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Attachment 5:   
Comments and Responses 

In this attachment, we present the written comments received via email, on EA public hearing 
forms, and as letters.  During the April 22, 2008 public hearing, attendees had the opportunity 
to make formal oral comments; however, no one presented oral comments for recording.  We 
have copied the written comments received during the comment period in their entirety and 
presented them according to the index below.  Our corresponding responses follow each letter.  

Index to Written Comments and Responses 
City of Renton 
King County Department of Transportation 
Muckleshoot Indian Tribe  
U.S. Department of the Interior 
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Responses to Comment Letter AT-1: City of Renton: 
1.  These concurrence letters can be found in the project’s Scoping Report, issued January 2007, and are part of the 
project record. 
2.  Maintenance, operation, and ownership agreements and acquisitions will be coordinated with the City prior to 
construction of the project as determined through WSDOT policy. 
3.  The project noise analysis demonstrates that while these resources are currently above the FHWA noise abatement 
criteria, noise barriers are either not feasible or are not reasonable.  The museum and the library receive most of their 
noise from local surface streets and are at a distance from I-405 that makes noise reduction techniques less effective.  
The Tri-Park area does receive noise from I-405.  However, as referenced in the Noise Discipline Report included in the 
EA as Appendix N, a noise barrier is not reasonable under WSDOT’s feasible and reasonable criteria as defined by 
WSDOT’s Traffic Noise Analysis and Abatement Policy and Procedures, which is consistent with FHWA noise policy. 
4.  This assumption is not documented in the Cedar River Vicinity Charrette Report, nor the resulting concurrence 
letters signed between WSDOT and the City.  However, as part of this project, WSDOT analyzed potential noise 
effects to the Tri-Park vicinity and found that the size of the barriers needed to reduce noise would exceed what is 
allowed under WSDOT’s noise abatement criteria for reasonableness. 
5.  Subterranean easements will be negotiated with the landowner.  There are currently no planned acquisitions for 
residents along Mill Avenue South. 
6.  This feature is one element of the Renton Coal Mine as described in the Cultural, Historic, and Archaeological 
Technical Memorandum.  The Washington State Historic Preservation Officer concurred with our findings through the 
Section 106 Consultation process.  This concurrence memorandum can be found in Appendix B of the EA.  The 
SR 515 Interchange Project, which is part of the current funded project, will not remove the hoist foundation.  
However, full project build-out may remove the hoist foundation. 
7.  These monuments were presumably placed after 1992, when the Longacres horse track was demolished.  
Therefore the monuments do not reach the threshold of 50 years old for documentation.  However, WSDOT will 
coordinate with the City prior to activities that may disturb the monuments. 
8.  The 2003 Park, Recreation, and Open Space Plan indicates the City’s Public Works Department has plans to 
develop this site as a water retention area.  The plan further states this development “…creates several opportunities 
for passive recreation.  Proposed facilities at the site could include:  boardwalk/interpretive trails, viewpoint 
areas/vistas, and trail systems.  
After additional coordination with the City of Renton, FHWA has determined that due to the lack of public access and 
a lack of a specific development plan for this property, this site is currently not a Section 4(f) resource.  The City of 
Renton has agreed with this determination in its July 14, 2008 letter in Attachment 6. 
9.  After additional coordination with the City of Renton, FHWA has determined that the entire Cedar River Natural 
Area is considered a Section 4(f) resource.  Please see the Final Section 4(f) Evaluation (Attachment 7).  However, 
the Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation is still accurate with regard to how effects and mitigation are characterized.  Please 
also see City of Renton letter dated July 14, 2008 in Attachment 6. 
10.  Please see response to Comment No. 3. 
11.  This was analyzed as part of viewpoint T5 in Exhibit 5-24 of the EA.  This viewpoint is related to the project 
feature noted under the third bullet on page 5-53.  FHWA has determined that this viewpoint will not have a 
significant effect due to the low visual quality of the existing view. 
12.  WSDOT will continue to coordinate with the City regarding future work activities related to this project as funding 
becomes available. 
13.  WSDOT will work with the City when construction funding is secured to identify and relocate all utilities within the 
Tri-Park area that are affected by this project. 
