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Appendix I 

Response to Draft EIS Comments 

I.1 Introduction 
Sound Transit received 640 comment letters and emails on the Federal Way Link Extension Draft 

Environmental Impact Statement published in April 2015. An index to the letters is presented below, and 

copies of the letters are attached along with Sound Transit’s responses to specific comments. Letters are 

grouped by agencies, businesses, community organizations, and individuals, and are listed alphabetically 

within each group. Individuals are listed alphabetically by last name.  

I.2 Index 

Organization Type and Name   Name, Title 
Letter 
No. 

Federal Agencies     
EPA Region 10 ‐ ETPA‐202‐3  Christine Reichgott, Manager, Environmental Review and Sediment 

Management Unit  FW394 
Federal Highway Administration  Daniel M. Mathis, Division Administrator  FW615 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers  Kaitlyn White, Project Manager, Regulatory Branch, Seattle District  FW093 
U.S. Department of the Interior  Allison O'Brien, Regional Environmental Officer  FW573 

Tribes     
Muckleshoot Indian Tribe Fisheries Division  Karen Walter, Watersheds and Land Use Team Leader  FW583 

State Agencies     
Washington Department of Archaeology & 
Historic Preservation 

Matthew Sterner, Transportation Archaeologist 
FW111 

Washington State Department of 
Transportation 

Allison Hanson, Environmental Mega Projects Director 
FW617 

Local Jurisdictions     
City of Des Moines  Dan Brewer, Planning, Building, and Public Works Director  FW543 
City of Des Moines  Dave Kaplan, Mayor  FW189 
City of Des Moines  Dave Kaplan, Mayor  FW290 
City of Des Moines  Dave Kaplan, Mayor  FW315 
City of Des Moines  Dave Kaplan, Mayor  FW616 
City of Federal Way  Michael A. Morales, Community Development Director  FW523 
City of Federal Way  Amy Jo Pearsall, City Attorney  FW338 
City of Kent  Charlene Anderson, Planning Manager  FW569 
City of Kent  Suzette Cooke, Mayor  FW117 
City of Kent  Suzette Cooke, Mayor  FW197 
City of SeaTac  Joseph Scorcio, Community and Economic Development Director  FW572 
Federal Way Public Schools  Sally D. McLean, Interim Superintendent  FW306 
Highline College   Jack Bermingham, President  FW134 
Highline College  Jack Bermingham, President  FW193 
Highline College  Jack Bermingham, President  FW356 
Highline College  Jack Bermingham, President  FW603 
King County Council, District 5  Dave Upthegrove, Councilmember  FW016 
King County Department of Transportation  Harold Taniguchi, Director  FW381 
Midway Sewer District  Ken Kase, Manager  FW337 
Puget Sound Regional Council  Erika Harris, SEPA Responsible Official  FW334 
South King Fire & Rescue  Gordon Goodsell, Assistant Fire Marshal  FW606 

Businesses     
Alaska Airlines  Karen Gruen, Vice President  FW354 
Best Western  Best Western  FW226 
Bj. Bjorneby, 22001 Pacific Hwy S  Bj. Bjorneby  FW044 
Eglick Kiker Whited  Peter J. Eglick  FW567 
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Organization Type and Name   Name, Title 
Letter 
No. 

Federal Way Chamber of Commerce  Rebecca Martin, CEO  FW135 
Federal Way Chamber of Commerce  Rebecca Martin, CEO  FW154 
General Transmission  Cindy Walsh  FW030 
Pete's Welding and Fabrication  Pete's Welding and Fabrication  FW066 
Pete's Towing Service  Pete's Towing Service  FW067 
Gateway Center   Bill An  FW168 
Gateway Center   Soo An  FW128 
Gateway Center   Soo An  FW361 
Greater Federal Way Chamber of Commerce  Rebecca Martin  FW299 
Green Acres Mobile Home Park  David Yang  FW303 
Green Acres Mobile Home Park  David Yang  FW165 
Harsch Investment Properties  Jeff Nudelman, Vice President  FW333 
IHB Architects  Imad H. Bahbah, Principal Architect  FW613 
Jameson Babbitt Stites & Lombard, PLLC  Brian E. Lawler  FW585 
La Plaza Center LLC  Travis Farrell  FW180 
La Plaza Center LLC  Travis Farrell  FW581 
Llewellyn Real Estate  Morgan Llewellyn  FW130 
Local 242 Home Development Corp.  Jermaine Smiley, Executive Director  FW584 
McDonald's  William Cho  FW129 
McDonald's  William Cho  FW196 
McDonald's  William K. Cho  FW347 
McDonald's  James Evans  FW139 
McDonald’s  John Jackson  FW138 
McDonald's  John Jackson  FW280 
McDonald's  Jeff Wilfong, Vice President and General Manager  FW316 
Natural Health Mart  Natural Health Mart  FW637 
SeaMar Community Health Centers  Sarah Addison, Manager of Integrated and Collaborative Care  FW576 
SeaMar Community Health Centers  Patricia Alva, WIC Coordinator  FW593 
SeaMar Community Health Centers  Carlos Barajas, Traffic Coordinator  FW587 
SeaMar Community Health Centers  Daniel Belts  FW602 
SeaMar Community Health Centers  Ricardo J. del Fierro, Financial Specialist & Contracts Supervisor  FW591 
SeaMar Community Health Centers  Rachel DeLauder, Credentialing Specialist  FW609 
SeaMar Community Health Centers  Rebecca Gonzales  FW395 
SeaMar Community Health Centers  Phyllis Gutierrez‐Kenney, VP Leadership & Economic Development  FW580 
SeaMar Community Health Centers  Hyo‐Na Han, WIC Program Director  FW570 
SeaMar Community Health Centers  Cesar B. Hernandez  FW571 
SeaMar Community Health Centers  Jeffrey Kim, Dentist  FW578 
SeaMar Community Health Centers  Virgil Kim, Clinical Supervisor  FW595 
SeaMar Community Health Centers  Jennifer L. Kochrian, WIC Coordinator  FW590 
SeaMar Community Health Centers  Michael Leong, Senior Vice President, Corp. & Legal Affairs  FW605 
SeaMar Community Health Centers  Carolina Lucero, Senior Vice President  FW588 
SeaMar Community Health Centers  Ana Marroquin, Front Desk Receptionist  FW577 
SeaMar Community Health Centers  Stephany Maurer, Phlebotomist  FW612 
SeaMar Community Health Centers  Belinda Montgomery, Clinic Manager  FW574 
SeaMar Community Health Centers  Csilla Muhl  FW604 
SeaMar Community Health Centers  Alex Narvaes, Dental Director  FW599 
SeaMar Community Health Centers  Carmen H. Nazario, Adm. Lab Director  FW611 
SeaMar Community Health Centers  Rana Nelson, Dietetic Internship Director  FW592 
SeaMar Community Health Centers  Kevin Proctor  FW562 
SeaMar Community Health Centers  Ninfa Quiroz, Community Relations Director  FW610 
SeaMar Community Health Centers  Marlene Reyes  FW600 
SeaMar Community Health Centers  Janet Roller, Integration Specialist II  FW589 
SeaMar Community Health Centers  Marisol Sanchez y Lucero, Infant Case Manager  FW542 
SeaMar Community Health Centers  Antonio Z. Sosa  FW586 
SeaMar Community Health Centers  Cheryl Wilkinson, Integration Specialist II  FW608 
Shannon Shamseldin  Shannon Shamseldin  FW179 
Willie Cho Enterprises, Inc.  Willie Cho, President  FW343 
Woodstone Credit Union  Diane Percival, CFO  FW380 
Woodstone Credit Union  Susan Streifel, President/CEO  FW341 
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Organization Type and Name   Name, Title 
Letter 
No. 

Community Organizations     
30th District Democrats  Tim Burns  FW297 
30th District Democrats  Tim Burns, Chair  FW365 
Futurewise  Bryce Yadon  FW614 
Highline College ‐ ASHC  Ruth Krizan  FW155 
Highline College ‐ ASHC  Ruth Krizan, Vice‐President  FW182 
Highline College ‐ ASHC  Laura Yanez, Student Body President  FW181 
Highline College ‐ ASHC/Thunder Watch Safety 
Committee 

Latonya Brisbane 
FW183 

Kent Bicycle Advisory Board  Mel Roberts, Chairman  FW596 
Transportation Choices  Andrew Austin, Policy Director  FW524 

Individuals     
Individual   Lee Abbott  FW147 
Individual   Marie Adair  FW127 
Individual   Angie Renee Adkins  FW598 
Individual   Leslie Aflatooni  FW473 
Individual   Yousif Almaaroof  FW330 
Individual   Frkad Almaroof  FW171 
Individual   Matthew Anderson  FW050 
Individual   Donald M Anderson  FW400 
Individual   Townley L. Anderson  FW439 
Individual   C. Robert Anderson  FW452 
Individual   Robert Anderson  FW582 
Individual   Anonymous  FW003 
Individual   Anonymous  FW033 
Individual   Anonymous  FW035 
Individual   Anonymous  FW151 
Individual   Anonymous  FW217 
Individual   Anonymous  FW218 
Individual   Anonymous  FW219 
Individual   Anonymous  FW220 
Individual   Anonymous  FW228 
Individual   Anonymous  FW230 
Individual   Anonymous  FW233 
Individual   Anonymous  FW237 
Individual   Anonymous  FW239 
Individual   Anonymous  FW240 
Individual   Anonymous  FW242 
Individual   Anonymous  FW246 
Individual   Anonymous  FW249 
Individual   Anonymous  FW252 
Individual   Anonymous  FW254 
Individual   Anonymous  FW256 
Individual   Anonymous  FW319 
Individual   Anonymous  FW398 
Individual   Anonymous  FW401 
Individual   Anonymous   FW404 
Individual   Anonymous   FW405 
Individual   Anonymous   FW407 
Individual   Anonymous   FW410 
Individual   Anonymous  FW414 
Individual   Anonymous  FW415 
Individual   Anonymous  FW419 
Individual   Anonymous  FW420 
Individual   Anonymous  FW421 
Individual   Anonymous  FW428 
Individual   Anonymous  FW429 
Individual   Anonymous  FW430 
Individual   Anonymous  FW432 
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Organization Type and Name   Name, Title 
Letter 
No. 

Individual   Anonymous  FW436 
Individual   Anonymous  FW438 
Individual   Anonymous  FW440 
Individual   Anonymous  FW443 
Individual   Anonymous  FW445 
Individual   Anonymous  FW448 
Individual   Anonymous  FW449 
Individual   Anonymous  FW457 
Individual   Anonymous  FW462 
Individual   Anonymous  FW463 
Individual   Anonymous  FW466 
Individual   Anonymous  FW468 
Individual   Anonymous  FW469 
Individual   Anonymous  FW470 
Individual   Anonymous  FW478 
Individual   Anonymous   FW480 
Individual   Anonymous   FW484 
Individual   Anonymous   FW487 
Individual   Anonymous   FW488 
Individual   Anonymous   FW496 
Individual   Anonymous   FW498 
Individual   Anonymous   FW502 
Individual   Anonymous   FW504 
Individual   Anonymous   FW505 
Individual   Anonymous   FW507 
Individual   Anonymous   FW508 
Individual   Anonymous   FW510 
Individual   Anonymous   FW513 
Individual   Anonymous   FW514 
Individual   Anonymous   FW516 
Individual   Anonymous   FW517 
Individual   Anonymous   FW518 
Individual   Anonymous   FW526 
Individual   Anonymous   FW529 
Individual   Anonymous   FW530 
Individual   Anonymous   FW536 
Individual   Anonymous   FW541 
Individual   Anonymous   FW619 
Individual   Anonymous   FW622 
Individual   Anonymous   FW629 
Individual   Anonymous   FW630 
Individual   Anonymous   FW640 
Individual   Anonymous   FW260 
Individual   Ismail Arslangiray  FW104 
Individual   Artura Family  FW620 
Individual   Alexander Asfaha  FW227 
Individual   Shannon Ashurst  FW368 
Individual   S. Ashurst  FW370 
Individual   Eduardo Avelar  FW123 
Individual   Nimotalai Azeez  FW177 
Individual   Abdul Aziz Bah  FW172 
Individual   Abdul Aziz Bah  FW215 
Individual   Courtni Bailey  FW112 
Individual   Stephen Bailey  FW411 
Individual   Angelica Barajas  FW396 
Individual   Tyron Bardwell  FW031 
Individual   Dan Barkley  FW293 
Individual   Bobbi Barkley  FW458 
Individual   Mary Ann Bartholomew  FW087 
Individual   Autumn Beel Petersen  FW231 
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Organization Type and Name   Name, Title 
Letter 
No. 

Individual   Larry Bell  FW072 
Individual   DJ Bell‐Fait  FW483 
Individual   Jeff Bellinghausen  FW063 
Individual   Cassandra Bennett  FW288 
Individual   Gerardo Bernal  FW081 
Individual   Mark Biddlecom  FW022 
Individual   Rachel Binford  FW359 
Individual   Mary Boldt  FW238 
Individual   Richard Bonata  FW403 
Individual   Brian Bonner  FW309 
Individual   Frank Boosman  FW047 
Individual   Alan Borden  FW149 
Individual   Alan Borden  FW454 
Individual   Daniel Brackett  FW285 
Individual   Greg & Michelle Branch  FW501 
Individual   Walter Brooks  FW004 
Individual   Ben Brooks  FW010 
Individual   Walter Brooks  FW313 
Individual   Loc Bui  FW372 
Individual   Edna Burlon  FW437 
Individual   Lisa B. Burtis  FW422 
Individual   Kristin Burton  FW302 
Individual   Brandon Caldon  FW295 
Individual   Anthony Camp  FW460 
Individual   Clinton B. Campbell  FW499 
Individual   Vicki Carey  FW465 
Individual   Cathy Carlson  FW497 
Individual   Reginald Carter  FW141 
Individual   Richard Cathcart  FW028 
Individual   Yun Cha  FW335 
Individual   Tim Chahal  FW209 
Individual   Tajinder Tim Chahal  FW276 
Individual   Ronald Chick  FW500 
Individual   Justin Clark  FW007 
Individual   Daniel & Vyvyan Clark  FW537 
Individual   Teresa Cochran  FW282 
Individual   Terry Cochran  FW291 
Individual   Stuart A. Cohen  FW481 
Individual   Nikole Coleman  FW014 
Individual   William Condon  FW025 
Individual   William Condon  FW039 
Individual   Stu Cook  FW490 
Individual   Ananth & Shree Coorg  FW262 
Individual   Lorene Copeland  FW467 
Individual   Jose A. Cordova  FW493 
Individual   Josie Creager  FW597 
Individual   Colleen Cristel  FW308 
Individual   Richard Curnow  FW621 
Individual   Trina Curry  FW232 
Individual   Verna Lee Curry  FW271 
Individual   Ken and Sylvia Curry  FW342 
Individual   Alan Dahl  FW261 
Individual   Sarah Dailey  FW566 
Individual   Sean Daligcon  FW623 
Individual   Ellicott Dandy  FW554 
Individual   Bree Davidson  FW091 
Individual   James Davis  FW312 
Individual   Michael Davis  FW375 
Individual   Greg Deeth  FW441 
Individual   Linda DeLorenzo  FW455 



Appendix I Response to Draft EIS Comments 

Federal Way Link Extension I-6 Final EIS 
November 2016  

Organization Type and Name   Name, Title 
Letter 
No. 

Individual   Jared DeMeerteer  FW509 
Individual   Richard DePoppe  FW056 
Individual   Rober Deppe  FW098 
Individual   Alex Deriugin  FW036 
Individual   Rebecca Diaz  FW167 
Individual   Adam Dodge  FW060 
Individual   George Door  FW431 
Individual   Andrew Dugan  FW115 
Individual   Andrew Dugan  FW116 
Individual   Tram Duong  FW382 
Individual   Marlys Dupleich  FW110 
Individual   David Durham  FW579 
Individual   Martin Durkan  FW178 
Individual   Ruth Easterling  FW088 
Individual   Bobbie Egan  FW489 
Individual   Reynold Eicke  FW216 
Individual   Gordon Elley  FW417 
Individual   William R. Elliott, Jr.   FW146 
Individual   Denise A. Ellison  FW633 
Individual   Mark Emiley  FW058 
Individual   Ricky Engracia  FW408 
Individual   A. Enrico  FW521 
Individual   Richelle Enriquez  FW221 
Individual   Parveen Ericksen  FW159 
Individual   Adrian Escobedo  FW383 
Individual   Ivette Ojeda Espinoza  FW114 
Individual   Cindy Esser  FW527 
Individual   Kenneth Estes  FW061 
Individual   Kenneth Estes  FW062 
Individual   I.J. Eustaquio  FW132 
Individual   Kendall Evans  FW173 
Individual   Scott Evans  FW210 
Individual   Scott Evans  FW257 
Individual   Kellie Fagan‐Schmieder  FW032 
Individual   Sevda Fazilova  FW388 
Individual   Daniel Ferguson  FW162 
Individual   Warren Floy  FW406 
Individual   Jeri Frangello  FW120 
Individual   Seiji Franklin  FW307 
Individual   Lauren Frederick  FW387 
Individual   Lori Forbes  FW528 
Individual   Chris Gall  FW544 
Individual   Renee Gangloff  FW636 
Individual   Jan Gelling  FW492 
Individual   Matthew Gemmill  FW023 
Individual   Emerson Gomez  FW085 
Individual   Philip Goritsas  FW553 
Individual   Zachery Gostisha  FW040 
Individual   Stephanie Gouldman  FW070 
Individual   Martin Greenlaw  FW555 
Individual   David Greer  FW279 
Individual   Nancy Gretzner  FW265 
Individual   Jeffrey Gutschmidt  FW052 
Individual   Stacy Guzman  FW314 
Individual   Jim Gyselman Jr.  FW425 
Individual   Severin Hagen‐Lillevik  FW020 
Individual   Jeanne Hallock  FW535 
Individual   Ron Hamilton  FW208 
Individual   Ron Hamilton  FW539 
Individual   Evon Hampton  FW194 
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Organization Type and Name   Name, Title 
Letter 
No. 

Individual   Junhee Han  FW200 
Individual   Alyne Hansen  FW264 
Individual   Madge A. Hanson  FW118 
Individual   J.C. Harris  FW164 
Individual   The Harveys  FW453 
Individual   Martin Haskins  FW352 
Individual   Bill Hassen  FW042 
Individual   Alice Hayden  FW109 
Individual   Shijuan Haynes  FW205 
Individual   Christie Hedman  FW321 
Individual   Stephen Hedt  FW079 
Individual   Dale Hendersen  FW374 
Individual   Craig Henry  FW140 
Individual   Craig Henry  FW152 
Individual   Kathleen Hensley  FW346 
Individual   Isaura Hernandez  FW284 
Individual   Alan Hewson  FW638 
Individual   Jon‐Michael Hicks  FW639 
Individual   Rus Higley  FW277 
Individual   Tracy Hills  FW136 
Individual   Jennie M. Hills  FW148 
Individual   Charis Hnin  FW156 
Individual   Michael Hobbs  FW002 
Individual   Thomas Hobbs Jr.  FW099 
Individual   Shan Hoel  FW119 
Individual   Kristina Hoeschen  FW552 
Individual   David Hoffman  FW385 
Individual   Gene Hoose  FW506 
Individual   Jacquelyn Hopkins  FW345 
Individual   Karen Hopper  FW203 
Individual   Karen Hopper  FW318 
Individual   Dave Hosick  FW107 
Individual   Dana Howell  FW206 
Individual   Dana Howell  FW378 
Individual   Cynthia Hrisko  FW064 
Individual   Baipeng Huang  FW281 
Individual   Douglas Hudak  FW083 
Individual   Amy Hudson  FW175 
Individual   Scott Hunziker  FW360 
Individual   Edeline Huo  FW471 
Individual   Branden Huxtable  FW001 
Individual   Jack Hyde  FW534 
Individual   Dwight Hyland  FW191 
Individual   Mike Ihlenfeldt  FW077 
Individual   Eldon Jacobson  FW349 
Individual   Anita Jenses  FW435 
Individual   Di Jia  FW390 
Individual   Pa Ousman Jobe  FW384 
Individual   Jim Jollimore  FW157 
Individual   Jim Jollimore  FW211 
Individual   Jennifer Jones  FW213 
Individual   Jennifer Jones  FW243 
Individual   Ruth Jones  FW538 
Individual   Tom Joo  FW355 
Individual   Rufina Jordan  FW150 
Individual   Ebony Jordan  FW344 
Individual   Terri Juberg  FW512 
Individual   Megan Karalus  FW263 
Individual   Elizabeth Kari  FW137 
Individual   Chris Karnes  FW011 
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Organization Type and Name   Name, Title 
Letter 
No. 

