o~ . ] =
S T e 3 =3 Material ol & 3
s @2 5 G 3 - > @ Q@
S = | 3 =& ° Description 8 5 =
AR E 5| S £
© o | 3 |29 8|® Number | PID | & 2| = ®
woo| 3 HE(8| Tests |(pom)| & gl 2 10 AsngN\éﬁlue 0 e
o 0 - — 0-
B [n3inches of Asphalt. J| BB
e 57 2 X =T GRAVELLY SICT WITH SAND (ML), very soft, black, moist. | 5
| ) 518 sighiaien| & A ................................. L
1 8 Rholodn| 02 P FATORY @ s sy o] %‘ .................................. [
B s : .
41 - sheen / F Y EXTTTS T Frreee L
B / ATD|
Lo 107 ¢ : S3 / 10
= 19 £ 18l No ot no | 0.2 Becomeswet. ~ g | i
B 0 = sheen / Perched water at 10 feet.
Lo 157 o (. S4 / 15
40 Xoa 18| No odor, no | 0.4 / A L
- 0 - sheen /
i O b L
i 1o0oMe. s5 / ((((((((((((((((((((((((((((((((((( i
- 0 % (18| No odor, no | 0.3 / hvA 4;
40 - sheen / 8 NIRRT, FUPYORS PUTTETY PUDPINN P »
- o
o
Lo 20 o [T s6 / S 20
40 X %|18| Noodor,no| 0.4 / S A L
n 0 - sheen / &
i _ / sALY. L
Lo 25 o 7. o7 / 25
| _ 8 ®|18 Nos%deoerﬁno 0.3 / Becomes FAT CLAY WITH SAND, fine sand, wood %l AAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAA L
] % fragments. o ] I
| o 30 S8 % . . 30
- 0 =18l No odor. no | 0.5 / Becomes FAT CLAY, soft, gray-brown with white shell
T §|16{ Nocdor. o 0. % ragments, 1o woad, _ Sray-rown witwhite shell A A L i
L2 357 S X_c% s No 2 o 06 % Becomes very soft, moist. o § 35
i 1 0 [ &|r8|Nogdor. no| 0. / YA ] -
i / O b L
- 7

General Notes:

1. Refer to Figure A-1 for explanation of descriptions and symbols.

2. Material descriptions and stratum lines are interpretive and actual changes may be gradual. Solid stratum lines indicate distinct contact between material strata or geologic
units. Dashed stratum lines indicate gradual or approximate change between material strata or geologic units.

3. USCS designations are based on visual-manual identification (ASTM D 2488) unless otherwise supported by laboratory testing (ASTM D 2487).

4. Groundwater level, if indicated, is at time of drilling/excavation (ATD) or for date specified. Level may vary with time.

E Projegt: _ SODO 4th Avenue Boring Log Figure A-11
Location: Seattle, WA
HARTCROWSER | Project No.: 19382-02 MwW-3D Sheet 10f3




Date Started: 6/24/19

Logged by: B. Dozier

Location: N:219,971.24 E: 1,271,562.54

Date Completed: 6/24/19
Checked by: M. Goodman

Drilling Contractor/Crew: Holt Services, Inc. / Mitch & Austin

Drilling Method: Hollow Stem Auger

Ground Surface Elevation: _20.31 feet

Rig Model/Type: Mobile B-58 / Truck-mounted drill rig MW-3D-HC2019

Hammer Type: Auto-hammer

Horizontal Datum: WA State Plane N, NAD 83, ft.

Vertical Datum: NAVD 88

Measured Hammer Efficiency (%): _NA

Comments: Well Tag ID: BMF-654 Top of casing elevation: 20.00 feet. Hole Diameter:

Hammer Weight (pounds): 140

Total Depth: 86.5 feet

Hammer Drop Height (inches): 30

Casing Diameter:
Depth to Groundwater: 10 feet

Sample Data
_ 5
s - 2 ) I -
S T 3 o Material 5| 2 T
g = (c_):; N > Description 3l s =
g 5 2l S 5| © 5
® o | 2 (982 Number | PID | & =l = oy
w 4‘;‘ 5 [S18|5] Tests | ppm)| & =| 2 o ASeTNVale ‘30
& 0 c 510 ¥// FAT CLAY (CH), very soft, gray-brown, moist, white shell 0]
4 8 @18 Nos%decgr,]no 0.6 Z fragments. /:) (((((((((((((((((((((((((((((((((( L
8 %7 3 M. s11 % 45
! _ g X @ 18| No odor, no 0.8 / Becomes SANDY FAT CLAY, soft. A L
sheen / 3
il % omecFaToY wt At I
8 07 2 Mgl | st / %0
! 17 X & (18| No odor, no | 0.7 / ........... AL L
10 N~ sheen % Becomes FAT CLAY WITH SAND, very stiff. 17
8 %7 2\ | s3 | 7 WELL-GRADED SAND WITH GRAVEL (SW), (very loose), | N %
- 12 92 sheell] g 7 \ g_raL ﬂeL S_hg“ﬂa_gnleﬂts_ ______________ —, 4 VA va......| . | L
§ % FAT CLAY WITH GRAVEL (CH), stiff, gray-green, moist. | AW - Bl L
i 7/ I
g 34 N €l ol noSi 0| 03 E/Z] CLAYEY GRAVEL (GC) to FAT CLAY WITH GRAVEL (CH),
7199 W= sheen * [FAn trace to few sand, (very dense to hard), gray/dark gray, wet, | (A4
i | \wood and shell fragments | AUl
i | POORLY GRADED SAND WITH GRAVEL (SP), (medium | (A | ||| L
dense), gray-brown, moist.
© 657 15 17 .. §-15 TTT SICTY SAND (SM). medium dense_aray. wet. — 1 65
T 13 8[| ot no| 1o [LL] SILTY SAND (SM). medimdense gray.wet. _______ | A7 || Al I
14 JN=1] sheen "1 WELL-GRADED SAND WITH CLAY (SW-SC), medium o6
— 7 \d_erEe_,gﬂal, r_no_lst_ _________________ —, d vAuvA- 0 S -
. % FAT CLAY WITH GRAVEL (CH), very stiff, gray-blue, moist. | A - |l L
o 70— / 70
45 : S-16
@ - 35 X (‘% 18| No odor, no 1.3 / BeCOmeS SANDY FAT CLAY WITH GRAVEL’ hard’ gray’ wet. |\ g L A
33 - sheen % 68
8 7 5 Mgl | WS ré—wE—LEG—RmEB GRAVEL WITH SAND (GW), very dense, | &
_ g 18| No odor, no | 1.1 .. black/gray. wet. 7 E A
40 - sheen ) ack/gray, wet.
[ J
@
[ ]
[ J
[ ]

General Notes:

1. Refer to Figure A-1 for explanation of descriptions and symbols.
2. Material descriptions and stratum lines are interpretive and actual changes may be gradual. Solid stratum lines indicate distinct contact between material strata or geologic

units. Dashed stratum lines indicate gradual or approximate change between material strata or geologic units.
3. USCS designations are based on visual-manual identification (ASTM D 2488) unless otherwise supported by laboratory testing (ASTM D 2487).
4. Groundwater level, if indicated, is at time of drilling/excavation (ATD) or for date specified. Level may vary with time.
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Project:
Location:

HARTCROWSER Project No.:

SODO 4th Avenue Boring Log Figure A-11
Seattle, WA
19382-02 MW-3D Sheet 20f3




HC BORING LOG - J)\GINT\HC _LIBRARY.GLB - 7/22/19 13:04 - LANOTEBOOKS\1938202_SODO_PROPERTY SITE CHARACTERIZATION\FIELD DATA\PERM_GINT FILES\1938202-BL.GPJ - kz!

Date Started: 6/24/19

Logged by: B. Dozier

Location: N:219,971.24 E: 1,271,562.54

Date Completed: 6/24/19

Checked by: M. Goodman

Drilling Contractor/Crew: Holt Services, Inc. / Mitch & Austin

Drilling Method: Hollow Stem Auger

Ground Surface Elevation:

20.31 feet

Rig Model/Type: Mobile B-58 / Truck-mounted drill rig MW'3 D-H C20 19

Hammer Type: Auto-hammer

Horizontal Datum: WA State Plane N, NAD 83, ft.
Vertical Datum: NAVD 88

Comments: Well Tag ID: BMF-654 Top of casing elevation: 20.00 feet.

Hole Diameter:

Hammer Weight (pounds): 140
Measured Hammer Efficiency (%): _NA

Hammer Drop Height (inches): 30

Casing Diameter:

Total Depth: 86.5 feet

Depth to Groundwater: 10 feet

Sample Data
c

= o

s - > 5 =
S B 8 =3 Material ol & 3
c O S 5 S L > @ o
S =| 3 >| £ ° Description &l 5 =
g £ (; Sle Numb PID s 5| © 3
Q@ [ Q| 8| 2| umber © =| = [5)

o (g gl == [ ol © A SPT N Value
w 8‘3 @ |[FE|S| Tests |(pm)| & z| = 0 20 30 40 ‘fo
3 6 : S-18 e H- bl
© 121 11| No odor, no POORLY GRADED SAND (SP), very dense, gray/black, wet. g N A
- 50 - sheen A 7
-3 & }g < 519 Becomes POORLY GRADED SAND WITH GRAVEL, medium 8
i F|18|Noodor,no | 0.7 |2 S - 77 T T T TR m I R R R o Al L

- 14 YN — sheen dense. o
| - Bottom of Borehole at 86.5 feet. ! -
Lo 90— 90
0w 95— —95
B

© 100 100
- %?
| 10 105 105
®

o 110 110
B

w0 115 115
B

General Notes:

1. Refer to Figure A-1 for explanation of descriptions and symbols.
2. Material descriptions and stratum lines are interpretive and actual changes may be gradual. Solid stratum lines indicate distinct contact between material strata or geologic

units. Dashed stratum lines indicate gradual or approximate change between material strata or geologic units.
3. USCS designations are based on visual-manual identification (ASTM D 2488) unless otherwise supported by laboratory testing (ASTM D 2487).
4. Groundwater level, if indicated, is at time of drilling/excavation (ATD) or for date specified. Level may vary with time.

HARTCROWSER

Project:
Location:
Project No.: 19382-02

SODO 4th Avenue
Seattle, WA

Boring Log Figure A-11
MW-3D Sheet 30f3




Date Started: 6/20/19

Logged by: B. Dozier

Location: N:220,230.15 E: 1,271,440.09

Date Completed: 6/20/19
Checked by: M. Goodman

Drilling Contractor/Crew: Holt Services, Inc. / Mitch & Austin

Drilling Method: Hollow Stem Auger

Ground Surface Elevation:
Horizontal Datum: WA State Plane N, NAD 83, ft.

21.34 feet

Rig Model/Type: Mobile B-58 / Truck-mounted drill rig

Hammer Type: Auto-hammer

MW-1S-HC2019

Vertical Datum: NAVD 88

Measured Hammer Efficiency (%): _NA

Hammer Weight (pounds): 140

Hammer Drop Height (inches): 30

omments: ell Tag ID: -652 op of casing elevation: 20.77 feet. ole Diameter: asing Diameter:
C Well Tag ID: BMF: Top of casing elevati f Hole Di Casing Di
Total Depth: 16.5 feet Depth to Groundwater: 9 feet
Sample Data
- 5
3 = o~ . 5 =
= 3| e 3 2 Material T| = ®
c o 5 5 S L > @ (]
§ ]3| J Description 2 5 e
r= = 2 ES
5 515 |d|5 nume [P0 | B 8l 2 B
o o 2| [ 2| Number 3 of = 2
o |gl|g| == © ol © A SPT N Value
. ‘g D 5|3 Tests |(ppm)| & HIE 0 20 3 4 C‘O
i fn3inchesof Asphatt. _ _ _ —— — 1 HE
- N SANDY SILT WITH GRAVEL (ML), stiff, brown, moist, asphalt I N N B
B . fragmentsl [F|L|_] ((((((((((((((((((((((((((((((((((( |
4 5 st A L
B 7 X 18| No odor, no | 0.3 |‘
4 4 sheen ( (((|| PUTEEN FUPPORY: (TR EETreee L
B 57 2 X S-2 Becomes medium stiff, no asphalt fragments . 5
1 3 18| No odor, no | 0.6 ’ : ol . &L L
= 4 sheen S
| - % ((((((((((((((((((((( L
4 S-3 Sl L
B 113 X 18| No odor. no | 0.2 Becomes GRAVELLY SILT WITH SAND, soft. A§D
41 sheen B S L
B Perched water at 9 feet.
— S-4 e
B 10 ] 18 No odor, 06 . WELL-GRADED GRAVEL WITH SILT (GW-GM), very loose, 10
L o 12 moderate | T (& gray-brown,wet. R B
- sheen )
i 0 s5 .
- 11 X 18| Noodor, | 0.6 |e Becomesgray. R L
40 heavy sheen » T Y L
i s6
L 157 o No odor, ° 15
11 18| heavy o3 (*®w T A L
- 10 2 L__| organic-like
i - sheen Bottom of Borehole at 16.5 feet. 2 L
| 20 —20
- o n B
| 25 —25
o L
| 30 — —30
2 7 B
| 35— —35
| © 7 B

General Notes:

1. Refer to Figure A-1 for explanation of descriptions and symbols.
2. Material descriptions and stratum lines are interpretive and actual changes may be gradual. Solid stratum lines indicate distinct contact between material strata or geologic

units. Dashed stratum lines indicate gradual or approximate change between material strata or geologic units.
3. USCS designations are based on visual-manual identification (ASTM D 2488) unless otherwise supported by laboratory testing (ASTM D 2487).
4. Groundwater level, if indicated, is at time of drilling/excavation (ATD) or for date specified. Level may vary with time.
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Date Started: 6/20/19

Logged by: B. Dozier

Location: N:219,996.59 E: 1,271,448.65

Date Completed: 6/20/19
Checked by: M. Goodman

Drilling Contractor/Crew: Holt Services, Inc. / Mitch & Austin

Drilling Method: Hollow Stem Auger

Ground Surface Elevation: _19.46 feet

Rig Model/Type: Mobile B-58 / Truck-mounted drill rig MW-2S-HC2019

Hammer Type: Auto-hammer

Horizontal Datum: WA State Plane N, NAD 83, ft.

Vertical Datum: NAVD 88

Hammer Weight (pounds): 140
Measured Hammer Efficiency (%): _NA
Comments: Well Tag ID: BMF-653 Top of casing elevation: 19.02 feet. Hole Diameter:

Hammer Drop Height (inches): 30

Casing Diameter:

Total Depth: 26.5 feet

Depth to Groundwater: 13 feet

Sample Data
_ 5
3 = 7 . g =
S BT | e 8 o Material o] = 3
c o©| § 5 S - > @ o
S = | 3 >| £ ° Description &l 5 =
s 5|5 |al2l5 Numer | PO | B 8| < g
o o ol 8|2 Number 8 2l =5 2
o rg 2 |HE|8| Tests |(pom)| &5 5 2 . A SZE’T N \éz(-)llue . Do
- n3inchesofAsphalt. _ J| BB
i _ A D N
_ st N
|10 I
- 5_ ____________________________ a 5
i 1 : 51 i ©
) X 5|18| No odor, no | 0.5 7 FAT CLAY (CH), soft, gray, moist. § A L
n 2 - sheen % 2
- % AAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAA _
T 10 / 10
R 0 . s-2
40 X £1|18| Noodor,no | 1.0 A __________________________________ N
. 0 sheen % FAT CLAY WITH GRAVEL (CH), very soft, gray, wet.
- ] % Perched waterat 13feet. |7y oo 0 i
o /
15— 15
s, b | s | W
1 2 X £18| No odor, no| 0.6 / Becomes soft. L REEIL L B
| 1 sheen /
E 40 ¢ S-4 / AAAAAAA L
- 0 |A|&|18] Noodor, | 0.5 / Becomes very soft.
41 slightsheen| P — " e L
:O S : S5 7A FAT CLAY (CH), trace gravel, medium stiff, gray, moist, large | 20
R 7] 8 X g8 N°s°h‘i‘;fﬁ”° 06 % wood fragments. A L
- 7 [ 0 I B _
| 57 2 7. S6 / 25
1 2 &[18| No odor, 0.8 A L
n 3 2 slight sheen A 5
- Bottom of Borehole at 26.5 feet. -
| © 7] B
| ' 30— — 30
| © 7] B
| ' 35— —35
° _ L
[

General Notes:

1. Refer to Figure A-1 for explanation of descriptions and symbols.
2. Material descriptions and stratum lines are interpretive and actual changes may be gradual. Solid stratum lines indicate distinct contact between material strata or geologic

units. Dashed stratum lines indicate gradual or approximate change between material strata or geologic units.
3. USCS designations are based on visual-manual identification (ASTM D 2488) unless otherwise supported by laboratory testing (ASTM D 2487).
4. Groundwater level, if indicated, is at time of drilling/excavation (ATD) or for date specified. Level may vary with time.

e Project:
Location:
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Ground Surface Elevation:
Horizontal Datum: WA State Plane N, NAD 83, ft.
Vertical Datum: NAVD 88

Date Started: 6/18/19

Date

Logged by: B. Dozier

Location: N:220,222.08 E: 1,271,439.73

Completed: 6/19/19 Drilling Contractor/Crew: Holt Services, Inc. / Mitch & Austin

Checked by: M. Goodman Drilling Method: Hollow Stem Auger

21.44 feet

Rig Model/Type: Mobile B-58 / Truck-mounted drill rig

Hammer Type: Auto-hammer

MW-1D-HC2019

Measured Hammer Efficiency (%): _NA

Hammer Weight (pounds): 140

Hammer Drop Height (inches): 30

Comments: Well Tag ID: BMF-651 Top of casing elevation: 20.80 feet. Hole Diameter: Casing Diameter:
Total Depth: 87 feet Depth to Groundwater: 10 feet
Sample Data
- 5
3 . B
S g3 2 Material 3| 2 g
c o S 5 S L > @ o
§ 13|12 J Description 8 s <
s 5|3 (a5 number [P0 | 5 5| 2 g
Q@ [0 8| 2| umber © = 3 [
. ‘g @ |53 Tests |(pom)| G HE o SNV ‘30
- P 3inches of Asphalt. _ 1 HE
L2 N | SILTY SAND (SM), trace gravel, medium dense, brown, moist, P 777/ A R R B
- iron-oxide Staining’ wood debiris. [F”_L] é ((((((((((((((((((((((((((((((((((( |
i 16 X s1 U Lo L
n 8 18| No odor, 0.3 ©
1 6 slight sheen SUAW o g L
54 2 M| | so | @ A &S aan T AR S e e T T _— 5
n 3 S-2
| 4 X 18| No odor, no SILTY SAND WITH GRAVEL (SM), loose, brown, moist. oA L
L © 3 sheen 7
i 48 X S8 GRAVELLY SILT (ML), medium stiff, brown, moist. | Wl ] L
= 18| No odor, no
4 3 sheen R SUUUEN PSR NI P L
B IATD| 8
L 0T 1 M| nosr "~ WELL-GRADED GRAVEL WITH SILT AND SAND (GW-GM), N 10
= 41 8| moderate very loose, brown, wet. | DA L
- i sheen Perched water at 10 feet. 2o L
i 1 S5 -
| 11 X 18| No odor, Becomes WELL-GRADED GRAVEL WITH SILT, gray. &t L
41 heavy sheen P RETE RTTETNY PRTTETH R ERTE L
B 15— 1 s-6 15
41 X 18| No odor, A L
L o 1 slight sheen
i 41 X sz | .. U L
n 1 18| No odor,
40 heavy sheen|  P@({ 0t L
L 270 S5 77/ FAT CLAY WITH GRAVEL (G, soft gray, wet, ~~~~ 20
10 X 18| No odor, no | 0.5 / ’ > gray, N 77 77 . SO U DU TN PO L
L o 2 sheen /
i 41 s | ffd _ _ ____________ I ad. L
- 3 X 18| Noodor, | 0.3 11| SILTY SAND WITH GRAVEL (SM), loose, gray, wet. A
a slight sheen ; ; 5 B R R N EERTEee L
L 2 0 $:10 7/ SANDY FAT CLAY WITH GRAVEL (CH), soft, gray, moist, %
i 18| Noodor, | 0.6 A A L
Lo 2 slight sheen / wood debris.
i 1 s / i
i 13 X 18| Noodor. no | 0.8 / gecomes FAT CLAY, no wood debris. JFCRIEY (EPLPI IFPRPIE REPEPS] PEPPE L
40 sheen / ravel lens. Y A PP SN I L
307 o 512 / B ith whi 30
- 0 18| No odor. no | 0.8 ecomes very soft, dark brown, with white shell fragments and \
o 43 odor. / wood debris from 30 to 31.5 feet. ¢0 AAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAA L
: 354 o 513 % 35
41 X 18| Noodor, | 09 Vel _ __ __ __ __ __ _ _____ ________ _______ __ _____ |1 a.... [ SUUUUN FUUU RS SO L
X 9 slight sheen :1-1] SILTY SAND (SM), loose, dark brown/black, moist, fine sand. 10

General Notes:

1. Refer to Figure A-1 for explanation of descriptions and symbols.
2. Material descriptions and stratum lines are interpretive and actual changes may be gradual. Solid stratum lines indicate distinct contact between material strata or geologic

units. Dashed stratum lines indicate gradual or approximate change between material strata or geologic units.
3. USCS designations are based on visual-manual identification (ASTM D 2488) unless otherwise supported by laboratory testing (ASTM D 2487).
4. Groundwater level, if indicated, is at time of drilling/excavation (ATD) or for date specified. Level may vary with time.

