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RESPONSE F01-001 

A Section 404(b)(1) Analysis has been completed for this project and is 
included as chapter 4 in the FEIS. The 404(b)(1) analysis demonstrates that 
“Alternative 2” from the Tier I FEIS is the least environmentally damaging 
practicable alternative (LEDPA). An analysis of Tier I versus Tier II wetland 
impacts is provided in section 4.1.3 of the FEIS.  This information was 
reviewed by your agency during SAC Concurrence Point 3.  We appreciate your 
concurrence response of September 14, 2004 indicating that many of your 
concerns with regard to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) have 
been addressed.  Specifically, you indicated that concerns about the increase in 
wetland impact between the Tier I and the Tier II analyses have been addressed 
in a logical and creative fashion.   

 

RESPONSE F01-002 

A Section 404(b)(1) Analysis has been completed for this project and is 
included as chapter 4 in the FEIS. The 404(b)(1) analysis demonstrates that 
“Alternative 2” from the Tier I FEIS is the least environmentally damaging 
practicable alternative (LEDPA). Through collaboration with your agency, the 
project re-examined wetland impacts associated with the corridor determination 
from Tier I.  This analysis is provided in section 4.1.3.   
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RESPONSE F01-003 

A Section 404(b)(1) Analysis has been completed for this project and is 
included as chapter 4 in the FEIS. The 404(b)(1) analysis demonstrates that 
“Alternative 2” from the Tier I FEIS is the least environmentally damaging 
practicable alternative (LEDPA). Mainline avoidance and minimization efforts 
are described in section 4.2.2.  FHWA and WSDOT will also continue to 
evaluate potential opportunities to incorporate additional avoidance and 
minimization measures during final design. 

 

RESPONSE F01-004 

A Section 404(b)(1) Analysis has been completed for this project and is 
included as chapter 4 in the FEIS. The 404(b)(1) analysis demonstrates that 
“Alternative 2” from the Tier I FEIS is the least environmentally damaging 
practicable alternative (LEDPA). On March 7, 2005, your agency concurred 
that the preferred build alternative is the Least Environmentally Damaging and 
Practicable Alternative (LEDPA) with clarification that although the level of 
detail provided is appropriate for the NEPA process, this information will need 
to be developed to a much greater degree of specificity by the time permits are 
applied for.  FHWA and WSDOT will also continue to evaluate potential 
opportunities to incorporate additional avoidance and minimization measures 
during final design. 

 

RESPONSE F01-005 

Floodplain impacts, including indirect and cumulative impacts, have been 
clarified in sections 3.2.6 & 3.2.7.  Embankments and structures will be 
designed, to the extent practicable, to pass maximum flood flows.  If necessary, 
additional flood storage will be provided.  A final mitigation plan addressing 
floodplain mitigation measures will be developed prior to construction. In 
addition, the proposed RRP would remove existing obstructions such as 
buildings, embankments, and roadways, and reestablish a more natural 
condition for the floodplain as well as the existing wetlands. Compensatory 
mitigation for wetlands would also be provided by creating new wetlands in the 
project area. Existing and new mitigation areas would include buffers and 
connection to other wetlands and upland habitats through the new floodplain 
area developed in the Stormwater Management Plan which will be developed in 
the Design phase of the project.   
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RESPONSE F01-006 

A Conceptual Mitigation Plan has been developed for this project, identifying 
several potential wetland mitigation sites (see FEIS section 3.3.7). WSDOT 
worked extensively with the COE during August and September 2004 to reach 
mutual concurrence on a Conceptual Mitigation Plan. It was noted that the final 
plan will need more detail before the COE 404 permit is approved.   

In March 2005, the COE and WSDOT reached agreement to support a 
watershed approach to identifying sites for compensatory mitigation 
(Regulatory Guidance Letter 02-2).  Accordingly, the final wetland mitigation 
plan will maintain a watershed focus.  The considered wetland mitigation site(s) 
will be within the Puyallup River watershed (WRIA 10) and will be selected to 
prioritize, if possible, locations within the project area (“on-site”) and within the 
specific sub-watershed(s) where substantial impacts to wetlands may occur. 

The potential Mitigation sites identified in the Conceptual Mitigation Plan are 
currently being evaluated as to their positive and negative effects on wildlife 
and fish, not only at the Puyallup River, but at Hylebos and Wapato Creeks. The 
final mitigation sites will be selected when the final design is nearly complete 
and it is known what wetlands are actually affected and what mitigation is 
required. It is intended that wetlands that best meet the goals and objectives of 
improving the project area, and that can be connected and supported by the 
future Stormwater Management Plan, would be those included in the project 
(see Figure 3.3-1). 