Individual   Kathy K. Kennedy  FW627 
Individual   Stephanie Kesterson  FW086 
Individual   Albert Kim  FW144 
Individual   Noory Kim  FW174 
Individual   Noory Kim  FW207 
Individual   Gwen Kingsley  FW451 
Individual   Suzannah Kirk  FW336 
Individual   David Klein  FW073 
Individual   Will Knedlik  FW568 
Individual   Heather Koistinen  FW143 
Individual   Ruth Krizan  FW170 
Individual   Oksana Kustyukov  FW391 
Individual   Alexey Kuznetsov  FW024 
Individual   Corey Lamb  FW289 
Individual   Daniel Lanady  FW409 
Individual   Jessica Lane  FW274 
Individual   Jim Lasersohn  FW034 
Individual   Suzanne Laurel  FW474 
Individual   Gary Lawrenson  FW225 
Individual   Imani Lawson  FW547 
Individual   Charizz Legaspi  FW456 
Individual   Monica LeMoine  FW267 
Individual   Marc Lentini  FW286 
Individual   Michael Leong  FW557 
Individual   Kara Leslie‐Haug  FW304 
Individual   Adrian Lim  FW371 
Individual   Lewis Lin  FW412 
Individual   Brian Loeffler  FW101 
Individual   Jesus Lopez  FW041 
Individual   Ernesto Lopez  FW594 
Individual   Teresa Loubet  FW464 
Individual   Yuan Lu  FW248 
Individual   John Lucas  FW080 
Individual   Eric M  FW038 
Individual   Jess Main  FW546 
Individual   Ben Mamonov  FW559 
Individual   Mary Ann Maney  FW074 
Individual   Mary Ann Maney  FW075 
Individual   Nina Maran  FW270 
Individual   Isaiah Marley  FW186 
Individual   Ricky Marshall  FW635 
Individual   Robert Martin  FW071 
Individual   Jeff Martin  FW479 
Individual   Tatyana Matsycek  FW235 
Individual   Ron & Janine Mattoon  FW625 
Individual   McAllister  FW631 
Individual   Alek Mead  FW045 
Individual   Fikre Mengistu  FW564 
Individual   Patricia Merrill  FW486 
Individual   Pat Meyer  FW423 
Individual   LeAnn Miller  FW324 
Individual   Eva Miller  FW418 
Individual   Ben Mitchell  FW043 
Individual   Michael Mitchell  FW363 
Individual   Mitch Moberg  FW618 
Individual   Dario Mobini  FW495 
Individual   Marquita A. Monroe  FW433 
Individual   Dereck Moore  FW076 
Individual   Ruth Morlas  FW108 
Individual   Pat Moroney  FW475 
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Organization Type and Name   Name, Title 
Letter 
No. 

Individual   Kevin Morris  FW185 
Individual   Multiple names (230 signatures)  FW166 
Individual   S. Adnan Mustafa  FW563 
Individual   Janice Nam  FW358 
Individual   Sally Neary  FW353 
Individual   Andrea Nelson  FW094 
Individual   Lesley Nelson  FW096 
Individual   Evan Nelson  FW292 
Individual   Jeff Neumann  FW549 
Individual   Craig Newman  FW434 
Individual   NewPort Village  FW015 
Individual   Duong Nguyen  FW386 
Individual   Truc Nguyen  FW565 
Individual   Blake Null  FW561 
Individual   Angela Nunez  FW029 
Individual   Randy Nunez  FW461 
Individual   Debra Nyholm  FW275 
Individual   Amanda Oakeley  FW301 
Individual   William Odwyer  FW103 
Individual   Reyes Ojeda  FW266 
Individual   Reyes Ojeda II  FW048 
Individual   Hannah & Clayton Olander  FW444 
Individual   Carol Olivier  FW222 
Individual   Elizabeth Olsen  FW122 
Individual   Ashli Ordona  FW548 
Individual   Kerry Osborne  FW018 
Individual   Tricia Pace  FW607 
Individual   Eufresina Padron  FW485 
Individual   Tony Pai  FW255 
Individual   Apsara Pandey  FW392 
Individual   Andrew Parcher  FW223 
Individual   Jane Parker  FW326 
Individual   Felicia Parnel  FW332 
Individual   Robin G. Parris  FW533 
Individual   Becki Parsons  FW545 
Individual   Diane Pasta  FW126 
Individual   T. Pearson  FW416 
Individual   Holly Pederson  FW525 
Individual   Doug Peffer  FW092 
Individual   F. Peitz  FW531 
Individual   Stephen Percival  FW379 
Individual   Gary & Adele Petersen  FW065 
Individual   Gary & Adele Petersen  FW068 
Individual   James Peyton  FW188 
Individual   Bryce Phillips  FW366 
Individual   Anne Phinney  FW427 
Individual   E. Gary Pina  FW046 
Individual   Roger Pines  FW006 
Individual   Roger Pines  FW350 
Individual   Rebecca Pinney  FW241 
Individual   Bob Pond  FW133 
Individual   Matt Puetz  FW199 
Individual   Matt Puetz  FW558 
Individual   Cherie Raak  FW142 
Individual   Perry Rack  FW153 
Individual   Deana Rader  FW198 
Individual   Shefali Ranganathan  FW305 
Individual   Jerome Ransom  FW446 
Individual   Tanya Reeves  FW322 
Individual   Andre Reeves  FW323 
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Organization Type and Name   Name, Title 
Letter 
No. 

Individual   Andre and Tanya Reeves  FW339 
Individual   Andre and Tanya Reeves duplicate of FW339  FW340 
Individual   Cornelius Reidy   FW049 
Individual   Cassandra Renner  FW176 
Individual   Justin Renney  FW311 
Individual   Mike Richards  FW472 
Individual   Shawn Richards  FW601 
Individual   Mark Rider  FW296 
Individual   Kevin Roberts  FW272 
Individual   Stephanie Roberts  FW273 
Individual   Gary Robertson  FW037 
Individual   Jolene Robinett  FW089 
Individual   Alena Rogers  FW160 
Individual   Jinnger Rogers  FW575 
Individual   Dana Rollins  FW169 
Individual   Lizeth Rosas  FW522 
Individual   Natalie Rubio  FW550 
Individual   Ruth Krizan  FW234 
Individual   Ryf Family  FW447 
Individual   Muhamad Saeed  FW131 
Individual   Jenni Sandler  FW278 
Individual   Brian Sandler  FW351 
Individual   Dan Sandon  FW477 
Individual   Evelyn Schanzenbach  FW269 
Individual   Evelyn Schanzenbach  FW442 
Individual   Jason Schaplow  FW201 
Individual   Jason Schaplow  FW250 
Individual   Eric Schuler  FW008 
Individual   Mary Scott  FW102 
Individual   Phillip Sell  FW476 
Individual   Joyce Sellers  FW317 
Individual   Bernardo Serna  FW551 
Individual   Erik Seymour  FW202 
Individual   Erik Seymour  FW251 
Individual   Emmanuella Shasha  FW121 
Individual   Jim Shelton  FW511 
Individual   Kevin Sieler  FW100 
Individual   Seth Simpson  FW095 
Individual   Yvonne Simpson  FW258 
Individual   Baljeet Singh  FW298 
Individual   Sarabjit Singh  FW376 
Individual   Sarabjit Singh  FW377 
Individual   Janelle Sloper  FW259 
Individual   Suzanne Smith  FW021 
Individual   Dorothy M. Smith  FW268 
Individual   Randall Smith  FW310 
Individual   Dorothy Smith  FW329 
Individual   Amy Smith  FW331 
Individual   Megan Smith  FW357 
Individual   N Smith  FW399 
Individual   Dorothy M. Smith  FW634 
Individual   The Smiths  FW426 
Individual   Anna Maria Stacey  FW125 
Individual   Virg Staiger  FW187 
Individual   Andrew Stephenson  FW009 
Individual   Denny Steussy  FW195 
Individual   William Stillwell  FW519 
Individual   Ian Strader  FW054 
Individual   Ruth Strawser  FW097 
Individual   Leakhena Sum  FW364 
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Individual   Janreed Sumner  FW090 
Individual   Hilmer Swanson  FW106 
Individual   M. Anne Sweet  FW402 
Individual   The Szenders  FW459 
Individual   Ross Tabor  FW413 
Individual   Barbara Talkington  FW161 
Individual   Iryna Taratuta  FW053 
Individual   Joey Taylor  FW190 
Individual   Joey Taylor  FW224 
Individual   Francis Taylor  FW520 
Individual   Jody Terrana  FW373 
Individual   Khadga Thapa  FW482 
Individual   Lauren Thielman  FW325 
Individual   Ariana Thomas  FW184 
Individual   Mike Thompson  FW019 
Individual   Brad Thompson  FW084 
Individual   Mike Thompson  FW424 
Individual   Robert Thorpe  FW192 
Individual   Robert Thorpe, AICP  FW247 
Individual   Zhen Tian  FW389 
Individual   Shawn Timulak  FW069 
Individual   T.D. Todd  FW450 
Individual   Walter Tomaszewski  FW367 
Individual   Victor Truong  FW300 
Individual   Victor Truong  FW556 
Individual   Lisa Uhrich  FW059 
Individual   Shawn Upton  FW105 
Individual   Jamie Urban  FW393 
Individual   Iesha Valencia  FW204 
Individual   Michael S Van Dinter Sr.  FW397 
Individual   Adam Vance  FW327 
Individual   Kevin Vandehey  FW057 
Individual   Jenny Vasquez  FW515 
Individual   Donna Vering  FW320 
Individual   Ana Villiers  FW163 
Individual   Joseph Walag  FW287 
Individual   Janine Walker  FW145 
Individual   Connie Walker  FW626 
Individual   Christopher Walter  FW005 
Individual   Richard Walton  FW082 
Individual   Allan Walton  FW229 
Individual   Ward and McMichael  FW624 
Individual   Leon Wasiewicz  FW013 
Individual   Richard Watling  FW212 
Individual   Richard Watling  FW253 
Individual   Jason Wax  FW078 
Individual   Jason Wayne  FW026 
Individual   Linda Wedin  FW369 
Individual   Jon Weerts  FW017 
Individual   Mark Weir  FW491 
Individual   Chris Wells  FW283 
Individual   Jerry Wert  FW113 
Individual   Ken West  FW051 
Individual   David Whalen  FW027 
Individual   Jack Whisner  FW158 
Individual   Willey  FW348 
Individual   The Williams  FW494 
Individual   Ricky Williams  FW055 
Individual   Columbus Williams  FW628 
Individual   Michelle Wills  FW124 
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Individual   Michelle Wills  FW532 
Individual   Lynda Woo  FW362 
Individual   Lynda Woo  FW540 
Individual   Barbara Workman  FW503 
Individual   Ming Zhen Wu  FW214 
Individual   Yan Xu  FW245 
Individual   Robert Yates  FW294 
Individual   Steve Yester  FW560 
Individual   Levi Young  FW012 
Individual   Shawn Young  FW244 
Individual   Shuk Han Yu  FW328 
Individual   Meredith Zeltner  FW632 
Individual   Xiaoli Zhan  FW236 
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Response to Comment FA1-1 
Thank you for confirming that our assessment work related to the Waters 
of the U.S. is sufficient for planning purposes. Sound Transit expects to 
submit a formal Delineation Report, Mitigation Plan, and JARPA after the 
Sound Transit Board selects a project alternative to build and FTA issues a 
Record of Decision. 



 

 

Letter FW394 
EPA Region 10 - ETPA-202-3 
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Response to Comment FA2-1 
Please see response to Common Comment 11 in Table 9-6 of Chapter 9 of 
the Final EIS.  
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Response to Comment FA2-2 
The Final EIS describes and analyzes the Preferred Alternative identified 
by the Sound Transit Board of Directors after publication of the Draft EIS. 
It includes more information about the environmental impacts of and 
mitigation for all alternatives than the Draft EIS did. 

Response to Comment FA2-3 
EPA’s preference for the SR 99 Alternative has been noted. Sound Transit 
refined the design for the Preferred Alternative since the Draft EIS and 
continues to work to minimize its impacts. Please see responses to 
Common Comment 1 regarding ridership and TOD potential, and 
Common Comment 3 regarding displacement.  

Chapter 7, Environmental Justice, describes potential impacts on minority 
and low-income populations. Appendix D4.2 describes the project's 
consistency with plans and policies. Chapter 8, Alternatives Evaluation, 
includes a comparison of alternatives and shows the trade-offs between 
alternatives, including ridership, cost, and environmental impacts. A 
geotechnical investigation at the Midway Landfill completed since the 
Draft EIS indicates that the Preferred Alternative can be constructed 
without damaging the cap or stormwater collection system at the landfill. 
The Final EIS evaluates keeping Bingaman Creek in an open channel both 
north and south of S 288th Street for the Preferred Alternative. 
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Response to Comment FA2-4 
Sound Transit has coordinated with WSDOT, WDFW, and the 
Muckleshoot Indian Tribe regarding fish passage issues at Bingaman 
Creek. The project design in this area was adjusted to minimize impacts. 
As described in Sections 4.8, 4.9, and Chapter 5 of the Final EIS, the 
stream would be temporarily piped during construction and then 
restored to an open channel adjacent to and underneath the elevated 
guideway north and south of S 288th Street. Sound Transit and FTA 
continue to work with WSDOT, WDFW, and the Muckleshoot Indian Tribe 
to identify potential mitigation options. Sound Transit also conducted a 
more detailed assessment of upland habitat to determine the level of 
function provided by the habitat that would be impacted under each 
alternative (see Section 4.9 and Appendix G2, Ecosystems Technical 
Report, of the Final EIS). 

Response to Comment FA2-5 
Your support for the S 216th East Station Option has been noted. As 
described in Chapter 2, Alternatives Considered, funding has not been 
identified for this station. 

Response to Comment FA2-6 
Your preference for either not selecting a S 260th Station or selecting the 
S 260th West Station Option has been noted. As described in Chapter 2, 
funding has not been identified for this station. 

Response to Comment FA2-7 
The Sound Transit Board identified the I-5 Alternative with the SR 99 East 
Station Option as the Preferred Alternative. The Kent/Des Moines Station 
location was optimized to facilitate access to Highline College and 
enhance TOD development potential in the Midway area. Impacts on 
vegetation from this station would be similar to other stations along SR 
99 and less than the Kent/Des Moines I-5 Station Option or At-Grade 
Station Option. 
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Response to Comment FA2-8 
Your support for the S 272nd Redondo Station has been noted. 

Response to Comment FA2-9 
Your support for either the Federal Way Transit Center Station or the Federal Way 
SR 99 Station Option has been noted.  

Response to Comment FA2-10 
The gas extraction system in the Preferred Alternative footprint is closed and 
disconnected from the main gas collection system. Portions of the closed system 
may be avoided or may need to be removed during construction. This would be 
determined during final design when column placement is finalized, and in 
coordination with Ecology and Seattle Public Utilities. 

Response to Comment FA2-11 
Section 4.12.4 has been modified as requested. The Executive Summary has also 
been updated. 

Response to Comment FA2-12 
This statement has been removed. 
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Response to Comment FA2-13 
Text has been revised per additional coordination that occurred with EPA 
between the Draft and the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment FA2-14 
This section has been updated in the Final EIS and the project shows a 
decrease in CO2e emissions per year when VMT and energy consumption 
are combined. Mitigation for greenhouse gas emissions is not warranted. 

Sound Transit’s Sustainability Policy and Design Criteria Manual provide 
guidance and direction on incorporating sustainability in the project 
design throughout the design process. During Preliminary Engineering, 
Sound Transit is also using Envision, a third-party sustainable 
infrastructure rating system, to explore ways to improve design, access, 
energy use, water quality, materials, and construction practices.  

Response to Comment FA2-15 
Sound Transit will employ a full array of construction mitigation methods 
as needed to reduce localized impacts and as established through the 
permitting process with local jurisdictions and appropriate agencies. 
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No Comments 
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No Comments 
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Response to Comment FA3-1 
Thank you for your letter stating that you have no comments on the Draft 
EIS at this time. 



 

 

Letter FW615 
Federal Highway Administration 

Page 1 

 

 

Response to Comment FA4-1 
After the identification of the I-5 Alternative as the Preferred Alternative 
in July 2015, Sound Transit has continued to coordinate with FHWA and 
WSDOT regarding the design of the light rail in the I-5 right-of-way, as 
well as the relationship of the light rail alignment to the SR 509 Extension 
Project. FHWA, WSDOT, and Sound Transit have addressed design 
compatibility between the two projects through letters of understanding 
for specific areas in the corridor, in lieu of a project-wide Compatibility 
Report. 

During development of the Final EIS, Sound Transit coordinated with 
WSDOT and FHWA on the appropriate traffic and safety analysis along I-5 
and at ramp terminals. This approach was included in the Final EIS 
Transportation Technical Analysis Methodology Overview and Updates 
memo that both WSDOT and FHWA reviewed. The transportation 
analysis included in the Final EIS assessed the clear zone by conducting a 
predictive safety analysis. The analysis also addressed the traffic 
operations and safety on the interchange ramps and ramp terminals 
considering the signal systems and ramp design information such as sight 
distance, deceleration lengths, effective storage lengths, and alignment.  

Section 4.3 of Appendix G1, Transportation Technical Report, presents a 
detailed queue length analysis for the No Build Alternative and Preferred 
Alternative. This analysis was completed using WSDOT-approved 
SimTraffic in conjunction with Synchro software. A detailed geometric 
assessment was completed to determine effective ramp queue storage 
lengths and was used to determine if queues on the I-5 ramps would 
extend onto the I-5 mainline in the study area. Chapter 5 of the 
Transportation Technical Report also documents a quantitative 
construction analysis that identified transportation-related impacts 
resulting from lane and/or road closures associated with FWLE 
construction. 
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Based on consultation with FHWA and WSDOT, an analysis of clear zone effects 
was completed for both operational and construction conditions, and a safety 
analysis was prepared based on the FWLE’s potential to reduce or eliminate clear 
zone. The analysis of operational impacts can be found in Section 4.4 of Appendix 
G1, Transportation Technical Report, and is summarized in Section 3.5.4 of Chapter 
3, Transportation, of the Final EIS. The analysis of construction impacts can be 
found in Section 5.5 of Appendix G1, Transportation Technical Report, and is 
summarized in Section 5.2.1 of Chapter 5, Construction, of the Final EIS. 