HC BORING LOG - J)\GINT\HC _LIBRARY.GLB - 7/22/19 13:04 - LANOTEBOOKS\1938202_SODO_PROPERTY SITE CHARACTERIZATION\FIELD DATA\PERM_GINT FILES\1938202-BL.GPJ - kz!

]
[ T
HARTCROWSER

Project:
Location:
Project No

20?;) 4\t/f\1/ :venue Boring Log
eattle,
.1 19382-02 MW-1D

Figure A-8
Sheet 10f3




MW-1D-HC2019

Date Started: 6/18/19

Date Completed: 6/19/19

Drilling Contractor/Crew: Holt Services, Inc. / Mitch & Austin
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Logged by: B. Dozier Checked by: M. Goodman Drilling Method: Hollow Stem Auger
Location: N:220,222.08 E: 1,271,439.73 Rig Model/Type: Mobile B-58 / Truck-mounted drill rig
Ground Surface Elevation: _21.44 feet Hammer Type: Auto-hammer
Horizontal Datum: WA State Plane N, NAD 83, ft. Hammer Weight (pounds): 140 Hammer Drop Height (inches): 30
Vertical Datum: NAVD 88 Measured Hammer Efficiency (%): _NA
Comments: Well Tag ID: BMF-651 Top of casing elevation: 20.80 feet. Hole Diameter: Casing Diameter:
Total Depth: 87 feet Depth to Groundwater: 10 feet
Sample Data
C
= S
g = g . N =
S B o= g 2 Material 3| E ?
s @2 5 5] 3 - > @ Q@
s 2| 3 g 5 Description 3 & =
S 2121l £ 5| © 3
2 o/ |®| Number | PID | § 2| = ©
o |gf|s| == © ol © A SPT N Value
w 4‘2 @ |2|S| Tests |(ppm)| & 2= 10 20 30 40 ?o
8 5 NO% ol 06 7 FAT CLAY (CH), very soft, dark gray, moist, white shell A v
S 43 Sdor. . / fragments. 0 AAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAA L
o % 4
S 9 X ” Nofé—gi ol 05 / Becomes soft, dark brown-gray. a S
UN? 49 Sdor. % 2 ................................ L
50— % 50
0 S-16
40 X 18| No odor, no | 0.9 / Becomes very soft. %L .................................. L
8 0 sheen / 0
557 ¢ §-17 % 55
40 X 18| No odor, no | 0.4 / 7, SESRES USRI IOUROOS RVRTRNS IRV L
g' 0 sheen / 0
_ 7 I :
807 i S18 “H[| POORLY GRADED SAND WITH SILT (SP-SM), medium ~ |~ 60
i 18| No odor, 0.5 1l h A L
2 9 slight sheen dense, dark gray-brown, wet, white shell fragments.
' i - {il| Layer of FAT CLAY (CH), (soft), wet from 60.5to 61feet. | (A .02 | L. L
_ Il Becomesdarkgray. @At L
657 ¢ 19 o o
0 — g X 18 Nos%%%rﬁno 0.6 f/ FAT CLAY (CH), medium stiff, gray/seafoam green, wet. LA L
¥ /
704 ¢ NS-_2dO é 70
- 8 X 18| moderats | 09 77, POORLY GRADED SAND WITH SILT (SP-SM), loose, dark A ] ]+ A L
0 sheen / gray, wet, white shell fragments. / 12
. ACphal AT Bt Fi il LN ——— R 77 1 77 FUSURUSR Y S PR R P L
/ FAT CLAY (CH), stiff, dark gray, wet.
75— o4 S-21 / ——————————————————————————— 75
20 1g| Noodor, | g SANDY SILT WITH GRAVEL (ML), very dense, dark gray, wet. A
— moderate . TI LL] AAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAA =
19 42 [
0 sheen 82
General Notes:
1. Refer to Figure A-1 for explanation of descriptions and symbols.
2. Material descriptions and stratum lines are interpretive and actual changes may be gradual. Solid stratum lines indicate distinct contact between material strata or geologic
units. Dashed stratum lines indicate gradual or approximate change between material strata or geologic units.
3. USCS designations are based on visual-manual identification (ASTM D 2488) unless otherwise supported by laboratory testing (ASTM D 2487).
4. Groundwater level, if indicated, is at time of drilling/excavation (ATD) or for date specified. Level may vary with time.
il Prolec?t: SODO 4th Avenue Boring Log Figure A-8
Location:  Seattle, WA
HARTCROWSER | Project No.: 19382-02 Mw-1D Sheet 20f3




Ground Surface Elevation:
Horizontal Datum: WA State Plane N, NAD 83, ft.
Vertical Datum: NAVD 88
Comments: Well Tag ID: BMF-651 Top of casing elevation: 20.80 feet.

Date Started: 6/18/19

Date Completed: 6/19/19

Logged by: B. Dozier

Checked by: M. Goodman

Location: N:220,222.08 E: 1,271,439.73

21.44 feet

Drilling Contractor/Crew: Holt Services, Inc. / Mitch & Austin

Drilling Method: Hollow Stem Auger

Rig Model/Type: Mobile B-58 / Truck-mounted drill rig

Hammer Type: Auto-hammer

MW-1D-HC2019

Hammer Weight (pounds): 140

Measured Hammer Efficiency (%):
Hole Diameter:

NA
Casing Diameter:

Hammer Drop Height (inches): 30

Total Depth: 87 feet Depth to Groundwater: 10 feet
Sample Data
= 5
3 = = ) ] =
S 3| g 2 Material 3| & ]
c o S 5 S L > @ o)
S =3 £ ° Description 35 =
s 513 g8 numer [P0 | o] = g
o o ol | ®| Number 3 ol = 2
o [gf|< © ol © A SPT N Value
. 8‘3 D 5|3 Tests |(ppm)| & HIE 0 20 3 4 ‘fo
- N(ﬁr ? GRAVELLY FAT CLAY (CH), hard, gray, wet. °
s 50 X5 slight“; 0.8 / K= I AR AR ARRRRE ARRRRN V'Y
' organic-like o A PP U DU U \
N N qsheen é = 50/1st 5
" s 523 7/ H- 85
- ;55’ X 18 N‘s’lgﬂ]‘t’r' 15 POORLY GRADED SAND (SP), dense, gray, wet. Byt "_
o 42 orognt o | 1 HAo e
€ L gsheen = 49
- Bottom of Borehole at 87.0 feet.
| 90 —90
° _ L
B
B 95 — —95
o _ L
"~
B 100 — 100
° _ L
" °
B 105 105
o _ L
- °
B 110 — 110
° _ L
B
B 115+ r115
© _ L
-

General Notes:

1. Refer to Figure A-1 for explanation of descriptions and symbols.
2. Material descriptions and stratum lines are interpretive and actual changes may be gradual. Solid stratum lines indicate distinct contact between material strata or geologic

units. Dashed stratum lines indicate gradual or approximate change between material strata or geologic units.
3. USCS designations are based on visual-manual identification (ASTM D 2488) unless otherwise supported by laboratory testing (ASTM D 2487).
4. Groundwater level, if indicated, is at time of drilling/excavation (ATD) or for date specified. Level may vary with time.
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Date Started: 6/17/19
Logged by: B. Dozier
Location: N: 220,025.08 E: 1,271,588.35

Date Completed: 6/17/19
Checked by: M. Goodman

Drilling Contractor/Crew: Holt Services, Inc. / Mitch & Austin

Drilling Method: Hollow Stem Auger

B-2-HC2019

Ground Surface Elevation: _19.8 feet

Rig Model/Type: Mobile B-58 / Truck-mounted drill rig

Hammer Type: Auto-hammer

Horizontal Datum: WA State Plane N, NAD 83, ft.

Vertical Datum: NAVD 88

Measured Hammer Efficiency (%): _NA

Comments:

Hole Diameter:

Hammer Weight (pounds): 140

Total Depth: 31.5 feet

Hammer Drop Height (inches): 30

Casing Diameter: NA
Depth to Groundwater: 5 feet

Sample Data

Elevation (feet)

PID
(Ppm)

Number
Tests

© Depth (feet)
Blow Count
Type
Length (inches)
Graphic Log

Material
Description

A SPT N Value
20 30

Water Level

10

& Depth (feet)

S-1
Slight
petroleum-likeg
odor, slight
sheen
S-2
Moderate
petroleum-likeg
odor,
moderate
sheen

IS

0.8

—_—
-0

15

0.6

~Nww

\ 1.5 inches of Asphalt.

SILTY SAND (SM), medium dense, dark brown, moist, brick and
plastic fragments. [FILL]

Becomes loose, wet, no brick and plastic fragments noted.
Perched water at 5 feet.

S-3
No odor, no
sheen

0.7

nNoo

S-4
No odor,
slight sheen

0.7

elele]

S5
No odor, no
sheen

0.6

[elele]

15 6
No odor,
slight sheen

elele]

S7
No odor, no
sheen

0.9

[elele]

S8
Plastic-like
odor, slight

sheen

elele]

S9
No odor,
slight sheen

[elele]

T 25 S-10

No odor, no
sheen

0.7

[elele]

S-11
No odor, no
sheen

0.6

< &< =T T &= &< BT BT < B<I <]

elele]

S-12
No odor, no
sheen

elele]

FAT CLAY (CH), soft, gray, moist.

1-inch sand lens. Becomes very soft.

Becomes wet.
Perched water at 15 feet.

Becomes moist.

Becomes FAT CLAY WITH SAND.

Becomes FAT CLAY, gray-brown.

White shell fragments.

AT D

S T I I

15

I

T O O I

T

35

Bottom of Borehole at 31.5 feet.

General Notes:

1. Refer to Figure A-1 for explanation of descriptions and symbols.
2. Material descriptions and stratum lines are interpretive and actual changes may be gradual. Solid stratum lines indicate distinct contact between material strata or geologic

units. Dashed stratum lines indicate gradual or approximate change between material strata or geologic units.
3. USCS designations are based on visual-manual identification (ASTM D 2488) unless otherwise supported by laboratory testing (ASTM D 2487).

4. Groundwater level, if indicated, is at time of

drilling/excavation (ATD) or for date specified. Level may vary with time.

e Project:
oy Location:
HARTCROWSER | Project No.
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Date Started: 6/17/19 Date Completed: 6/17/19

Logged by: B. Dozier Checked by: M. Goodman

Location: N:219,990.78 E: 1,271,623.97

Ground Surface Elevation: _19.8 feet

Horizontal Datum: WA State Plane N, NAD 83, ft.

Vertical Datum: NAVD 88

Drilling Contractor/Crew: Holt Services, Inc. / Mitch & Austin

Drilling Method: Hollow Stem Auger

B-3-HC2019

Rig Model/Type: Mobile B-58 / Truck-mounted drill rig

Hammer Type: Auto-hammer

Hammer Weight (pounds): 140
Measured Hammer Efficiency (%): _NA

Hammer Drop Height (inches): 30

Comments: Hole Diameter: Casing Diameter: NA
Total Depth: 31.5 feet Depth to Groundwater: Not Identified
Sample Data
:83 = B i =
S 7|z 8 2 Material 2
g »9 > o — . . Q
2 £18 £ ° Description =
> a < s a
2 &| & (8| Number | PID| g A SPT N Value g
o |28 Tests |[(ppm)| & 10 20 30 40
— O - o_
i Drilled to 20 feet.
| O
- 5 5
| ©
- 10 10
' 15 15
(7 207 Sion 77/ FAT CLAY (CH), very soft, graybrown, moist. 20
- 40 X 18petroleum-iikg 1.4 / ’ ’ ’ ’ A L
0 odor, no /
- a sheen / O Lo -
- 40 S2 | V44 Becomesblack. L
9 X ol No 2. no| 1.0 / Becomes black.
- 4 0 sheen / .................................. L
[ 25 0 53 / Becomes dark gray. White shell fragments from 25 to 26.5 feet 2
- 10 X 18| No odor, no | 0.7 / : : T A L
0 sheen /
B I N Y SO B N S _
0 X 18| No odor, no | 0.9 /
B 40 sheen | VS L
-2 /
T30 55 / 30
- _ 8 18| No odor, no | 0.7 A (((((((((((((((((((((((((((((((((( L
sheen
B - Bottom of Borehole at 31.5 feet. -
- _ L
CT 35 —35

General Notes:
1. Refer to Figure A-1 for explanation of descriptions and symbols.

2. Material descriptions and stratum lines are interpretive and actual changes may be gradual. Solid stratum lines indicate distinct contact between material strata or geologic
units. Dashed stratum lines indicate gradual or approximate change between material strata or geologic units.

3. USCS designations are based on visual-manual identification (ASTM D 2488) unless otherwise supported by laboratory testing (ASTM D 2487).

4. Groundwater level, if indicated, is at time of drilling/excavation (ATD) or for date specified. Level may vary with time.

Project: SODO 4th Avenue
HH )

Location: Seattle, WA
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A-4

1o0f1

Figure
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Date Started: 6/17/19

Logged by: B. Dozier

Location: N:219,968.39 E: 1,271,624.93

Date Completed: 6/17/19
Checked by: M. Goodman

Drilling Contractor/Crew: Holt Services, Inc.

/ Mitch & Austin

Drilling Method: Hollow Stem Auger

B-4-HC2019

Ground Surface Elevation: _20.3

feet

Rig Model/Type: Mobile B-58 / Truck-mounted drill rig

Hammer Type: Auto-hammer

Horizontal Datum: WA State Plane N, NAD 83, ft.

Hammer Weight (pounds): 140

Vertical Datum: NAVD 88

Measured Hammer Efficiency (%): _NA

Comments:

Hole Diameter:

Total Depth: 36.5 feet

Casing Diameter: NA

Hammer Drop Height (inches): 30

Depth to Groundwater: 15 feet

Sample Data

Number
Tests

Blow Count
Length (inches)

© Depth (feet)
Type

PID
(Ppm)

Graphic Log

Material
Description

Water Level

10

A SPT N Value
20

30

& Depth (feet)

Zd Elevation (feet)

S-1
No odor,
slight sheen

(311N

< =< &< =<1 &I =T &=<T BT &< &I BT BT [=<]

15

S-2
No odor, no
sheen

nNoo

S-3
No odor, no
sheen

[elele]

S4
No odor, no
sheen

elele]

S5
No odor,
slight sheen

[elele]

15 56
No odor, no
sheen

elele]

S-7

odor, slight
sheen
S-8
Slight

[elele]

elele]

odor, slight
sheen
S-9
Organic-like
odor, no
sheen

[elele]

25 s-10

No odor, no
sheen

[elele]

S-11
No odor, no
sheen

elele]

S-12
No odor, no
sheen

[elele]

S-13
No odor,
slight sheen

elele]

% S-14

No odor, no
sheen

=lele]

Petroleum-likg

petroleum-likeg

\ 2 inches of Asphalt.

0.3

0.5

0.5

0.6

0.8

0.8

0.9

0.6

AMMIHIHIIIIRIIRIRRRRRRRERRRRTRIRIIRRRRRRTIRIIRIMIIRINSNRR

FAT CLAY (CH), soft, gray, moist.

Becomes very soft.

Becomes wet.
Perched water at 15 feet.

Becomes black, moist.

Becomes dark brown.

Becomes gray-brown. White shell fragments from 27.5 to 32.5 feet.

10

15

20

25

30

35

Bottom of Borehole at 36.5 feet.

General Notes:

1. Refer to Figure A-1 for explanation of descriptions and symbols.
2. Material descriptions and stratum lines are interpretive and actual changes may be gradual. Solid stratum lines indicate distinct contact between material strata or geologic

units. Dashed stratum lines indicate gradual or approximate change between material strata or geologic units.
3. USCS designations are based on visual-manual identification (ASTM D 2488) unless otherwise supported by laboratory testing (ASTM D 2487).
4. Groundwater level, if indicated, is at time of drilling/excavation (ATD) or for date specified. Level may vary with time.
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Boring Log B-1

Soil Descriptions

Ground Surface Elevation in Feet: IT.7 Apprx.

Depth
in Feet

3 inches of ASPHALT over medium
dense, damp, brown, slightly silty,
slightly gravelly, medium to fine SAND.
(FILL)

Very soft, wet, blue—gray, slightly sandy
SILT. (FILL)

—  Becomes slightly gravelly

Gravel grades out

3 inches of WOOD

— Trace organics and roots with slight to
moderate creosote-like odor.

Medium dense, wet, gray, silty tg very
silty, fine SAND with 2 inch siit
interbeds. (FILL)

Very soft to medium stiff, wet, brown
SILT with organic debris and scattered
shell fragments. (MARINE DEPOSITS?)

—  Grades to very sandy

Hard, moist, gray, shightly clayey SILT.
(GLACIALLY OVERRICDEN?)

I. Refer to Figure | for explanation of descriptions

and symbols.

2. Soil descriptions and stratum lines are interpretive

and actual changes may be gradual.

3. Ground waler level, if indicated, is at time af drilling
(ATD) or for date specified. Level may vary with time.

ATD

Sample

52

8§~7

Bl D P B PX

<]

Xl X

<]

B-1-HC1998
STANDARD PENETRATION LAB
RESISTANCE TESTS

a Blows per Foot

| 5 10 20 50 100
e ® P
L //
i //V
= /// -
@
:\Jl *
- A
L \\
- \\,\
i \ e
- /
5 /
~ /V ( °
: 4 .
B ™
i M
i
/]
K -
.l: '
A |
& |
- N
"'h..___--“- l 1
F] 5 10 20 50 00
® Water Content in PErcent
l 2 |
[ 7
HARTCROWSER
J-4837 3/88
Figure A=2 /2



Boring Log B-1

B-1-HC1998
STANDARD PENETRATION LAB
Soil Descriptions Oepth RESISTANCE TESTS
in Feet Ssnpie 4 Blows per Foot
Ground Surtace Elevation in Feet: I7.7 Apprx. : 5 ; 0 20 s 100
—B0 2 G \
B S-i3 Z B \1\
Very dense, moist, gray, gravelly, silty 485 .
SAND, (TILL) . B \4
= = \%
- s-14 X F ° \50/5
+70
Very dense, wet, gray, medium to fine : =
SAND. (OUTWASH) Il 5-15 ﬁ - 3 A50/5
475
L s-15 < ° A50/4
Bottom of Boring at 78.3 Feet. - =
Completed 3/2/98. +80
-85
—a0
--95
100
L .
—EIOS
B
-5
Li20 - 5020 50 10
e Water Content in Percent
| 2. 4

1. Refer to Figure | for explanation of descriptions
2. Soil descriptions and stratum lines are interpretive m
and actual changes may be gradual. _ J-4937 3/98
3. Ground water level, if indicated. 1s at time of drilling
(ATD) or for gate specified. Level may vary with time, Figure A-2 2/2



ocod log 1=1

Boring Log BP-1A

Soil Descriptions

Ground Surfoce Elevation in Feet: 30 (City Dotum)

Depth
in Feet

0

4—inch—thick CONCRETE at surfaoce.

Medium stiff, moist, brown, very sandy
SILT, (FILL)

Loose, moist, brown, fine ta medium
SAND with occasional gravel. (FILL)

Memm_s;-li?mﬁl_t_c; w_et.?o;'._smdy.
silty CLAY. (FILL)

|

I
o]
o

Medium stiff, black, organic, silty SAND
with decomposed grass.

Very soft, wet, gray, cloyey SILT.

|
T

(9]

(64}

1. Refer to Figure A—1 for explanation of descriptions

ond symbols.

2. Soil descriptions and stratum lines are interpretive

and octucl changes may be grodual.

3. Ground water level, if indicated, is at time of drilling
Level may vory with time.

(ATD) or for date specified.

