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ABSTRACT

The Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT) maintains four floating bridges in Washington
that are built on large concrete pontoons. One of these bridges, the State Route (SR) 520 Evergreen Point
Bridge, has been damaged by past windstorms and is vulnerable to catastrophic failure. The Evergreen Point
Bridge is a critical component of the Puget Sound region’s transportation infrastructure, and the consequences
of bridge failure would be severe for the region’s mobility and economy. Having new pontoons available for
an emergency bridge replacement would allow WSDOT to quickly restore mobility in the SR 520 corridor
across Lake Washington. WSDOT has identified the availability of new pontoons as the most time-critical
element of replacing the Evergreen Point Bridge in the event of a catastrophic failure. Therefore, WSDOT
proposes to expedite the construction of pontoons by building a new casting basin facility large enough to
accommodate the construction of multiple pontoons at one time, thereby having pontoons ready should a
bridge replacement be necessary. The Final Environmental Impact Statement evaluates a No Build Alternative
and two build alternatives, located in Grays Harbor County, Washington, for their potential effects on the
natural and built environments. WSDOT has identified a Preferred Alternative: the Aberdeen Log Yard
Alternative. Direct, indirect, and cumulative effects as a result of the construction and operation of the project
are considered. No decision will be made on the proposed action until January 10, 2011. For information about
the project contact Margaret Kucharski, WSDOT Environmental Lead, 600 Stewart Street, Suite 520, Seattle,
Washington 98101, (206) 770-3500.
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Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) Information

C

Materials can be provided in alternate formats: large print, Braille, cassette tape, or on
computer disk or people with disabilities by calling the Washington State Department of
Transportation (WSDOT) Office of Equal Opportunity (OEO) at (360) 705-7097. Persons
who are deaf or hard of hearing may contact WSDOT OEO through the Washington Relay
Service at 7-1-1.

Title VI Information

The Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT) ensures full compliance with
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 by prohibiting discrimination against any person on
the basis of race, color, national origin, or sex in the provision of benefits and services
resulting from its federally assisted programs and activities. For questions regarding
WSDOT’s Title VI Program, you may contact WSDOT’s Title VI Coordinator at (360) 705-
7098 or (509) 324-6018.
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SEPA Fact Sheet

Project Title

SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Program:
SR 520 Pontoon Construction Project

Project Description

The State Route (SR) 520 Pontoon Construction
Project proposes to build a casting basin facility
that can accommodate the construction of multiple
pontoons at one time. The project would expedite
the construction of replacement pontoons for the
SR 520 Evergreen Point Bridge. The pontoons
would be stored in the event they are needed for
catastrophic failure response or until they can be
incorporated into the planned bridge replacement.

The Evergreen Point Bridge is a critical
component of the Puget Sound region’s
transportation infrastructure. Should the bridge fail
as a result of a catastrophic event, the economic
and regional mobility consequences would be
severe. Having pontoons constructed, stored, and
ready for quick deployment would reduce closure
time of the Evergreen Point Bridge by up to 3.5
years. This project could also provide the
Washington State Department of Transportation
(WSDOT) long-term access to the proposed
facility to build pontoons for future WSDOT
floating bridge repairs or replacement, when the
need arises.

This Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
evaluates two build alternatives and one No Build
Alternative. The Aberdeen Log Yard Alternative
has been identified as FHWA’s and WSDOT’s
Preferred Alternative.

Each build alternative includes constructing a new
casting basin facility along the northern shore of
Grays Harbor, Washington, and potentially using
the existing Concrete Technology Corporation,
Inc. (CTC) graving dock (referred to hereafter as
casting basin) facility and surrounding properties
in Tacoma, Washington. The two Grays Harbor
waterfront sites being evaluated for the new
casting basin facility are the Anderson &
Middleton property in Hoquiam, Washington, and
the Aberdeen Log Yard property in Aberdeen,
Washington. During construction of the new
casting basin facility at Grays Harbor, the existing
CTC facility, which has a limited operations area,
could be used to build up to three large and up to
ten small pontoons.

Co-Lead Agencies
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA):

FHWA, Washington State Division
711 South Capitol Way, Suite 501
Olympia, WA 98501

Washington State Department of Transportation
(WSDOT):

WSDOT, Environmental Services Office
P.O. Box 47331
Olympia, WA 98504

FHWA is the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) lead agency with WSDOT as its co-lead
agency. WSDOT is the project proponent and the
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) lead
agency.
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Responsible NEPA Official

Daniel Mathis, P.E., Division Administrator,
FHWA Washington Division

Responsible SEPA Official

Megan White, P.E., Director, WSDOT
Environmental Services Office

Document Cost and
Availability

Executive Summary hard copies and the Final EIS
on DVD are available at no charge. Printed copies
of the Final EIS and appendices are available for
purchase. All of these can be obtained at the SR
520 Program Office, 600 Stewart Street, Suite 520,
Seattle, WA 98101. The price for the Final EIS
hard copy is $57.00, and this cost does not exceed
the cost of printing.

Printed copies of the Final EIS and related
attachments are accessible at the city halls in
Hoquiam and Aberdeen, Washington; other
locations in the affected communities (see
Attachment A2, Distribution List, at the end of this
document); and the following libraries:

*  Aberdeen Timberland Library

=  Grays Harbor College Library

* Hoquiam Timberland Library

*  Montesano Timberland Library

= Seattle Public Library - Central Branch

= Tacoma Main Library

*  University of Washington Suzzallo-Allen
Library

=  Washington State Library

Contact Information

For information about the project contact the
following:

Margaret Kucharski
WSDOT Environmental Lead
SR 520 Pontoon Construction Project

Access the Final EIS online at
www.wsdot.wa.gov/projects/sr520/pontoons/. To

listen to a recording of the latest project
information or to submit a question, please call the
project hotline at 1-888-520-6397.

Anticipated Permits and
Approvals

Anticipated permits and approvals required for the
project— and from which agency the project
would obtain them—are listed below.

Federal

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

*  Clean Water Act, Section 404 Permit
* Rivers and Harbors Act, Section 10 Permit

U.S. Coast Guard

=  Private Aids to Navigation Permit

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

= Endangered Species Act, Section 7
Consultation

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Association,

National Marine Fisheries Service

= Endangered Species Act, Section 7
Consultation

Washington State Department of Archaeology and

Historic Preservation

= National Historic Preservation Act, Section
106 Consultation

State and Regional

Washington State Department of Ecology

= Clean Water Act, Section 401 Certification

*  Coastal Zone Management Consistency
Certificate

= National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System General Sand and Gravel Permit

*  National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System Construction Stormwater General

600 Stewart Street, Suite 520 Permit
Seattle, WA 98101
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Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife
*  Hydraulic Project Approval

Washington State Department of Natural
Resources

= Dredge Disposal Site Use Authorization
Local Jurisdiction

Grays Harbor County

= Shoreline Substantial Development Permit
Jurisdiction to be determined with Preferred
Alternative decision:

= Street Use Permit
= Noise Variance

»  Critical Areas Compliance
*  Building Permit

Authors and Principal
Preparers

The List of Preparers is included as Attachment A1l
at the end of the Final EIS.

Final EIS Date of Issue
December 10, 2010

Anticipated Record of
Decision Date of Issue

=  Shoreline Substantial Development January 2011
Permit/Variance/Conditional Use
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