To help decision-makers and the public understand potential impacts of an 
alignment within the undeveloped I-5 right-of-way, Sound Transit has assumed in 
the Final EIS that the guideway will generally follow the western limit of the 
interstate right-of-way while maintaining as straight an alignment as possible. This 
is to ensure that potential impacts on neighboring properties and land uses are 
disclosed as fully as possible given the current preliminary level of design. It also 
reflects the general practice of agencies with jurisdiction over interstate highways 
(in Washington state, the FHWA and WSDOT) to locate non-highway uses as far as 
possible from an existing highway. 

Appendix J, Location of Preferred Alternative within I 5 Right-of-Way, recognizes 
that site-specific constraints along the undeveloped right-of-way exist and may 
require flexibility to adjust the location of the transit guideway to avoid or 
minimize impacts. Appendix J discusses changes in impacts that could occur from 
shifting the alignment, including impacts to the clear zone. It includes scenarios 
with and without the SR 509 Extension.   
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Response to Comment FA4-2  
Construction impacts on the transportation system were discussed in 
Chapter 5 of the Draft EIS. Sound Transit updated the Final EIS to include 
further information such as intersection level of service and roadway 
volume-to-capacity analysis for construction locations with lane and road 
closures and detour routes. This analysis included the relevant I-5 
interchange areas with potential impacts. Please see response to 
comment FA4-1. 

Response to Comment FA4-3  
Sound Transit is aware of the updated WSDOT manual and refers to it in 
the discussion of visual mitigation measures in Section 4.5, Visual and 
Aesthetic Resources, in the Final EIS. Sound Transit will coordinate with 
WSDOT landscape staff to develop appropriate site-specific measures and 
offsite mitigation as needed. Section 4.5.4 of the Final EIS describes 
impacts on vegetation within WSDOT right-of-way and summarizes the 
applicable mitigation requirements per the WSDOT Roadside Policy 
Manual. Section J.2.4 of Appendix J, Location of Preferred Alternative 
within I 5 Right-of-Way, describes potential changes in visual impacts if 
the FWLE alignment is shifted closer to I-5 south of Kent/Des Moines 
Road. 

Response to Comment FA4-4  
The traffic noise analysis was prepared in accordance with FHWA and 
WSDOT criteria, and reflected FHWA noise policy guidance related to 
transit projects and 23 CFR Section 772 as appropriate.  

Response to Comment FA4-5  
Sound Transit continues to coordinate with FHWA through the NEPA 
process. 
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Response to Comment FA4-6  
Please see response to comment FA4-1. 

Response to Comment FA4-7  
Chapter 5 of the Transportation Technical Report (Appendix G1) includes 
additional quantitative traffic analysis of these ramps and discusses 
construction access points to the temporary construction road. Please 
see response to comment FA4-1. 
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Response to Comment FA4-8  
The Final EIS provides more information regarding the project 
improvements along 26th Avenue S and at the intersection of 26th Ave S 
and S 272nd Street. In summary, the 26th Avenue S and S 272nd Street 
intersection would be improved and widened for additional turn lanes. It 
would not be shifted closer to the I-5 southbound ramp. Detailed LOS and 
delay information is provided for the reconfigured 26th Avenue S and 
S 272nd Street intersection in the Transportation Technical Report 
(Appendix G1). 

Response to Comment FA4-9  
The Final EIS updates and clarifies the mitigation descriptions. See Table 
3-11 in Chapter 3, Transportation, for mitigation measures. The 
mitigation in this location is an additional left-turn pocket from the 
northbound I-5 off-ramp to westbound S 272nd Street. This left-turn lane 
would be in addition to the existing northbound shared left/through lane 
and right-turn-only lane. 

Response to Comment FA4-10  
The estimated 10 to 15 trucks per hour would only occur during periods 
of peak construction activities. The Final EIS assesses truck traffic impacts 
in Chapter 5, Construction. Sound Transit would prepare traffic control 
plans during final design for agency approval that address maintaining all 
modes of transportation. 

Response to Comment FA4-11  
Trenching under S 272nd would further reduce capacity on this roadway 
when lane closures occur. A quantitative construction traffic analysis for 
the Final EIS assessed impacts due to lane/road closures and assumed 
roadway capacity reductions. Please see responses to comments FA4-1 
and FA4-2. 

Response to Comment FA4-12 
See response to comment FA4-6. 
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Response to Comment FA4-13 
Relative crash rates have been confirmed for the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment FA4-14  
The Star Lake Park-and-Ride is currently about half full on weekdays. As discussed 
in Chapter 5 of the Final EIS, its users would be displaced if the park-and-ride were 
completely closed for construction, and would likely use nearby lots such as the 
Redondo Park-and-Ride.  
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Response to Comment FA4-15  
See response to comment FA4-11. 

Response to Comment FA4-16  
With the S 320th Park-and-Ride Station Option, the Draft EIS incorrectly 
stated the 25th Avenue S access could be converted to allow non-bus 
traffic. The Final EIS assumes that 25th Avenue S would remain bus-only. 
Access to this park-and-ride for commuter vehicles would be from 23rd 
Avenue S. The intersection LOS analysis has been updated to account for 
the trips generated to/from the station. 

Response to Comment FA4-17  
The Star Lake and/or S 320th Park-and-Ride could be closed for 
construction. This could result in additional traffic along I-5 from the 
south to S 272nd Street or additional traffic on SR 99 between S 320th 
Street and S 272nd Street.  

As discussed in Chapter 5 of the Final EIS, if the Star Lake Park-and-Ride is 
closed, vehicles would likely use nearby lots such as the Redondo Heights 
Park-and-Ride. This shift would not be expected to cause additional 
traffic on I-5 since vehicles would take the same I-5 ramps to access the 
Redondo Heights Park-and-Ride as they would to access the Star Lake 
Park-and-Ride. The shift in park-and-ride users to the Redondo Heights 
Park-and-Ride could cause additional traffic on SR 99 from users 
originating from the south or west. 

If the S 320th Park-and-Ride were completely closed for construction, 
vehicles would likely use the Redondo Heights or Star Lake Park-and-Ride 
instead. This is not expected to significantly affect I-5 traffic since license 
plate surveys show that most of the users of the S 320th Park-and-Ride 
are from the residential areas of Federal Way to the west. 
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If both the Star Lake and S 320th park-and-rides were closed, there is sufficient 
capacity at Redondo Heights Park-and-Ride to accommodate users of both park-
and-rides.  

Response to Comment FA4-18  
Sound Transit will continue to evaluate opportunities to reduce the project 
footprint in the I-5 right-of-way and to minimize impacts on vegetation. Much of 
the area cleared for the construction road would need to be permanently cleared 
of large trees in any event, to prevent these trees from posing a hazard to the 
overhead catenary lines, although smaller trees and shrubs would be replanted. 
Appendix J, Location of Preferred Alternative in the I-5 Right-of-Way, describes 
how impacts on vegetation could be reduced somewhat if the alignment were 
shifted to the east. 

Response to Comment FA4-19  
Text has been added to the Final EIS stating that highway vertical clearances would 
be maintained on I-5 during construction. 
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Response to Comment FA4-20 
Construction would not require realignment of any I-5 ramps.  

Response to Comment FA4-21 
Sound Transit has not conducted additional design or assessment of cast-
in-place versus pre-cast construction methods for the Landfill Median 
Alignment Option. If it is selected as part of the project to build, further 
design and analysis of construction methods would be completed in 
coordination with FHWA and WSDOT.  

Response to Comment FA4-22 
Please see Chapter 3, Transportation, of the Final EIS, which includes 
traffic analysis at this location as well as information about non-
motorized and transit activity. Sections 4.4.2 and 4.6.4 of the 
Transportation Technical Report (Appendix G1) describe the safety 
analysis and pedestrian level of service analysis done for this station.  

Response to Comment FA4-23 
Sound Transit has identified sections of WSDOT right-of-way that would 
be isolated by at-grade or trench profiles of the Preferred Alternative. 
Sound Transit will coordinate with WSDOT on ownership and long-term 
maintenance of these properties. 

Response to Comment FA4-24 
Sound Transit has been regularly coordinating with both WSDOT and 
FHWA on any potential changes that could affect WSDOT’s SR 509 
Extension Project, the design of which is currently being reevaluated. The 
design for maintaining neighborhood access is not within the I-5 right-of-
way. 
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Response to Comment TR1-1 
Sound Transit met with the Muckleshoot Tribe after receiving scoping 
comments, and the Draft EIS addressed the Tribe’s concerns. For 
example, Sound Transit coordinated with WSDOT to ensure the SR 99 
Alternative crossing of McSorley Creek would not preclude WSDOT’s 
future culvert replacement for fish passage at this location. The 
conceptual design of the SR 99 Alternative was modified to address the 
Tribe’s scoping comments and was described accordingly in the Draft EIS. 
Sound Transit has continued to coordinate with WSDOT, WDFW, and the 
Muckleshoot Indian Tribe during the Final EIS preparation to identify any 
culverts that are fish passage barriers along the Preferred Alternative 
alignment. This was in response to a federal injunction ordering the State 
of Washington to repair or replace thousands of state-owned culverts 
blocking salmon runs and habitat. While Sound Transit is not certain 
which culverts are subject to the injunction, none of the FWLE 
alternatives or options would worsen culverts on fish-bearing streams or 
preclude future replacement or repair of existing barriers on fish-bearing 
streams. Sound Transit has coordinated extensively with WSDOT about 
the Preferred Alternative near Bingaman Creek and has modified the 
Preferred Alternative to not preclude WSDOT’s ability to replace any 
state-owned barrier culverts with stream-simulation-designed culverts 
for fish passage. Additional design work would occur during final design 
and project permitting.  

Response to Comment TR1-2 
Thank you for suggesting ways to improve the technical analysis and for 
working with Sound Transit, WSDOT, and WDFW on fish passage barriers 
along Bingaman Creek. As you know, WSDOT and WDFW also performed 
additional assessments of the creek and culverts during preparation of 
the Final EIS. Based on this additional coordination and field work, Sound 
Transit assumes that the culverts conveying Bingaman Creek under I-5  
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and S 288th street are fish passage barriers, and has revised the 
characterization of existing barriers along Bingaman Creek from the 
Green River to the project site for the Final EIS. All fish passage barriers in 
the project corridor have been added to Exhibits 3-1 through 3-3 and are 
listed in Table 3-4 in the Ecosystems Technical Report (Appendix G2). 

Response to Comment TR1-3 
The Final EIS includes a preliminary assessment of wetland and stream 
mitigation options, including use of King County’s In-Lieu Fee program. 
Sound Transit will coordinate with the Muckleshoot Indian Tribe during 
project permitting to finalize wetland and stream mitigation. 

Response to Comment TR1-4 
Sound Transit has refined tree removal impacts by subbasin for all 
alternatives in the Final EIS (see Appendix H of the Ecosystems Technical 
Report [Appendix G2]). 
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Response to Comment SA1-1 
Thank you for your letter conveying that you have no comments on the 
Draft EIS and Historic and Archaeological Technical Report at this time. 
FTA submitted the updated Historic and Archaeological Resources 
Technical Report in April 2016. That report reflects additional 
archaeological field work completed during 2015. No archaeological 
resources were identified. DAHP concurred with FTA’s finding of No 
Historic Properties Affected in May 2016. Sound Transit will prepare and 
implement an Inadvertent Discovery Plan (IDP) prior to construction. The 
draft IDP will be provided to DAHP for review.  

Response to Comment SA1-2 
All HPI forms have been submitted electronically via WISAARD. The 
Historic and Archaeological Technical Report has also been submitted to 
DAHP. 
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Response to Comment SA2-1 
Chapter 7, Environmental Justice, describes how the project would 
benefit all populations including low-income and minority populations. 
Benefits include improved access to transit and increased transit 
reliability with the Kent/Des Moines Station. Please also see the 
responses to Common Comment 3 and Common Comment 8 on Table 9-
6 in Chapter 9 of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment SA2-2 
Your lack of preference for a specific alternative has been noted. Sound 
Transit appreciates the ongoing coordination that WSDOT has provided 
during the development of the FWLE. 

Response to Comment SA2-3 
Your focus on safety is noted. An evaluation of project safety, including 
safety related to WSDOT facilities, is provided in Section 3.5.4 of Chapter 
3 of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment SA2-4 
Sound Transit will continue to coordinate with WSDOT on the design of 
the FWLE and how it relates to the design of the SR 509 Extension 
Project. Chapter 2 of the Final EIS acknowledges that the SR 509 
Extension Project is currently being evaluated for potential design 
changes. The preliminary engineering and Final EIS analyses reflect the 
2003 design of this project.  

Response to Comment SA2-5 
Sound Transit conducted workshops with WSDOT, local jurisdictions, and 
other stakeholders during preliminary engineering to identify potential 
non-motorized access improvements at all three Preferred Alternative 
stations and will continue to work with WSDOT and local jurisdictions 
regarding this issue during final design. 
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Response to Comment SA2-6 
Sound Transit will design all crossings of streams with culverts that are 
known fish barriers to accommodate the future replacement of the 
culverts with fish-passable structures by others (including WSDOT). 

Response to Comment SA2-7 
Section 4.9, Ecosystems, and Appendix G2, Ecosystems, have been 
updated for the Final EIS with additional information regarding the 
habitat value and functions of impacted forested areas, including an 
assessment of habitat connectivity. 

Response to Comment SA2-8 
GHG emission calculations for the No Build and build alternatives are 
disclosed in Section 4.6.4, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases. 
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No Comments 
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Response to Comment RA1-1 
Please see response to Common Comment 2 in Table 9-6 of Chapter 9 of 
the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment RA1-2 
The Preferred Alternative would limit disruption to SR 99 in Des Moines 
to the location where it crosses from the west to east side of SR 99 and to 
improvements at 236th Street and SR 99 near the Kent/Des Moines 
Station. Its stations were sited to maximize ridership while reducing 
environmental impacts. The SR 99 and SR 99 to I-5 alternatives include a 
potential additional station at S 216th. Although this additional station 
would increase the overall TOD rating for these alternatives and create 
more opportunities for pedestrians to access light rail, there is currently 
no funding available to develop this station.  
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No Comments 
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Response to Comment RA2-1 
Sound Transit will continue to work with PSRC in the planning of the 
FWLE project. Thank you for confirming that FWLE was consistent with 
long-range planning documents and agreeing with the methodologies 
used in the Draft EIS. 

Response to Comment RA2-2 
Sound Transit has worked with PSRC and other stakeholders since the 
Draft EIS to refine station locations and designs to maximize ridership, 
access, and TOD opportunities. The updated TOD assessment includes a 
more comprehensive look at development potential. A summary of this 
assessment can be found in Section 4.2, Land Use.  
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Response to Comment RA2-3 
Sound Transit’s FWLE Transit Oriented Development Study (Sound 
Transit, 2015) includes the rationale for the study area surrounding 
stations in Section 2, Methodology. 

Response to Comment RA2-4 
As noted, the TOD assessment considers measures such as access, land 
use, capital facilities, and market strength. The Draft EIS used land 
availability as a representative measure to compare TOD potential across 
the station locations. The updated TOD assessment considers 
development potential and impacts from the alignment in the station 
area. These results are summarized in Section 4.2, Land Use. The 
measure of land availability has been modified for the reasons noted in 
your comment in the FWLE Transit Oriented Development Study 
Addendum (Sound Transit, 2016). 

Response to Comment RA2-5 
The discussion in Chapter 6 of Appendix G1, Transportation Technical 
Report was revised to state that in general, door-to-door travel times 
would be shorter for residents within walking distance to stations. 
Transportation modeling in the Final EIS for travel time does not 
distinguish differences in door-to-door travel times between users 
walking to stations and those that may be transferring from an 
automobile or bus. 
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No Comments 
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Response to Comment RA3-1 
Thank you for concurring with the Draft EIS findings. Significant and 
unavoidable impacts are described in Section ES.7 of the Executive 
Summary in the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment RA3-2 
Chapter 8, Alternatives Evaluation, shows the trade-offs between 
alternatives, including ridership, cost, and environmental impacts. Please 
see responses to Common Comments 4 and 8 in Table 9-6 of Chapter 9 of 
the Final EIS. The Preferred Alternative includes a signalized crossing at 
S 236th Street and design elements to make the crossing safe and 
convenient for students as well as other Link rail users needing to cross 
there. 

Response to Comment RA3-3 
Chapter 5 discusses the construction impacts from all alternatives, 
including the Preferred Alternative. 

Response to Comment RA3-4 
Your preference for maximizing development potential and ridership has 
been noted. Please see response to Common Comment 11. Sound Transit 
appreciates your assistance and cooperation and will continue to work 
with Metro to integrate transit service with the FWLE project. 
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Response to Comment LJ1-1 
Thank you for supporting the FWLE. Please see response to Common 
Comment 2 in Table 9-6 of Chapter 9 of the Final EIS. Chapter 1, Purpose 
and Need, discusses regional and local planning that has supported 
development of the FWLE.  

Response to Comment LJ1-2 
Please see response to Common Comment 2. The Sound Transit Board 
identified the I-5 Alternative with the Kent/Des Moines SR 99 East Station 
Option as the Preferred Alternative for the Final EIS. Stakeholder 
coordination shifted the Kent/Des Moines Station location to the west 
side of 30th Avenue S with the alignment transitioning back to I-5 behind 
Lowe’s. 
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Response to Comment LJ1-3 
The Preferred Kent/Des Moines Station is elevated. Please see response 
to Common Comment 4 in Table 9-6 of Chapter 9 of the Final EIS.  

In addition, a collaborative multi-agency/stakeholder process was 
conducted that recommended a package of improvements at the 
Kent/Des Moines Station. These included signalizing the SR 99 and 
S 236th Street intersection and providing streetscape improvements. 
These elements are included in the conceptual drawings located in 
Appendix F of the Final EIS. Sound Transit will continue to work with the 
City of Kent and other stakeholders through final design.  

Response to Comment LJ1-4 
Sound Transit cooperated with key stakeholders to refine the Preferred 
Kent/Des Moines Station location, partly to enhance TOD potential. 
Stakeholders at workshops held in September and October 2015 reached 
consensus on the station on the west side of 30th Avenue S as their 
preferred Kent/Des Moines Station. The Final EIS reflects that consensus. 
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Response to Comment LJ14-1 
Sound Transit appreciates your cooperation and assistance and will 
continue to work with the City in development of the FWLE project. 
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Response to Comment LJ14-2 
Please see responses to comments for letter FW117. 
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Response to Comment LJ14-3 
East-west transit service would be provided with any of the Kent/Des 
Moines stations. Appendix G1, Transportation Technical Report, 
describes the transit service integration that is proposed for the FWLE 
project. 

Response to Comment LJ14-4 
Sound Transit consistently uses FTA’s Standard Cost Categories cost 
estimating methodology. It differs in level of detail for various levels of 
engineering design. The Final EIS notes that these are conceptual-level 
cost estimates and all estimates are rounded to the nearest $10 million, 
which is appropriate for the conceptual level of design. The cost 
estimates provided in the Draft and Final EIS are intended to provide an 
order of magnitude comparison between alternatives. 