Sample

D DX X DXT IXT DX DX BXT

BP-1A-HC1987

STANDARD PENETRATION LAB

RESISTANCE TESTS

& Blows per Foot

1 2 5 1020 50 100

L I

I r L4 -GS

= "\

n ‘\. ®

g

L // o

L //J

= ‘< P

i N

L \‘3\ L

- (]

L \\

= °

. i AL

B - -

L /

o

- 1

J —e

. .

J . 1 5 10 20 50 100

® Water Content in Percent
| 7 |
| 7
HARTCROWSER
J-4937 7/98
J-1635-05 6/87
Figure A-3 1/2




acad log 1=

Boring Log BP-1A

Soil Descriptions Deptn
Ground Surfoce Elevation in Feet: 30 (City Dotum) in Feat
Very soft, wet, gray, clayey SILT. ~|:60
Gravel encountered during drilling.
+63
Very dense, wet, gray, slightly gravelly :
to gravelly, silty SAND. L,
-—70
7D
Very dense, wet, gray, gravelly, very |
silty SAND. L
Bottom of Boring ot 79.0 Feet. ,:80
Completed 6/26/87. 2
—85
+90
—95
+100
+105
—110
Li1s
L
L
I
L
]-!
—120

1. Refer to Figure A—1 for explonation of descriptions
ond symbaols.

2. Seil descriptions and strotum lines are interpretive
end octual chonges may be gradual.

3. Ground water level, if indicated, is at time of drilling

(ATD) or for date specified. Level may vary with time.

Sample

BP-1A-HC1987

STANDARD PENETRATIGN tAB
RESISTANCE TESTS
4 Blows per Foot
1 2 5 10 20 50 100
N
i \F
- ML
s N
- N
\\
- . K\ LGs
_ \
L §L50/5 -GS
B » a5 [GS
1 2 s 20 20 50 100
o Wgter Content in Percent
| 5 4
am
J-4937 7/98

J-1635-05 6/87
Figure A-3 2/2



ocod log =1

Boring Log BP-2

Soil Descriptions
Ground Surface Elevation in Feet: 10.5 (City Datum)

Depth
in Feet

—0

Medium dense, moist, gray, very sondy
GRAEL. (FILL)

Medium stiff, wet, gray CLAY. (FILL)
Ve;y_séf_t. wet, _g?cr;rewr_y_smy._silty
CLAY. (FILL)

Medium stiff, black, sandy CLAY and

. PEAT. =
Very soft, wet, gray, slightly sondy, silty
CLAY.

f
)
w

Dense to very dense, wet, groy, slightly
silty SAND.

— Possible cobble.

1. Refer to Figure A—1 for explanction of descriptions

and symbols.

2. Soil descriptions and stratum lines are interpretive

and actual chonges may be gradual.

3. Ground water level, if indicated, is at time of drilling

(ATD) or for dote specified.

Level may vary with time.

S-11

&
I IXI I IX]

FJ
X

X<

X<

X XI X

BP-2-HC1987

STANDARD PENETRATION LAB
RESISTANCE TESTS
4 Blaws per Foot
1 2 5 10 20 50 100
B LI -GS
— i(f
A
C ey i I-u-i AL
o
¥ 4 ~GS
') } HAL
i ® -GS
N
LN
N
k. \ . 3
_ V. ]-——IL- AL
i L
¥i
) B AL
i L
.lk\
g I~
s I
= ™~
# 0 Lcs
!\
. N
A \\
= ® 7150/5 -GS
N i
1 2 5 10 20 50 100
® Water Content in Percent
[ 1 ]
[ 7 ]
J-4937 7/98
J-1635-05 6/87

Figure A-4 1/2



acad log =1

Boring Log BP-2

Seil Descriptions Depth
Ground Surfoce Elevotion in Feet: 10.5 (City Dotum) in Feet
=60
Very dense, wet, gray SAND. =
65
Hard, maist, gray, sondy, gravelly CLAY. &
- +70
Very dense, wet, gray, silty, gravelly 5
SAND with layers of SAND. R
475
Bottom of Boring at 79.0 Feet. —:80
Completed 6/23/87. L

1. Refer to Figure A—1 for explanation of descriptions
and symbols.

2. Soil descriptions and stratum lines ore interpretive
ond actual chonges moy bée grodual.

3. Ground water level, if indicated, is at time of drilling

(ATD) or for dote specified. Level moy vary with time.

Sample

BP-2-HC1987

STANDARD PENETRATION LAB
RESISTANCE

A Blows per Foot

TESTS

[ 5 10 20 50 100

i Nso/s

B IL50/4

L

& ] 450/5 -GS
-

B |

1 2 S 10 20 50 100

Waoter Content in Percent

| 2

(1]
HARTCROWSER
J-4937 7/98

J-1635-05 6/87
Figure A-4 2/2
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Boring Log HC-8

HC-8-1985
SOIL DESCRIPTIONS STANDARD PENETRATION LAB
Degth RESISTANCE TESTS
6round Surfacs Elevation in Feet B.5 (City Datum) in Faat Samplas ABlows per Fuuj v
-— 0 Lk
Very soft to soft, wet, gray, sandy, [ [ TTTr
claya{ SILT with wood fragments.
(FILL » -
It 5“1Z i i - oH
L . Iy L
b - //
L L ] J
E s—az J/
<+ 10
= -

<+ 20 1
- =
B S—EX y [ )
- Becomes brown. - -
b - + 25
Very soft, wet, brown, slightly - Z
sandy, clayey SILT. L L
= s—s§§ Ji“xﬂ L ]
T 30 o
b \\"w‘
Medium dense to very dense, wet, : : N
gray, very gravelly SAND. s—7§§ 4
<+ 35 \\\
- - N
L . P ‘L
L s-8(<] ig. 65
+ 40

Very dense, wet, gray, silty, i i
gravelly SAND.

: 5-112 : ‘hig'
+ 55 -
= =
- s-12[<] I . "ig-
= L [ ) L ‘-—'_"JL:.
® Water Content in Percant
J-1636-02 December 1986

HART-CAOWSER & associates, inc.
Sheet 1 of 2 Figure A-9



Boring Log HC-8

SOIL DESCRIPTIONS

Very dense, wet, gray, silty,
gravelly SAND.

Very dense, wet, gray, fine to
medium SAND.

Bottom of Boring at 78.2 Feet.
Completed 12/3/B6.

Dep
Ground Surface Elsvation in Feet B.5 (City Datum) in Feast

=

th

70

100

105

110

115

120

4. Refar to Figurs A-i for axplanation of descriptions

and symbols.

Soil descriptions and stratum lines are interprastive

" and actual changes may ba gradual.

. 6round watar leval, 1if indicated, 1is at time of drilling
{ATD) or for dats specified. Level may vary with time.

HC-8-1985
STANDARD PENETRATION LAB
RESISTANCE TESTS
Sampla A Blows psr Foot =
10 ] _'_l_'__po
s-13<] | ° A-50,
9‘&452 - ‘l.gg.
L
S-15 B @ 98
Xt &'
s-160< | ™ “_5_3_
-
_ k|
w = v
@ Water Content in Percant
J-1636-02 December 13986

HART-CROWSER & associates, inc.

Sheet 2 of 2

Figure A-9



Boring Log HC—7 HC-7-1985

SOIL DESCRIPTIONS STANDARD PENETRATION LAB
5 RESISTANCE TESTS
epth
Ground Surface Elevation in Feet 9 (Clity Datum) in Feat Sample A Blows per Fﬂﬂ‘ié - 5. ik
- 0 - |
Medium stiff, wet, gray, slightly [ TTTT]
sandy, clayey SILT with occasional ~
gravel. (FILL) = -
[ sﬂix B JL = pH
+ 5
Loose, wet, gray to dark gray. : P
slightly gravelly, silty SAND. il
(FILL) H 5-22 i 4 i
§ ‘
- T L
- s—-aZ B Al - oH
- - '(1
+ 15 7
il S—AZ i ‘Z ~pH
+ 20 :
Yery soft, wet, gray to dark gray, L
sandy SILT with shell and occasional i
waod fragments. - -
g S—EZ § p @
+ 25
I s-ez ] ]
+ 30
& s—?x 3 A L
—: 35 i \‘\.
Loose to medium dense. wet, gray, A
very silty, fine SAND with shell and B r h
occasional wood fragments. = - \,
i s-aZ r ;\>‘
o =
+ 40 B
R 2 ”/
i s—sz ‘{ °
L -
N
- 45 &
= s—tuz #
+ 50
_ i s-uX - { L
Medium stiff ta stiff, wet, gray [ i |
CLAY with zones of peat. 58 |
- Peat. - L [] I
- Peat. r s—:azgr l} ] [
L 8 i
. J_ 60 | 10 @ "‘“‘L‘HHHTN
® Water Content in Percent
J-1636-02 December 1986

HART—-CROWSER & associates, inc.
Sheet 1 of 3 Figure A-8



Boring Log HC-7

SOIL DESCRIPTIONS

Ground Surfacs Elavation in Feat 9 (Clty Datum)

Medium stiff to stiff, wet, gray
CLAY.

Stiff to very stiff, wet, gray.
sandy, clayey SILT with occasional
shell fragments.

Very dense, wet, gray, slightly
claysy, silty. sandy GRAVEL.

Very stiff, wet, gray, sandy clayey
SILT.

Very dense, wet, gray. silty,
gravelly SAND. (Heaving)

Hard, wet, gray, clayey SILT.

Very dense, wet, silty, gravelly
SAND. (Heaving)

De
in

—_

HC-7-1985
STANDARD PENETRATION LAB
. g RESISTANCE TESTS
Feat Sanple ABlows par, Foo‘:. = e
60 - e P
s—:aZ i 14 e AL
65 \
S-14 Z K \7
70
s /
s—tsz i ®
N
75 ~3
K \‘\.\
s-160=] | jﬂig'
i /
B0 A
L /
i £
85 -
- N
5
B N
s-180 | 'y -5—2_
%0
s-190=f | ,}*i:'
95
-~ APl
s-20[qJaT {
100 \
*x5-24 i
108 :
s-22[< | @ };_5.2-
110
s-23[x ! r; _'-’ig. -GS
115
s-2a5g | 452,
120 ] | M LI
® Water Content in Percent
J—-1636~02 December 1986

HART—-CROWSER & associates, inc.
Figure A-8

sheet 2 of 3




Boring Log HC-7

SOIL DESCRIPTIONS

eround Surfacs Elesvation in Fest 3 (City Datum)

Very dense, wet, silty, gravelly
SAND.

- Drilling becomes very hard and rough.

Bottom of Boring at 127.5 Feet.
Completed 12/2/86.

De
in

——

pth

Faat
120

- 125

130

135

140

145

150

155

160

165

170

175

180

i. Refer to Figure A-i for sxplanation of descriptions

W

and symbals,

. Soil descripticns and stratum linea are intarpretive
and actual changes may ba grasdual.

. Bround water lavel, if indicated, is at time of drilling
{ATD! or for date specified. Lavel may vary with tlme.

Mo sampla laken due [0 heaving sands in augaer.

HC-7-1985
STANDARD PENETRATION LAB
. RESISTANCE TESTS
Sampla ABlows per Foot
.
i e
S-25 =t ; ,LE%,
—og5— [ =9
5-26 i ’ Y o
-
[ 7] = =i
® Water Content in Percent
J-1636~-02 December 1986

HART-CROWSER & associates, inc.
Figure A-8

Sheet 3 of 3
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P-102-HC1985




P-103-HC1985




Boring Log B—4

B-4-HC1985a
SOIL DESCRIPTIONS STANDARD PENETRATION LAB
Oagth RESISTANCE TESTS
Sround Surface Elsvation in Feet 37 (City Datum) in Feet Sampls A Blows per. Foa: = = =
Asphalt : ? L T|_T|-
oncrete

Loose to medium dense, wet, gray. i

slightly gravelly, very silty SAND. S—ax i @ 2.
(FILL) L A 7 d=82

Medium stiff, wet, gray, slightly -
gravelly, sandy SILT. (FILL) L

Medium dense, wet, gray, slightly T+ 20
gravelly to gravelly., silty SAND &
Tégtdbundsnt brick fragments. i

&
X1
>

1

|

-

[} ]
l.{/f////[///f////f///f////fffl[//'/////j///////////j/f///”//}l
V/////////[j//ff/f[[///////[//////////}'///////1/[//[//[/1////‘%

Iz s-4
Dense, wet, gray, silty sandy GRAVEL L Z B
and silty, gravelly SAND. (FILL)
- s-7(\ P} \
g s-s§ i o | X
T 30 3 4
L "2“ - /
| Chemical odor noted during | @ S_SX 2 |
drilling betwesn 33 and 50 feet. | i « {
- 35 Z B
E a s-10 L
Loose, wet, black CODAL with o] i
occasional silty SAND. (FILL) B
s-uZ i /
L 40 L /
L L s—-s.zg L y
P = s-nz i
1 45 = .
-$hegical odor noted between 46 ta 50| [ Sg 5‘“233— LA
eatc. — -
B s—ssZ]*‘ ot
Looss to medium dense, wet, gray, - 8L
very silty, fines SAND with shel -+ 50
fragments and occasional wood. i s_wz L ;{ g5
@ s—i?x B Jé °
+ =3
B s—mg B | ]
L il

[ ] - []
® Watar Content in Parcant

J-1601-01 December 13985
HART-CROWSER & associates, inc.
Sheet 1 of2 Figure A-13



Boring Log B—4 B-4-HC1985a

SOIL DESCRIPTIONS STANDARD PENETRATION LAB
RESISTANCE TESTS

6round Burface Elavation in Fest 37 (City Detual %ug:“ Sample A Blows per Foot

- 60 pe
Loose to medium dense, wet., gray, [ HT
very silty, fine SAND with shell 3 -
fragments and occasional wood. - - \
Denss to very densa, wet, grasy. L “‘"Z : ‘
gravall . 8ilty SAND with shell

ragments. _ T &8 /

" s—eax A ] A
Bottom of Boring at £9.0 Feet. B IS 1
Completsad 12/23/85. [

P -

- TH

o i 80

- 85

2 B

- 90

-+ 95

-+ 100

=+ 108

+ 140

- -

+ 119

- 420 J— Mu,

[ [ T [
® Water Content in Percant

;. E{:agﬂ;{nuu A=1 for explanation of descriptions J—160 1_.0 1 December 1985
 Gnd ACTUG] Chanbee ey he grmdsal T TR Sntecaretive HART-CROWSER & associates, inc.
3. Ground water level, if indicated, is st time of drilling ;

(ATD) or for dats specified. Level may vary with time. Sheet 2 of 2 Figure A-13



Boring Log B-5

' SOIL DESCRIPTIONS

Sround Surfacs Elsvation in Fest 34 (City Datum)

B-5-HC1985a

STANDARD PENETRATION
RESISTANCE
A Blows per an‘t'

Asphalt

Concrete

Loocse, wat, gray, silty. very
gravelly SAND,., (FILL)

Sewage odor noted after hole was
-gcmglstau. probably from ~15 to 30
eeat.

~ Chemical odor noted between 17 to 18
feat during drilling.

LAB
TESTS

. |3
]

Soft, wet, gray, slightly gravelly,
slightly sandy, silty CLAY with
lenses of silty, fine SAND. (FILL)

- Chemical odor noted while drilling
between 38 to 50 feet.

57
TV =.30-
40

i;_.!.';

- 0S
AL

Soft to stiff. wet, brown to gray,
decomposed WOOD intermixed with
silty, fine SAND. (FILL)

<IT XTI BXE AT AT

Medium stiff, wet, gray, slightly
sandy, clayey SILT with shell
fragments.

AL

Dense, wet. gray, silty, sandy
GAAVEL with abundant shells.

J

[ [T] -
® Watsr Cantant in Percant

J-1601-01

|

December 1885
HART-CROWSER & associates, inc.

Sheet 1 of 2 Figure A-14



Boring Log B—5

SOIL DESCRIPTIONS

Bapth
6round Surface Elevation in Feet 34 (City Datum)l in Feet
-~ 60

Dense, waet, gray, slightly silty, [

gravelly S with few shells. r
-l- ss

Very stiff, wet, gray. slightly

sandy SILT. -

Bottom of Boring at 69.0 Feat. i

Completed 12/23/85. T7
+ 78
+ 80
+ 85
+ %0
+ 95
+ 100
+ 108
L
=+ 110
+ 115
-+ 120

i. Rafer to Flgure A-i for axplanation of descriptions
and symbols.
2. Soil descriptions and stratum lines sre intsrprative
and sctusl changes may bes gradual.
. 6round watar lsvel, if indicated, is at time of drilling
(ATD) or for date specifisd. Laval may vary with time,

B-5-HC1985a

STANDARD PENETRATION
RESISTANCE
Sample A Blows per Foot

-

s—:séz : L ]

'u u.,_l._’_

LAB
TESTS

s—:7§§ [ d ¢

[ LI

L - -
® Watar Content in Parcent

ibe

J-1601-01 December 18985
HART—-CROWSER & assaciates, inc.

Sheet 2 of 2 Figure

A-14




Boring Log B-6

SOIL DESCRIPTIONS

Ground Surface Elsvation in Feet 34 (City Datum)

ver i-1/2-inch Mortar over 7-inch
oncrats.

- |
|

i-1/2-inch Asphalt over 4-inch Brick

ray, slightly grsvelly, sandy SILT.
ﬁFILL]

Medium stiff to stiff, wet, brown to

Medium stiff, wet, gray, sandy,
silty CLAY. (FILL)

Yary stiff, wet, graz. sandy SILT
TéELqunas of gravelly, silty SAND.

V////!/f////////////f//f[[[////[///ﬂ
I.{//I///////////[[/f/[[//f//l/l//j

K] 1/20/86

g

Loose, wet, gray, silty, sandy
GAAVEL. (FILL)

]
ad

Stiff, wet, grs¥. ali htlr gravelly,
clayey, sandy SILT. (FILL

~Slight chamical odor noted betwesn
30 to 31 feat.

Loose, wat, grasy, slightly clayey,
very silty SAND and medium stiff,
lganUy SILT. (FILL)

light chemical odor noted between
35 to 37 feet.

Bottom of Boring at 41.0 Feet.
Completed 12/23/85.

1. Rafer to Figure A-1i for sxplanation of descriptions

and symbols.

2. Soil dsscriptions and stratum lines are interpretive

and actual changes may be gradual.

3. Bround watsr level, if indlcated, is st time of drilling
(ATD) or for dete specified. Lesvel may very with time.

B-6-HC1985
STANDARD PENETRATION LAB
RESISTANCE TESTS
ABlows per F‘ou&
: / -fd =102
L /A
: L 7 d296
: _;"a =88
L [
i /
it /
~63
E e
F -88
. /
bl
b
= l J-_
® Water Ctmttnt“!.rl Parcant
J-1601-01 December 1985

HART-CROWSER & associates, inc.

Figure A-15




Boring Log B—3

SOIL DESCRIPTIONS

8round Surface Elevation in Feet 35 (City Datum)

Asphalt

oncrete

Medium dense, wet, gray, silty,
gravelly SAND. (FILL)

Medium stiff, wet, gray, gravelly,
sandy SILT.

Loose to medium dense, wet, gray,
gravelly, silty SAND with occasional
concrete fragments. (FILL)

Snght chemical odor noted during
L drilling betwean 33 and 35 feat.

Very sandy, clayey SILT. (FILL)

Loose, wet, gray, silty, gravelly
SAND. (FILL)

Medium stiff to stiff, wet, gray.
silty CLAY, (FILL)

-

- Wood encountered between 47.5 to
49.0 feet.

Medium stiff, wet, gray, very sandy
SILT with scattered shell fragments.

L)
f20/86

L
L

V27 A
77A

Vo7
2727

hﬂl

»
d

U T T

Sampls

B-3-HC1985a

STANDARD PENETRATION

RESISTANCE

A Blows psr Foot
i

5—-12 :

=

=

”

LAB
TESTS

s-aZ : ik ® |7 d =85
9-42 E !h .1 | d=90
; \
Os-5 ®
X | \
i /
s—si Pl ,f/
=X T A
v || |
s-sT PL
ot | |11
s-sz§§ - Jl —e— AL
s—:zz " tj,‘\ r
s—:ax E >
S—MX E “/ ®
sl | | .
B L [] Jli T e
® Watar Contant in Percent
J-1601-01 December 1985

HART-CROWSER & associates, inc.