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Responses to Comment Letter AT-2:  King County Department of 
Transportation 
1.  WSDOT recognizes that the current HOV system no longer performs during the peak period at the established 45 
miles per hour standard set for HOV lanes.  These HOV lanes have been so successful that they are now 
overwhelmed.  To address the lack of performance in the HOV lanes, many have suggested that the HOV system 
should go to three-person carpools.  (For the project analysis, a change to 3+ carpools was assumed in determining 
future traffic operations.) The difficulty in switching the occupancy requirement is that nearly 80% of the users of the 
HOV system are two-person carpools.  To restrict them from the HOV lane will not only further congest the general-
purpose lanes, but will also leave the HOV lanes underutilized.  This would lead to an inefficient use of our 
infrastructure.  WSDOT sees HOT lanes as a way to better manage these lanes by providing not only a reliable trip to 
those in the lane, but also to ensure that the system is being used efficiently based on the demands of the 
transportation system through pricing.   
In 2002, the I-405 Corridor Program Final Environmental Impact Statement and Record of Decision did acknowledge 
the need to provide the necessary accommodations to implement a managed lanes system, i.e., HOT lanes.  At that 
time, the Executive Committee for the Program believed that another regional transportation body would provide the 
direction for I-405 to include these HOT lanes as a project component.  Where as this regional transportation body 
has not formed, efforts have been undertaken to determine the benefits of HOT lanes on I-405. 
During 2003, WSDOT embarked on a study of managed lanes in the corridor.  The analysis looked at the benefits of:  
one HOV lane with a three-person carpool designation, a single HOT lane where three-person carpools would be 
free, a two-lane HOT lane system where two-person carpools were free, and a two-lane HOT lane system where 
three-person carpools were free.  The results of the analysis showed that by managing two lanes through pricing, the 
overall roadway system could move more people and vehicles than to manage a single lane either by occupancy or 
through pricing. 
In 2005, with the combination of Nickel and TPA gas tax funding, WSDOT saw the opportunity to look more closely at 
this HOT lane system in the northend of the corridor.  The I-405, SR 520 to I-5 Improvement Project is currently 
evaluating the benefits of a two-lane HOT lane system.  Legislative direction was also given to support this 
consideration. 
A similar analysis was not embarked upon for the Tukwila to Renton Project due to the fact that the length of the 
project was not conducive for a HOT lane system.  This does not mean that the HOT lanes are not a good idea for 
the south end of the corridor, but the length of the project as currently defined would not produce a logical stand-
alone system.  Should these lanes be considered for a switch to express toll lanes, this would be addressed in 
separate environmental documentation. 
With the failure of Proposition 1 and ESSHB 1773, WSDOT has recently started an evaluation of a two-lane HOT 
lane system on I-405 from SR 167 to I-5 in Lynnwood to determine if tolling could generate the needed funding to 
build the infrastructure for the HOT lane system.  Preliminary results of this analysis are expected later this year and 
we would be happy to meet with King County to discuss the results at that time. 
With the successful opening of the SR 167 HOT lanes, WSDOT sees the timing of further discussion on expanding 
such a traffic management technique as very timely.  We see the difficulty there would be if new lanes are opened to 
general-purpose traffic to later be used for a HOT lane system.  We appreciate your support for such a system and 
look forward to working with you as this work continues.  
2.  Please see response to Comment No. 1. 
3.  Please see response to Comment No. 1. 
4.  ESSHB 2815 sets statewide greenhouse gas goals for Green House Gases (GHG) and per capita vehicle miles 
traveled (VMT) reductions.  We are working to improve the quality of the climate change and GHG-related 
information discussed in our project-level environmental documents. At this point in time, we have two concurrent 
efforts in progress:  we are trying to help the public and decision makers see where an individual project fits in; and 
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we are working with the Climate Action Team and its work groups to expand the tools and resources needed to 
explain what information we have and what it may mean.  The current Tukwila to Renton Project EA discusses 
climate change and WSDOT’s efforts, but given that much of the science and proposed methods are evolving at this 
point, we do not have quantitative information at the project-level.  Looking at GHGs for individual projects that add 
single lanes of traffic, without taking into account the relationship to travel patterns of the area, would provide a 
skewed image of GHGs.  
Corridor and regional scale analyses are another valuable resource on the horizon.  For example, we are hopeful 
concerning the outcome of the Puget Sound Regional Council’s (PSRC) regional travel demand modeling and similar 
efforts.  PSRC is currently evaluating climate change and GHGs as part of their Destination 2030 plan update.  This 
update will take all phases of the I-405 corridor improvements into account (including tolling scenarios), as well as 
other major project development in the region. This regional approach will give WSDOT, King County, and PSRC’s 
other member jurisdictions a better and more comprehensive view of GHG and VMT effects.   