Response to Comment LJ14-5 
Sound Transit identified several challenges to a station location between 
the S 272nd Street off-ramp and I-5, including pedestrian access requiring 
a bridge over the off-ramp, and WSDOT and FHWA concerns with limiting 
options for I-5 and this ramp. Sound Transit completed additional analysis 
on traffic impacts at the S 272nd Star Lake Station for the Final EIS. Please 
see Appendix G1, Transportation Technical Report, for the results of this 
analysis and proposed mitigation, including improvements at the ramp 
terminals at S 272nd Street. 
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Response to Comment LJ14-6 
Chapter 3, Transportation Environment and Consequences, of the Final 
EIS describes the transportation system, including the proposed roadway 
system and traffic analysis at both of these stations. The analysis 
described in Section 3.5.2 and Section 7.3 of Appendix G1, Transportation 
Technical Report, confirms that the area’s traffic would operate as well 
as, or better than, future no-build conditions after mitigation. None of 
the FWLE alternatives would preclude a future extension of S 240th 
Street over I-5.  
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Response to Comment LJ14-7 
Sound Transit coordinated with King County Metro to update the transit 
integration plan included in Appendix G1, Transportation Technical 
Report, for the Final EIS. Sound Transit also coordinated with cities in the 
FWLE corridor regarding station planning and design during preliminary 
design and will continue to do so through final design. Stakeholder 
workshops helped identify needs for improved non-motorized access to 
station areas and helped clarify responsibility for funding and building 
such improvements.  

Response to Comment LJ14-8 
The Preferred Alternative would be grade-separated for all road 
crossings, but at-grade, trenched, or elevated elsewhere, depending on 
topography. 

Chapter 3 of the Final EIS describes the transportation system, including 
the proposed roadway system and station access, parking, and traffic 
analysis at both of these stations. As discussed in Section 3.5.5.,limited 
potential for cut-through traffic at stations exists because there are no 
roads near stations that could be used for cut-through traffic. Please see 
response to Common Comment 4 in Table 9-6 of Chapter 9 of the Final 
EIS regarding pedestrian and bicycle safety near the Kent/Des Moines 
Station. 
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Response to Comment LJ14-9 

Chapter 3 of the Final EIS describes the safety and traffic analysis for the 
roadway and non-motorized system at the Kent/Des Moines stations. See 
response to comment LJ14-8 regarding an overpass over SR 99. 

Response to Comment LJ14-10 
The TOD study summarized in the Draft EIS sought to identify differences 
between alternatives. In many cases, the overall ratings for the stations 
were not that different, as shown in Exhibits 4.2-4 and 4.2-5 of the Draft 
EIS.  

The Final EIS reflects additional TOD analysis completed since the Draft 
EIS. Sound Transit evaluated each station location using four measures to 
assess TOD potential:  

1. Access to each station location - How accessible is the station for 
pedestrians, bicycles, other forms of transit, and automobiles? 

2. Land use plans and policies, and utilities around each station 
location - How do existing land use policies, plans, regulations, 
and infrastructure support new development? 

3. Market support at each station location - Is the location 
competitive for multi-family housing, retail, office, and/or 
lodging? 

4. Development potential - How much net new development can be 
accommodated within 1/4 mile of each station after light rail is 
constructed, as measured by residential and commercial square 
footage? 

The TOD Report and Addendum can be found online at 
http://www.soundtransit.org/Projects-and-Plans/Federal-Way-Link-
Extension/Federal-Way-document-archive. 
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Response to Comment LJ14-11 
Section 4.4 of the Final EIS summarizes the likely economic impacts of the 
FWLE alternatives and qualitatively describes TOD’s potential indirect 
economic benefits. Transit infrastructure investment and the ability to 
assemble parcels are just two of many factors that shape the local real 
estate market for TOD development. It would be speculative to attempt 
to isolate and quantify the direct economic impacts of the FWLE on TOD. 

Response to Comment LJ14-12 
Section 4.5 of the Final EIS contains a revised analysis of visual impacts 
near some residential areas, including between S 252nd Street and S 
259th Place and near the Greenfield Park Neighborhood. More 
information on site-specific mitigation, including landscaping, has been 
added for all alternatives. The need for sound walls is determined by the 
noise analysis (please see Section 4.7, Noise and Vibration, and Appendix 
G3, Noise and Vibration Technical Report). As described in Appendix J to 
the Final EIS, in some areas there may be ways to move the alignments 
away from residences while also meeting the needs of WSDOT and FHWA 
for the I-5 right-of-way. 
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Response to Comment LJ14-13 
Section 4.8 summarizes the encroachment, hydrologic, and hydraulic 
impacts to the streams. The impacts of shading and vegetation on stream 
habitat are addressed in Section 4.9, Ecosystems. Exhibit 4.8-1 in the 
Draft EIS reflects floodplain area data from the King County Hydro 
Geodatabase (fall 2013) and shows the best available 100-year floodplain 
boundaries; it is more current than 1995 FEMA maps. All exhibits have 
been updated with corresponding fall 2015 King County data for the Final 
EIS, and the text has been revised to clarify. 

Response to Comment LJ14-14 
As described in Section 4.14, Public Services, Safety, and Security, Sound 
Transit will prepare a Safety and Security Management Plan (SSMP) for 
the project, and a Fire/Life Safety Committee will review safety 
requirements and develop solutions including access. Sound Transit has 
been coordinating with jurisdictions, stakeholders, and service providers 
during preliminary design to discuss safety and security hazards and how 
to mitigate them, and will continue to do so through final design, 
construction, and operation. 
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Response to Comment LJ14-15 
Please see response to comment LJ14-14. 
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Response to Comment LJ14-16 
Please see response to comment LJ14-14. 
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Response to Comment LJ14-17 
The FWLE Final EIS compares alternatives that include a variety of profiles 
and alignments in relation to major roadways (see Section 2.2.2.1 of the 
Final EIS). As described in Section 3.5.2.4 of Chapter 3, Transportation, of 
the Final EIS, all FWLE alternatives run beside or in the median of major 
roadways or highways so there would be no substantive differences in 
efficacy or ridership between alternatives based on their configuration 
next to roadways. 

Response to Comment LJ14-18 
Sound Transit worked with King County Metro on providing transit 
service to other regional centers from FWLE stations. The conceptual 
transit plan with the project is included in the Transportation Technical 
Report, Appendix G1 of the Final EIS. Sound Transit has been 
coordinating and will continue to coordinate with the City of Kent on the 
FWLE. Appendix D4.2 has been updated to reflect the City's current 
Comprehensive Plan. 
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Response to Comment LJ14-19 
Please see response to comment LJ14-6. 

Response to Comment LJ14-20 
Section 4.7, Noise and Vibration, describes the noise and vibration 
impacts that would occur from the light rail and traffic accessing the 
station and proposes noise and vibration mitigation. In the Greenfield 
Park area, the alignment alternatives would be in a trench whose walls 
would prevent the train noise from reaching any sensitive noise 
receivers. Sound Transit would mitigate visual impacts with landscaping 
next to the trench where land is available. Section 4.7 also describes how 
potential noise impacts with the S 272nd Star Lake Elevated Station 
Option would be mitigated. See Section 4.5, Visual and Aesthetic 
Resources, and Appendix G5, Visual Technical Report, for more detail 
about mitigation.  

Contractors will be required to meet all local construction noise 
regulations. Section 5.2.8.1 identifies likely construction noise mitigation 
measures. 

Response to Comment LJ14-21 
The FWLE EIS’s visual assessment methodology is widely used for 
transportation projects. Developed by FHWA, it focuses on how 
alternatives might lower the visual quality of areas seen by sensitive 
viewers. It does not assess the visibility of businesses and signs. Please 
see Section 4.3, Economics, for information on potential economic 
impacts to businesses. 
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Response to Comment LJ14-22 
Thank you for your comments on how pedestrian-friendly streetscapes, 
park amenities, and other factors can affect TOD. Sound Transit did not 
include these factors when developing the methodology for the TOD 
study because the factors were very similar for the eight station locations 
in the Kent/Des Moines Station area and did not provide differentiating 
outcomes. However, Sound Transit focused on them during the station 
area planning and design process that began after the Draft EIS phase. At 
station access workshops for the Kent/Des Moines, S 272nd Star Lake, 
and Federal Way Transit Center stations, stakeholders identified goals 
and priorities for safe connections, pedestrian-friendly streetscapes, and 
access-enhancing design ideas. To further develop these details, Sound 
Transit also discussed urban design and pedestrian and bicycle 
connections with City of Kent, City of Des Moines, and Highline College 
staff. The preliminary engineering station design for the Preferred 
Alternative reflects this coordination; more coordination will occur. The 
Kent Comprehensive Plan was considered in the planning for the 
Kent/Des Moines and S 272nd Star Lake stations. 
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Response to Comment LJ14-23 
Please refer to response to comment LJ14-10. 
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Response to Comment LJ5-1 
Please see the response to comment LJ1-1 of letter FW117. 

Response to Comment LJ5-2 
Please see response to Common Comment 11 in Table 9-6 of Chapter 9 of 
the Final EIS. 
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Response to Comment LJ5-3 
Please see responses to Common Comments 4 and 7. 

Response to Comment LJ5-4 
The Preferred Kent/Des Moines Station is on the west side of 30th 
Avenue S. 

 



 

 

Letter FW356 
Highline College 

Page 1 

 

 

Response to Comment LJ11-1 
Your support for a station on the west side of SR 99, immediately 
adjacent to the college, or a trench station under the college parking lot, 
has been noted. Please see response to Common Comment 11 in Table 9-
6 of Chapter 9 of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment LJ11-2 
Please see response to comment LJ2-2 of letter FW134. 

Response to Comment LJ11-3 
Please see response to Common Comment 4. 
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Response to Comment LJ11-4 
Sound Transit appreciates the cooperation and assistance of Highline 
College in addressing these issues following the Draft EIS, including at the 
series of stakeholder workshops held in August and September 2015, 
where workshop participants reached consensus on design refinements 
for the Preferred Kent/Des Moines Station. Please see Section 2.1 of 
Chapter 2, Alternatives Considered, of the Final EIS and response to 
Common Comment 4 in Table 9-6 of Chapter 9 of the Final EIS for 
additional information about the station refinements. Chapter 7, 
Environmental Justice, describes how the project would benefit all 
populations, including low-income and minority populations. Benefits 
include improved access to transit and increased transit reliability with 
the Kent/Des Moines Station. Please see also response to Common 
Comment 8. Chapter 3, Transportation, describes changes in traffic 
patterns, circulation, and safety for vehicles and non-motorized users 
with the project. Chapter 8, Alternatives Evaluation, describes the trade-
offs in impacts and benefits among the FWLE alternatives. 

Response to Comment LJ11-5 
Please see response to comment LJ2-1 in letter FW134. The Preferred 
Kent/Des Moines Station would be on the west side of 30th Avenue S, 
within 0.25 mile of Highline College.  

Response to Comment LJ11-6 
Please see response to Common Comment 4 regarding safe access to 
Highline College and the need for a pedestrian bridge. 

  



Highline College 

 

Page 3 

 

 

Response to Comment LJ11-7 
Your support for an elevated station on the west side of SR 99 or a trench 
has been noted. 

Response to Comment LJ11-8 
Your preference for the FWLE to continue to Federal Way on SR 99 has 
been noted. 

Response to Comment LJ11-9 
 All FWLE alternatives would provide access to Highline College with the 
Kent/Des Moines Station. Sound Transit will continue to coordinate with 
Highline College and other stakeholders on development of this station 
throughout preliminary and final design. 
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Response to Comment LJ11-10 
Please see response to Common Comment 4. Chapter 3 of the Final EIS 
describes the transportation system including the proposed roadways 
system, motorized and non-motorized station access, and parking. This 
chapter also includes the results of traffic and safety analyses in the 
station areas. 

Response to Comment LJ11-11 
Sound Transit coordinated with King County Metro to develop a 
conceptual transit plan for each of the project stations. This plan is 
included in Section 4.2.1 of the Transportation Technical Report, 
Appendix G1 of the Final EIS. This plan assumes that bus service to the 
college will remain.  
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No Comments 
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No Comments 
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No Comments 
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No Comments 
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Response to Comment LJ16-1 
Thank you for the important information about the diversity in the 
Highline College community. Please see response to comment LJ2-2 of 
letter FW134. 
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Response to Comment LJ2-1 
Your support for a Kent/Des Moines Station located on the west side of 
SR 99 has been noted. Please see response to Common Comment 4 in 
Table 9-6 of Chapter 9 of the Final EIS. Please also see Section 2.1 of 
Chapter 2, Alternatives Considered, of the Final EIS, which describes the 
stakeholder process for identifying the Preferred Kent/Des Moines 
Station. Highline College was a key stakeholder participant in that 
process. 
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Response to Comment LJ2-2 
Chapter 7, Environmental Justice, describes how the project would 
benefit and impact all populations, including low-income and minority 
populations. Benefits include improved access to transit and increased 
transit reliability. This chapter also describes the targeted outreach 
efforts by Sound Transit conducted throughout the EIS process. Please 
see responses to Common Comments 4 and 8. 

Response to Comment LJ2-3 
After an extensive stakeholder process requested by the Sound Transit 
Board, the preferred location of the Kent/Des Moines Station was 
identified on the west side of 30th Avenue S. Please see response to 
Common Comment 4.  
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Response to Comment LJ4-1 
Please see the response to comment LJ2-1 in letter FW134. 

Response to Comment LJ4-2 
Please see the response to comment LJ2-2 in letter FW134. 
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Response to Comment LJ6-1 
Your recommendation for the Preferred Alternative has been noted. 
Please see responses to Common Comments 4 and 11 in Table 9-6 of 
Chapter 9 of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment LJ6-2 
As you suggest, Sound Transit typically enters into agreements with 
jurisdictions related to capital projects after the Sound Transit Board 
selects an alternative to build. Extensive coordination with the City of 
Des Moines, Highline College, and other stakeholders started several 
years ago and has been especially thorough about the design of the 
Preferred Alternative near the college. The Final EIS describes how 
impacts would be avoided or minimized and how unavoidable impacts 
would be mitigated. These commitments will be reflected in FTA’s Record 
of Decision, and may be also reflected in any future agreements between 
Sound Transit and project partners. 
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No Comments 
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No Comments 
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No Comments 
  



City of Des Moines 

 

Page 2 

 

 

Response to Comment LJ13-1 
Readers will see in Chapters 2 and 8 of the Final EIS that these stations 
are not funded in the ST2 or ST3 plans. Section 8.4 discusses funding 
uncertainties and trade-offs as an area of controversy/issue to be 
resolved. It also notes that the potential stations would require additional 
evaluation to determine their consistency with Sound Transit plans.  

Response to Comment LJ13-2 
The Sound Transit Board did not identify an alternative that runs along SR 
99 as the Preferred Alternative. Regarding temporary economic impacts 
anticipated during construction, including those on local businesses and 
affected jurisdictions, please see Section 5.2.4 in Chapter 5, Construction, 
which describes how Sound Transit would work with business owners to 
mitigate construction-period impacts, and Section 4.3, Economics, which 
describes impacts from property acquisition on cities’ tax revenues. 
Section 4.3 also describes positive indirect impacts related to the 
potential for TOD and negative indirect impacts from removing 
commercial development capacity.  

Response to Comment LJ13-3 
The SR 99 Alternative was not identified as the Preferred Alternative. 
Chapter 5 of the Final EIS and Chapter 5 in Appendix G1 of the Final EIS 
describe construction traffic for all alternatives.  

Response to Comment LJ13-4 
Please see response to comment LJ6-2 of letter FW290.  
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Response to Comment LJ13-5 
This map has been corrected in the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment LJ13-6 
Please see response to comment LJ13-1 in this letter. 

Response to Comment LJ13-7 
Based on the methodology outlined in Appendix A (Section A.8.3) of the 
Transportation Technical Report (Appendix G1 of the Final EIS), potential 
impacts on this intersection would not meet the thresholds established 
to be included in the analysis. 

Response to Comment LJ13-8 
Chapter 3 has been revised in the Final EIS and the LOS standard for this 
intersection is shown for Des Moines only. 

Response to Comment LJ13-9 
Based on conversations Sound Transit had with the City of Des Moines 
and WSDOT, it seems likely that the signal would be provided regardless 
of the FWLE project. Therefore, the signal is assumed as part of the No 
Build conditions in the Final EIS. Please see response to Common 
Comment 4 in Table 9-6 of Chapter 9 of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment LJ13-10 
The existing year for purposes of the EIS analysis is 2013. The mapping 
reflects the data as of 2013. 

Response to Comment LJ13-11 
The existing year for purposes of the EIS analysis is 2013. The mapping 
reflects the data as of 2013. 

Response to Comment LJ13-12 
This has been added for the Final EIS. 
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Response to Comment LJ13-13 
Please see response to Common Comment 4. 

Response to Comment LJ13-14 
Refer to response to comment LJ13-9. 

Response to Comment LJ13-15 
Roadway widening necessary to build project mitigation improvements would be 
included. 

Response to Comment LJ13-16 
Sound Transit worked with King County Metro to develop a conceptual transit plan 
for the FWLE stations, which is included in the Transportation Technical Report, 
Appendix G1 of the Final EIS. It assumes bus service would remain at the college. 

Response to Comment LJ13-17 
Detailed maps of potentially affected properties are provided in Appendix D4.1. 
The additional full multi-family acquisition is the Briarwood Apartments, and the 
additional partial multi-family acquisition is the Tip-Top Mobile Home Park. 

Response to Comment LJ13-18 
While the overall number of residential parcels would not change, the actual 
parcels affected would change, resulting in a larger number of displacements. 
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Response to Comment LJ13-19 
The Final EIS updated the map and description of future land use (zoning) 
in Section 4.2, Land Use, to reflect the zoning changes. Please note that 
the section uses generalized zoning in dominant land-use categories so 
that the land use could be presented consistently across jurisdictions 
(e.g., single-family residential, multi-family residential, commercial, 
institutional, mixed-use, parks/open space, industrial, office, and vacant). 

Response to Comment LJ13-20 
The Final EIS has been updated to include the City of Des Moines' revised 
Comprehensive Plan land use designations adopted in June of 2015. 

Response to Comment LJ13-21 
To update Chapter 6, Cumulative Impacts, for the Final EIS, FWLE project 
staff and City of Des Moines staff updated the list of reasonably 
foreseeable future public and private development projects in the 
Des Moines part of the FWLE study area. These projects were added to 
the list, although the Woodmont Recovery Campus was removed after 
the permits were withdrawn for the project. The list of reasonably 
foreseeable future projects is included in Final EIS Appendix D6.  

Response to Comment LJ13-22 
The text in Section 4.2, Land Use, has been updated as requested. 

Response to Comment LJ13-23 
Please see responses to comments LJ13-1 and LJ13-2 of letter FW543. 

Response to Comment LJ13-24 
It is true that in most cases potential TOD benefits identified in the Draft 
EIS may not occur for many years, if at all, because many factors shape 
the market for TOD. The economic analysis thus focuses on quantifying 
direct impacts (both positive and negative) from construction and the  
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displacement of businesses in the FLWE corridor. There would also be sales tax 
revenue from construction to partially offset this impact. 

Response to Comment LJ13-25 
Section 4.3.4.2 of the Draft EIS notes the potential loss of B&O tax revenue to 
jurisdictions in the event that displaced businesses choose to relocate outside of 
their current jurisdiction.  

Response to Comment LJ13-26 
An elevated light rail guideway along SR 99 would not divide or create barriers 
between the neighborhood and the rest of the city any more than SR 99 does. The 
guideway would also be of a similar height as buildings allowed under current 
zoning along SR 99 in Pacific Ridge, and as some recently constructed buildings. 
While the options running parallel to SR 99 could limit development potential of 
these properties, locating the light rail in the median is not expected to affect long-
term development potential of these properties. 