Sheet 1 of 2

Figure A-12




Boring Log B—3
B-3-HC1985a
SOIL DESCRIPTIONS _ %g?g#iEcEENETRATIUN %égTS
Ground Surface Elsvation in Feat 35 (City Datum) ?;p;:'-t Sampla A Blows per Foot & .
Loose, wet, gray. silty., fine SAND T™ "T
with shell fragments. i -
3 s—isZ E
2 i N
+ 68
Dense, wet, gray, slightly gravelly, [ ¥
slightly silty SAND. - s-uz - o
Bottom of Boring at 63.0 Feet. b "
Completed 12/20/85. e
+ 75
+ 80
+ a8
+ 50
+ o3
-+ 100
- 108
- 110
b= -
+ 119
g . L L LU
® Water Content in Percant
:. E:;u:y:gn;’-i-gurl A-4 for explanation of descriptions \J‘iEOi_O 1 DECmeEF‘ 1985
" and ‘sctus] thanges My be ghacusl. | nterprative HART-CROWSER & associates, inc.
3. 6round water level, if indicated. is at time of drilling -
(ATD) or for dats specified. Lavel may vary with time. Sheet 2 of 2 Figure A=12

QO High blow count due to concrate Iragment in tip of samplar.



Boring Log HC—4 HC-4-1985

with layers of soft, sandy SILT, L S-4
loose SAND, sawdust and wood debris. | |

(FILL)
[ s-5

SOIL DESCRIPTIONS : STANDAAD PENETRATION LAB
— RESISTANCE TESTS
Ground Surface Elavation in Feet B. 1 (City Dstuml in FeetS T  Sampla ABlows per. F“.E -
Medium dense, wet, gray, silty, -F ° NN _'_'—Tr‘
gravally SAND., (FILL) 2
-2 1
ATD S—tz
Loose, wet, gray, gravelly, very -+ 5 .
gilty SAND with wood debris. (FILL) I s—eZ [ )
e —— L | //’/
- Chemical odor noted between B and 9 = » -
feet. 4 8 -"Z 4-_1/
Very soft, wet, gray, silty CLAY - 10 Z

rh/I-—
L

-+ 20
~ Sawdust, coal and ash observed at 23| | 5_7Z -\
|_feat. 8 | &
Yery soft to soft, wet, brown, + 25
clayey SILT with abundant shells and L R
scattered organics. i B

5 i F N ]

-+ 35
Medium dense to dense, wet, gray, i i
slightly silty SAND with abundant ¥ s-10] T Al e
shells and occasional wood. - b N
+ 40 ‘\
- s—uz i \1
+ 45
B s-zzZ i
. -
=+ 50
B s—:sz " ;
- 55
i al
Stiff, wet., brown., gravelly PEAT 3"“2]5
with organic, clayey SILT. _J_ - u_
- 60 T (-~
® Water Content in Percent
J-1636 December 1985

HART-CROWSER & associates, inc.
Sheet 1 of 2 Figure A-=5



Boring Log HC—4 HC-4-1985

SOIL DESCRIPTIONS STANDARD PENETRATION LAB
Dapth RESISTANCE TESTS
6round Surface Elevation in Feet 8.1 (City Oetum) in :nt Sample A Blows par FDDLE i
Stiff, wet, brown, gravelly PEAT : ¥ T
with organic, clayey SILT. I*
- =3

: e Zig: ‘( & - AL

Very soft to stiff, wet, gray, silty 1 e
CLAY and clayey SILT with abundant
s s—tsz L p

with abundant shells.

4 70 -
- - 1
L
B - L]
™ 5-172 .‘< : ~ AL
T+ 75
- L. L\""
Medium danse to dense, wet., gray, A T
silty, fine to medium SAND. - ]
[ S—.'.!Z [ ™
+ 80

M

E s-19 Z i * ‘\

Hard, wet, gray, clayey SILT with
layers of sandy SILT. i i
™ s—aoz I = \

- s-21[X] “_5é_
—— 95
- B
Yery dense, wet, gray, slightly
silty, sandy GRAVEL. a s-22[<] 422,
-+ 100
- ws-23(X] A 52,
Bottom of Boring at 103.5 Feset. - o
Completed 12/48/85. -~ 105
Obsearvation well installed in HC-4A B -
adjacent to HC-4 boring location. 3 B
v = 110
L 2
<+ 449
- 12” - - ‘-__'“:u
® Water Contsnt in Parcent
1. f:é':ygof.’?"" A-1 for sxplanstion of descriptions d._isas DECEH]DE!" 1985
S d AEEUE) Thanasy Mgy HS SeeBRT.T e inxNCRRaRive HART-CROWSER & associates, inc.
3. Bround water level, if indicated. is at time of drilling .
(ATD] or for date spacified. Lesvel may vary with time. Sheet 2 of 2 Figure A-5



Boring Log B2

SOIL DESCRIPTIONS

Dupth
Ground Surface Elevstion in Fest 34 (City Datum) in Fest
T 0
Asphalt [ srg
Concrete N N
Medium stiff to stiff, slightly i N N
gravelly, sandy, clayay SILT. (FILL) : Q
F NN
<+ 5 N
S
S
L AR
N R
T 10 N \
NN
o
F s NN
4+ 15
f N N
N R
i N R
N N
8 N N
N R
-+ 20 N N
L N N
o N R
E a NN
a NN
a NN
8K
. als E
™ N N
S
SN
N N
B NN
- 30 t" :
Slight chemical odor noted during L N N
—drilling between 32 and 37 fest. L _= NN
Loose, wet, gray, slightly gravelly, i ”“x.t
silty, very clayey SAND. (FILL) NN
I N N
Very soft, wet, gray, silty CLAY. +315 NN
(FILL) R N E
NN
Very loose to medium dense, wet, : E N
black, silty SAND with wood fragments. NN
(FILL) - N N
+4 NN
- t ::4
L N
N R
s NN
N N
- M ;,:
T s NN
- :: N
N N
- \ \
E N
N N
5 N N
+ 850 N S
L N
Soft to medium dense, wet, gray, i N E
alightly sandy SILT with occasional \ N
wood and abundant shells. - NN
S
4+ 55 PN
-
- 80

B-2-HC1985
ghgRmeTIn g
. Sample ABlows Dll'" Fonltn = -
T
s_sz = f d"ﬁ =80
S-EZ i Jf L /490
] | |
| ol /
3_42 = J< 9 /cl-HD
\
R N
b= \\
s—szz B ‘7 D -GS
S—BZ B _‘( L4 G5
s-?ii P}
s-al}| | W e 5
v [ marij N
5"1°§§ C
N~
s—iszz i “~*
5-122 B &
= 3
L V1
¥
- /
s-—:aZ i J<
5-14Z : \A r
s-isz : ‘Z
\: ] ] ‘*-“""Jjﬂn
® Watsr Contant in Psrcant

J-1601-01

December

1985

HART-CROWSER & associates, inc.

Sheet 1 of 2

Figure A-11



Boring Log B2

SOIL DESCRIPTIONS

Depth
6round Surface Elsvation in Feet 34 (City Datua) 1=p:out
Medium dense to densse, wet, gray, E
silty, gravelly SAND.
<+ B5
+ 70
Bottom of Boring at 70.0 Feet. i
Complated 12/48/85.
Note: Observation well installation i
consists of slope indicator
casing with screen. L
+ 75
+ 80
+ 85
+ S0
+ o5
+ 100
<+ 108
-+ 40
+ 115
<4 120

1. Asefer top Figure A-i for explanation of descriptions
and symbols.
2. Soll descriptions and stratum lines are interpretive
and sctual changes may be gradusl,
. Bround water leval, if indlcated, is st time of drilling
(ATD) or for date specified. Level may vary with time.

B-2-HC1985

STANDARD PENETRATION

" RESISTANCE

Sample A Blows per anls

v |

M

il
N i

—

s—s?EZ -

J-1601-01

£ =
® Watar Content in Percent

w b

December

LAB
TESTS

1985

HART-CROWSER & associates, inc.

Sheet 2 aof 2

Figure A-11




Boring Log HC-5

SOIL DESCRIPTIONS

D
sround Surfsca Elsvation in Feet B.6 (City Datum)

Dense, wet, brown, slightly silty,
sandy GRAVEL. (FILL) e

Medium stiff, wet, gray-brown,
gravelly, sandy SILT a ternatin%
with layers of very soft CLAY. (FILL)

- Strong chemical odor noted batween
5 and 24 feet.

Soft, wet., brown, slightly sandy.
clayey SILT with shell fragments and
occasional wood pieces.

Medium densa, waet., gray, silty, fine
to medium SAND with shells and
scattered organics.

Stiff, wet, brown PEAT.

]
LIRS S |

10

45

- 50
L

HC-5A

12/20/85 FJ

HC-5-1985
STANDARD PENETRATION LAB
RESISTANCE TESTS
Sample A Blows par Fao:‘l: o e i
_ T
S-1pmd [ /«”A%'
- — //‘/
SFEZ - Jr"‘——
= [ || |4
s-plat ;»
s-5 g l
<E |k
C V]
<)%
s—yz ¥ \“
i 7
s-—eZ oy @
s-3 Z ™ A J
L -
: HH"""L‘_
Os-100 | THa ig_*
- /f’
" Zi
# d
s-uX] [ f/
S-!.EZ B
s-13 Z 3 4
S-14 X i
® Water Contantu in ;ur-cun? o=
J=1636 December 1885
HART—-CROWSER & associates, inc.
Sheet 1 of 2 Figure A-B



Boring Log HC-5 HC-5-1985

SOIL DESCRIPTIONS STANDARD PENETRATION LAB
Depth : RESISTANCE TESTS
Ground Surfece Elsvation in Feet 8.6 (City Datum) in F;-v: Sample A Blows per F“;E o
Stiff, wet, brown PEAT. 'F . _ T
B V1
r At v
Medium stiff to stiff, wet, gray, [ 3"5215' JC @
clayey SILT with shell fragments. Ti it \
T 65
| - NN
i s—uZ i —® AL
- 70
o b=
- a—ﬂg B ) ®
+ 75 <
Medium dense to dense, wet, gray, - o \
slightly silty, slightly to very L L
gravelly SAND. L N
5—1EZ § 7
-+ 80
I s—isz % A (
L -
4+ B8 '\\
- A N
Hard, moist to wet, gray, sandy SILT - = N
wWwith trace of sandy gravel. L Z L
s-20 Py
-+ 90
i s—asx - A %.
+ g% 1
- - /‘
i - /
B s-azZ > ‘K
-~ 100
i s—zsz i @ ,\
T 108 N
V?Ez dense, vﬁt. sg;ay. slightly : : \\
g . grave .
Y. 9 y 0 5—242 3 ) ik'-%.-.
- —
-+ 140
Very dense, wet, gray, silty., very f 5-25 @ ® L 50 |eg
sandy GRAVEL. ~ F E 3*
+ 118
o HS-260E “_'-"_Q_
Bottom of Boring at 116.3 Feet. - L, 3
Completed 12/46/85. B e
Obsarvation well installed in HC-5A L L d_
adjacent 1o HC-5 boring location. L 420 L L LU
® Watar Contant in Percant
1. m;c:":ggﬁ?uru A-41 for axplesnation of dascriptions lJ"iSBE December‘ 1985
N el ateia) Thinuta By B GERGUAT. . mowSnEanpnStIve HART-CROWSER & associates, inc.
3. Ground watar level, 1if indicated, is at time of drilling 2
(ATD) or for dete specifiad. Lavel may vary with tima. Sheet 2 of 2 Figure A-B6
O High blow count may be due to drilling obstruction,

not considered to reflect actual density conditions.



Boring Log B-1 B-1-HC1985a

STANDARD PENETRATION LAB

SOIL DESCRIPTIONS

Dapth g RESISTANCE TESTS
8rgund Surface Elsvation in Feet 35 (City Datuml in gant Sample ABlows par Fﬂﬂ: = =
Asphalt ”_I"' EPE i T "'I’I’I’r
Concreta L:: N
Medium stiff. wet, gray, slightly L
gravelly. “slightly sandy, clayey i s.,§§ °
SILT with scattered wood and brick - f
fragments. (FILL) 45 /

- s-az - Vi ®

T 0

" B‘SPZ W Al o

+ 15

L
: 5-42 : Al ®
-+ 20

Logse, wat, grasy, slightly gravelly, i B

silty, fine to medium SAND with ©
scattered wood and brick fragments. 2 HZ - il o
(FILL) g I 1

-+ 2% a

[ D s-sT Pl '

<4 a9 s_?Z I — | 68
Stiff, wet, gray, slightly sandy, - - 1 £l Ak
silty CLAY. (FILL) g = N

r 5-8 i h\w-i -5E
- Chemical odor noted during drilling | |
batween 34 to 44 feet. =5 =

- b S-9| L Al
Dense to very loose, wet, black, i = - N,
slightly silty, gravelly SAND with L = | Os-io0l - 14 S0
posaible coal and Eatrolaum-bnsad L = L LT 3t
contaminants. (FILL) = 1]

T 40 =0 ="

- PN 3"!12 L /h..f’

; - IV

Vary soft, wet, gray, slightly sandy, | | 5"3213 4 q
clayey SILT. (FILL) & i

2 g i

- L
Loose, wet, black, silty, gravelly [ L
SAND with wood, brick and shell
fragments. (FILL) - 5_!42 - \;

L s /
Soft to stiff, wet. gray, slightly 3 i
sandy, clayey SILT with shell N -
fragments. B s—:sx & 4

T+

f 3 \

— = \\

i s—:sz B )“ 1

L [ = [ e
@® Water Content in Percant

J—-1601-01 December 1985
HART-CROWSER & associates, inc.
Sheet 1 of 2 Figure A-10



Boring Log B-1

SOIL DESCRIPTIONS

Sround Surfecs Elsvetion in Feet 35 (City Datuml)

Densa, wat, gray. fine to medium
SAND.

Bottom of Boring at 70.0 Feet.
Completed 12/16/85.

70

i00

io8

113

120

i. Rafer to Figure A-1 for explanation of descriptions

snd symbols.

2. Soil descriptions sand strstum linas ars intsrpretive

and actusl changes msy be gradual

3. Ground watsr lavel, if indicated, is at tima of drill
(ATD) or for data specified. Lavel say vary with

O High blow count masy be due to presenca of wood and/or coal.

tima

ing

B-1-HC1985a

STANDARD PENETRATION

RESISTANCE

Sampls ABlows psr Foot

-

-

5—!72 W

A

o

i

J-1601-01

[ L w = ]
@ Water Contsnt in Percant

T

December

LAB
TESTS

1985

HART-CROWSER & associates, inc.
Figure A-10

Sheet 2 of 2




Boring Log HC-2

SOIL DESCRIPTIONS

Ground Surfscs Elavation in Fest B.Z2(City Datus)

Moist, brown, silty SAND. (FILL)

very silty SAND and medium stiff,
wood fragments., (FILL)

~ Strong chemical odor noted between
7 and 14 feet.

Loose, wet, gray, slightly gravelly,
silty CLAY with occasional brick and

Very soft to soft, wet, gray-brawn,
clayay SILT with scattered shells
and roots.

Denss., wet, gray, silty., fine to
medium SAND with occasional shells
and roots

Dense to medium dense, wet, Eray.
slightly silty, gravelly SAND.

Stiff, wet, brown PEAT.

T

th

Dap
in Feat
T 0

10

~ 15

30

40

48

80

120"20!85}0

HC-2-1985
STANDARD PENETRATION LAB
RESISTANCE TESTS
Sample A Blows Dll'" Foﬂ& = - 100
e ,._T
s—zx - N
i /
S—EZ L ¥
5'32 [ A
i /
X 1T,
S—GE B A
HZ L L
X E
S-QZ & y
J
S-QZ B y = 4 AL
AR L
S—iDZJE_ 4 P

S-11 Z l:

S-iEX f

5—1SZ B

sl [
L

-l

J=~41636

LL i _E: 198

7] -
@ Water Contsnt in Percent

December 1885

HART—-CROWSER & associates, inc.

Sheet 1 of 2

Figure A-3



Boring Log HC—-2

SOIL DESCAIPTIONS

8round Surfsce Elsvation in Feat 8.2 (City Detum)
Stiff, wet, gray, silty CLAY.

Medium denses to very dense, wet,
gray, slightly gravelly, silty SAND
alternating with silty, fine SAND.

Bottom of Boring at 93.9 Feet.
Completed 12/13/85.

Obsarvation well installed in HC-2A
adjacent to HC-2 boring location.

70

- 100

- 108

i10

115

i20

1. Rafer to Figurs A-i for axplanstion of descripticns

and symbols.

2. Soil descriptions and stratum lines sre interpreative

and actual changes nay be gradual.

- Bround water lavel, if indicstad, im st time of drilling
(ATD) or for dete specified. Leval may vary with

time,

STANDARD PENETRATION

RESISTANCE

Sample A Blows per Foot

e [ 4

e

=Rl

vald |

uflt ‘

s-211X

s-zzZ j

-

-

| LN

J-1636

[ L w - -
® Water Content in Percent

o8

December

HC-2-1985

TESTS

1885

HART-CROWSER & associates, inc.

Sheet 2 of 2

Figure A-3



Boring Log HC-6

SOIL DESCRIPTIONS

8round Surfacs Elsvation in Fest 9.3 (City Oatual

Medium dense, moist, brown, slightly
gravelly. silty SAND. (FILL)

Medium stiff, moist, tan, clayey

SILT. (FILL)

Loose, silty. gravelly

wat, tan-gray,
SAND. (FILL)

~ Strong chemical odor noted between
24 and 26 fesat.

Soft, wet, black-brown, slightly
clayey SILT and sandy SILT with
abundant shell fragments.

Loose to medium dense, wet, gray,
silty, fine to medium SAND with
abundant shells and scattered
organics.

Stiff, wat, gray-green, claysy SILT

and PEAT.

Capth
in Feast

6 1§

T 1

T T

T 7T

10

i3

40

45

o3

HC-6A

¥YVZ7]

VYIZ74

12/20/85

PO T

S

HC-6-1985
STANDARD PENETRATION LAB
RESISTANCE TESTS
Sanpls 4 Blows pll"l Fnost.. - i
i T
3—12 : /
=X T
-
S-4 5 A
-5 ; F S
X[
i \
=" 3
o | { T
=) [
K
' N
5-1o§§ : 3
s—$1§§ : T’
s—:zz E A T
Y] |
5-14 ‘
A E LU LAl
® Water Content in Parcent
J-16386 December 1885

HART-CROWSER & associates, inc.

Sheet 1 of 2 Figure A-7



Boring Log HC-6

SOIL DESCRIPTIONS

6round Surfacs Elavation in Feet 9.3 (City Datum)

Medium stiff, wet, gray. silty CLAY
interbadded with seams of silty SAND
and silty, sandy GRAVEL.

Varv dense, wet, gray, silty, sandy
GRAVEL.

Very dense, wet, gray, gravelly SAND.

Yery dense, moist, gray, slighlty

gravelly, very silty SAND.

Bottom of Boring at 93.5 Feet.
Completed 12/13/BS.

Observation weil instailed in HC-6A
adjacent to HC-6 boring location.

Depth
in Feat

-

—_

- 70

i00

105

110

120

1. Pafer to Figure A-1 for explansticn of descripticns

2.
3.

and sy=bols.
and actusl changes may Des gradual.

Soil descriptions and strstuam lines are interprative

6round watar level, if indlcated, is at time of drilling
(ATD) or for date specified. Lavel may vary with time.

HC-6-1985
STANDARD PENETRATION LAB
RESISTANCE TESTS
Sample A Blows per Fuot. a
7 !‘rn-.!r
e 8
s—-ssz B ‘(“ e ~AL
wulY] i H
\‘4
B Y
B
N
b= '“k
s-170X | W53,
s-180%] - ‘LJ%_
S-195< : Aﬂ.
6
s-20¢ - 422,
s-24 = ® 82 Lgg
X Q A5 S
M ] = 0w
® Watar Cantent in Percant
J—-1636 December 1985

HART-CROWSER & associates, inc.

Sheet 2 of 2

Figure A-7



Boring Log HC-3

SOIL DESCRIPTIONS

8round Surfaca Elsvation in Feet 8.2 [City Datum)
Wat, brown, silty, gravelly SAND.
(FILL)

Loose to medium dense, wet, gray,
slightly gravelly, slightly silty
?é?ELrith wood and brick fragments.

Strong chemical odor noted between
8 and 9 feest.

Vary soft to soft, wet, gray, silty
%?ét ritn seams of very silty SAND.

- Wood chips and coal observed between
17.5 and 49 fesat.

Soft., wet, gray, clayey SILT with
abundant shell fragments.

Medium dense to dense, wet, gray,
slightly silty, fine SAND with
abundant shell fragments.

Organic SILT and PEAT.

Medium denss to dense, wat, gray
slightly gravelly SAND with ahall
fragments,

40

STANDARD PENETRATION

RESISTANCE

Sample A Blows per. Faatg

HC-3-1985

LAB
TESTS

mr

L[]
51X i
«2l¥ : /‘,,
- 41|
7
s—4§§ ‘Ei\\
=X | \‘\

=X | )

S

X [ |4

1ol

m »
T

=il |

S-:EZ B

Ds-isg i

S-14 Z &

[

N LU

J—-1636

L - w
® Watar Contant in Percent

December 1885

HART-CROWSER & associates, inc.