RESPONSE F01-007 

Since the DEIS was distributed, FHWA and WSDOT have conducted additional 
analyses of potential project impacts to water resources and wetlands. These 
impacts were analyzed per sub-basin, and sections 3.2 and 3.3 of the FEIS have 
been updated to include this information.  Before initiating permitting or 
preparing a final wetland mitigation plan, FHWA and WSDOT intend to 
reevaluate all wetlands affected by this project, including revisiting wetland 
delineation and categorizations over 3 years old.  This will include an 
assessment of wetlands within the RRP and the final wetland mitigation site(s).  
The COE will be invited, upon confirmation of anticipated wetland impacts 
prior to construction, to review the final wetland delineation and categorization 
in the field.   

As indicated in the Conceptual Mitigation Plan and in section 3.3.7 of the FEIS, 
several potential wetland mitigation sites have now been identified for the 
project.  In coordination with stakeholder agencies, WSDOT will select one or 
more of the considered mitigation site(s) to best compensate for unavoidable 
impacts to wetlands after the Tier II Record of Decision (ROD) is issued. 
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RESPONSE F01-008 

Indirect impacts have been clarified in the FEIS.  Resources that were expected 
to experience substantial cumulative change were identified as critical resources 
and those sections in the FEIS were updated to include both an indirect and 
cumulative impact analysis.  Critical resources for the project are water 
resources (section 3.2); wetlands (section 3.3); wildlife, fisheries, and 
threatened and endangered species (section 3.4); land use, socioeconomics, and 
environmental justice (section 3.11); farmland (section 3.12); and cultural 
resources (section 3.16). 

RESPONSE F01-009 

The impacts to fish and wildlife have been clarified in the FEIS. For more 
information, please see section 3.4.3 for construction impacts, section 3.4.4 for 
operation impacts, 3.4.7 for indirect impacts, and 3.4.8 for cumulative impacts. 

RESPONSE F01-010 

The addition of low-cost wildlife crossings and the use of over-sized culverts or 
clear-spanning structures will be considered at appropriate locations. 

RESPONSE F01-011 

The FEIS no longer contains a figure showing Chinook habitat.  Information on 
impacts to Chinook habitat is discussed in section 3.4 of the FEIS. 

RESPONSE F01-012 

Potential water quality impacts from demolition of the bridges are discussed in 
section 3.2.4 of the FEIS. 

RESPONSE F01-013 

The cumulative impact section was developed following discussions and 
meetings with several agencies.  The agencies involved were EPA, FHWA, 
NOAA Fisheries and USFWS.  Cumulative impacts for the critical resources 
have been clarified (see response to comment F01-008, above).  In addition, 
section 3.17 now contains a summary of cumulative impacts including the Net 
Environmental Benefits Analysis done for the RRP. 
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RESPONSE F01-014 

The specific mitigation measures required in the Tier I Record of Decision (ROD) 

are included in Table 1-2 of the FEIS. This table discusses the mitigation 

commitments made during the Tier I process. The project commitments are 

included in Appendix F of the FEIS. 

RESPONSE F01-015 

Floodplain issues are included in chapter 3.2.  The list on page FEIS 1-15 is revised 

to read “Water Resources (Waterways, Hydrology, Water Quality, Hydrogeology, 

and Floodplains). 

RESPONSE F01-016 

Table 3.0-1, the matrix of environmental effects, has been reformatted and updated. 

RESPONSE F01-017 

The project will bisect three parcels currently being farmed; any impact to 

equipment access will be mitigated per section 3.12.6 of the FEIS. 

RESPONSE F01-018 

Only one ditch crossing is required in the 54th Street Loop Ramp option.  section 

3.2.4, 54th Avenue East Interchange, has been clarified to reflect the crossing for 

the purpose of comparison. 

RESPONSE F01-019 

Stream fill impacts and the proposal to relocate Hylebos Creek and Surprise Lake 

Drain are described in the SR 167 Conceptual Mitigation Plan and section 3.2 of the 

FEIS. 