Response to Comment LJ13-27 
The elevated guideway would not worsen the existing access problems caused by 
SR 99 since it would maintain access across the highway. In the Midway area, the 
Kent/Des Moines Station could provide TOD opportunities, with the station area 
becoming a meeting place and enhancing cohesion. Section 4.2, Land Use, 
provides information on TOD. The station would be consistent with the Envision 
Midway document. 

Response to Comment LJ13-28 
Text has been revised. 

Response to Comment LJ13-29 
Information on the Des Moines Police Department substation at Redondo Square 
has been added to the section.  

Response to Comment LJ13-30 
Sound Transit has coordinated with the affected jurisdictions throughout 
the project through regular briefings and meetings, as well as through the 
Interagency Working Group. While general mitigation measures can be 
identified during conceptual and preliminary design, site-specific 
measures are often not agreed to with local jurisdictions until the 
permitting and final design process. Each jurisdiction has had and will 
continue to have opportunities to provide input throughout the project 
development process. 
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Response to Comment LJ13-31 
See response to LJ13-30.  

Response to Comment LJ13-32 
Potential traffic impacts from detours for the Preferred Alternative has 
been added to the Final EIS in Chapter 5, Construction Impacts, and 
Appendix G1, Transportation Technical Report. The structural capacity of 
these routes is not in question because all proposed detour routes are 
classified as major arterials or above, and detours are only expected in 
off-peak hours when traffic volumes would be lower. 

Response to Comment LJ13-33 
Text addressing this issue has been added to Section 5.2.4 under 
Potential Negative Economic Impacts from Construction. 

Response to Comment LJ13-34 
These potential impacts were not assessed further in the Final EIS 
because the SR 99 Alternative was not identified as the Preferred 
Alternative. 

Response to Comment LJ13-35 
As described in Section 5.7, Non-motorized Facilities, of Appendix G1, 
Transportation Technical Report, protected sidewalks would be 
temporarily provided in some locations. 

Response to Comment LJ13-36 
Please see the indirect impact discussion in Section 4.2, Land Use, which 
describes potential future TOD development near station areas. Sound 
Transit would likely surplus and sell some properties after construction 
for redevelopment, as dictated by market demand. Sound Transit’s TOD 
program has successfully facilitated redevelopment of surplus properties 
along the existing light rail facility. Sound Transit has programs to help 
businesses that remain open during construction, and works to maintain  
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access as much as possible. It has successfully implemented this approach on 
similar projects. 

Response to Comment LJ13-37 
Sound Transit has not attempted to forecast and quantify the aggregate business 
losses due to construction-related impacts since each business has unique needs 
with regard to access, parking, and competition from nearby businesses. The 
analysis is detailed enough to allow the public and decision-makers to compare the 
relative extent of the impacts among the alternatives. 

Response to Comment LJ13-38 
In the Final EIS, Exhibit 6-1 shows 24th Avenue S connecting between S 208th 
Street and S 216th Street. 

Response to Comment LJ13-39 
Please see response to Common Comment 9. 

Response to Comment LJ13-40 
This facility would only be impacted by the SR 99 Kent/Des Moines HC Campus 
Station Option or the S 260th West Station Option. If one of these options were 
selected as part of the project to be built, Sound Transit would evaluate ways to 
avoid impacting it. 

Response to Comment LJ13-41 
Please see response to comment LJ13-1 in this letter. 

Response to Comment LJ13-42 
This is an error and has been corrected in the Final EIS. There is no net change in 
full parcel acquisitions in Des Moines with regard to the S 260th East Station 
Option compared to the I-5 to SR 99 Alternative or the SR 99 Alternative. 

Response to Comment LJ13-43 
The King's Arms Motel would be acquired for the Kent/Des Moines SR 99 
East Station Option associated with the I-5 Alternative in the Draft EIS. 
Note that this option is now part of the Preferred Alternative shown in 
these tables for the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment LJ13-44 
Table D4.3-3 shows that the S 216th East Station Option would acquire 
1.4 percent more commercial land than the SR 99 Alternative and SR 99 
to I-5 Alternative. See also Table D4.3-1. This additional property 
acquisition would cause more property tax impacts than the alternatives, 
as shown in Table D4.3-2.  

It should be noted that Table D4.3-3 reports acquisitions in terms of total 
commercially zoned land acres in each city. Acquiring different properties 
with different acreages would naturally have different impacts on the 
city's commercial land base. 

Response to Comment LJ13-45 
This alternative would acquire only one commercial property in Des 
Moines. This would be less than 0.5 percent of the total commercially 
zoned land in the city. A note to Table 4.3-2 explains that “0.0% means 
<0.5%.”  
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Response to Comment LJ18-1 
 Please see response to comment LJ6-1 in letter FW290. 

Response to Comment LJ18-2 
Please see responses to Common Comments 2 and 9 in Table 9-6 of 
Chapter 9 of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment LJ18-3 
 Please see response to comment LJ13-1 in letter FW543.  
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Response to Comment LJ18-4 
Please see responses to Common Comments 6 and 10. 

Response to Comment LJ18-5 
Your comments regarding the SR 99 Alternative and business impacts and 
potential impacts on minority and low-income populations have been 
noted. Please see response to Common Comment 1. 

Response to Comment LJ18-6 
Please see response to Common Comment 5 discussing the stakeholder 
workshops for the Kent/Des Moines station area which led to the 
decision to locate the station on the west side of 30th Avenue S. 

Response to Comment LJ18-7 
Sound Transit appreciates the ongoing coordination that Des Moines has 
provided throughout the FWLE development process. 
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Response to Comment LJ3-1 
Please see response to Common Comment 4 in Table 9-6 of Chapter 9 of 
the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment LJ3-2 
Sound Transit has worked closely with all affected cities throughout 
development of the FWLE and has considered their concerns in 
identifying the Preferred Alternative. Chapter 8, Alternatives Evaluation, 
of the Final EIS describes the trade-offs between alternatives and 
options. 
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Response to Comment LJ7-1 
Your preference for an I-5 alignment with close proximity to Highline 
College and a S 320th Park-and-Ride Station has been noted. All FWLE 
alternatives would provide access to Highline College with the Kent/Des 
Moines Station. Please see response to Common Comment 4 in Table 9-6 
of Chapter 9 of the Final EIS. The Board considered a variety of factors 
when it identified the Preferred Alternative, including public and 
stakeholder input, projected ridership, cost, and environmental impacts. 
The Federal Way Transit Center Station is part of the Preferred 
Alternative. Chapter 8, Alternatives Evaluation, includes a comparison of 
alternatives and shows the trade-offs between alternatives.  

Response to Comment LJ7-2 
Your support for the FWLE and concern regarding impacts on Federal 
Way Public Schools facilities has been noted. The Preferred Alternative 
has been designed to minimize impacts on FWPS facilities. Details about 
proposed mitigation for unavoidable impacts from the Preferred 
Alternative are provided in Appendix H. 
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Response to Comment LJ7-3 
Sound Transit has continued to coordinate with FWPS throughout 
development of the Final EIS and preliminary engineering of the 
Preferred Alternative, including the development of the S 272nd Elevated 
Star Lake Station Option. Since the Draft EIS, the Preferred Alternative 
alignment has shifted farther east to reduce the area needed for 
construction and reduce impacts on Mark Twain Elementary School. 
However, construction is expected to last longer than estimated in the 
Draft EIS. The shift reduced the acres of playfield unavailable for school 
and public use during construction to 0.3 acre for the Preferred 
Alternative. The S 272nd Elevated Star Lake Station Option would require 
0.2 acre of the playfield during construction in addition to 0.1 acre 
permanently required for the guideway. Additional information regarding 
construction period impacts on the school is provided in Chapter 5, 
Construction Impacts, of the Final EIS. Sound Transit will continue to 
coordinate with the District during final design and construction to 
ensure the school can operate safely. 
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Response to Comment LJ7-4 
Sound Transit shifted the Preferred Alternative alignment east to reduce 
temporary and long-term impacts on this property. Although Sound 
Transit understands that there are no plans or designs for construction of 
new school facilities on the property at this time, it evaluated the 
potential to build a building over the trench if it was needed in the future. 
It assumed a two-story building based on coordination with District staff 
and recently constructed elementary schools in the district. As described 
in Section 4.14, Public Services, Safety, and Security, the lidded structure 
would support a two-story school building. Larger structures might 
require additional structural support in the trench. The S 272nd Star Lake 
Elevated Station Option would limit future development on this portion 
of the property. 

Response to Comment LJ7-5 
The new buildings for the Federal Way High School would be 
approximately 130 feet from the near track for the SR 99 Alternative. At 
this distance, vibration predictions were well below the FTA impact 
threshold for schools and would not impact operations except at the 
Federal Way High School Performing Arts Center, which is considered a 
special building with different impact criteria. Sound Transit would 
mitigate impacts at this facility. 

Response to Comment LJ7-6 
Section 4.7, Noise and Vibration, describes the noise and vibration 
impacts that would occur from the SR 99 Alternative and I-5 to SR 99 
Alternative near the FWHS, and the mitigation that would address those 
impacts. If either of these alternatives were selected to be built, Sound 
Transit would work with the District during final design to confirm the 
mitigation design measures at FWHS are warranted and would be 
effective. 
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Response to Comment LJ7-7 
The visual quality impact assessment is focused on residential and park 
viewers (sensitive viewers) per the FHWA assessment methodology. The 
potential disruptive presence of elevated guideways and passing trains 
from the SR 99 and I-5 to SR 99 alternatives would be reduced by sound 
walls at this location.  

Response to Comment LJ7-8 
Section 4.7, Noise and Vibration, describes the noise and vibration 
impacts that would occur from the light rail and traffic accessing the 
Federal Way Transit Center station. No long-term noise or vibration 
impacts on programs or uses at Truman High School were identified.  

Construction noise impacts at Truman High School would be minimal due 
to the distance from the construction site to the school. As described in 
Chapter 5, construction noise levels can be assumed to be 88 dBA Lmax 
at 50 feet, and the closest school building is approximately 435 feet away 
from the construction site. Construction noise would be about 69 dBA 
Lmax at the closest school building. The existing noise levels in the garden 
at the school were measured to be 61 dBA Leq with Lmax noise levels 
ranging from 62 to 72 dBA. Therefore, construction noise levels would be 
minimal. 

Response to Comment LJ7-9 
Sound Transit has continued to coordinate with FWPS throughout 
development of the Final EIS and preliminary engineering of the 
Preferred Alternative. Sound Transit will continue to coordinate with the 
District during final design and construction regarding potential impacts 
on all District facilities. 
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Response to Comment LJ8-1 
Please see responses to Common Comments 4 and 11 in Table 9-6 of 
Chapter 9 of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment LJ8-2 
Sound Transit worked with King County Metro on developing a 
conceptual transit plan for each of the project stations, which is included 
in the Transportation Technical Report, Appendix G1 of the Final EIS. This 
plan assumes bus service will remain at the college. 

Response to Comment LJ8-3 
Sound Transit will continue to work with all affected cities in planning the 
FWLE project. The Final EIS describes measures to minimize impacts and 
potential mitigation for unavoidable impacts. 

Response to Comment LJ8-4 
Sound Transit will continue to work with the jurisdictions to identify 
measures that minimize impacts where feasible. This has included 
collaborative workshops held by Sound Transit and the relevant agencies 
to address many of the points raised in this comment. The Final EIS 
includes updated discussions of the potential for TOD around station 
areas in Section 4.2, Land Use; potential negative impacts from removing 
commercially zoned property from a city’s developable land base in 
Section 4.3, Economics; visual impacts in Section 4.5, Visual and Aesthetic 
Resources; and property acquisitions and the associated relocation 
benefits/process in Section 4.1, Acquisitions, Displacements, and 
Relocations. Please see response to Common Comment 4 regarding a 
pedestrian bridge. Sound Transit has coordinated with King County Metro 
to maintain bus access at Highline College. 
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Response to Comment LJ8-5 
Sound Transit continues to coordinate with the cities and Highline College 
to achieve these goals. Please see Section 2.1 of Chapter 2, Alternatives, 
of the Final EIS, which describes the stakeholder process used to optimize 
the Preferred Alternative station locations. 
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Response to Comment LJ9-1 
A summary of planned upgrades for the water and sewer districts, 
including the upgrades in the Pacific Ridge neighborhood, has been 
added to Section 4.15, Utilities, of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment LJ9-2 
Thank you for providing the SR 509 Impact Study. Details on these 
improvements are not included because WSDOT is revisiting the design of 
the SR 509 Extension Project, which might alter the District’s 
accommodations to it. However, a review of the impact study suggests 
that the FWLE would not preclude implementing any of the District’s 
proposed SR 509-related improvements. If the FWLE Preferred 
Alternative were built prior to the SR 509 Extension, it would relocate the 
facilities on S 211th and S 212th Street that would otherwise be relocated 
for the SR 509 project. 

Response to Comment LJ9-3 
The definitions of “major” and “minor” utilities are broad categories used 
in the EIS, and the comparison of major utility conflicts is intended to 
allow a comparison of alternatives rather than provide a complete 
inventory of every conflict. The preliminary engineering plans for the 
Preferred Alternative document all utilities and potential conflicts. No 
pump stations would be required for the proposed sewer line relocations. 
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Response to Comment LJ9-4 
Sound Transit will develop a utility relocation agreement with the District 
during final design, once the Sound Transit Board has selected an 
alternative to build. That agreement would address the concerns raised 
in this comment, such as defining which District activities may be 
compensated by Sound Transit.  

Response to Comment LJ9-5 
Sound Transit typically bears the cost of utility relocations unless 
otherwise addressed by franchise or other agreements with local 
jurisdictions, which would avoid undue burdens on taxpayers. Utility 
relocations for the FWLE would replace aging infrastructure with new 
infrastructure, extending the life of those utilities and potentially 
reducing maintenance of those specific facilities for a period of time. All 
new sewer infrastructure would have a significantly increased life span. 
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Response to Comment LJ10-1 
Please see response to Common Comment 2 in Table 9-6 of Chapter 9 of 
the Final EIS. 
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Response to Comment LJ12-1 
Thank you for your acknowledgement. Sound Transit will continue to 
work with the City during development of the FWLE project. 

Response to Comment LJ12-2 
Please see responses to letter FW315, the letter submitted with other 
mayors. 

Response to Comment LJ12-3 
The design would adhere to the relevant design standards, including 
those for sight distance. 

Response to Comment LJ12-4 
Table 3-1 in Chapter 3 has a revised statement noting that there is an 
increased potential for conflicts. 

Response to Comment LJ12-5 
Please see Section 3.5.5 of the Final EIS for the parking impact analysis. 
Also see response to Common Comment 5 in Table 9-6 in Chapter 9, and 
Section 4.5.1 of the Transportation Technical Report (Appendix G1) for 
further information on the proposed parking supply at FWLE stations. 

Response to Comment LJ12-6 
The volumes shown in this table are by direction for year 2035. These are 
based on the travel demand forecasts prepared by Puget Sound Regional 
Council for the region. 

Response to Comment LJ12-7 
Please see response to Common Comment 5. The proposed parking 
supply in the project area is sufficient to meet the demand of the 
forecasted ridership. The supply includes 400 more stalls at the Federal 
Way Transit Center and up to 800 more parking spaces at the Star Lake 
Park-and-Ride adjacent to I-5. Conceptual bus service plans developed by 
King County Metro and Sound Transit incorporate service between the  
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Federal Way Transit Center and S 320th Park-and-Ride so that light rail riders could 
park at the park-and-ride. Sound Transit bus service from Pierce County would also 
continue.  
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Response to Comment LJ12-8 
Chapter 3 was revised to state that these crossings are already present. 

Response to Comment LJ12-9 
Please see the revised discussion of TOD in Section 4.2, Land Use, of the 
Final EIS. The terms “TOD potential” and “supportive of TOD” had 
different meanings related to different measures in the Draft EIS. TOD 
potential, which referred to the land availability measure, has been 
replaced with a measure of development potential. 

Response to Comment LJ12-10 
Exhibit 4.4-2 has been updated to include the Calvary Lutheran Church. 

Response to Comment LJ12-11 
Text has been added to describe Town Square Park in Section 4.4. 

Response to Comment LJ12-12 
Section 4.17 has been revised and the direct impacts discussion discusses 
impacts on planned park facilities at Town Square Park. 

Response to Comment LJ12-13 
Sound Transit agrees that information provided to the agency during 
these meetings can be public opinion and should not be qualified as fact. 
To avoid misunderstanding, this bullet has been deleted from Chapter 7, 
Environmental Justice. 

Response to Comment LJ12-14 
Sound Transit coordinated with the City of Federal Way during the Final 
EIS regarding the location of this station and re-oriented this station to be 
north-south and north of S 320th Street. Section 2.1 of Chapter 2, 
Alternatives Considered, of the Final EIS describes stakeholder workshops 
to review the FWTC station layout. A pedestrian crossing was not 
included over S 320th Street because it would need to be a fare- 
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restricted zone and would be limited to riders only. Sound Transit will continue to 
coordinate with the City regarding access improvements.  
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Response to Comment LJ15-1 
Written responses to the City’s comments are provided below and 
changes have been made to the Final EIS as appropriate. Sound Transit 
also responded to questions from the City in a letter on June 26, 2015, 
prior to the Sound Transit Board action to identify a Preferred 
Alternative. 

Response to Comment LJ15-2 
This text has been clarified in the Final EIS. As described in the Final EIS, 
the identification of the Preferred Alternative was not a final decision on 
the project; all alternatives remain under consideration until the Final EIS 
is published, after which the Sound Transit Board will select a project to 
be built and FTA will issue a Record of Decision. Sound Transit’s 
identification of the Preferred Alternative occurred approximately 2 
months after the Draft EIS public comment period had ended, the Board 
had reviewed all comments received, the Board had taken testimony at 
two public hearings, and the agency had continued post-Draft EIS 
coordination with local agencies, other stakeholders, and the public. The 
Sound Transit Board will not select the project to build until after the 
Final EIS is published and all comments on the Draft EIS have been 
responded to. It may select the Preferred Alternative, a different 
alternative, or some variation of the alternatives considered in the Final 
EIS.  
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Response to Comment LJ15-3 
This text has been deleted from Chapter 1. 

Response to Comment LJ15-4 
Chapter 1 has been revised to discuss population within 1/2 mile as well 
for larger cities to provide context. 

Response to Comment LJ15-5 
The purpose of this table is to document regional and local plans that 
have planned for light rail in the FWLE corridor. The comprehensive plans 
of each city are not included except for subarea plans for areas intended 
for high-density development supported by light rail. The City’s 
comprehensive plan is addressed in Section 4.2 and Appendix D4.2 of the 
Final EIS. These sections address relevant land use plans and policies.  

Response to Comment LJ15-6 
Parking would not be provided at the potential additional stations 
associated with the SR 99 Alternative because adequate parking supply 
would be provided at stations both north and south of each potential 
additional station. Please see Chapter 3 of the Final EIS for the parking 
assessment, traffic forecasts at the stations, and potential for 
neighborhood impacts from parking surrounding the stations. 
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Response to Comment LJ15-7 
Impacts on businesses and commercial properties for all alternatives are 
assessed in Section 4.3, Economics, of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment LJ15-8 
As stated in Section 2.2.7, vehicles operating on the FWLE would be 
serviced out of the OMF in Seattle. Overnight storage and daily inspection 
and interior cleaning of up to four four-car trains would be provided at 
the end of the line (Federal Way Transit Center station, tail tracks, and/or 
nearby pocket track) to support the beginning of light rail service each 
morning. An additional OMF would not be needed south of the Seattle 
OMF until the light rail extends south from Federal Way.  