Sheet 1 of 2

Figure A-4



Boring Log HC-3

SOIL DESCRIPTIONS

@round Surfsce Elsvation in Fast B.2 (City Datus)

Denss, wet, gray, very silty SAND
with thin seams of clayey SILT,
clean SAND and sandy GRAVEL.

Vary dense, wet, gray, slightly
silty., gravelly SAND.

Bottom of Boring at 93.4 Feet.
Completed 12/12/85.

Observation wall installed in HC-3A
adjacent to HC-3 boring location.

L

o

th
&0

i00

108

110

115

120

i. Rafer to Figure A-i for explanation of descriptions

and symbols

2. Soil duer‘tﬁt:anl and stratum lines are interpretive

and actual changes may bs gredual.

3. Bround watar level, if indicated. is at time of drilling
(ATD) or for date specifiesd. Level may very with timae.

O High blow count may be dus to drilling obstruction,

not considerad to reflect actual deneity conditions.

Feat

Sample

S-18

< X

P!?Z

s-salY

salY

8-21[

J-1636

HC-3-1985
STANDARD PENETRATION LAB
RESISTANCE TESTS
A Blows plr; Foot
T N
i \L
B ]
L /;
B
- N
L N
N'\
i h -85
- 11
E S0
i A s
i A-52, res
B | J_UJJJ
[ [ w - - )
® Wetar Content in Pearcant
December 1985

HART-CROWSER & associates, inc.

Sheet 2 of 2

Figure A-4



Boring Log HC-1

SOIL DESCRIPTIONS

G6round Surface Elavation in Feet 9.7 (City Datum)
Moist, tan, silty SAND. (FILL)

-6 inch wood

Medium dense, wet, gray-black, silty
SAND and soft CLAY. (FILL)

Strong chemical odor between 9 and
22 feat.

Loose, wet, gray, slightly gravelly,
silty SAND with coal and ash. (FILL)

Loose to dense, wet, gray, slightly
silty to silty, fine SAND with
abundant shells and occasional wood.

Medium stiff to veré stiff, wet,
gray, sandy, silty CLAY with lenses
of silty, sandy GRAVEL.

- Organics

epth

D
in Feet

—

0

10

i3

20

40

A5

50

8o

>
-
Ko

W T T OIIT

12/20/85K)

s—uzz e Al
o ™

HC-1-1985
STANDARD PENETRATION LAB
RESISTANCE TESTS
Sample ABlows per Foot
T
s-1§§ 3 A\\
PEZ L
=
= r/
s‘sx i ‘{fﬂ’
X [ i
(X [ J/
S—GZ ™ v
L
X L |
L

X [

s-10 Z -

5-14 Z g

=-s2l(fa A

S—i.az i

S—iAZ B

\

\

LA

J-1636

[ =
@ ¥atsr Content in Parcant

g

December 1985

HART-CROWSER & associates, inc.

-Sheet 1 of 2

Figure A-2



Boring Log HC-1 HC-1-1985

SOIL DESCRIPTIONS STANDARD PENETRATION LAB
Depth AESISTANCE TESTS
8rgund Surfsce Elavetion in Feet 9.7(City Dstum) in Fast Sample ABlows per Foot I
Hedium SE1ff to very etiff. wet. [ = T
gray, sandy., silt LAY with lenses i
of Bilty, sandy GHAVEL. - e
I s-iszz w 1
-+ B8 .
Medium denss, wet, gray, silty, P -
gravelly SAND. i !riazg P
Yery soft to stiff, wet, gray, silty, | + 70
clnye! SAND and sandy., silty CLAY L A
with lenses of gravelly, silty SAND. L I(
i s-17 :I;' HTe AL
- b
= n
™ 8-18§§ - ‘l\
5 -+ B0 # )
Very dense, moist to wet, gray, - - N
gilty SAND with lenses of silty, L L
gravelly SAND. B \\
= s—iszz
+ 85
5 I
T s-20( [ . | =,
e -
s-as,z : ;{
+ 95
B s—azzz I ‘<i
= -
+ 100 P\
Yary dense, moist, rray. silty, = - N
sandy GRAVEL. (TILL { u . 11
: s-23 P
Bottom of Boring at 102.8 Fest. B 4"
Completed 12/41/85. - -
-+ 108
Observation well Installed in HC-1A - -
adjacent to HC-1 boring location. L e
+ 110
- 145
L &
<4 120 H LJJ_&
® Watesr Content in Pesrcant
;. g:{::‘g::nfiu:" A-1 ;ar:x:lm::lnn of descriptions ' d__isas December‘ 1985
. I:d tc:::; gn:g::t.:ly.n:. ::I:du.l?.“ AR UL S HART—-CROWSER & assac iates, inc.
3. Ground water level, if indicated, is st time of drilling -
(ATD) or for date specifisd. Lavesl may vary with time. Sheet 2 of 2 Flgur“e A-2



B-110-HC1985




B-110-HC1985




B-117-HC1985




B-117-HC1985




B-111-HC1985




B-111-HC1985




B-112-HC1985




B-112-HC1985




B-113-HC1985




B-113-HC1985




B-114-HC1985




B-114-HC1985




B-115-HC1985




B-115-HC1985




B-116-HC1985




B-116-HC1985




B-118-HC1985




B-118-HC1985




Boring Log B—119

SOIL DESCRIPTIONS

th
Ground Surfasce Elevation in Feet 9.9 %’g..g
Very loose to loose, wat, gray, L= &F
clean to silty., medium to fine SAND
with scattered gravel. -
(SAND FILL) L ¥
Y]
+ 5
<
fuo
Loose, wet, gray, silty SAND -': -
interspersed with soft, clayey SILT.
(CLAY/SAND FILL) -
<+ 20
Soft to medium stiff, wet, gray-brown, r
clayey SILT with scattered shell and | L o5
wood fragments.
(SILT I) i
-+ 30
Very dense, wet, gray, slightly _- s
clayey. slightly gravelly, very F
nsilty SAND. (SAND I) nr
Loose, wet, gray., slightly silty, o
medium to coarse SAND with scattered L
shell fragments. i
Hard, wet, gray-gresen. fine sandy
SILT with thin interbeds of silty, T
fine SAND. [
(Hard SILT)
-d[ 4’
¥ 50
Very dense, wat, gray-green. silty,
medium to fine SAND. i
(Dense SAND) = K]
- N
k
I N
<4 5% 'Q
L. o
M
- N
- 1.5 feet of heave at 57.5 feet. o N
N N
L e N

corel\4937\Log B119

("I TITFTITTTITIF 4

Sample

5-7

s-a

5-10

s-12

S-13

S-14

X<~ X

I X

B-119-HC1985

Figure A-7

STANDARD PENETRATION LAB
RESISTANCE TESTS
ABlows per Foot
[ -|-—~—|-r'ﬁ.
i A
L T LY
L | V] -
JC B g -8
i \. ¢® -65
: A T -68
X B ?
E /
1
Pl /
/ 1
B A | miidl AL
& § ™
R ™~
= \'
\‘h
65
: Bl
4 J (‘.
B i ¥
: \
5 e ||, 65
L.
i -6S
s .
@ Water Content in Percent
J-4937 4/98
J-712-50 1/85

1/2
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Boring Log_B—iiQ

SOIL DESCRIPTIONS

Ground Surface Elevation in Feet 9.9

Var'¥ dense. wet, gray-green, silty,
medium to fine SAND.

| Dogsp, SEND) heave at 62.5 feet.

Very dense, wet., gray, slightly
gilty to silty, fine to medium SAND
with scattered fine gravel.

- 4.0 foot of heave at 77.5 fest.
- Gravelly SAND

- 1.0 foot of heave at B2.5 fest.

Bottom of Boring at 3.4 Feet.
Completed 11/5/B5.

¥ E ¥ T & T T ¥

2|

T i

Fae
B0

i00

108

1410

115

120

1. Aefer to Fipgure A-i for explanation of descriptions

and ay=bola
and actual changes may De gradusl.

t

Soil descriptions snd stratum lines ars interpretive

2774
7774

o=

Ground water lsvel, if indicatasd, is st time of drilling

(ATD) or for data specified. Level may vary with time.

Sampls

8-15 TZ
"y

9—1?2

B-119-HC1985

STANDARD PENETRATION LAB
RESISTANCE TESTS
A Blows per Foot
"= o
i I
& L]
: l uk-%:. -GS
e 93
2 q JLﬁl
i A d Al
: L ih—gg_
i
-
-
B
i
- = ihe
® Water Cantent in Percant
J-4937 4/98
J-712-50 1/85
Figure A-7 2/2




Boring Log B—120 | B-120-HC1985

SOIL DESCAIPTIONS STANDAROD PENETRATION LAB
Depth RESISTANCE TESTS
Ground Surface Elasvation in Fest 10.7 in Faet Sample ABl::ul per Foot =

Very soft to soft, wet, gray, clayey B u
SILT interspersed with loose, wet,
grav. slightly silty to silty, fine o -
o medium SAND with scattered gravel. Z [ §

A

L]
[":}
[]
-

(CLAY/SAND FILL) e
+ 85
B S—ZX i /k o ~85
-{- 10 7
I " s—-sz y ® -GS
- 45
s N
& i N
e Al \‘v @
£ HZ]B- }‘ ¢ -ss
+ 20 va
. i /
1 s—s? PL /T/
4 25 HZ ‘{/ o
. A
- s-7[\] P X e ide
Very soft to soft. wet, gray-brown, E i
clayey SILT with scattered shell s-sZ 'S AL
fragments and organics. o -
(SILT I) . L / Sk
- o TV=.05-
s-s< P / -, -20
A C : o
™™ s—:oZ v
L L ~AU
— - "'-._‘
: 1o Jar oM |t
Medium dense, wet, gray, sandy e - \
GRAVEL. [SAND I) a0
Hard, moist to wet, gray to tan. [ 3
gandy SILT with interbeds of silty, T It
fine SAND. (SILT II) P 5—-1aE B ° >k
L i 2
-+ 45 -~}
Loose to medium dense, wet, gray- B /
green, gravelly, silty fine SAND i
with zones of fine sandy SILT. - =
'LéSILT II) 2 L
.5 feet of heave at 47.5 feet. # 823 L o
-+ S50
2.0 fest aof heave at 52.5 feet. : i
5~1AZ B L ] ~GS
—_— B \
Very dense, wet, gray., slightly [ i N
silty to silty, fine to medium SAND. N
(Dense SAND) i 5—152 5 L \t
-~ B0 T ] C )
® Water Content in Percant
J-4937 4/98
J-712-50 1/85
Figure A-8 1/2
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Boring Log B—120

SOIL DESCRIPTIONS

Ground Surface Elevation in Feat 10.7

Var-! dense, wet, gray, slightly
gsilty to silty, fine to medium SAND.
(Dense SAND)

- Very silty., fine SAND.

Bottom of Boring at 74.0 Feet.

Completed 11/4/85. -

Mote: Groundwater level not observed
due to use of drilling fluid
in auger. See text for
interpreted groundwater lavels

Depth

T T

1
L]

& & F o & e &8 %8 & n

pl‘-’ut
B0

70

i00

1085

110

115

120

4. Aefar to Figure A-i{ for explanstion of descriptions

and symbols.

2. Soil descriptions snd stratum lines ars intsrprative

and sctual changes masy be gradual.

3. Ground water level, if indicated, is at time of drilling
(ATD) or for date spacified. Level may vary with time.

Sample

s-mZ
l?

vl

STANDARD PENETRATION

RESISTANCE
ABlu'u per Foot

B-120-HC1985

=

T T T T

T

| G P |

m
® Wetar Content in Percant

J-4937
J-712-50
Figure A-8

i g

LAB
TESTS

4/98
1/85
2/2
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BORING LOG B-9

PORTER PENETRATION RESISTANCE
[30 pound weight, I8 inch drop )
BLOWS PER FOOT &
Cooreioted lo:
STANDARD PENETRATION RESISTANCE
(140 pewnd weigni, 30 men erop)
BLOWS PER FOOT &

B-9-HC1977

SOIL INTERPRETATION

Somple 1 2 5 o 20 30 SURFACE ELEVATION APPROXIMATELY 6.5 FEET
[ i CONCRETE
L ; LOOSE, SATURATED, GRAY, FINE TO MEDIUM,
I FEXS\ SANDY GRAVEL (FILL)
A a3
'.-'_53_- VERY STIFF, MOIST, GRAY, CLAYEY SILT WITHW
Eg g ;Y ?%fi OCCASIONAL WOOD, SAND, AND FINE GRAVEL
- —_—
I==
- P 7 T
V| 5 =
L ir B MEDIUM DENSE, SATURATED, GRAY, SLIGHTLY
2l SILTY, FINE TO MEDIUM SAND WITH BRICK
L “m o | AND WOOD FRAGMENTS
b J». \\
)
- N ~
~ h
X ! " o
>
E S~
I (] E f
I BOTTOM OF BORING
. o COMPLETED 3/3/77
- 20
- | -
3 i 5
4 i -
| + 25
E ! ! k
i l ! j
' . . =+ 1310
5 l | | f -
- ] -
- 1| -
- i .
f -P35
]
I = 40
- 9
- [ i
-+ 45
- -
- -
| ]
] 2 3 [+ 20 50 Le] - 30
WATER CONTENT j
PERCENT @
LEGEND

E I-3/8°00 Porier Soni
Sooon Somopie

E 2-1/47 0D Tube Somote

Woler Level

Observalion well
* Mo Semow Recovery
NOTE. Sail descriphiond are nlerprdtive ond aciwal changed may be gradual,

J=414 MARCH 1977
HART-CROWSER 8 ossociales inc.
Figure A-20



BORING LOG B-5

STANDARD PENETRATION RESISTANCE
(140 pound weight, 30 incn arop)
8LOWS PER FOOT &

Daptn
Sample | 2 ] 0 20 50 100 feet
- O
1 4
- -
1 §§ L ™ 4
[

= |5

DT <] I <T I
7
5

- 20

+ 25

>
_ —
= | ——

9 3 J -.30
- | | .
10 ik | o
11 1 ! ‘;I i
|
b -Ihas
12 2[- “ . .
*13 H P ! =
- Ip v - 1
- - " ' 40
*1s EZ [ 'Y ‘ 4
- \ E
16 EZ | A -
4-45
L ) .
N
- -
o \ -
h
- 50

?/2&/??}3

B-5-HC1977

SOIL INTERPRETATION

SYURFACE ELEVATION APPROXIMATELY 37 FEET

LOOSE, MOIST, BROWN AND BLACK, SLIGHTLY
CLAYEY, SILTY SAND WITH SCATTERED GRAVEL,
BRICK, CONCRETE, GLASS AND ASH

(VERY LOQSE AND CLAYEY)

MEDIUM STIFF TO STIFF, MOIST TO WET, GRAY,
*CLAYEY SILT AND SILTY CLAY WITH SOME SAND,
GRAVEL AND SCATTERED WOOD AND GLASS (FILL)

(BECOMES SATURATED)

{SOME CREQSOTE)

J=414 MARCH 1977
HART-CROWSER 8 associates nc.
Sheet 1 of 2 Figure A-18
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18

19

20

21

22

23

Boring Log B-5

STANDARD PENETRATION RESISTANCE
(140 pound weigni, 30 inen drop)
BLOWS PER FOOT A&

Sample 1 2 5 10 20 50 100
X | ry
\
i \
s \
k \
\
E \ @ 1
\ | m
X [y
i \
- ll
i \
Z [ o A
4 |
s |
- |
[}
i F) Al
X f
L |
o 1’ l
E j g |
- I 1
| I 1
. | |
- ;l I
j
I i
i 2 3 0 20 50 00
WATER CONTENT
PERCENT @
LEGEND

Deotn
fear

455

+=75

+80

<+ 90

=95

=100

E 2" 0.0 Solt Spoca Sempie l water Lavel
E 3700 Sheidy Semple Observation Wall

* Mo Somole Recovery

MOTE. Soil descriphioas ore Alerprelive ond aclual changes may De greduol

B-5-HC1977

SOIL INTERPRETATION

TO SLIGHTLY SILTY,

MEDIUM DENSE, SATURATED, GRAY, SILTY

FINE SAND WITH

SCATTERED SHELL FRAGMENTS (NATURAL SOILS)

DENSE, SATURATED,
GRAVELLY, FINE TO
SCATTERED SHELL FR

GRAY, SILTY, SLIGHTLY
COARSE SAND WITH
AGMENTS

BOTTOM OF BORING
COMPLETED 2/24/77

J-414
HART -

Sheet

MARCH 1977
CROWSER & ossociates inc.
2 of 2 Figure A-18
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BORING LOG B-8

PORTER PENETRATION RESISTANCE
130 pownd weight, IB inch drop )
BLOWS PER FOOT &
" Coorelated lol
STANDARD PENETRATION RESISTANCE
(140 pewnd weight, 30 nch orop)
BLOWS PER FOOT &

Sample 2 5 0 20 . D'o:'n
- o
| Al pglflll
- b ~ h
~
’ ond - 5
L A ’QS 1 i
L // I
X L f' q )
X % - {0
Mt el 3
v - e is
= [ ° i 201
s I 1
L Pt :
X e mpae +20
i ik i
i 4 Mes
Z 3 ® ; Bz |
- il
425
Xt O [ TR TR
: :
| -
|| T
i | |
: - 35
i [ -
-+ 40
i ]
L o 45
‘ ]
[ 4
] 2 - 10 20 50 P - 50
WATER CONTENT i
PERCENT @
LEGEND
E “Sﬂzﬂggn::m bt water Level

E 2-1/4" 0.0 Tuss Somple

*  No Semom Recovery

Observation wall

207717

B-8-HC1977

SOIL INTERPRETATION

SURFACE ELEVATION APPROXIMATELY 6.5 FEET

1
u

HEUH RO
it
R !'l 1,511 1ll (] :

]
Al

)
ilin]

|
i

ﬂ“hfﬂwf'lﬂ.'