RESPONSE F01-020 

The proposed RRP would reestablish a more natural condition for the floodplain 

surrounding the project corridor by removing obstructions, such as buildings, 

embankments and roadways.  Compensatory mitigation areas for wetlands will also 

be provided, including buffers. The new expanded floodplain areas and wetlands 

including buffers would provide more open space areas that would offer 

connectivity to exiting wildlife habitats.  The Hylebos Watershed, including upland 

habitats, would be connected through the expanded floodplain areas included in the 

RRP.  Due to their use for flood protection, these areas would be protected from 

being developed for perpetuity. Please see revised figure 3.4-12 showing wildlife 

connectivity. 
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Since the DEIS, the Wildlife Connectivity analysis has been moved from the Water 

Resources section to Section 3.4 Wildlife, Fish, and Threatened and Endangered 

Species. The text has been expanded to explain the potential for the RRP to provide 

protection and restoration of a fairly large contiguous block of land (189 acres) in 

the urbanized Puyallup Valley. Please see Section 3.4.3 and revised figure 3.4-12 

showing where the upland habitats are located. Additionally, WSDOT and FHWA 

have been working with groups such as the Friends of Hylebos Wetlands, NOAA 

Fisheries, Department of Fish and Wildlife, Department of Ecology, and US Fish 

and Wildlife in proposing areas to connect wildlife in the Hylebos watershed and 

Wapato watersheds. 

RESPONSE F01-021 

Instream work, including removal of undersized crossings and construction of new 
crossings, has been clarified in sections 3.2.4 and 3.4.3 of the FEIS. 

RESPONSE F01-022 

It is anticipated that the crossing at Fife Ditch will be a clear span above the 
ordinary high water mark.  The new stream crossing will be designed to result in no 
long-term impact to water quality.  Please see section 3.2.4, 54th Avenue East 
Interchange for information about the stream crossing of Fife Ditch.   

RESPONSE F01-023 

The addition of low-cost wildlife crossings and the use of over-sized culverts or 
clear-spanning structures will be considered at appropriate locations.  The habitats 
on either side of the roadway will vary from wetland, riparian and upland habitats to 
grassy roadside areas.  The species served by the wildlife crossings will also vary 
depending on the size and location of the crossings. Some will only be able to 
accommodate smaller animals such as raccoons.   Others will be large enough to 
accommodate larger wildlife such as deer,  Specific designs for the crossings are not 
yet available.  Please see revised figure 3.4-12 for additional spatial information 
regarding wildlife connectivity. 

RESPONSE F01-024 

Floodplain impacts, including indirect and cumulative impacts, have been clarified 
in sections 3.2.5 through 3.2.7 of the FEIS. 

RESPONSE F01-025 

Steps taken to avoid and then minimize impacts to wetlands, streams, and 
floodplains have been clarified in sections 3.2 and 3.3 of the FEIS.  A Conceptual 
Mitigation Plan has been reviewed by your agency.  A final mitigation plan 
addressing wetland, stream mitigation measures will be developed prior to 
construction. FHWA and WSDOT will also continue to evaluate potential 
opportunities to incorporate additional avoidance and minimization measures during 
final design. 
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RESPONSE F01-026 

We have coordinated with all other federal, state and local agencies (including the 
EPA) responsible for implementing regulations to ensure the project is in 
compliance with the Federal Safe Drinking Water Act. The comments from these 
agencies in this regard have been incorporated into this FEIS.   

RESPONSE F01-027 

Vegetated roof systems are no longer considered as an option to manage stormwater 
runoff from the proposed facilities. 

RESPONSE F01-028 

The discussion on regulation of prior converted wetlands is clarified in the 
introductory portion of section 3.3 (under Regulatory Authority).  

RESPONSE F01-029 

All “ditches” that are part of the existing system or added to the project will be 
surveyed and revaluated prior to final design. Those that are determined to fall 
within the jurisdiction of the Corps will be fully delineated and included in the  
tabulation of wetlands to be submitted to the Corps for authorization in the 404 
permit and the final Wetland Mitigation Plan.  

RESPONSE F01-030 

In the DEIS, isolated wetland was used in the context of hydrologic isolation.  It is 
not intended to convey jurisdictional determination, just an observation of the 
hydrologic connectivity of the wetlands in question.  The COE is responsible for 
determining wetland isolation in light of the Solid Waste Agency of Northern Cook 
County (SWANCC) decision.  Accordingly, wetlands considered to be 
hydrologically isolated were still included in the wetland impact calculations in 
section 3.3. 

RESPONSE F01-031 

A description of the difference between prior converted wetlands and farmland 
wetlands has been added to the introductory portion of section 3.3 (under 
Regulatory Authority).  In addition, the wetlands analysis has been reformatted such 
that the existing wetland classes and rating are listed per sub-basin, with the added 
clarification regarding prior converted or farmed wetlands present in the study area 
(see Tables 3.3-1 through 3.3-3).  

RESPONSE F01-032 

In collaboration with stakeholders such as your agency, the Riparian Restoration 
Proposal (RRP) has been further described in sections 3.2, 3.3, 3.4, and 3.17 of the 
FEIS.  Future design of the RRP with be coordinated with your agency and other 
stakeholders through the RRP Technical Advisory Group. 