Response to Comment LJ15-9 
The Final EIS has been updated to include the City of SeaTac's latest 
revision to the Comprehensive Plan, which was adopted in June of 2015. 

Response to Comment LJ15-10 
Sound Transit takes these factors into consideration when determining 
whether a property would be a full or partial take. If the existing use 
would no longer be viable, then the full property would be acquired. 
Although the loss of jobs in the area would have an immediate impact, 
ridership is based on PSRC growth projections, not existing land uses. This 
loss would an impact on sales tax as well, but construction activities 
would create a new source of sales tax for several years.  

Response to Comment LJ15-11 
The goal of the assessment was to estimate the TOD potential near 
stations. The guideway could have a negative impact on development 
potential between station areas. Section 4.3, Economics of the Final EIS 
describes negative impacts on development potential.   
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Response to Comment LJ15-12 
None of the alternatives would bisect neighborhoods in SeaTac or elsewhere in the 
corridor. The alternatives identified in the Final EIS would travel along the edges of 
the neighborhoods, generally follow existing transportation corridors, and provide 
grade-separated crossings of roadways to maintain connectivity between 
properties on either side of the guideway. 
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Response to Comment LJ15-13 
The analysis in Section 4.4 addresses the direct impacts associated with 
the I-5 alternatives, which would cause fewer noise and visual impacts 
than the SR 99 alternatives. Since the Legislature funded the SR 509 
Extension Project in 2015, the Final EIS assumes that project will be built, 
and Chapter 6 therefore discusses cumulative noise and visual effects 
from both the FWLE and the SR 509 Extension. In addition, the noise 
analysis for the Preferred Alternative discusses traffic noise exposure 
both with and without the SR 509 project. Please see Section 4.7, Noise 
and Vibration, and Appendix G3, Noise and Vibration Technical Report, 
for additional information.  

Response to Comment LJ15-14 
This text was clarified in the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment LJ15-15 
Section 4.8 is revised in the Final EIS to clarify that Sound Transit met 
with a City engineer. The staff person who met with Sound Transit as 
referenced in this section is a City engineer. 

Response to Comment LJ15-16 
The paragraph has been revised to clarify that it is a WSDOT pond, with 
plans (last updated in 2003) to be relocated by the SR 509 Extension 
Project. Now that the SR 509 Extension Project has been funded, WSDOT 
is evaluating potential changes to the 2003 design. 

Response to Comment LJ15-17 
WSDOT informed Sound Transit that this pond and downstream pipelines 
have been recently maintained/repaired. The text in Section 4.8.4 has 
been revised accordingly. 
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Response to Comment LJ15-18 
Section 4.13, Electromagnetic Fields, in the Final EIS states that “utility lines are 
normally insulated and cathodic protection systems are used to prevent corrosion 
damage from stray currents.” 

Response to Comment LJ15-19 
Text in Table 4.14-1 in Section 4.14, Public Services, Safety, and Security, has been 
revised and updated based on the information in the comment. 

Response to Comment LJ15-20 
Text in Section 4.14, Public Services, Safety, and Security, provides information on 
the Safety and Security Management Plan (SSMP) that would be prepared as part 
of the FWLE. The SSMP includes the formation of a Fire/Life Safety Committee that 
would coordinate with local authorities with jurisdiction, including the cities of 
SeaTac, Des Moines, Kent, and Federal Way, and the fire and police providers for 
these cities. The Fire/Life Safety Committee would develop solutions during final 
design. Section 4.11, Geology and Soils, provides information on the potential 
seismic hazards and the mitigation measures to avoid potential adverse effects 
during operation. 

As described in Section 4.14, Public Services, Safety, and Security, Sound Transit 
held two workshops in support of the Preliminary Hazard Analysis to identify safety 
hazards and their causes, and to agree on design-based solutions. Sound Transit 
will continue to coordinate with public service providers throughout design, 
construction, and operation. 
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Response to Comment LJ15-21 
A table was not included in the Final EIS because text in Section 4.14, 
Public Services, Safety, and Security, provides adequate information on 
the Safety and Security Management Plan (SSMP) that would be 
prepared as part of the FWLE. Please also see response to comment LJ15-
20 above. 

Response to Comment LJ15-22 
No changes were made because the section only addresses hospitals and 
emergency medical facilities.  

Response to Comment LJ15-23 
Table 4.14-2 provides information by jurisdiction and Table 4.14-3 
provides information for the transit centers and park-and-rides in the 
study area. The information is used as part of the affected environment, 
and Section 4.14.4, Environmental Impacts, provides information on the 
measures that would be implemented to address crime. The information 
in Table 4.14-2 has been updated to include the most recent data. Data 
are not available for all the same years for all of the jurisdictions. 

Response to Comment LJ15-24 
The data in Table 4.14-3 provide information on the existing conditions 
for areas where stations would be located, and text in Section 4.14.4 
provides information on the potential impacts related to crime and 
measures that would be incorporated to address crime in the study area. 
Text has been added to clarify that the information in Table 4.14-3 is 
related to transit centers and park-and-ride lots associated with FWLE 
station locations. 

Response to Comment LJ15-25 
The information has been updated with the latest available information 
from the Washington Association of Sheriffs and Police Chiefs and data 
from Crimereports. Crimereports data provide consistent coverage for  
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the park-and-ride facilities in the study area and adequate information needed for 
the analysis. As part of the FWLE Threat and Vulnerability Assessment for the 
Preferred Alternative, Sound Transit held a workshop to discuss the policies and 
procedures in place to reduce the system risk from activities that would damage 
the system, its facilities, or its patrons. This included an in-depth look at the crime 
reports in the station areas and coordination with local law enforcement. Sound 
Transit will continue to coordinate with public service providers throughout design, 
construction, and operation.  

Response to Comment LJ15-26 
This text is addressing the fire and emergency medical service providers and not 
police services. Because all of the FWLE alternatives would be grade-separated at 
crossings, police vehicles should not experience any increase in response times. 
Also see response to comment LJ15-25. 

Response to Comment LJ15-27 
Sound Transit would implement these measures, and any additional staffing 
required at the Link Control Center would be addressed by Sound Transit. Sound 
Transit provides video evidence to local police for use in criminal investigations. 
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Response to Comment LJ15-28 
Security staff are not assigned to individual stations but roam between 
stations. All alternatives will have similar staffing levels.  

Response to Comment LJ15-29 
If the Preferred Alternative were built before the SR 509 Extension 
Project, access via S 208th Street would be maintained. S 208th Street 
would be realigned as part of the SR 509 Extension as described in 
Chapter 6, Cumulative Impacts. Sound Transit will continue to coordinate 
with WSDOT and the City of SeaTac regarding the design of this 
realignment. 

Response to Comment LJ15-30 
Section 4.1, Acquisitions, Displacements, and Relocations identifies the 
process for property acquisition. This property is zoned for commercial 
use, is not a park, and does not require any special mitigation. The City 
would receive fair market value for this property if it were needed for the 
project. 

Response to Comment LJ15-31 
Although this parcel has deed restrictions, it is currently fenced off, is not 
currently used as a park or open space, and is not in the City's 
Comprehensive Plan as an open space or park resource. Therefore, this 
land is not considered a park in the Final EIS. Sound Transit would 
coordinate with the City to find replacement property of equivalent size 
and function per the deed restrictions if the property is acquired. 

Response to Comment LJ15-32 
The text should have said the SR 509 Extension Project is not in any 
current "funded” transportation plans. Since publication of the Draft EIS, 
this project has received state funding and is now included as a No Build 
project. This is described in Section 2.6 of the Final EIS. 
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Response to Comment LJ15-33 
Section 6.5 of the Final EIS notes that WSDOT is currently revising the extent and 
design of the Puget Sound Gateway Program. 

Response to Comment LJ15-34 
The text has been revised per this comment (please see Final EIS Section 6.5.1). 

Response to Comment LJ15-35 
The design of the Preferred Alternative accommodates the design of the SR 509 
Extension Project that was included in the 2003 Record of Decision, which includes 
widening of the I-5 mainline. This project is the only WSDOT project in the FWLE 
area that would widen I-5. The relationship of the Preferred Alternative with the 
SR 509 Extension Project, including improvements on I-5, is discussed in Section 
2.6 and in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment LJ15-36 
WSDOT is currently evaluating modifying the design of the SR 509 Extension that 
was analyzed in the 2003 Final EIS and approved in FHWA’s 2003 Record of 
Decision. Potential modifications include phasing options. FHWA will decide 
whether to approve any revisions to the 2003 design that was the subject of 
FHWA’s Record of Decision. FHWA advised Sound Transit that because the 
potential redesign is in development, the FWLE project should evaluate SR 509 as 
it was approved in 2003. 
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Response to Comment LJ15-37 
Chapter 6 describes the cumulative impacts of the FWLE when combined 
with other projects. No cumulative impacts on non-motorized users were 
identified.  

Response to Comment LJ15-38 
This chapter is for the cumulative impacts of the FWLE when combined 
with other projects. Section 4.5, Visual and Aesthetic Resources, 
discussed the impacts associated with the FWLE and proposed mitigation. 

Response to Comment LJ15-39 
Table 4.3-4 presents data for each alternative with a range of impacts 
with options in parentheses. It shows that there would be 0 full 
acquisitions for the alternative and a range of 0-1 full acquisitions with 
options, including the S 216th East Station Option. Both tables referenced 
are correct. 

Response to Comment LJ15-40 
This title has been revised. 

Response to Comment LJ15-41 
Most uses for the creeks were included in this table since per WAC 173-
201, creeks that do not appear in the WAC's Table 602 are to be 
protected for the designated uses indicated. However, it should be 
recognized some uses on the smaller creeks such as boating and 
navigation are infeasible. 

Response to Comment LJ15-42 
 A sentence has been added to clarify that stormwater would continue to 
flow into the same municipal stormwater systems. 

Response to Comment LJ15-43 
This has been updated in the Final EIS. 



City of SeaTac 

 

Page 7 (continued) 

Response to Comment LJ15-44 
The parking analysis assumed a 1/4-mile radius because the potential for hide-and 
ride would be greatest within the closest areas. The FWLE would include additional 
parking at multiple stations to provide transit riders options for accessing the light 
rail system; currently, riders in south King County only have the Airport Station and 
TIB Station. 

Response to Comment LJ15-45 
The East Link project was factored in the projections provided in Section 4.2.3.2. 

Response to Comment LJ15-46 
The analysis of corridor-wide parking supply for the Final EIS includes parking 
provided at the Angle Lake Station. 

Response to Comment LJ15-47 
The table referenced in the comment was specifically for the I-5 clear zone as 
defined in the WSDOT highway design manual. Any widening of roadways within 
the local jurisdictions would adhere to the relevant design standards.  

Response to Comment LJ15-48 
Design approvals for roadway revisions would be coordinated with the appropriate 
jurisdictions and would occur in final design and permitting. 

Response to Comment LJ15-49 
Sound Transit considers parking lost when determining how much of a property 
would be acquired for the project. If the amount of parking lost would make the 
existing business no longer viable, Sound Transit would relocate the business and 
might acquire the entire property. If the property remaining after construction 
could be used for another business, Sound Transit might surplus the property. 
Please see Section 3.5.5 of the Final EIS for a discussion of hide-and-ride parking. 
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Response to Comment LJ15-50 
The parking analysis methodology is provided in Appendix A of the 
Transportation Technical Report (Appendix G1 of the EIS). Section 4.5.2 
of Appendix G1 has been updated to describe the parking analysis 
methodology. 

Response to Comment LJ15-51 
Individuals who will walk to the station are generally willing to walk 
farther than those individuals who drive to a location to park and then 
walk to the station. The parking analysis focuses on this latter case, 
specifically considering "hide-and-ride" vehicles, whose drivers try to park 
relatively close to a station. 
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South King Fire & Rescue 
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Response to Comment LJ17-1 
Section 4.14, Public Services, Safety, and Security, and Section 5.2.15 of 
Chapter 5, Construction, of the Final EIS describe potential impacts on 
emergency response times and Sound Transit’s coordination with local 
emergency service providers for operation and construction. Sound 
Transit has been coordinating with South King Fire and Rescue through 
the development of the EIS and preliminary engineering and will continue 
to coordinate through final design. As part of the project, Sound Transit 
will prepare a safety and security management plan (SSMP), which will 
organize the FWLE needs for integrating safety and security into the 
design, construction, and operation. One of the requirements of the 
SSMP is the formation of a Fire/Life Safety Committee, which would 
develop solutions regarding access to the light rail system, emergency 
routes, training costs, and other design features.  

 

 



Businesses 
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General Transmission 
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Response to Comment BU1-1 
In developing alternatives, Sound Transit avoided and minimized impacts 
where possible, but some displacements would be unavoidable. Sound 
Transit will work closely with each displaced business to determine its 
needs and help it find a new site if the owner chooses to relocate. Section 
4.1, Acquisitions, Displacements, and Relocations, of the Final EIS 
describes the property acquisition and relocation processes, and the 
relocation assistance and benefits that Sound Transit will provide. 
Information about affected properties is provided in Appendix D4.1. 
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Response to Comment BU2-1 
Please see Response to Common Comment 2 in Table 9-6 of Chapter 9 of 
the Final EIS.  
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Response to Comment BU3-1 
Please see Response to Common Comments 2 and 4 in Table 9-6 of 
Chapter 9 of the Final EIS. The Preferred Alternative would have more 
trenches than the other alternatives, although elevated options added in 
the Final EIS could replace two of the trenches.  

Response to Comment BU3-2 
Please see Response to Common Comment 2. All of the build alternatives 
would operate in exclusive right-of-way, outside of traffic, to avoid 
operating and safety conflicts. Chapter 3, Transportation, of the Final EIS 
describes traffic impacts in more detail.  



Letter FW067 
Pete's Towing Service  
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Response to Comment BU4-1 
Please see response to comment BU3-1 in letter FW066.  

Response to Comment BU4-2 
Please see response to comment BU3-1 in Letter FW066.  
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Gateway Center 
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Response to Comment BU5-1 
In developing alternatives, Sound Transit avoided and minimized impacts 
where possible, but some displacements would be unavoidable. Section 
4.1, Acquisitions, Displacements, and Relocations, describes the property 
acquisition and relocation processes, and the relocation assistance and 
benefits that Sound Transit will provide. Appendix D4.1. Potentially 
Affected Parcels, identifies properties that could be affected by the FWLE 
and includes the properties noted in the comment. As described in 
Appendix D4.1, impacts on individual properties could change as the 
design is refined.  
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No comments 



Letter FW361 
Gateway Center 
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Response to Comment BU27-1 
In developing alternatives, Sound Transit avoided and minimized impacts 
where possible, but some displacements would be unavoidable. Section 
4.1, Acquisitions, Displacements, and Relocations, describes the property 
acquisition and relocation processes, and the relocation assistance and 
benefits that Sound Transit will provide. 



 
Letter FW168 
Gateway Center 
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Response to Comment BU13-1 
Section 4.3, Economics, of the Final EIS describes business and employee 
displacements and their potential effects on the local economy. In 
developing alternatives, Sound Transit avoided and minimized impacts 
where possible, but some displacements would be unavoidable. Section 
4.1, Acquisitions, Displacements, and Relocations, describes the property 
acquisition and relocation processes, and the relocation assistance and 
benefits that Sound Transit will provide. If the theater were displaced, 
other nearby land uses could potentially remain in business.  

An alignment on the north side of S 317th Street was not included in the 
Final EIS because it would have greater displacements, impact Truman 
High School, and require more road crossings to get to the station at 
Federal Way Transit Center. Chapter 2, Alternatives Considered, of the 
Final EIS describes how alternatives were identified for evaluation in the 
EIS.  

  

FW168 
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Response to Comment BU18-1 
Please see response to comments BU6-1 and BU6-2 in letter FW129.  
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Letter FW316 
McDonald's USA, LLC 
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Response to Comment BU21-1 
This property would only be acquired with the Federal Way I-5 Station 
Option.  

Response to Comment BU21-2 
This property would be permanently incorporated into the station with 
the Federal Way I-5 Station Option. Tail tracks are tracks that extend past 
a terminus station far enough to allow layover of a four-car train – 
typically 850 feet beyond the end of the station platform. They also 
enable trains to approach terminal stations at higher speed because they 
extend safe breaking distances. They are necessary at all terminus 
stations, even interim ones, and must be in line with the rest of the track. 
Due to this, the tail track associated with the Federal Way I-5 Station 
Option could not be located elsewhere. 
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Response to Comment BU21-3 
Please see response to comment BU21-1 in this letter. Your opposition to 
any option that would impact this property has been noted. 

Response to Comment BU21-4 
Ridership numbers have been updated and are included in Chapter 3 of 
the Final EIS. All alternatives would have a similar number of riders at this 
station. 

Response to Comment BU21-5 
Travel time has been updated and is provided in Chapter 3 of the Final 
EIS. All alternatives would have a similar travel time. 

Response to Comment BU21-6 
The Transit Oriented Development Study has been updated for the Final 
EIS and is summarized in Section 4.2, Land Use. 
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Response to Comment BU21-7 
Please see Response to Common Comment 11 in Table 9-6 of Chapter 9 
of the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment BU21-8 
A modified version of the City's proposal has been incorporated in the 
Final EIS as the Preferred Federal Way Transit Center Station.  

Response to Comment BU21-9 
Please see responses to comments BU21-1 and BU21-8 in this letter. 



 
Letter FW343 
McDonald’s (Willie Cho Enterprises, Inc.) 

Page 1 

 

 

Response to Comment BU24-1 
Please see Response to Common Comment 11 in Table 9-6 of Chapter 9 
of the Final EIS.  
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Response to Comment BU24-2 
Please see response to comment BU6-1 in letter FW129. 

Response to Comment BU24-3 
Please see response to comment BU6-2 in letter FW129.   
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Response to Comment BU24-4 
A modified version of the City's proposal has been incorporated in the 
Final EIS as the Preferred Federal Way Transit Center Station.  

Response to Comment BU24-5 
Please see Response to Common Comment 11. 
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No comments 
 



 
Letter FW347 
McDonald's (Willie Cho Enterprises, Inc.) 
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Response to Comment BU25-1 
Please see responses to Letter FW343. 
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Letter FW129 
McDonald's (William Cho) 
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Response to Comment BU6-1 
In developing alternatives, Sound Transit avoided and minimized impacts 
where possible, but some displacements would be unavoidable. Sound 
Transit will work closely with each displaced business to determine its 
needs and help it find a new site if the owner chooses to relocate. Section 
4.3, Economics, of the Final EIS describes business and employee 
displacements. It also evaluates the potential economic effects from 
displacement of local businesses and employees due to land acquisition 
for the FWLE. Sound Transit is aware of and appreciates the role of your 
restaurant in the community. 
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Response to Comment BU6-2 
In developing alternatives, Sound Transit avoided and minimized impacts 
where possible, but some displacements would be unavoidable. 
Information about affected properties is included in Appendix D4.1. 
Section 4.1, Acquisitions, Displacements, and Relocations, describes the 
property acquisition and relocation processes, and the relocation 
assistance and benefits that Sound Transit will provide Sound Transit will 
work closely with each displaced business to determine its needs and 
help it find a new site. 
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Letter FW138 
McDonald's (John Jackson) 
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Response to Comment BU9-1 
Please see response to comment BU6-2 in letter FW129.  
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Response to Comment BU9-2 
Chapter 3, Transportation, discusses transportation impacts from the 
FWLE. 
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Response to Comment BU10-1 
 Please see response to comment BU6-1 in letter FW129. 
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No comments 
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Response to Comment BU17-1 
Please see responses to comments BU6-1 and BU6-2 in letter FW129. 
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No comments 
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Response to Comment BU7-1 
Please see Response to Common Comment 2 in Table 9-6 of Chapter 9 of 
the Final EIS.  
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Federal Way Chamber of Commerce 
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Response to Comment BU11-1 
Section 4.3, Economics, of the Final EIS describes the positive and 
negative economic effects of the FWLE. Section 4.2 and Appendix D4.2 of 
the Final EIS describe consistency with long-range local and regional 
plans. Chapter 8 discusses the trade-offs among the alternatives.  