CONCRETE

STIFF, WET, GRAY, CLAYEY SILT (FILL)

MEDIUM DENSE, SATURATED, BLACK, SILTY, FINE

TO COARSE SAND WITH NUMEROUS FRAGMENTS OF wOOD,
COAL, AND FINE INTERLENSING OF ASH AND COAL
(FILL)

(GRAVELLY ZONE)

-

MEDIUM DENSE TO DENSE, SATURATED, GRAY, SILTY,
FINE SAND WITH SCATTERED SHELL FRAGMENTS
(NATURAL SODILS)

NOTE' Sorl eescriptions are nlerprgfive ond aciual chonges may De gracdual

BOTTOM OF BORING
COMPLETED 2/17/77

J-4i14 MARCH 1977
HART-CROWSER B ossociates nc.
Figure A-19
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TB-93-SW1984

& FIELD DATA
& SOIL OESCRIFTION z . ? ¥ Perwowion A S Penetrston Eocumammt LABORA-
ke == & ISz ¢ (314 i Meswner®. 30" aroo) (140 & hemwner, X~ droo) TORY
i s 2 |3z #% A Biows per foot A Blows per toor TESTS
Gw | Surfsce Elevenon: +10.8 fert Qw w @2 awlg 0 0 %0 80 100
Very \00m 1o meaum dense, brown ana dars gray, |9 { Q PR e A
gty ciavey. gravelly, Bily, fine (0 cosrm SANOD L ol (I
ang mray GRAVEL (FILL) 2I“ - A
L
3T 2
1.2 2 ‘T [F¢
| Meawm cenm o cense, orown, e graveity, sT
WENTlY UAY 10 wty, fing end hne 0 madum
- SAND 145 ‘IN
4 Very cevm. brown. ughtly uity, fine groveity s
“42 I SAND (TILL-LIKE) D T
127 Harg, drown ang grev=Orown, Wgntly clavey o 715 9T
-117 -\mw SILT. wng lenen. iocailv greveity f" 24.5 =
Very oenm. gav-orown, cavey, uity, geveily
SAND ITILL-LIKE} . e
Very cemm. drown ang grav, gty CLEVEY, Ugntly nI
wity, gaverly SAND ang snay GAAVEL, sarmrea
cooaHs I
14 TN s r s
15T b B
TGINL T - YW
nI L R 7k A
il ey ETEd RN A soret—dp
19T e gt ! T TRL A Y
.32 0 p— L] B rig ' el
Very derms. grav. Qaywy, Cman m wity, raveiy ! T i i/
SAND (TILL-LIKE) 1= s R o 0T ——lh
- 93 = - e . -0
_-:;s b ar cemee A Irawetlv I0R 10 Medium SAMG \-gia z=| | X B ' swr oy
30TTOM OF BORING e
COMPLETED 12-1488 | | pioootoongtiin ! i
vl
S
HOLLOW STEM AUGER ORILLED WITH WATER !
13 !
2 :
=1
I )
'
ji;
| |
i I
L}
1
o :
i
i : ;
' '
j )
[ :
1
L]
wy o ] x x &0 £
oham Hamerey ® N Waww comment
NOTE: The sretrhxcation iws Morsn? (M s00r08 #mate Dounosnes
Cresean mu (VoS ANd W SChum TRWALOO MOV 08 FEOULLL DOWNTOWN SEATTLE TRANSIT PRCUECT
LEGEND
T 7 0.0 it ooon mmom Imoervens m Attertery Wi LOG OF BORING T8-93
II T OD. thun wed mmose Water wee @t s limnt STATION 88+19, 38 FT. (L)
G Gmo mmow Peromess 1o L___ PO p— JANUARY 1986 W4 28500
-
O r morarms M R T

Figure A-30
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TB-80-SW1984

FIELD DATA
) SOIL DESCRIPTION = < res » A . Sanasra Penetration Eoumawnt-: LABORA-
> - E= & gE -5'_ (314 s remmer , X0 droo) (140 5. hermemer, X0 aroo) TORY
e - < |58 23 A Biows per toat A Biows cer toor TESTS
regve Surface Elevanon: * 4.7 feet (= w — (=1 50 80 100
Megium genm. orcwn, graveily, ity SAND: [*] |
&7 piwcws of wwe (FILL) /1 g 'I |
47 " prom————— =y 4 2 I '
2 Fremily, cuvey. pity. 'ine SAND (FILL) A5 I" - I
Megwum mrt gray, graveily, sndy, sity f IL -
CLAY " xarered wood 'raaments (FILL) 4I - 1 )
LB =\ Very om_gav _cavey, uily SAND 1.5 5 I f
Very oo ™ medium oerm. aars grav, mity, ine gI
Fiveeily, fire @ coerw SAND. matteren woody 5
deny, moom ot 17 feer 1L | |4
s L 1|8 GSA
143 n 9IM|-
Very icom m medrum denm. darn gray, mity, fing WI
na hre o cerw SAND. ocaily fne greweily, '|'lI P
oundant el fragmenn -
-
12T
3T f GSA
.83 uws UL |2
Jenm, garx gray, wgntiy wity, hne (0 Megwum <
29 = _SAND wouncant ywil traoments —m 15 = i
1
Very derse 10 mecium Jenm. gray. sugntly uity 9 I ‘r
uify, gravetly, hire 10 cosrm SANQ xmarterwa mail 17 TN
aNg wood {ragmenty EICTETTD COOCE TSI
19 1 GSA, P42
-40.] € 2T
Loowe (o meoum gemm. Fav, UGNty clavey 1o
clavey, line mrav SILT. jermrs of cuvey i, uity nT
8.3 Cladvy ang ol ioundant wwil fraomentl Jng wood 55 b I
Very mift 1o sar, grav. cuvey SILT 10 uiry CLAY,
CGfersd decaved roon, «nws of hine (0 Medium nI
=g 4 T
=T
=T
523 a 7L
Megium denm. grav. wantiy sity, fwwe SAND: 3T
wram of Qavey NIt g fine gy uR
5483 s ®LLP
Vary derms, gray, signtly cevey ™ clavey, 30
Frmiy, uity, hne 0 medwm SAND, woh clavey nI
w1t lavers (TILL-LIKE) n=
718
' Very cemms (favt), gray, (ATeroeaced. clavey, Ty, -3 33:
@ndy GAAVEL and graveity SAND; iocaily ciesn uT
ITILL-LIKE] -
=
.79.3 &5 X
Yerv oense !0 Jenm Nard). Fav, MRG0, T
cavey uily SAND ang graveily, mnay, sy CLAY —
ITILL-LIKE]
T
T -
41=N | . 756" —=g,
-97.3 10as 21 ™ ) 101107 —y
dery Jem. Fav wity wray GRAVEL, layers of ! o
tiklae, sity cuy (TILL-LIKE) a==N 110 ' ' o : TSAT _ly
Al i@ ' . y
[ 1 .
i | |
+109.2 ~ 118 45 =N J i | L TN
108 v &7y OEnm, Fiv, umy, re 1o coerm SAND 120.2 46 == 120 ) ' __'-’T_u!"—-‘
30TTOM OF BORING d i
COMPLETED 3-2445 i | i
NQTE: MOLE TERMINATED AT 295 FEET : ;?;:“o“oﬁ::giiz‘%“;‘ékgsﬂ:“
BECAUSE LEAD AUGER waAS LOST IN T ROTARY ORILLED WiTH REVERT
BOTTOM QF »OLE. B3ORING WAS 10 -—___m. IIEL_"lﬁﬁ-'ﬂL:UID TO COMPLETION ~=° ~— -
RELOCATED 10 FEET SOUTH AND RING L '
DRILLED AND SAMPLED TO FiNAL ! :
DEPTH. | i
* 0o 82.5°. 114 B Nermener, uohole F
*T92E 0 1207 140 ' “wmrmer LoMow
a 10 0 0 0 50
@ Wit contemt
NOTE: The rraificaton lwes reoresent 1he FOOYOR NTSPe D00 NOENaD
- ] T
Bl R e OOWNTOWN SEATTLE TRANSIT PAOJECT
LEGEND
I 125" 00, mit woon mmow Imosrvious mei ATTerbery ey LOG OF BORING TB-80
II T 0.0. thin wesl mmore Warer vl —@——— Laux imn STATION 93«28, 19 FT, i)
G Grao mmow Piezomerer tig L__. Nl waied canteni JANUARY 1988 W 25500
N Samom not recoversd P Samole pushed Plastic himit g:"::i:la'c‘;:‘sl?:"mc' [ F1G. A-80

Figure A-27
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TB-81-SW1984

» FIELD QATA
3 SQIL DESCRIPTION - - . Peneration Aeustance Swndara Penetration Eouwarent | ~ABORA-
> - [~ - g; 5 (307 ' Mammer® X0~ aroo) (140 6. hemener, 0 drog) TORY
sl - 2 las 1 A Jiows per foot 4 8lows g foor TESTS
“w | Surface Elevenon: * 9.9 feer Cw w |3  Qqufg 80 80 100
Very loom. drown. sity, gravesy SANO (FILL) o 7= Ll op
L9 « 'L1Z3
Yery ioomw. gray g grawofown, sity, clayey, 2L 1 12
Favetly SAND (FILL) . 3T P
-
el
5 oe "
<1 14 £
Very oom 10 Do, grav, Cesn ™ ugnty Bity, sT | 4
fine ro coarm SAND: martersa Fave ’I ‘:
E
121 'Iv 7
Loom o mecium cenm, gray, cayey, sity, Fevetly i1
SAND 1 s
o o=l
Bi8 38 nT | F
Very wtt, grav, ciavey SILT, numerous e P
121 !ragmenns 12 12:
Oerrme 0 very com. aars gray, wity, hne SAND: 1T
g fine mndy SILT. numerous weil iragmenn, 14T
By ugntiy Cuvey O Cayey ﬁI
18T
T
s T
19 1
2T
nT ) f
nT
2l j
51 &0
Very mtf 10 mn. nteroscced. Fay, uity CLAY 2T v '
31q darx orown. mity PEAT =T ‘ | —
LR
555 655 3T 4 l : e :
Soft 10 mMt, gray, mity CLAY, enms of uity, fne i ’ ¥ f
wng Z?I # ' 1
8] b ' Q1. G
nT ! o)
55.8 785 515
57,1 o Serw araw SILT =477 I
Very denm © very cow, gray, cayey, sity SAND, n E
oaily gravelly (TILL-LIKE] 2
nT
-T8.1 4
Jenm (hargl. Fraw, nierDeoden. cavey SILT ang 0 .I..
Tty time SAND 35-.3-.
801 90 -—
Sense 13 verv cenw ray. sraveny SAND ang x_
wngy GRAVEL. 'ocatlv wity ang clavey ang T b e ) 1 - S ——
icattered snen fragments I , ) ;
Copte < !I ! ; 4 —r—2 170
T "7 f [ By —— a—<
0= 100 & - - = h 50/6™
aT !. A..-::'—'—'—_‘»—-—;'—"""-'—-ﬂ
2= 9. ¢ : 3 m-—r
9= ? . : : ' sja- GSA
. L}
= 110 — - 563"
A5 o= ' F 5 '
4§ == ® | I X 1@!"-——]‘
a T I b—-—m
= 120 — o : H00r 3" —=mdh
<1129 122.8 g ., @ i 200/4" —==—h
BOTTOM OF B0RING : I
COMPLETED %1285 | i I
A 1
NCTE: HYDROCAABONS OBSERVED 10 f , fimsas
FROM DEPTM OF 27.5 TO 14 5 FEET. i | |
HOLLOW STEM AUGER DRILLED WITH J ; f
EZ-MUD DRILLING FLUIO .
] 0 Q2 ] 40 50

*Ughowm Hemwmer

NOTE. The nratifxcation 1wy rvoressnt tre FOOI QR IMATe BouNdanes

m“nuwtm mmrmmmvm

@ % Warer conrent

DOWNTOWN SEATTLE TRANSIT PROJECT

LEGEND **Mo mmom Dhen
X 7°0.0. mit woon mmom Imosrvious st Attevoery Lt LOG OF BORING TB-81
I T 0.0. thn weil wmow Water ievel —@——— Laud imn STATIOMN 33+54 174 FT. (R)
G G mmow Piazomerer tip \'—— Natursl water conrtent IANLIARY 1989 iy
SHAMNON & WILSON INC.
N Ssmome not recoversa P Samow oumed Stagme nmit - Hamibe o pllieie il l FIG. A-81

Figure A-28



- FIELD DATA
.- SOIL DESCAIPTION " 2 : e = s > ARG A
> - B ; E; £ _ (314 in Pemmer® X0 3roo) (140 1. hammer, X aroo) TORY
jorttre] B ; - < |23 3 A 9icws per foot A Blows cer foot TESTS
rrgve acm oon: * 3.8 lest Qw v [TF Quwip &0 80 30 100
Locwe 10 very 00m, rown, clesn, hine SAND: 0 T 1 9 i
cnder, 13N 3ng coel fragmenty, with lumos of ¥ :
1] Savey it FILL) . 27 iz 3 !
Wery oIt grav, wity CLAY. ocaiv mndy, 3 g 2 | 79
EITTOTed wOOD anx) OrgEMME Materisd and Dk E S [ -0
1.2 ftragmenns (FILL) n L R 10 = - :
Megium cerm 10 derre, bisck. BTy 1O cisan, hne s = . Do i@
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Urban

SEATTLE REAL ESTATE

April 21, 2022

WSBLE Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comments
¢/o Lauren Swift

Sound Transit

401 South Jackson Street

Seattle, WA 98104
WSBLEDEIScomments@soundtransit.org

RE: WSBLE Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comments

Dear Ms. Swift:

Urban Visions (UV) is planning several major development projects along 6™ Ave S
between Seattle Boulevard S and S Royal Brougham Way. Projects at 831 Airport Way S
and the Project S development (1001-1048 6™ Ave S) are Seattle’s last campus
opportunities adjacent to downtown and are poised to capture major firms looking for a
definitive location to mark their presence in Seattle. When complete, these projects will
bring over 1,300,000 square feet of next generation office space along with 50,000 square
feet of retail space to Seattle’s southern gateway connecting the International District,
Pioneer Square, Yesler Terrace, the Stadium District and the renewed Waterfront, all of
which define Seattle’s future over the next 10 years and beyond. Access to multi-modal
transportation at the regional epicenter of the new light rail grid is the site’s fundamental
advantage.

Because of the incredible transportation assets adjacent to both Project S and the 831
Parcel, UV has invested in the SODO/CID neighborhood along 6th Ave S and wants to
avoid any alignment or station surface structures that directly conflict with these sites as
the CID station is one of the most crucial for connectivity in the region.

In reviewing options for the new CID station and alignment, we have the following
comments:

Option 1a (shallow 4 Ave) — primary preferred option
e Option 1a could work with no apparent direct impacts to Project S or the 831
Parcel
e Prohibits vehicles exiting 90W to go north on 4" Ave S which would directly
affect vehicle access for Project S and 831
e 4! Ave options do not permanently displace potentially historic “contributing”
structures adjacent to the Chinatown Gate for station build-out

701 5% Avenue, Suite 6400
Seattle, WA 98104

PHONE: (206) 262-2880 FAX: (206) 262-2889
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Option 1a should look at incorporating improvements that will be necessary to
ailing infrastructure in the vicinity including the 2! Ave Extension S Bridge, S
Jackson Street Bridge West, and the 4" Avenue South Bridge West and East

o Potential positive for Option 1a would be the redesign of the 4™ and

Jackson Intersection

The proposed, new tunnel ventilation building on the NW corner of Union Station
Plaza is to be further studied for visual and noise impact to the neighborhood
CID 4™ Ave options are approximately $500M more than the 5™ Ave options
mainly due to having to rebuild the 4th Ave S Viaduct. This scope and cost were
not included in the original ST3 budget and would require alternate funding
sources. However, we are in support of the additional funds to rebuild the Viaduct
so that this work can be completed in concert with the ST3 improvements as it may
need to happen in the near future regardless.
Longest construction duration (9-11 years) — although the longest duration, this
option has the max long-term benefit for the neighborhood more directly
connecting both Pioneer Square, the Chinatown International District and existing
transit infrastructure.
Significant impacts on future and existing development sites on 4® Avenue.

Option 1b (deep 4th Ave) — not preferred

Option 1b could work with no apparent direct impacts to Project S or 831 Parcel
however it is not preferred due to accessibility issues driven by the depth of the
station

Option 1b would permanently displace the Ryerson Bus Base adding to project
complexity and would include future property acquisition to relocate

Elevator access only is not viable for the station that will be the main, regional
transfer point for the ST network. This will increase travel times and subsequently
negatively impact ridership

Option 2a (shallow 5th Ave) — absolutely not preferred

Option 2a directly impacts the 831 Parcel with a stair that goes from the tunnel to
the surface

Egress stair located in the center of the 831 parcel is not acceptable and must be
relocated or incorporated into the parcel for a viable TOD opportunity

Tiebacks for Project S will conflict with the shallow tunnel, fiberglass was
reviewed with ST but since SDCI has not approved alternative fiberglass tieback
systems, there is unacceptable feasibility, schedule and cost risk to incorporate
these into the Project

Project S will complete full block street improvements for 6™ Ave from Seattle
Blvd S to S Royal Brougham at the cost of $20 million, including new curb/gutter,
protected bike lanes, bus stops, and pedestrian amenities. These improvements
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would be demolished and would then need to be re-built for potential ground
improvements or actual tunnel construction under this alternative
Major utility and utility corridor relocates (and significant service interruptions)
are not acceptable for continuing service to the over 1.3M sf of next-generation
office campus provided by Project S
ST must not disrupt and threaten the Chinatown-ID community and businesses
with a disruptive cut-and-cover tunnel along 5th Avenue. This is not acceptable
for continuing business operations and pedestrian walkability/safety
o Will have the greatest impacts from noise, vibration, and visual disruptions
during construction along with increased traffic impacts due to road
closures and detours
o Removes 150-200 parking spaces during construction
o Construction would be directly visible from Hing Hay Park which will
directly affect access and useability during construction
5™ Ave options permanently displace potentially historic “contributing” structures
adjacent to the Chinatown Gate for station build-out

Option 2b (deep Sth Ave) — secondary preferred option

Option 2b could work because there are no apparent direct impacts to Project S or
831 Parcel

Deep tunnel at +/- 180’ is below the planned foundation and tiebacks for the 2-
story garage

Elevator access only is not viable for the station. If this option is considered,
alternative means of access are to be considered or high speed, large capacity
elevators are to be used at a minimum

There are no apparent surface issues at final Sound Transit buildout for Project S
or 831

Support for the connection to both the preferred alternatives for SODO (south) and
Downtown (north)

Cost is within current ST3 approved budget (~$1.2B)

Shortest construction duration (6.5-7.5 years) — this is a potential benefit to the
neighborhood as a whole minimizing adverse environmental impacts

General Comments:

Sound Transit should continue to look at incorporating investment in Union
Station Plaza to the CID station to make it a premier transfer environment and
programable public space for the preferred alternative

Where railways are above grade or associated railway infrastructure occurs at the
surface, the location of these needs to be such that viable TOD opportunities are
still realized for those parcel owners including at the 831 site and Project S
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e Increased travel times required for the CID and Midtown stations associated with
the deep options are a concern for commuters and future tenants at our projects
o However, if the 5% Ave option is selected, the deeper option is favored to
mitigate against soil conditions, underground utilities, high-rise bldg
foundations, tieback conflicts and existing tunnel infrastructure

¢ Tunnel construction requires fresh air which would require ventilation with fans
running 24 hrs a day which may be audible at portals, stations, etc. These
appurtenances must be studied in more detail and mitigation represented in the
FEIS

e DT segments could include modification or addition of emergency egress,
ventilation or other ancillary facilities needed for ongoing Tunnel operations —
location and both short term/long term disruptions are unknown in the DEIS

e CID Station must have in-station, accessible, and easy-to-navigate transfers
between light rail, Sounder, and Amtrak

e The DEIS does not evaluate the impact of unidentified construction staging areas
associated with the CID segment. These staging areas must not interfere with the
construction or operation of the Project S and 831 developments without
mitigation for them defined.

e Environmental impacts related to the construction including noise and vibration
impacts are to be clarified through specific performance standards in the DEIS to
ensure full mitigation where occurs.

e Stadium Events should be considered in the transportation analysis for all options

831 Site — General Comment:
e The 831 parcel should be included in Appendix K, Future Development Projects

Sincerely,
//'} _. 7 o
[ A
(N et
Greg Smith
Founder & CEO

Urban Visions
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WSBLE Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comments
c/o Lauren Swift

Sound Transit

401 S. Jackson St.

Seattle, WA 98104

Email: WSBLEDEIScomments@soundtransit.org
Re: Comments on WSBLE Draft EIS

Dear Ms. Swift:

We are writing on behalf of Net Seattle LLC, the owner of the property located at 801 3™ Avenue
(TPN 0939000310) (the “Property”) to provide comments on the Draft EIS for the WSBLE
project. The Property is the development site for The Net, a 700,000-sf. office building with
parking and retail uses (the “Project”). A Master Use Permit has been issued to permit
development of the Project and building permits have been issued.

We expect that The Net will be one of the preeminent office towers in Downtown Seattle. The
Project will benefit from nearby connections to the 3™ Avenue Sound Transit tunnel and future
connections to the WSBLE system. We support the WSBLE project and the opportunity to
expand light rail accessibility throughout Downtown.

We are writing to express concerns about impacts associated with the development of the Midtown
Station. These impacts on The Net will include significant street closures on 4" Avenue and other
streets in the proximity of the Project. These closures may limit the use of other right-of-way
areas for project construction and therefore may impact the construction of The Net. The Draft EIS
should examine these impacts and identify ways to mitigate the street closures so as to avoid such
impacts.

Additionally, while the Draft EIS makes reference to these possible street closures, the list appears
speculative and uncertain — not a worst-case analysis as is required in an EIS. Further, the Draft
EIS does not evaluate the impact of such closures or propose mitigation for nearby properties to
avoid congestion in the Downtown area.

The purpose of the EIS process is to provide a worst-case evaluation of potential impacts from the
WSBLE proposal and to outline mitigation to address these impacts. Much additional work is
required to ensure that the Draft EIS meets this test. The EIS should include a more careful review
of the proposed street closures and propose mitigation to ensure the maintenance of access
throughout this area of Downtown during construction of the WSBLE project.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments.

Sincerely5 ;

701 5th Avenue, Suite 6400
Seattle, WA 98104

PHONE: (206) 262-2880 FAX: (206) 262-2889
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SBLE Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comments c/o Lauren Swift
Sound Transit

401 South Jackson Street

Seattle, WA 98104

Re: Comments from Weyerhaeuser Company c/o Urban Visions (200 Occidental Avenue S, Seattle, WA 98104) on the Draft West Seattle and Ballard Link
Extension (WSBLE) project draft environmental impact statement (EIS)

Dear Ms. Swift:

Thank you for considering our comments on the draft EIS. Our letter focuses on the impacts and mitigation for the Chinatown-International District ("CID")
segment, station and track alignment because that is the part of the larger WSBLE project that directly affects our interests in Pioneer Square. All alternatives for
the C-ID segment will be within the boundaries of the Pioneer Square Historic District or directly abutting it. Construction of all alternatives will have significant
adverse impacts on Pioneer Square. We echo the comments, issues, and mitigation ideas suggested in the letter submitted by the Alliance for Pioneer Square,
and we offer the following comments specifically related to our own review.