5.  WSDOT will coordinate with King County Metro prior to construction.  WSDOT will develop a Traffic Management 
Plan that will address potential impacts to bus routes and service. 
6.  Exhibit 2-2 is provided as a visual reference.  There is yellow shading on the off-ramp to indicate new construction 
will occur there. 
7.  Please see response to Comment No. 5. 
8.  Please see response to Comment No. 5. 
9.  Some movements at the SR 515/Grady Way intersection will experience slight delay increases once the currently 
funded portion of the project is built; however, much of the surrounding transportation network will operate better as a 
result of this project.  In addition, freeway access for transit and other vehicles will be improved with this project.  
Please also note, the Bronson Way bridge will only be restriped, not widened.  Also please note that Appendix D of 
the Transportation Discipline Report addresses only the effects of the funded SR 515 portion of this project.  The 
Tukwila to Renton Project as a whole is expected to improve operation of the SR 515 and Grady Way intersection. 
10.  Please see response to Comment No. 5. 
11.  The table in Appendix A of the Transportation Discipline Report has been updated.  The update can be found in 
Attachment 1:  Errata to the EA and Technical Studies. 
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Comment Letter AT-3:  Muckleshoot Indian Tribe 
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Responses to Comment Letter AT-3:  Muckleshoot Indian Tribe 
1.  As described in the I-405 Corridor Program Record of Decision, the Selected Alternative does include multi-modal 
project elements including increased transit, increased vanpools, bus rapid transit, increased capacity of park-and-
rides, managed lanes, and improved bicycle routes.  The project does not preclude tolling or additional multi-modal 
opportunities if funding becomes available.  Page 2-4 of the EA discusses further the use of express toll lanes and 
commits to additional operational analysis and appropriate environmental documentation if this idea is advanced. 
2.  The nationwide permit did not go out for public review.  The SR 515 Interchange Project is simply the currently 
funded portion of the larger Tukwila to Renton Project.  The EA evaluates the entire Tukwila to Renton Project.  As it 
is all one project, the funded portion (SR 515) has no additional cumulative effect.  The sequence for permit 
acquisition, in the case of the funded portion of the Tukwila to Renton Project, was different from what has occurred 
on I-405 projects in the past. 
3.  The Build Alternative treats runoff from new and existing impervious surfaces, utilizes the Springbrook Creek 
Wetland and Habitat Mitigation Bank (the Bank) for effects to wetlands, contemplates significant improvements to the 
Panther Creek watershed, and provides improvements to the stream habitat through mitigation requirements.  
Culverts affected by the project would also be examined for fish passage per the Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) 
with the Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) and current WSDOT policies.  WSDOT will work 
directly with the Muckleshoot Indian Tribe to resolve its concerns.  The Build Alternative would also provide mitigation 
for filling of floodplains by removing existing fill at a ratio of 1:1 within one-foot elevation of the same floodplain in 
which the effect occurs.  Combined, the actions associated with the Build Alternative are not expected to result in 
significant long-term negative cumulative effects on aquatic habitat. 
4.  WSDOT will continue to consult with the Muckleshoot Indian Tribe on mitigation plans during the permitting phase 
for the project.  WSDOT agrees to evaluate a range of mitigation opportunities including bringing the Panther Creek 
Watershed Rehabilitation Plan forward with design as further funded elements of the Tukwila to Renton Project 
advance.  WSDOT provided a copy of the Panther Creek Watershed Rehabilitation Plan to the Tribe on July 3, 2008. 
5.   Since the EA was written, the culvert conveying Thunder Hills Creek was replaced as part of an emergency repair 
project.  Therefore, per our response to Comment No. 13, WSDOT will not impact the new Thunder Hills Creek 
culvert as part of the Tukwila to Renton Project.  WSDOT has updated the culvert information to show that the 
Thunder Hills Creek culvert will not be impacted, which has required a change in the number of culverts proposed for 
in-water work.  The EA noted that there were 10 culverts conveying waters of the state proposed for in-water work, 
the errata to the EA notes that there are 9 culverts conveying waters of the state that are proposed for in-water work. 