 
Letter FW135 
Federal Way Chamber of Commerce 
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Response to Comment BU8-1 
Section 4.3, Economics, of the Final EIS describes the positive and 
negative economic effects of the FWLE. Section 4.2 and Appendix D4.2 of 
the Final EIS describe consistency with long-range local and regional 
plans. Chapter 8 discusses trade-offs among the alternatives.  
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Greater Federal Way Chamber of Commerce 
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No comments 
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Response to Comment BU19-1 
All FWLE alternatives would serve a similar number of riders, and bus 
service would be added or modified to provide access to stations.  

Response to Comment BU19-2 
The Final EIS includes an updated analysis of potential transit-oriented 
development for each station area in Section 4.2, Land Use, of the Final 
EIS. Your comment about TOD opportunity and local development 
purview has been noted. 
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Response to Comment BU19-3 
Please see Chapter 1, Purpose and Need for Federal Way Link Extension, 
in the Final EIS. It describes the regional growth trends and the need for 
the project, including north-south transit demand and connections to 
regional growth centers. Sound Transit developed the FWLE in 
coordination with regional and local transit agencies. A Conceptual 
Transit Service Plan for all FWLE alternatives was coordinated with King 
County Metro and would add a new local route between Des Moines and 
Federal Way. All FWLE alternatives would serve a similar number of 
riders, and bus service would be added or modified to provide access to 
stations. Chapter 8, Alternatives Evaluation, includes a comparison of 
alternatives and shows the trade-offs between alternatives, including 
ridership, cost, and environmental impacts. Chapter 3, Transportation 
Environment and Consequences, discusses the existing freight mobility 
and access in Section 3.4.7 and potential impacts on freight from the 
project in Section 3.5.7. Chapter 5, Construction, describes impacts on 
freight during construction in Section 5.2.1.7. 
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Response to Comment BU19-4 
Section 4.3, Economics, describes the potential economic impacts of 
displaced businesses as well as the potential for economic benefits from 
the project. Chapter 5, Construction, describes economic impacts from 
FWLE construction in Section 5.2.4. Section 4.1, Acquisitions, 
Displacements, and Relocations, describes the property acquisition and 
relocation processes, and the relocation assistance and benefits that 
Sound Transit will provide.  

Response to Comment BU19-5 
After the Sound Transit Board identified the Preferred Alternative, Sound 
Transit held stakeholder workshops with local jurisdictions and 
stakeholders to help identify improved access to the Preferred 
Alternative station areas. Sound Transit also coordinated further with 
King County Metro on transit restructuring to serve these stations. Sound 
Transit will continue to work with the local jurisdictions and transit 
agencies in the FWLE corridor regarding access. Section 4.2, Land Use, 
describes the potential for redevelopment near station areas. Access to 
each station location was one of the four categories used to assess which 
station locations would be most supportive of transit-oriented 
development.  
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Response to Comment BU12-1 
Please see Response to Common Comment 3 in Table 9-6 of Chapter 9 of 
the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment BU12-2 
In developing alternatives, Sound Transit avoided and minimized impacts 
where possible, but some displacements would be unavoidable. Section 
4.1, Acquisitions, Displacements, and Relocations, describes the property 
acquisition and relocation processes, and the relocation assistance and 
benefits that Sound Transit will provide.  

Response to Comment BU12-3 
In developing alternatives, Sound Transit avoided and minimized impacts 
where possible, but some displacements would be unavoidable. Section 
4.1, Acquisitions, Displacements, and Relocations, describes the property 
acquisition and relocation processes, and the relocation assistance and 
benefits that Sound Transit will provide, including for mobile home 
owners. Please see Response to Common Comment 3.  

Response to Comment BU12-4 
Please see Response to Common Comment 3.   



Yang, David 

Page 2 

 

 

No comments 
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Shamseldin, Shannon 
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No comments 
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Response to Comment BU14-1 
Please see Response to Common Comment 2 in Table 9-6 of Chapter 9 of 
the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment BU14-2 
Please see Response to Common Comment 11. Section 4.3, Economics, of 
the Final EIS describes the positive and negative economic effects of the 
FWLE. 
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Letter FW180 
La Plaza Center LLC (Travis Farrell) 
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Response to Comment BU15-1 
The Preferred Kent/Des Moines Station would be on the west side of 
30th Avenue S. Please see Response to Common Comment 2 in Table 9-6 
of Chapter 9 of the Final EIS.  

FW180 
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Response to Comment BU15-2 
Sound Transit continues to work closely with all the cities in the FWLE 
corridor regarding the FWLE.  



 
Letter FW581 
La Plaza Center LLC 
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No comments 
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Response to Comment BU40-1 
After considering the Draft EIS and the public and agency comments 
received, the Sound Transit Board identified the I-5 Alternative with the 
Kent/Des Moines SR 99 East Station Option as the Preferred Alternative.  

Response to Comment BU40-2 
In developing alternatives, Sound Transit avoided and minimized impacts 
where possible, but some displacements would be unavoidable. Sound 
Transit is committed to mitigating project impacts. Sound Transit would 
compensate affected property owners according to the provisions 
specified in Sound Transit’s adopted Real Estate Property Acquisition and 
Relocation Policy, Procedures, and Guidelines. Section 4.1, Acquisitions, 
Displacements, and Relocations, describes the property acquisition and 
relocation processes, and the relocation assistance and benefits that 
Sound Transit will provide. The other sections of Chapter 4 include details 
about proposed mitigation for other long-term FWLE impacts. Proposed 
mitigation for the Preferred Alternative is described in detail in 
Appendix H. 

Response to Comment BU40-3 
Please see response to comment BU40-1 in this letter and Common 
Comment 2 in Table 9-6 of Chapter 9 of the Final EIS. 
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Response to Comment BU40-4 
Section 4.3, Economics, describes the business and employee 
displacements as well as property tax impacts from all FWLE alternatives. 
Section 5.2.4 in Chapter 5, Construction Impacts, of the Final EIS 
describes effects of construction on local businesses and the local tax 
base and identifies mitigation measures. In developing alternatives, 
Sound Transit avoided and minimized impacts where possible, but some 
impacts would be unavoidable. Please see Response to Common 
Comment 2. The Preferred Kent/Des Moines Station would be on the 
west side of 30th Avenue S, which is consistent with the proposal from 
the City of Kent.  

Response to Comment BU40-5 
Appendix D4.1, Potentially Affected Parcels, of the Final EIS presents the 
likely property acquisitions based on the conceptual designs and existing 
conditions at the time the analysis was conducted. The information 
provided is intended to show the magnitude of potential impacts 
associated with each alternative and allow for a comparison among 
alternatives. As described in Appendix D4.1, impacts on individual 
properties could change as the design is refined. Appendix F, Conceptual 
Design Drawings, provides more detail on potential impacts on specific 
properties from each alternative. Section 4.1, Acquisitions, 
Displacements, and Relocations, describes the property acquisition and 
relocation processes, and the relocation assistance and benefits that 
Sound Transit will provide. 
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Response to Comment BU40-6 
Sound Transit does consider the viability of businesses remaining on 
properties where partial acquisitions are proposed when assessing the 
type of property impact. The amount of information available makes that 
assessment approximate. The actual type and amount of property 
acquisition is determined when the property acquisition process begins, 
which is some period of time after the Final EIS is published, FTA has 
issued a Record of Decision, and project design has advanced further. 
Sound Transit acknowledges that the loss of one business can affect the 
operation of another business and would consider this during the 
acquisition process. 

Response to Comment BU40-7 
All FWLE alternatives would affect the SR 99/Kent-Des Moines 
intersection for access to the Kent/Des Moines Station. The traffic 
analysis in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS describes impacts on this 
intersection and the proposed mitigation. In most cases, the proposed 
mitigation measures would improve delay and volume-to-capacity (v/c) 
ratios in the AM and PM peak hour to meet level of service (LOS) 
standards; in all cases, it would attain the same or better vehicle delay 
and v/c ratios as under the No Build Alternative. As the project design 
advances, Sound Transit will continue to work with affected 
jurisdictions/agencies to evaluate potential mitigation strategies for safe, 
efficient operations.  

Response to Comment BU40-8 
Please see Section 5.2.4 in Chapter 5, Construction, of the Final EIS for a 
discussion of potential impacts on businesses during construction and the 
mitigation that Sound Transit would provide. Please see Response to 
Common Comment 2. 
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Response to Comment BU40-9 
Section 4.7, Noise and Vibration, describes the noise impacts from the 
FWLE, and Chapter 5, Construction, describes impacts related to 
disruption during construction. Both chapters also discuss how Sound 
Transit would mitigate the impacts. The cost of noise mitigation is 
included in the FWLE cost estimates in Chapter 8 of the Final EIS. Noise 
mitigation for the SR 99 Alternative elevated guideways includes sound 
walls on the guideways. The installation of sound walls on the guideway 
would not increase construction disruption to adjacent properties. 

Response to Comment BU40-10 
Please see Response to Common Comment 11. 
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Response to Comment BU63-1 
In developing alternatives, Sound Transit avoided and minimized impacts 
where possible, but some displacements would be unavoidable. The 
alternatives studied in the EIS would affect your property differently. The 
Preferred Alternative would avoid impacts to the property, but the SR 99 
Alternative and SR 99 to I-5 Alternative would impact the eastern portion 
of it affecting some parking and part of the building. Section 4.1, 
Acquisitions, Displacements, and Relocations, of the Final EIS describes 
the property acquisition and relocation processes and benefits Sound 
Transit would provide. Chapter 4, Affected Environment and 
Environmental Consequences, and Chapter 5, Construction, describe 
project-related impacts.  
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No comments 
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Green Acres Mobile Home Park 
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Response to Comment BU20-1 
In developing alternatives, Sound Transit avoided and minimized impacts 
where possible, but some displacements would be unavoidable. Section 
4.1, Acquisitions, Displacements, and Relocations, describes the property 
acquisition and relocation processes, and the relocation assistance and 
benefits that Sound Transit will provide, including for mobile home 
owners. See Section 4.1.6 of the Final EIS for additional information. 
Please see Response to Common Comment 3 in Table 9-6 of Chapter 9 of 
the Final EIS.  

Chapter 7, Environmental Justice, describes how the project would affect 
low-income and minority populations, and Chapter 4, Section 4.3, 
Economics, evaluates the potential local and regional economic effects 
from the FWLE. 



 
Letter FW333 
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No comments 
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Response to Comment BU22-1 
Section 3.5.3 in Chapter 3, Transportation Environment and 
Consequences, of the Final EIS describes impacts on property access. 

Response to Comment BU22-2 
Please see Section 4.3.4 in Section 4.3, Economics, for indirect economic 
impacts on businesses from an elevated guideway.  
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Response to Comment BU23-1 
Chapter 8, Alternatives Evaluation, of the Final EIS includes a comparison 
of alternatives and shows the trade-offs among alternatives, including 
ridership, cost, and environmental impacts. 

Response to Comment BU23-2 
Please see Response to Common Comment 2 in Table 9-6 of Chapter 9 of 
the Final EIS. Section 4.7 discusses noise impacts and mitigation, and 
Chapter 5 discusses construction impacts and mitigation. 

Response to Comment BU23-3 
In developing alternatives, Sound Transit avoided and minimized impacts 
where possible, but some displacements would be unavoidable. Sound 
Transit will work closely with each displaced business to determine its 
needs and help it find a new site if the owner chooses to relocate. Section 
4.1, Acquisitions, Displacements, and Relocations, describes the property 
acquisition and relocation processes, and the relocation assistance and 
benefits that Sound Transit will provide.  
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Response to Comment BU23-4 
High-capacity transit is called for in the City’s plans for the Federal Way 
City Center. Chapter 1, Purpose and Need for Federal Way Link Extension, 
in the Final EIS explains that one purpose of the FWLE is to connect Puget 
Sound Regional Council regional growth centers, including the Federal 
Way City Center. Section 4.2, Land Use, describes how light rail stations 
can catalyze future development consistent with local zoning regulations, 
which could help the City meet planning goals. 

Response to Comment BU23-5 
All FWLE alternatives would be grade-separated for all road crossings.  

Response to Comment BU23-6 
Please see Response to Common Comment 2. Section 4.3, Economics, 
describes the economic impacts of displaced businesses as well as the 
potential for economic benefits from the project. Chapter 5, 
Construction, describes short-term construction-period impacts.  

Response to Comment BU23-7 
Please see Response to Common Comment 11. 
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Response to Comment BU28-1 
Please see Response to Common Comment 2 in Table 9-6 of Chapter 9 of 
the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment BU28-2 
Your opposition to impacting the Woodstone Credit Union has been 
noted. 

Response to Comment BU28-3 
Please see Response to Common Comment 11. 
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Response to Comment BU26-1 
Please see Response to Common Comment 11 in Table 9-6 of Chapter 9 
of the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment BU26-2 
Please see Response to Common Comment 2.  

Response to Comment BU26-3 
Please see Response to Common Comment 2. Chapter 5 of the Final EIS 
discusses FWLE construction impacts and how Sound Transit would 
mitigate those impacts. 

Response to Comment BU26-4 
Based on conceptual and preliminary engineering, the FWLE would have 
some permanent and temporary impacts on parking at this building. 
Sound Transit will coordinate with Alaska Airlines on avoiding or 
minimizing impacts on this property. 
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No comments 
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Response to Comment BU32-1 
Chapter 7, Environmental Justice, describes potential impacts on low-
income and minority populations from displacements of businesses that 
tend to serve mostly minority populations. Section 4.3, Economics, 
evaluates the potential economic effects from displacement of local 
businesses and employees.  

Response to Comment BU32-2 
Section 4.2, Land Use, of the Final EIS states that the FWLE is a regional 
transit authority facility and is therefore considered an essential public 
facility in the Growth Management Act (GMA) (RCW 36.70A.200). The 
GMA prohibits local governments from precluding the siting of essential 
public facilities through their comprehensive plans or zoning. Once a 
FWLE alternative is selected to be built, the jurisdictions would have a 
“duty to accommodate” the project in their land use plans and 
development regulations.  

The Midway Subarea Plan included multiple potential station and 
alignment locations for light rail in the Midway subarea. Sound Transit 
received the City of Kent’s comment letter after the Draft EIS. It is 
summarized in Chapter 9 in the Final EIS and is included in this appendix.  
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Response to Comment BU32-3 
Appendix D4.1, Potentially Affected Parcels, of the Final EIS presents the 
likely property acquisitions based on the conceptual designs and existing 
conditions at the time the analysis was conducted. The information 
provided is intended to show the magnitude of potential impacts 
associated with each alternative and allow for a comparison among 
alternatives. As described in Appendix D4.1, impacts on individual 
properties could change as the design is refined. Appendix F, Conceptual 
Design Drawings, provides more detail on potential impacts on specific 
properties from each alternative.  
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Response to Comment I540-1 
Please see response to Common Comment 11 in Table 9-6 of Chapter 9 of 
the Final EIS. 
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Response to Comment BU29-1 
Please see Response to Common Comment 9 in Table 9-6 of Chapter 9 of 
the Final EIS. 
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Response to Comment BU30-1 
Please see Response to Common Comment 9 in Table 9-6 of Chapter 9 of 
the Final EIS. 
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Response to Comment BU31-1 
Please see Response to Common Comment 9 in Table 9-6 of Chapter 9 of 
the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment BU31-2 
Please see Response to Common Comment 2. 
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Response to Comment BU33-1 
Please see Response to Common Comment 9 in Table 9-6 of Chapter 9 of 
the Final EIS. 
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Sea Mar Community Health Centers (Caesar B. Hernandez) 

Page 1 

 

 

Response to Comment BU34-1 
Please see Response to Common Comment 9 in Table 9-6 of Chapter 9 of 
the Final EIS. 
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Response to Comment BU35-1 
All FWLE alternatives would provide access near S 242nd Street at 
Highline College with the Kent/Des Moines Station. 
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Sea Mar Community Health Centers (Sarah Addison) 

Page 1 

 

 

Response to Comment BU36-1 
Please see Response to Common Comment 9 in Table 9-6 of Chapter 9 of 
the Final EIS. 
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Response to Comment BU37-1 
Please see Response to Common Comment 9 in Table 9-6 of Chapter 9 of 
the Final EIS. 
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Response to Comment BU38-1 
Please see Response to Common Comment 9 in Table 9-6 of Chapter 9 of 
the Final EIS.   
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No comments 
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Response to Comment BU39-1 
Please see Response to Common Comment 9 in Table 9-6 of Chapter 9 of 
the Final EIS. 
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Response to Comment BU43-1 
Please see Response to Common Comment 9 in Table 9-6 of Chapter 9 of 
the Final EIS. 



 
Letter FW587 
Sea Mar Community Health Centers (Carlos Barajas) 
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Response to Comment BU44-1 
Please see Response to Common Comment 9 in Table 9-6 of Chapter 9 of 
the Final EIS. 
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Response to Comment BU45-1 
Please see Response to Common Comment 9 in Table 9-6 of Chapter 9 of 
the Final EIS. 
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Response to Comment BU46-1 
Please see Response to Common Comment 9 in Table 9-6 of Chapter 9 of 
the Final EIS. 
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Sea Mar Community Health Centers (Jennifer L. Kochrian) 

Page 1 

 

 

Response to Comment BU47-1 
Please see Response to Common Comment 9 in Table 9-6 of Chapter 9 of 
the Final EIS. 
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Response to Comment BU48-1 
Please see Response to Common Comment 9 in Table 9-6 of Chapter 9 of 
the Final EIS. 
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Response to Comment BU49-1 
Please see Response to Common Comment 9 in Table 9-6 of Chapter 9 of 
the Final EIS. 
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Response to Comment BU50-1 
Please see Response to Common Comment 11 in Table 9-6 of Chapter 9 
of the Final EIS. 
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Response to Comment BU51-1 
Please see Response to Common Comment 9 in Table 9-6 of Chapter 9 of 
the Final EIS. 
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Response to Comment BU52-1 
Please see Response to Common Comment 9 in Table 9-6 of Chapter 9 of 
the Final EIS. 
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Response to Comment BU53-1 
Please see responses to Common Comments 2 and 9 in Table 9-6 of 
Chapter 9 of the Final EIS. 
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Response to Comment BU54-1 
Please see Response to Common Comment 9 in Table 9-6 of Chapter 9 of 
the Final EIS. 
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Response to Comment BU55-1 
Please see Response to Common Comment 9 in Table 9-6 of Chapter 9 of 
the Final EIS. 
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Response to Comment BU56-1 
Please see Response to Common Comments 2 and 9 in Table 9-6 of 
Chapter 9 of the Final EIS. 
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Response to Comment BU57-1 
Please see Response to Common Comment 9 in Table 9-6 of Chapter 9 of 
the Final EIS. 
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Response to Comment BU58-1 
Please see Response to Common Comment 9 in Table 9-6 of Chapter 9 of 
the Final EIS. 
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Sea Mar Community Health Centers (Ninfa Quiroz) 
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Response to Comment BU59-1 
Please see Response to Common Comment 9 in Table 9-6 of Chapter 9 of 
the Final EIS. 
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Sea Mar Community Health Centers (Carmen H. Nazario) 
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Response to Comment BU60-1 
Please see Response to Common Comment 9 in Table 9-6 of Chapter 9 of 
the Final EIS. 
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Response to Comment BU61-1 
Please see Response to Common Comment 9 in Table 9-6 of Chapter 9 of 
the Final EIS. 
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No comments 
 

  



Local 242 Home Development Corp. 