« The above-grade facilities that will be constructed to support the tunnel infrastructure are not clearly defined in location or scale within the urban fabric. Close
attention to urban design including interaction with public space and parks for street level activation must be addressed more clearly in the WSBLE project.

« The loss of businesses due to ongoing construction will continue to push new tenants to other adjacent neighborhoods where construction and related impacts
are not a factor. The WSBLE project does not adequately address continued mitigation to offset these potential losses for Pioneer Square.

We reiterate what many have already said to date: we believe Sound Transit should study the Fourth Avenue shallow station (CID-la) alternative further, to
reduce impacts to transit and traffic, seek to shorten construction duration, and reduce costs. We believe this alternative meets more of the regional long-term
transit needs than the other alternatives. It centers the new light rail station within the existing transportation hub, closer to more existing transportation, transit,
and event facilities, offering greater opportunity for infrastructure development that benefits the whole region, not just Seattle.

We request that Sound Transit communicate any alternative development studies and findings as soon as possible, and well before any formal NEPA or other
environmental documents are published.

We look forward to working with the Sound Transit Board of Directors, Sound Transit, and our City of Seattle officials to inform the decision to select the right
preferred alternative for this once-in-a-generation regional project.

Sincerely,

Greg Smith
Founder & CEO
Urban Visions
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UWAIJIMAYA

Corporate Office 4601 6th Avenue South  Seattle, WA 98108
(206) 624-3215 uwajimaya.com

April 28, 2022

VIA EMAIL

West Seattle and Ballard Link Extensions Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comments
c/o Lauren Swift

Sound Transit

401 S. Jackson St.

Seattle, WA 98104

Email: WSBLEDEIScomments@soundtransit.org

Re:  Uwajimaya - West Seattle and Ballard Link Extensions Draft Environmental Impact
Statement Comment

Dear Ms. Swift:

Uwajimaya Inc. wishes to provide the comments below on the West Seattle and Ballard Link
Extensions (WSBLE) Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS).

Uwajimaya is deeply invested in Seattle’s Chinatown-International District (CID). As you are
likely aware, our family-owned business has served the Puget Sound community for nearly 100 years. We
own and operate the iconic Uwajimaya Asian Food and Gift Market, which serves as a cultural anchor in
the community. In addition to the market, Uwajimaya owns several other properties that similarly
contribute to the cultural and historic vitality of the CID. All of these properties are located immediately
adjacent to the proposed CID Station Alternatives for the WSBLE. That means Uwajimaya, as a major
landowner and key stakeholder in this important Seattle neighborhood, is part of a fabric of numerous
businesses, neighbors and community organizations who will experience significant adverse impacts from
the WSBLE CID Station Alternatives.

We support the transit mission of the WSBLE and appreciate Sound Transit’s efforts to date. The
DEIS reveals, however, that impacts to this historically marginalized community have not been adequately
analyzed or mitigated. We ask that Sound Transit extend the current timeline for identifying a
preferred alternative for the CID Station and use this additional time to conduct a more thorough,
inclusive analysis of impacts. In the unfortunate event Sound Transit proceeds with its current timeline,
we implore Sound Transit to select the CID-1a/4™ Avenue Shallow option as the preferred alternative.

{04551620.D0CX;3 }
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Even based on the limited analysis provided to date, it is clear that this is the only option that avoids
crippling effects on the CID community. In support of these requests, below we detail Uwajimaya’s
historic and unique role in the CID, the special features of our neighborhood, our profound concerns
regarding the inadequacy of the DEIS, and our proposed course of action.

I. Uwajimava History and Current Role

Uwajimaya is a long-standing, family-owned business that not only operates the iconic Uwajimaya
Market but also serves as a source of stability and familiarity for the Asian minority populations who live
in and visit the CID, and who are integral to the neighborhood’s history and identity. The first iteration
of Uwajimaya was opened by the Moriguchi family in 1928 when Fujimatsu Moriguchi sold homemade
fishcakes and other Japanese staples from the back of his truck to Japanese laborers working in the Tacoma
area. Mr. Moriguchi and his wife, Sadako, then opened a small store in downtown Tacoma that continued
to operate until the Moriguchi Family was sent to the Tule Lake internment camp in California during
World War II. In 1945, after being forced to rebuild their business following the war and internment, the
Moriguchi Family relocated and opened a new market in Seattle on South Main Street. In the 1960s,
Uwajimaya expanded its vision by providing products from other Asian countries. Uwajimaya’s success
led to the opening of stores in other locations and the relocation of the Seattle store to its flagship location
at 5™ Avenue South and S Weller Street in the CID. Uwajimaya is still owned and operated by the
Moriguchi Family to this day.

It is widely acknowledged that ancestral food plays a critical role for people of color to sustain
their cultural identity. Uwajimaya is a bridge connecting our local Asian communities to their cultural
identities through their ancestral foods and culinary practices. Uwajimaya is the largest retail business in
the CID and one of the largest Asian markets in the Puget Sound, serving 2,500-4,000 customers daily.
For the Asian community, Uwajimaya is considered a “taste of home” with unique and treasured
ingredients not generally available in other grocery markets in the area. For those not of Asian descent,
Uwajimaya is an opportunity to explore Asian culture and learn about other parts of the world.

Uwajimaya further fosters the cultural identity of the CID by hosting and sponsoring events
throughout the year. For example, Uwajimaya hosts the annual summer festival, Natsu Matsuri, which
brings more than 1,000 people to the CID. Uwajimaya also supports in-store events such as food fairs
and cooking demonstrations, as well as neighborhood festivals such as Lunar New Year Celebrations, the
Night Market, and Dragon Fest.

Beyond cultural benefits to Uwajimaya patrons and visitors, Uwajimaya also plays an important
economic role with distinct benefits to people of color. Uwajimaya employs more than 100 people in the
CID and more than 450 people companywide. People of color make up more than 80% of our workforce.
Uwajimaya also includes a food hall with 12 independent food stalls that create additional jobs for
individual tenants, most of whom are also people of color.

This economic impact extends beyond Uwajimaya Market to businesses that operate in adjacent

properties owned by Uwajimaya. In addition to the Market, Uwajimaya owns the block bounded by S
King Street, 6™ Avenue S, S Weller Street and 5™ Avenue S, known as the Uwajimaya North Block, which
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includes the Nagomi Plaza. In 2016, Uwajimaya rehabilitated the 1928 Publix Hotel located on the
Uwajimaya North Block with, in part, five commercial tenants. Three additional commercial tenants
along with public parking are located in the Nagomi Plaza on the Uwajimaya North Block on the corner
of 6th Avenue S and S Weller Street. These commercial tenants range from small minority owned local
treasures, such as Hood Famous Cafe + Bar, to world renown businesses, including Iron Chef Morimoto’s
Momosan Ramen & Sake bar.

Uwajimaya’s properties also provide much-needed housing in the CID. Uwajimaya’s
revitalization of the Publix Hotel includes 125 apartments, 20% of which provide affordable housing
through the City’s Multifamily Tax Exemption (MFTE) program. Uwajimaya also co-developed the
Uwajimaya Village development, which included 176 apartments in 2000 and similarly used the MFTE
program to provide 20% of the available units as affordable housing. Continuing this commitment to
develop housing in the CID, in 2020 Uwajimaya began design and feasibility studies on two of our parking
lot locations for potential innovative mixed-use projects that would collectively result in hundreds of
thousands of square feet of new housing and commercial space.

The Moriguchi Family — a local family of color with a multi-generational legacy that endured
internment — intends to continue our role as a steward of the cultural identity of the CID through thoughtful
design, housing and commercial offerings, through both development and long-term ownership of
property. The Publix Hotel rehabilitation utilized Federal Historic Preservation Tax Credits to renovate
and extend the life of the contributing building within the National Register Historic District. Our plans
to use our property to further develop housing and commercial activity in the CID are now on hold due to
the potential impacts of the WSBLE, which include the possibility of Sound Transit condemning the
Uwajimaya properties, as detailed below.

II. Features of the Chinatown-International District

The unique characteristics of the CID and its population demonstrate why Uwajimaya plays such
a significant role in anchoring the cultural identity of this community. Sound Transit and City of Seattle’s
Racial Equity Toolkit Report (Current Draft, Feb. 2022) (RET) provides the following remarkable
summary:

The C-ID station area is the only station area densely populated by communities of color
in the WSBLE project corridor. A majority of C-ID residents are of Chinese ethnicity, but
there are also sizable communities of residents of Japanese, Vietnamese, Korean and
Filipino ancestry. People of color account for approximately 65% of the population, as
compared to a citywide average of 34%, and more than half speak a language other than
English at home. Approximately 82% of C-ID residents are renters, far higher than the
city average of 53%, and 80% of housing units within a 10-minute walkshed of proposed
station areas are rent-restricted or subsidized rental units. The median household income
currently stands at $33,500 per annum, approximately half the citywide median, and
approximately 30% of households fall below the federal poverty level. The area also has
higher-than-average proportions of elderly and disabled residents, and based on a 2020 C-
ID Healthy Community Action Plan study, people living and working in the C-ID are less
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healthy than those in other neighborhoods in Seattle and King County, with an average
lifespan seven years shorter than that of most well-off communities.!

These residents are the heart of the CID and the heart of Uwajimaya. In turn, Uwajimaya provides a
cultural backbone that binds these individuals to each other, their communities, and their heritage. Each
statistic cited in the RET makes it clear that the decision regarding where to locate the CID Station is an
equity decision — equity in terms of race, income, housing status and health. Sound Transit should select
an alternative that considers and accounts for these equity issues and avoid selecting an alternative that
creates greater disparity and further harm to this historically under-resourced community.

Uwajimaya and the CID also provide non-Asian communities the opportunity to experience
aspects of Asian culture that are not widely shared throughout the region. As a result, Uwajimaya and the
CID facilitate diversity awareness, cultural connectedness and inclusion. In light of recent horrible
instances of discrimination against people of Asian descent following the outbreak of COVID-19,
inclusionary spaces and opportunities to celebrate Asian culture are critically important. Uwajimaya and
the CID are arguably the regional epicenter for residents and visitors to educate and immerse themselves
in Asian traditions to gain appreciation and respect for these beautiful heritages.

Despite the critical role this region plays in our community’s fabric, historically, the CID has
disproportionately been subjected to adverse impacts from infrastructure projects in the area. This history
goes back to the construction of rail lines that support King Street and Union Station, the evolution of I-5
and the construction of I-90 and SR-99. More recently, the Alaskan Way Viaduct Replacement Project,
the Elliott Bay Seawall Replacement Project, the First Avenue Water Main Replacement Project and the
Seattle Streetcar Project have all disproportionately impacted the CID. Cumulatively, these projects have
kept the CID and neighboring Pioneer Square District in a state of near constant construction and upheaval.
Some of these projects were unavoidable in terms of location, but the same is not true for the CID Station.
Sound Transit still has the opportunity to thoughtfully consider and intentionally select a location that
minimizes harm to the CID, its residents and businesses, and the broader community.

ITI. Inadequate Environmental Impact Analysis

The DEIS presents two Alternatives — the 4™ Avenue Alternative, with a shallow (CID-1a) and
deep option (CID-1b), and the 5 Avenue Alternative, with a shallow (CID-2a), shallow diagonal CID-
2a),> and deep option (CID-2b). Although the DEIS does not identify a preferred alternative, the
environmental analysis indicates Sound Transit’s unstated preference for the 5™ Avenue Shallow
Alternative, particularly the CID-2a diagonal option. This is evidenced by the skewed analysis that
underreports the comparative benefits of the 4" Avenue Alternative, while downplaying the adverse
impacts of the 5" Avenue Alternative. Although we maintain the DEIS does not adequately analyze

'RET, p. 8, see also DEIS, §4.3.4.1.2, Table 4.3.4-1.

2 As an administrative matter, the DEIS evaluates the CID-2a shallow and CID-2a shallow diagonal largely without any clear
distinction between the two, even though the proposed stations are in two distinct locations and therefore logically have
distinct impacts. In most of the DEIS, the analysis of the CID-2a option does not distinguish between the shallow and the
shallow diagonal alternatives. That the DEIS does not consistently analyze the CID-2a shallow diagonal with specificity is
an obvious error.
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the environmental impacts of any of the CID Alternatives, the information provided to date
confirms the 5™ Avenue Alternative options would once again marginalize this important minority
community. These options would further displace the cultural and societal benefits that the CID
and Uwajimaya currently provide — and plan to provide more broadly in the near future, if the
siting of the CID Station does not prevent them from occurring.

A. Connectivity

The DEIS states the purpose and need for the WSBLE is to “provide fast, reliable light rail in
Seattle and connect dense residential and job centers throughout the Puget Sound region...”>  This
opening purpose statement highlights that connectivity is the critical goal of the WSBLE and should
therefore guide station selection. The WSBLE Station Planning Progress Report (a “complement to the
DEIS”) provides a succinct summary of connectivity for each CID Alternative. Regarding the entrances
and connectivity to the 4" Avenue Alternative options, this report states “[t]he west entrance would offer
convenient access to Pioneer Square, trains at King Station, and buses on the west side of 4™ Ave S, while
the east entrance would enhance Union Station as a gateway to the Chinatown-International District and
offer convenient access to the existing light rail station, buses on the east side of 4™ Ave S, and the S
Jackson St buses and streetcar.”™  In comparison, the same type of summary in the report for the 5
Avenue Station entrances and connectivity states “[t]he new station entrance would be convenient to the
S Jackson St buses and streetcar and adjacent to existing and planned bike routes on 5 Ave S and S King
St.” — and that is it.’

The length of these descriptions speaks for itself, and a review of the design concept plans for each
Alternative confirms the 4™ Avenue Alternative provides greater connectivity within the community in
comparison to the 5™ Avenue Alternative.® The RET also acknowledges the cumulative, but disjointed,
transit centers in the CID and Pioneer Square that created a transit hub suffering from a lack of cohesion
and connection.’

These acknowledgements of the need for connectivity and the greater benefits offered by the 4™
Avenue Alternative are raised in the “complementary” documents to the DEIS, but not meaningfully
discussed and analyzed in the actual DEIS. Instead, the DEIS focuses on temporary, individualized
impacts to transit facilities and roadways during construction, and a few permanent impacts, all of which
Sound Transit notes can be mitigated or addressed as riders begin using WSBLE more frequently, or other
forms of transit.® The DEIS therefore provides an incomplete analysis of connectivity impacts.

To remedy this deficiency, Sound Transit should delay its selection of a preferred alternative
until after an adequate analysis is conducted. If Sound Transit disagrees and concludes it has met its
obligations under SEPA to fully evaluate the transportation impacts of these alternatives, including

3 DEIS, §1-1.

4+ WSBLE Station Planning Progress Report, p. 97.
S1d., p.106.

® DEIS Appendix J, p. 133-47.

"RET, p. 10.

8 See e.g., DEIS, §3.12.3.1.3, §3.13.3.1.2.
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specifically impacts to connectivity, then Sound Transit should select the 4" Avenue Alternative because
it provides far superior connectivity in comparison to the 5 Avenue Alternative, which, as noted above,
is a top priority for Sound Transit.

B. Property Acquisition and Displacement

The DEIS also fails to adequately evaluate property acquisition and displacement impacts. The
DEIS notes the 5" Avenue Shallow Alternative would result in acquisition of 16-19 properties. But it does
not clarify or consider that several of these properties are located in the cultural heart of the CID and
owned by people of color.” For example, the 5" Avenue Shallow Alternative would result in acquisition
of the Uwajimaya North Development Lots.!® Located directly at the Historic Chinatown Gate, the
Uwajimaya North Development Lots — which were recently contemplated for redevelopment by a local
family of color, who have proven to be committed, multi-generational stewards of this cultural epicenter
— will instead become a cut-and-cover construction site, presumably later to be redeveloped by someone,
chosen by Sound Transit, through its surplus property disposition procedures. In stark contrast to the
Moriguchi family, Sound Transit is a governmental entity without cultural connections and personal
investment in this community. Even if Sound Transit is well intentioned about conveying its surplus
property, the mere fact of taking private land from this community after all it has been through is shocking
to consider. To say this is an unmitigable impact is an understatement.

During the years of CID Station construction, the Historic Chinatown Gate would be covered for
protection.!! The symbolism of Sound Transit literally covering up the Historic Chinatown Gate so that it
can acquire CID property — from people of color — and strip this unique community of its historic identity
would be a significant misstep and a repeat of historic public-project mistakes that we urge Sound Transit
not to make. Sustaining community ownership of property is an invaluable metric that should be
considered to the greatest extent possible, particularly in under-resourced communities like the CID.

The DEIS also explains construction staging will occur throughout identified construction limits
and additional temporary construction easements may also be needed, but locations for these easements
have not been identified."> The DEIS then further clarifies that “[w]ith the exception of potential
temporary relocations needed for construction of the Alternative CID-2a diagonal station configuration,
temporary construction easements would not permanently displace existing uses and are not anticipated
to substantially disrupt existing uses, except where noted in Section 4.3.1.3.”!* The DEIS then concludes
this topic by indicating the CID-2a diagonal station could result in permanent displacement of 8
businesses, but does not actually indicate which businesses or parcels would be impacted by the need for
these unknown “temporary” construction easements and “temporary” relocations. Thus, although the
DEIS purports to consider these impacts, the public is left with no idea where these very significant
impacts might occur. Given the CID-2a diagonal station location within the heart of the CID, we can

° DEIS, §4.3.1.4, Table 4.3.1-2, Appendix L4.1.
10 74.

"' DEIS, §4.3.4.4.3.

12 DEIS, §4.3.1.4.

13 Id. (Emphasis added.)
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safely assume that these easements and relocations would similarly be located in and impact the heart of
the CID.

The DEIS acknowledges the general cultural impact of displacement and construction on the
community, to some extent, and confirms that the 5" Avenue Alternative options would cause the greatest
impacts. Conversely, the DEIS states the 4" Avenue Alternative, shallow and deep options, “would not
displace buildings within the heart of the CID neighborhood. These alternatives would place the new
station entrances along the existing 4™ Avenue corridor and a block farther away from the heart of the
community.”'* With respect to the 5™ Avenue Alternative, the DEIS explains these options “would have
the most business displacements... would displace some buildings and businesses at the edge of the
neighborhood for station entrances... [and t]hese displacements may include businesses important to the
community because of the history, strong cohesion, and long-standing community connections in the
neighborhood.”'®> The DEIS further explains that “[c]onstruction of the station entrances and other surface
components would result in localized construction areas within the CID, and the community would
experience construction noise, visual changes, and detours as these elements of the project are built. [The
5™ Avenue Alternative] would place these potential construction impacts closer to the community than
[the 4™ Avenue Alternative].”'® The DEIS also notes the 5" Avenue Shallow option would result in
adverse access impacts directly on Uwajimaya, but it asserts, with little explanation, the 5™ Avenue
diagonal option will not create these impacts. Sound Transit proposes working with Uwajimaya to provide
mitigation, but no discrete mitigation is identified in this context, nor does the DEIS specifically address
any other displacements.

The DEIS analysis and mitigation to address impacts from acquisitions and displacements is
inadequate and does not include the unique consideration that should be afforded to the CID. After
decades of marginalization by other public projects and government decisions, the CID now is in the
unenviable position of once again being disproportionately impacted by acquisitions and displacements
in comparison to all other WSBLE station communities. Rather than repeating history with another
culturally insensitive project in the CID, Sound Transit should further evaluate these important impacts,
define specific and meaningful mitigation, and do so with the due consideration for — and participation of
— this unique community.

C. Air Quality

The DEIS fails to analyze air quality impacts on the CID as required by Federal regulations. Recall
the RET clarified that “based on a 2020 C-ID Healthy Community Action Plan study, people living and
working in the C-ID are less healthy than those in other neighborhoods in Seattle and King County, with
an average lifespan seven years shorter than that of most well-off communities.”!” With this inequity lens,
we would expect Sound Transit to exceed requirements to study air quality for this vulnerable population
that already is experiencing significant health disparities. To the contrary, the DEIS states that
“[a]ccording to Code of Federal Regulations Title 40, Section 93.123(c)(5), because the duration of major

14 DEIS, §4.3.4.3.3.
S1d.

16 DEIS, §4.3.4.4.3.
7 RET, p. 8.
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construction activities of the project would not exceed 5 years in any one location, construction emissions
are considered a temporary impact and a project-level conformity analysis is not required.”'® This
conclusion is wrong.