Page 2 

 

 

Response to Comment BU41-1 
 All FWLE alternatives and RapidRide A Line are complementary transit 
services. Since RapidRide A Line has more frequent stops than the light 
rail, it would act as a feeder service. All FWLE stations were designed to 
incorporate bus service in coordination with King County Metro. Section 
4.2, Land Use, describes the transit-oriented development (TOD) analysis 
conducted for the project. Access to each station location (including 
pedestrians, bicycles, transit, and automobiles) was one of the four 
categories used to assess which station locations would be most 
supportive of TOD. 
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No comments 
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Response to Comment BU42-1 
Please see Response to Common Comment 11 in Table 9-6 of Chapter 9 
of the Final EIS.   
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No comments 
 

  



Jameson Babbitt Stites & Lombard, PLLC 

Page 4  

Response to Comment BU42-2 
Appendix D4.2 provides a list of land use policies and discusses the 
FWLE's consistency with these policies. Section 4.2, Land Use, describes 
consistency of the FWLE with local land use plans and policies. Section 
4.1, Acquisitions, Displacements, and Relocations, describes the property 
acquisition and relocation processes, and the relocation assistance and 
benefits that Sound Transit will provide. Appendix D4.1 also provides 
information about affected properties, including a table of potentially 
affected parcels. Section 4.3, Economics, describes business and 
employee displacements. Section 4.7, Noise and Vibration, describes 
noise and vibration impacts, while Section 4.5, Visual and Aesthetic 
Resources, describes visual impacts. 

Response to Comment BU42-3 
Appendix D4.2 describes the project's consistency with City of SeaTac 
goals and policies. Section 4.2, Land Use, of the Final EIS states that the 
FWLE is a regional transit authority facility and is therefore considered an 
essential public facility in the Growth Management Act (GMA) (RCW 
36.70A.200). The GMA prohibits local governments from precluding the 
siting of essential public facilities through their comprehensive plans or 
zoning. Once a FWLE alternative is selected to be built, the jurisdictions 
would have a “duty to accommodate” the project in their land use plans 
and development regulations. 

Response to Comment BU42-4 
Section 4.3, Economics, of the Final EIS describes estimated business and 
employee displacements. Employee displacements were based on a 
number of factors, such as the type of land use and net square footage. It 
was also assumed that affected buildings would be completely occupied 
to represent a conservative estimate of affected employment. The EIS 
displacement model assumed that construction of the 216th West 
Station Option would impact the parking lot of the Alaska Airlines office, 
but would not require demolition of the existing building. Therefore, no  



Jameson Babbitt Stites & Lombard, PLLC 

Page 4 (continued) 
 

employment displacement impacts are projected for that property. The 216th 
West Station Option would require displacement of the O'Reilly auto parts store. 
Based on the type of business and documented building square footage, the 
displacement model estimated a loss of 19 jobs at that location.  
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Response to Comment BU42-5 
Section 4.7.2.2 of the Final EIS and Section 4.0 of the Noise and Vibration 
Technical Report (Appendix G3 of the Final EIS) describe the criteria used 
to evaluate FLWE noise and vibration impacts, which are defined by the 
Federal Transit Administration (FTA) for transit-related noise and 
vibration. Under the FTA regulations, commercial properties are generally 
not considered noise-sensitive. Therefore, there are no noise impacts 
identified at any of these properties.  

Response to Comment BU42-6 
The assessment of aesthetic impacts for the FWLE is based on the visual 
assessment methodology developed by the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA), which is described in Appendix G5, Visual and 
Aesthetic Resources Technical Report. It focuses on impacts on sensitive 
viewers and potential for change to the existing visual quality. People 
working in offices or other buildings of employment are not considered 
sensitive viewers because they are engaged in their work activity and are 
not in the buildings to enjoy views. The visual quality of the areas where 
the SR 99 Alternative would pass near the properties described in this 
letter is considered low due to the current utilitarian appearance of the 
area from extensive parking lots, undeveloped areas, and utilitarian 
buildings. The elevated guideways would be seen from some of these 
properties and would add large-scale elements to the view, but would 
not further reduce the existing low visual quality. The elevated guideway 
would not be seen by sensitive viewers or block views of Puget Sound or 
the Olympic Mountains. 
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Response to Comment BU42-7 
Section 4.1, Acquisitions, Displacements, and Relocations, describes the 
property acquisition and relocation processes, and the relocation 
assistance and benefits that Sound Transit will provide.  

Response to Comment BU42-8 
Please see Response to Common Comment 11.   
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No comments 
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Response to Comment BU62-1 
Please see Response to Common Comment 2 in Table 9-6 of Chapter 9 of 
the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment BU62-2 
The Sound Transit Board identified the SR 99 East Station Option as part 
of the Preferred Alternative. Through stakeholder workshops, the station 
location was refined to be on the west side of 30th Avenue S. Please see 
Response to Common Comment 4 regarding the pedestrian bridge. 

Response to Comment BU62-3 
Section 4.7, Noise and Vibration, describes the noise and vibration 
impacts that would occur from the light rail and traffic accessing the 
station. All planned and permitted buildings were analyzed for noise and 
vibration impacts as if they were constructed. The current land use in the 
northwest corner of Pacific Highway and S 236th Street is commercial, 
and therefore this property was analyzed as a commercial use, which is 
not noise-sensitive under the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) noise 
criteria. Sound walls are included in some portions of this area where 
impacts on sensitive receivers were identified.  

If new sensitive receivers are identified during final design, they will be 
analyzed during the final design noise analysis. The noise analysis will be 
updated during final design and any new buildings not included in the 
Final EIS analysis would be analyzed at that time.  
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Associated Students of Highline College, Ruth Krizan 
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Response to Comment LC9-1 
Sound Transit has a formal process for naming stations that occurs during 
final design. This is a public process and students, along with other 
members of the public, will have an opportunity to have input on the 
station name.  

Please see response to Common Comment 4 in Table 9-6 of Chapter 9 of 
the Final EIS. 
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Response to Comment LC1-1 
Sound Transit has a formal process for naming stations that occurs during 
final design. This is a public process and students, along with other 
members of the public, will have an opportunity to have input on the 
station name.  
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Response to Comment LC2-1 
Please see response to Common Comment 4 in Table 9-6 of Chapter 9 of 
the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment LC2-2 
The City of Kent has been planning for denser mixed-use development in 
the Midway Subarea, east of the Highline College campus. Potential 
future land uses are described in Section 4.2, Land Use, of the Final EIS.  
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No Comments 
 



Letter FW183 
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Response to Comment LC3-1 
Please see response to Common Comment 4 in Table 9-6 of Chapter 9 of 
the Final EIS.  

FW183 
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Response to Comment LC4-1 
Please see response to Common Comment 1 in Table 9-6 of Chapter 9 of 
the Final EIS. Indirect effects from TOD are described in Section 4.2, Land 
Use, of the Final EIS. The Preferred Alternative is the lowest-cost 
alternative. 
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Response to Comment LC5-1 
Please see response to comment letter FW297. 
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No Comments 
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Response to Comment LC6-1 
Chapter 8, Alternatives Evaluation, includes a comparison of alternatives 
and shows the trade-offs between alternatives, including ridership, cost, 
and environmental impacts. 

Response to Comment LC6-2 
Please see responses to Common Comments 1 and 4 in Table 9-6 of 
Chapter 9 of the Final EIS. Without stations at S 216th and 260th Streets, 
these areas would still be accessible from RapidRide A Line. Commuters 
would be able to transfer between RapidRide A Line and light rail. 

Response to Comment LC6-3 
Please see responses to Common Comments 1 and 8. 
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Response to Comment LC6-4 
Please see response to Common Comment 1. 

Response to Comment LC6-5 
Please see response to Common Comment 4. 

Response to Comment LC6-6 
Your support for a Federal Way Transit Center station near SR 99 at 
S 316th Street due to TOD potential has been noted. Please see response 
to Common Comment 11. 

Response to Comment LC6-7 
Please see response to Common Comment 5. Sound Transit is not 
proposing to charge for parking as part of this project. The policy 
framework for parking management is in place, and both the Board-
adopted ST3 plan language and financial plan assume fully managed 
parking in the future. The 2016/2017 implementation of permit parking 
at 10 ST facilities is a first step in the broader parking management 
discussion. Further Board action and regional coordination will be 
required before a commitment to paid parking at FWLE and other 
facilities can be made. 

Response to Comment LC6-8 
Sound Transit offers low-income fares for all its forms of transit (light rail, 
bus, and Sounder train). Sound Transit's Transit-Oriented Development 
Policy includes goals for providing affordable housing in station areas. As 
described in Section 7.6.3 of Chapter 7, Environmental Justice recent 
state legislation authorizing Sound Transit to seek funding for ST3 created 
additional requirements intended to maximize opportunities for 
affordable housing. It requires Sound Transit to offer properties 
considered suitable for housing first to a defined class of qualified 
entities, including cities, housing authorities, and nonprofit housing 
developers. Because the requirement is contingent on the successful 
passage of the ST3 ballot measure, the Sound Transit Board of Directors 



Transportation Choices 
will determine how it will implement the law in late 2016 or early 2017. This will 
likely require amendments to the TOD and Surplus Property Disposition Policies, 
and new administrative procedures. Many of the future Sound Transit TOD parcels 
in FWLE station areas will likely need to be evaluated for suitability for housing; 
affordable housing may be a substantial programmatic element in all station areas. 

Response to Comment LC6-9 
Please see response to Common Comment 5. As described in Chapter 2, 
Alternatives Considered, of the Final EIS, the Preferred Kent/Des Moines Station 
would have approximately 1,000 parking spaces (500 surface, 500 in a new garage) 
if it is used as an interim terminus. Parking would then be reduced to 500 spaces at 
this station when the system is extended south, with additional parking at other 
stations. 

Response to Comment LC6-10 
Sound Transit completed a Sounder Station Access Study in 2012, and planning for 
access improvements at the Puyallup and Sumner stations has been underway 
since 2014. Planning for access improvements at the Auburn and Kent stations 
began in 2016 when funding became available. 

Response to Comment LC6-11 
Sound Transit is committed to working with the local jurisdictions, including the 
cities and King County Metro, to improve access to the FWLE stations. Sound 
Transit held stakeholder workshops that included local jurisdictions and King 
County Metro, which helped identify needs for improved non-motorized access to 
station areas and clarify zones of responsibility for funding and building such 
improvements. The Conceptual Transit Plan for this project was also updated in 
coordination with King County Metro and includes new routes and more frequent 
service for existing routes to improve access to the Preferred Alternative stations. 
The transit analysis in Appendix G1 and Chapter 3 of the Final EIS reflects this.  
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Response to Comment LC6-12 
Section 4.6, Air Quality, of the Final EIS describes existing air quality in the 
corridor. The SR 99 and Preferred alternatives both have Kent/Des 
Moines stations near SR 99 and both have Federal Way Transit Center 
stations near the transit center. The S 272nd Station associated with the 
Preferred Alternative and SR 99 to I-5 Alternative would be closer to I-5 
than the S 272nd Redondo Station associated with the SR 99 and I-5 to SR 
99 alternatives.  

Response to Comment LC6-13 
Please see responses to Common Comments 4 and 6 and response to 
comment LC6-8 in this letter. A station west of SR 99 would not require 
crossing SR 99 to access Highline College; however, the majority of riders 
at this station are expected to be transit transfers from the station or 
from RapidRide A Line on SR 99. Riders transferring from RapidRide A 
Line would need to cross SR 99 for one direction of their travel regardless 
of the station location.  

Sound Transit has reached out to minority and low-income populations 
throughout the FWLE project. It will continue to reach out to provide 
information and opportunities to comment, and to implement new 
opportunities to ensure minority and low-income populations are 
engaged, and remain engaged, in the project. Chapter 7, Environmental 
Justice, and Appendix B, Public Involvement and Agency Coordination, of 
the Final EIS describe the outreach that Sound Transit has performed and 
the efforts moving forward. Section 4.4, Social Impacts, Community 
Facilities, and Neighborhoods, and Chapter 7 describe Sound Transit’s 
Transit-Oriented Development Policy related to affordable housing in 
station areas. Jurisdictions along the FWLE corridor have adopted 
affordable-housing goals and policies in their comprehensive plans.  

Section 7.7, Project Benefits, in Chapter 7 describes how all of the 
alternatives would provide benefits to transit-dependent populations, 
such as improved access to transit and employment and increased 



Transportation Choices 
reliability of transit service. Studies have shown that these benefits can accrue to a 
higher degree for minority and low-income populations.  

Response to Comment LC6-14 
This hybrid was not analyzed in the Draft or Final EIS because it would be very 
similar to the SR 99 to I-5 Alternative. To cross from SR 99 to I-5 south of Lowe’s 
would increase business and/or residential displacements and potentially increase 
the length of guideway in the Midway Landfill. The vacant property directly south 
of Lowe’s is currently in permitting for an affordable housing project, and other 
properties in this area are developed with commercial uses, a mobile home park, 
and the Midway Landfill. See Appendix C, Alternatives Analysis Reports, for 
additional information on the development of the SR 99 to I-5 Alternative.  

Locating the station on the west side of SR 99 instead of the east side of 30th 
Avenue S (where it is with the SR 99 to I-5 Alternative) would not substantially 
change ridership. It would be less optimal for supporting planned TOD in the 
Midway Subarea. 
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Response to Comment LC7-1 
Sound Transit initiated an early scoping process for the FWLE in 2012. 
Early scoping provided the first opportunity for the public to learn about 
the project and provide their comments at the early planning stage. The 
information gathered from the public and stakeholders helped form the 
Purpose and Need as described in Chapter 1 of the Final EIS. Sound 
Transit also held stakeholder workshops, described in Section 2.1 of 
Chapter 2 in the Final EIS, which helped identify needs for improved non-
motorized access to station areas and clarify zones of responsibility for 
Sound Transit, local jurisdictions, and others in funding and building such 
improvements. Sound Transit’s System Access Policy establishes a 
framework for how the agency invests in, manages, and supports 
infrastructure and facilities to help riders access Sound Transit services. 
Sound Transit tries to encourage and improve all forms of access to its 
transit services, focusing on the properties it owns, and works 
cooperatively with local jurisdictions to promote access from surrounding 
communities.  

Response to Comment LC7-2 
Please see response to comment LC7-1 in this letter.  

Response to Comment LC7-3 
Please see response to comment LC7-1 in this letter.  
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Response to Comment LC7-4 
Each station will have a bicycle storage area with space for expansion. 
Specific bike facilities at each station will be finalized during final design. 
Sound Transit projected land uses and planned facilities in 2035 to 
estimate trip generation by mode. Section 3.5.2, Transit Service and 
Operations, of the Transportation Technical Report (Appendix G1 of the 
Final EIS) describes how the mode of access for each station was 
determined. The walk/bike mode of access for the Federal Way Transit 
Center Station was updated to 50 people per hour for the Final EIS based 
on changes in the ridership model.  

Response to Comment LC7-5 
Please see response to Common Comment 4 in Table 9-6 of Chapter 9 of 
the Final EIS. A service road along the entire guideway is not needed for 
operation of the FWLE. 
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Response to Comment LC8-1 
Chapters 3 through 7 of the Final EIS describe the benefits and impacts of 
the FWLE alternatives. Chapter 8, Alternatives Evaluation, focuses on the 
trade-offs among the alternatives in meeting the project’s purpose and 
need and describes how the benefits and impacts associated with each 
alternative relate to other alternatives. The Sound Transit Board will 
consider the impact analysis in the Final EIS, along with several other 
factors, in selecting the project to build.  
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Response to Comment LC8-2 
TOD potential was one of the factors considered by the Sound Transit 
Board when identifying a Preferred Alternative. An updated summary of 
TOD potential is included in Section 4.2, Land Use, and the Executive 
Summary. Local jurisdictions determine zoning regulations and design 
guidelines for development, including transit-oriented development and 
requirements for non-motorized improvements. Please see response to 
Common Comment 8 in Table 9-6 of Chapter 9 of the Final EIS regarding 
investment in disadvantaged communities. 

Response to Comment LC8-3 
 Please see response to Common Comment 11.  

Response to Comment LC8-4 
Please see responses to Common Comments 1 and 8. Section 4.2, Land 
Use, summarizes the TOD analysis updated for the Final EIS. Chapter 8, 
Alternatives Evaluation, compares the alternatives and shows the trade-
offs among them, including ridership, cost, and environmental impacts. 
Section 3.5.2, Transit Service and Operations, contains updated ridership 
data. 
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Response	to	Comment	LC8‐5	
As described in Chapter 3, Transportation Environment and 

Consequences, and Section 4.6, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases, all 

FWLE alternatives would have similar reductions in greenhouse gas 

emissions, reduction in traffic congestion, and increasing regional 

mobility. 

Response	to	Comment	LC8‐6	
Please see response to Common Comment 1. All of the alternatives 

increase transit access and support the TOD potential planned for in 

Kent’s Midway Subarea Plan and the Federal Way City Center Element of 

Federal Way’s Comprehensive Plan.  
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Response to Comment LC8-7 
All FWLE alternatives would include improvements in station areas for 
access. Chapter 5, Construction, of the Final EIS describes how the SR 99 
Alternative would include street reconstruction to widen the existing 
SR 99 roadway on one or both sides in some locations to allow space in 
the median for construction of the guideway columns. This street 
reconstruction would also include rebuilding sidewalks to maintain their 
current width.  

Response to Comment LC8-8 
Please see response to Common Comment 1. 
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Response to Comment LC8-9 
Please see response to Common Comment 1. The Preferred Kent/Des 
Moines Station and Federal Way Transit Center Station would be in the 
same general locations for all alternatives. The RapidRide A Line would 
continue to provide access to businesses along SR 99 between these 
stations. 
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Response	to	Comment	LC8‐10	
Section 4.6, Air Quality, of the Final EIS describes existing air quality in the 

corridor. The SR 99 and Preferred alternatives both have Kent/Des 

Moines stations near SR 99 and both have Federal Way Transit Center 

stations near the transit center and therefore would not differ in 

exposure to air pollution. The S 272nd Station associated with the 

Preferred Alternative and SR 99 to I‐5 Alternative would be slightly closer 

to I‐5 than the S 272nd Redondo Station associated with the SR 99 and I‐5 

to SR 99 alternatives. The period of time that riders would be at the S 

272nd Star Lake Station waiting for a train would be 15 minutes or less, 

and adverse health effects would not be expected from this short 

duration.  

Response	to	Comment	LC8‐11	
Please see response to Common Comment 1. Sound Transit updated the 

TOD analysis in Section 4.2, Land Use, of the Final EIS.  

Response	to	Comment	LC8‐12	
Please see response to Common Comment 1. 
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