It is true the applicable Federal regulation instructs that “each site” should be considered separately
for purposes of calculating whether construction impacts are less than 5 years, but it does not indicate that
“site” means individual construction of each structural improvement.!® Although the regulation does not
expressly define “site,” “site” cannot be logically interpreted to have such a narrow scope. The more
reasonable interpretation is that “site” consists of the entire construction site of each station. Furthermore,
the regulation instructs that when calculating the length of time, the activity to measure is the “construction
phase”, not “major construction activities.” Therefore, the duration of construction as a whole should be
considered. Under this more reasonable interpretation, the CID station triggers the 5-year threshold for
project-level conformity analysis because every CID Alternative requires more than 5 years of
construction. Furthermore, this additional analysis is more than merited when we take into account the
disparate health status of this minority community. Sound Transit should take the necessary time to
conduct this analysis before selecting a preferred alternative.

D. Noise

The DEIS similarly failed to adequately evaluate noise impacts on the CID community. The DEIS
lists the Federal Transit Administration (“FTA”) Category 1 and Special Building Noise Sensitive
Receivers that were analyzed.?’ This list does not include any properties within the CID, but the entirety
of the “Seattle Historic Chinatown District” is considered a special use that merits “special consideration.”
Per the FTA Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Manual, “historic sites” require “special
consideration.”?! “Historic sites” are defined to include any historic districts in the National Register of
Historic Places.’> The “Seattle Historic Chinatown District” was added to the National Register of
Historic Places in 1989 and includes a majority of what is commonly characterized as the CID today.
Therefore, specialized analysis of noise impacts to the “Seattle Historic Chinatown District” is required.
This analysis should address impacts to the Uwajimaya-owned Publix Hotel, which includes residential
units, as well as Hing Hay Park, which serves as a centerpiece for outdoor cultural and recreational
activity. Both of these are adjacent to the 5 Avenue Alternative construction area.

E. Historic and Cultural Resources

A significantly more thorough analysis of impacts of the CID Alternatives on the historic and
cultural resources of the CID is critical and needed. The DEIS notes the CID is listed as a National Historic
District with many historic buildings and spaces.?> The DEIS then, in a few short paragraphs,
acknowledges all the CID Alternatives would adversely affect the historic resources of the CID, and this

B DEIS, §4.3.6.4.1.

19 See CFR 93.123(c)(5).

20 DEIS, §4.3.7.1, Table 4.3.7-1.

2l See FTA Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Manual, §4.1, p. 24.
2.

23 DEIS, §4.3.16.1.1, Table 4.3.16-1.
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acknowledgement is the extent of the analysis. The DEIS does not provide any evaluation of the nature
of these impacts on the historic vitality of the CID community, or any other meaningful issue that should
have been addressed in this context.?* This omission is particularly concerning when dealing with a
historically unique and marginalized community. Sound Transit should therefore delay selecting a
preferred alternative until the impacts of the Alternatives on the historic resources of the CID have been
thoroughly evaluated and appropriate mitigation identified in partnership with local community
stakeholders.

IV. Requested Course of Action

As detailed above, the DEIS fails to provide a balanced and adequate review of the 4™ Avenue and
5™ Avenue Alternatives, and their multi-faceted impacts on the CID community. The inadequacy of this
analysis and mitigation is particularly concerning in light of the equity issues present in this area.

We therefore ask that Sound Transit defer selection of a preferred alternative and conduct
a more thorough evaluation of the impacts of the CID Alternatives — in partnership with key
community stakeholders — and provide more meaningful and specific mitigation.

Additionally, we urge Sound Transit to incorporate more coordinated and inclusive planning into
the CID Alternatives. Specifically, Sound Transit should address the community’s vision for the Jackson
Hub. The Jackson Hub concept plan was finalized in March 2019 through a coordinated effort led by the
Alliance for Pioneer Square, Seattle Chinatown International District Preservation and Development
Authority and Historic South Downtown. This coalition sought input from numerous government
agencies, including Sound Transit. Based on this input and feedback from the community, the coalition
produced a vision for a Jackson Hub as an activated and welcoming pedestrian-transit center that provides
missing connections between the CID, Pioneer Square and the numerous transit corridors scattered
throughout the area.

Similar to the WSBLE, the purpose of the Jackson Hub is to provide connectivity and enhance
community vitality. However, the DEIS is oddly silent regarding coordinated planning to achieve this
Jackson Hub vision. A cursory review of the CID Alternatives as they would relate to the Jackson Hub
vision indicates the 4™ Avenue Alternative is best positioned to foster connectivity in the Jackson Hub
because of its closer proximity to the Jackson Hub and transit centers. The 4" Avenue Alternative
therefore provides a unique opportunity to transform a largely under-resourced area into an active and
lively center for the community. In contrast, the 5 Avenue Alternative would continue the disjointed
status quo by drawing transit riders farther away from the Jackson Hub and nearby transit centers. The
5t Avenue Alternative would also require the transformation, and even destruction, of an existing vibrant
cultural center. Regardless of the merits of each CID Alternative as they relate to advancing the Jackson
Hub vision and preserving the cultural vibrancy of the CID, the DEIS simply failed to adequately analyze
and consider these issues. For this additional reason, Sound Transit should take the time to further evaluate
the CID Alternatives prior to selecting a preferred alternative, and that evaluation should include whether
the CID Alternatives will help achieve the community’s vision for the Jackson Hub.

2 DEIS, §4.3.16.3.5
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Related to coordinated planning, we understand Sound Transit negatively views the need to
reconstruct the 4 Avenue Viaduct if the 4% Avenue Alternative is selected. We strongly urge Sound
Transit and other agencies to treat this as an opportunity. The 4% Avenue Viaduct is more than 100 years
old and will inevitably need to be reconstructed. Instead of undergoing two successive phases of
construction to build the CID Station and then reconstruct the 4® Avenue Viaduct only a few years later,
thereby increasing the overall construction impacts on the CID, these projects should be combined and
coordinated to reduce impacts on the community and gain efficiencies in construction. This is an
opportunity to reduce overall construction costs and the impacts to a community that already has
weathered more than a decade of recent construction. We acknowledge such a coordinated effort will
require a greater degree of planning and partnership, but the community and infrastructure benefits and
commitment to safety are more than worth the additional effort. We therefore request Sound Transit defer
selection of a preferred alternative until after it more fully explores the potential for achieving coordinated
reconstruction of the 4™ Avenue Viaduct.

As this process continues to unfold, we look forward to continued engagement and partnership
with Sound Transit to assure the best Alternative is selected for the CID Station. The CID is a unique and
treasured community that merits special consideration. We appreciate Sound Transit’s continued outreach
and listening to this community, because it is only through a deep understanding of — and meaningful
engagement with — this community that Sound Transit will be able to make the right decision. As we
mentioned at the beginning of this letter, the CID is our home. We are deeply invested in and connected
to this community. We are willing to help convene a work group of key community stakeholders to
review and advise on Sound Transit’s analysis in focused conversations.

Thank you for your time and consideration of our concerns. Should you have any questions or
wish to discuss this matter further, please feel free to reach out directly to me at denise@uwajimaya.com
or (206) 336-2796.

Very truly yours,
Denise Moriguchi Miye Moriguchi Kenneth Louie
President & CEO Real Estate & Facilities Manager Vice President

cc: City of Seattle Mayor Bruce Harrell
City of Seattle Councilmember Tammy Morales
King County Executive Dow Constantine
King County Councilmember Claudia Balducci
Cairncross & Hempelmann
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April 26, 2022

WSBLE Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comments
c/o Lauren Swift

Sound Transit

401 S. Jackson St.

Seattle, WA 98104

Via email to WSBLEDEIScomments@soundtransit.org

Re: 505 5th Avenue South - Comments on the West Seattle and Ballard Link
Extension Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Ms. Swift,

This comment letter is submitted in response to the West Seattle and Ballard Link Extension
(the “WSBLE”) Draft Environmental Impact Statement (the “DEIS”). 505 Union Station LLC (“505
Union Station”) owns the building located at 505 5th Avenue South (the “Building”) (APNs
8809700020 and 8809700070). The Building was constructed in 2000 and is one of the
condominium units comprising the Union Station block generally bounded by South Jackson
Street on the north, 5th Avenue South on the east, Seattle Boulevard South on the south, and
4th Avenue South on the west. Portions of the Condominium ownership extend under the 4th
Avenue South Viaduct and across Seattle Boulevard South due to a street vacation approved in
1996 (Ordinance No. 118456).

The Building sits directly south of historic Union Station and supports 295,000 square feet of
office and retail space and an estimated 1,500 employees. The Building is one of four office
buildings in the Union Station block, with the other three comprising and an additional 580,000
square feet of office and retail space and supporting an estimated 2,900 employees, not
including Sound Transit’s occupancy of historic Union Station. An 1,150-stall parking garage,
which takes access from 4th Avenue South, sits beneath the Building and beneath the 4th
Avenue South Viaduct (the “Parking Garage”). 505 Union Station relies on the Parking Garage
to serve visitors and employees working in the Building and in the other office buildings within
the Union Station block.

505 Union Station looks forward to the expanded light rail network serving the region furthered
by the WSBLE. Since beginning operations in 2009, Link Light Rail has served as a critical and
positive asset in our region, improving access to the job centers that bolster our economy and
connecting people and places in ways that only a few decades ago seemed unimaginable. The
expansion through ST3 will further the economic and environmental benefits that come from a
large integrated transit system, and we are excited by the positive outcomes that have been
achieved upon the opening of each new segment in recent years. Sound Transit is now faced
with the enormous and nearly impossible task to navigate the various alignment options and to
hear the voices of Puget Sound citizens who will be impacted by this immense project.
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We appreciate the time and effort that have been invested thus far; however, crucial aspects of
the WSBLE DEIS analysis must be modified, strengthened, and expanded upon in the Final
Environmental Impact Statement (“FEIS”) to better inform decisions about the final alignment
and to educate stakeholders and the public about anticipated significant impacts resulting from
the WSBLE. Based on the current iteration of the DEIS, 505 Union Station has concerns about
the impacts of all the proposed Chinatown-International District (“CID”) Alternatives. The 4th
Avenue South alignment options (Alternatives CID-1a and CID-1b) have significant harmful
impacts on the City’s and region’s transportation network and on the Building. The 5th Avenue
South alignment options (Alternatives CID-2a and CID-2b) have significant harmful impacts on
the CID neighborhood. Frankly, there is not an acceptable option for the CID Segment that has
been studied. We encourage Sound Transit to go back to the drawing board to figure out how
to reduce the construction duration in the CID Segment and come up with another alignment
alternative that maintains intact downtown’s primary transportation corridors and preserves
the integrity of the CID neighborhood. To do this, 505 Union Station requests that Sound Transit
retain a qualified construction contractor for the CID station area before deciding on a route
alignment to explore additional creative and practical solutions for alignment options and to
propose alternative designs that minimize harmful construction impacts.

This letter addresses gaps in Sound Transit’s DEIS analysis regarding construction, operational,
and cumulative impacts, and suggests additional mitigation measures that should be addressed
in the Final Environmental Impact Statement (the “FEIS”).

1. Construction Impacts to the Building Require Additional Analysis in the FEIS.

The estimated construction duration for the CID Segment is significant. The construction
duration of all CID Alternatives is much longer than other WSBLE segments, with Alternative
CID-1a construction scheduled to last for 9 to 11 years. Because of this decade-long
construction duration, the construction impacts cannot be dismissed as temporary in nature.
The FEIS should study methods to reduce the construction duration under all alternatives, but
especially if Sound Transit decides to pursue Alternatives CID-1a or CID-1b, which have the
longest construction durations.

The following construction-related impacts to the Building from the significant construction
period require additional analysis and mitigation in the FEIS.

a. Closure of the 4th Avenue South Viaduct in Alternatives CID-1a and CID-1b will
have a Significant Impact on Traffic and Parking Access.

Under Alternatives CID-1a and CID-1b, the 4th Avenue South Viaduct will be closed for up to 6.5
years. As noted in the DEIS, “[t]he primary [traffic] effects from construction would occur with
the two 4th Avenue Build Alternatives (Alternative CID-1a* and Option CID-1b*), as described
below. 4th Avenue South carries approximately 30,000 vehicles per day as a primary north-
south arterial connecting SODO to Downtown Seattle. Closure of all or portions of 4th Avenue
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South would result in substantial diversion of traffic throughout arterial and local streets within
the Chinatown-International District and surrounding areas,” DEIS Transportation Technical
Report (the “Transportation Report”), pg. 4-123. This “substantial diversion of traffic” and
associated effects due to the 4th Avenue South Viaduct closure should be more thoroughly
analyzed in the FEIS.

To understand the impacts of the 4th Avenue South closure described in the DEIS, 505 Union
Station retained Transportation Engineering NorthWest to conduct an independent review of
the DEIS. The review concluded that more information is required to understand the detailed
operational impacts of the CID Segment alternatives to the surrounding streets and
intersections. In particular, the DEIS does not provide any level of service (“LOS”) analysis
results for the interim condition during the multiple years of construction, therefore it is not
understood how closure of 4th Avenue South would impact surrounding streets and their LOS.

To understand the feasibility of a 4th Avenue South closure, Sound Transit must model and
provide information on the predicted LOS for alternative routes through the CID and into
Downtown, including in combination with the traffic impacts from street closures elsewhere
along the WSBLE.

In addition to major traffic impacts, the closure of the 4th Avenue South Viaduct under
Alternatives CID-1a and CID-1b would eliminate access to the Parking Garage for 4 to 6.5 years.
As noted above, the Parking Garage currently provides 1,150 parking stalls, 290 of which are
allocated to serve the Building. The DEIS does not account for the loss of these stalls during
construction nor the permanent loss of 200 stalls. This will be a major impact to the tenants in
the Building, particularly since the loss of parking will occur at a time with major vehicular,
transit, and pedestrian disruptions during construction.

Loss of parking stalls under Alternatives CID-1a and CID-1b will also affect 505 Union Station’s
ability to attract and retain tenants. 505 Union Station’s tenants depend on these parking stalls
to provide convenient, accessible, and dependable parking for their visitors and employees
within their office building. Without access to these parking stalls, visitors and employees will
be forced to find other parking options — options which are few and far between within the CID
neighborhood and will only become scarcer during WSBLE construction. Loss of parking will
cause significant parking spillover demand in the neighborhood that must be analyzed in the
FEIS.

b. Vehicular and Transit Impacts Due to All Roadway Closures will have Critical
Impacts to the CID Neighborhood and Must be Studied More Thoroughly in the
FEIS.

The following “Potential Roadway Closures” diagram for Alternative CID-1a illustrates the other
major roadway closures anticipated around the Building for the 9 to 11-year construction
duration. The north, south, and west approaches to the Building are fully or partially closed,
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and most streets to the east of the Building are identified as streets with “potential traffic
increase.” The FEIS must acknowledge major employment centers, like the Building, and
analyze how employee routes to and from the Building can be maintained during construction.

Potential roadway closures

[ Roadway full closure Roadway full and partial closure s Potential traffic increase

Station construction duration 9 to 11 ears]
Roadway partial closure Sidewalk/parking lane closure [ y

.......

W~ == ) APl
The above information is for illustration only. Please refer to DEIS for further detail.

The outlook for Alternative CID-1b roadway closures, below, is equally concerning in terms of
its potential impacts on road closures and detours through the CID community. Sound Transit
must study how the various 4th Avenue South closure alternatives impact traffic congestion in
the CID neighborhood and the LOS on adjacent streets, as well as access to Downtown.

Potential roadway closures
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In either scenario, the traffic impacts will be significant, and more information is required to
understand the detailed operational impacts of the CID Segment alternatives to the
surrounding streets and intersections. As noted above, the DEIS does not include any
information about anticipated traffic volumes on these detour routes nor their anticipated LOS.
Sound Transit must study and provide information about how closures of 4th Avenue South will
impact accessibility for the 30,000 vehicles a day that use 4th Avenue South, as well as the
cumulative impacts those detours will create on adjacent streets in the CID and the Pioneer
Square neighborhood, particularly when combined with other WSBLE road closures.

The FEIS also needs to fully analyze anticipated transit rerouting and service impacts from
construction that will hinder Building employee travel to and from work. The DEIS highlights
bus route and Seattle Streetcar disruption during construction. Transportation Report, Table 3-
36. The DEIS states that Alternatives CID-1a and CID-1b would disrupt the Seattle Streetcar
operations for two years. Pre-pandemic, the First Hill line alone carried more than 1.3 million
passengers per year, and ridership is anticipated to grow exponentially with the completion of
the Center City Connector and connection of the two existing lines. The Seattle Streetcar route
provides an important transit connection through the CID neighborhood, Little Saigon, Yesler
Terrace, and Capitol Hill. The low-floor boarding at sidewalk level makes the Seattle Streetcar a
particularly important transportation method for vulnerable populations and individuals that
use mobility devices to access medical offices in the First Hill neighborhood. Any ST3 alignment
through the neighborhood should avoid service disruptions to the Seattle Streetcar.

The DEIS states that there would also be impacts to bus service during construction, affecting
approximately 20 bus routes and 220-300 trips per peak hour. These trips would be diverted
into Pioneer Square and the CID. However, the DEIS does not evaluate the adequacies of detour
routes nor their resulting LOS during construction. It is unclear that adjacent streets can
adequately meet these additional transportation demands or how resulting transit delays
would impact ridership capacity or demand.

Overall, these closures cumulatively indicate hundreds of disrupted buses and trolleys per hour
for many years during the construction period. The FEIS must detail how riders on these routes
will reach their destinations in a timely, safe, cost-effective, and efficient manner with this level
of transit disruption. The analysis in the DEIS also does not account for event traffic volumes or
event demand levels for transit service, which will have a particularly significant impact on the
CID neighborhood because of its proximity to the stadiums, the frequency of events, that event
traffic often coincides with PM peak commute traffic, and the fact that multiple events often
occur simultaneously. This too must be studied in the FEIS.

As part of its updated analysis, the FEIS must also study the condition in Alternative CID-1a that
would close the existing Stadium Station for two years and shut down the entire existing light
rail system between the CID Station and SODO Station for at least 6 to 7 weeks. These major
disruptions in transit will have a significant adverse impact on the Building and the surrounding
CID neighborhood. The FEIS needs to consider impacts on ridership levels and routes. Without
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fully investigating and disclosing these impacts, the analysis will not include meaningful
consideration of mitigation.

Alternatives CID-2a and CID-2b will also affect traffic and transit with service interruptions to
the Seattle Streetcar under Alternative CID-2a. Significantly, Alternatives CID-2a and CID-2b will
require closure of 5th Avenue S, which is adjacent to the Building, and serves over 200 buses
per hour. Transportation Report, Table 3-36. In addition to affecting public transit, non-public
transit commuters will also be significantly affected by construction impacts, including those
who constitute the 4,500 to 5,500 average daily trips on 5th Avenue South and the 11,300 to
14,500 average daily trips on South Jackson Street. Transportation Report, Table 4-34. These
closures cumulatively indicate thousands of disrupted buses, trollies, and vehicle trips per hour
for the many years during the construction period. The FEIS must detail how commuters on
these routes will continue to reach their destinations in a timely, safe, cost-effective, and
efficient manner while maintaining existing ridership levels.

For all alternatives, particularly Alternatives CID-1a and CID-1b, Sound Transit should provide a
detailed assessment of intersection LOS for the period during construction and related
conditions for the following intersections:

e 4th Ave S/ S Jackson St

e 4th Ave S/ S Weller St Bridge (Union Station Garage Access)

e 4th Ave S/ Seattle Blvd S

e 5th Ave S/ S Jackson St

e 5th Ave S/SKing St

e 5th Ave S/ S Weller St

e 5th Ave S/ S Lane St

e Seattle Blvd S/ S Dearborn St

e 6th Ave S/ S Jackson St

e 6th Ave S/ S King St

e 6th Ave S/ S Weller St

e 6th Ave S/ S Lane St

e 6th Ave S/ S Dearborn St

e Seattle Blvd S/ 6th Ave S

In addition, the information in the DEIS fails to provide the assumptions used in the
transportation analysis. At a minimum, the following should be made for public review:
e Synchro/analysis outputs at specific intersections, including, at a minimum, those listed
above
e Detailed trip assignment of diverted traffic volumes and routing by segment and
intersection, including bus routes and volumes
e Timing and sequencing of road closures, including overlapping closures
e Interim intersection and roadway channelization configurations, including lane
geometry and turn restrictions
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e Detailed assessment of how emergency vehicle routes would be impacted by the
planned closures during the construction period

e Consideration of peak pedestrian crossing volumes, including analysis at the 4th Avenue
South/South Weller Street Bridge (Union Station Garage) signalized intersection,
especially at Sounder peak alighting to assess how pedestrian safety will be ensured in
the context of construction

c. Pedestrian Accessibility to the Building Due to 