Further evaluation will be required to determine the type of design.  Permit packages will be developed as additional 
funding becomes available.  Please see the response to Comment No. 21 for our discussion on barriers.  There are 
88 culverts in the project area, 52 convey stormwater, 36 convey waters of the state.  In the study area, 9 of the 36 
conveying waters of the state and are proposed for in-water work, of these 9, 6 culverts are considered fish passage 
barriers.  The 9 culverts proposed for in-water work are included in Exhibit 5-37 in the errata to the EA.  The 6 
culverts considered to be fish passage barriers are:  Rolling Hills Creek 48”, Rolling Hills Creek 132”, Unnamed 
Tributary to Rolling Hills, Panther Creek 24”, Panther creek 30”, and Panther Creek 72”. 
6.  Please see response to Comment No. 54 
7.  Peak flow analysis (and durations) were modeled using the Hydrologic Simulation Program for Fortran (HSPF) for 
a low rain event (50% of a typical 2-year storm) and a high rain event (100-year rain event).  This peak flow analysis 
matched existing peak flows.  While WSDOT did not complete a quantitative analysis to determine effects to base 
flows, WSDOT does not anticipate a change to stream base flows as a result of the project. 
WSDOT will follow the Highway Runoff Manual (HRM) and WSDOT policies in effect at the time stormwater design is 
completed for the project.  The current HRM requires WSDOT to match existing conditions for peak flows and 
durations for 50% of a typical 2-year storm except the designs for the flow control exempt waterbodies.  Therefore 
WSDOT does not anticipate impacts to be associated with the implementation of the approved stormwater design. 
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8.  This language has been changed in the errata to note that upon completing the EA and considering the comments 
received, FHWA will decide which approach to take.  This may be to initiate an EIS or to issue a Finding of No 
Significant Impact (FONSI). 
9.  WSDOT has previously coordinated with staff at King County to ensure this project will not impede the planned 
future development of the Nelsen Side Channel.  The Final WRIA 9 Salmon Recovery Plan acknowledges the future 
planned improvements to I-405.  WSDOT has committed to conduct additional and continued conversations with 
King County staff, including Andy Levesque, to ensure the Nelsen Side Channel work and the proposed I-405 bridge 
work remain coordinated. 
10.  Engineering, hydrology, stormwater treatment obligations, and avoidance and minimization efforts drove the 
decision to widen to the south.  The decision to widen to the south attempted all feasible means to avoid impacts to 
both streams and wetlands, as well as residences and businesses.   
11.  Bridge piers will be placed within the 100-year floodplain of the Cedar River.  Please see page 5-9 of the Water 
Resources Discipline Report for more details regarding floodplain impacts. 
12.  The new pavement is located to the east of SR 167.  Ecology embankments depend on capturing stormwater as 
sheet flow and treating it before it is concentrated.  The new pavement will slope to the east; therefore, the only place 
to capture that water and treat it is to the east of the highway.  The mitigation plans for the SR 167 Stage III mitigation 
work have also been reviewed, and the ecology embankment is not expected to compromise this site as the 
proposed ecology embankment is north of this site. 
13.  As part of the Thunder Hills Creek Emergency Culvert Replacement Project, the existing culvert is being 
abandoned and replaced by a new culvert.  This new culvert will not be extended as part of the Tukwila to Renton 
Project.   
14.  The Bronson Way Bridge will not be expanded as part of this project. 
15.  The cumulative effects analysis used all available resources to reach a conclusion.  There was no definitive 
information available on impacts to the floodplain, river, and riparian areas of the Cedar River associated with the Tri-
Park Master Plan.  The Tri-Park Master Plan is a City of Renton initiative.  The City of Renton will be responsible for 
project permitting and environmental documentation for the Tri-Park Master Plan.  No further details have been 
developed at this time. 
16.  Noise Barrier 8 will not affect the channel or riparian habitat of Thunder Hills Creek. 
17.  Noise Barriers 10B and 10A do not cross over the Rolling Hills Creek culvert and therefore their construction will 
not impede any potential work regarding the Rolling Hills Creek culvert.  
18.  We have added “transportation facilities” to our discussion of previous effects. 
19.  At the time of publication for this EA, the 2004 Integrated Water Quality Assessment (IWQA) is the most current 
available.  The 2008 IWQA is yet to be issued and will cover both the 2006 and 2008 assessment periods.   
20.  Please see response to Comment No. 18 
21.  The response WSDOT provided for comments on the Renton Nickel Improvement Project 404 permit was a 
comprehensive list of all known culverts in the study area.  Exhibit 4-26 on page 4-23 is not intended to be a 
comprehensive list of all culverts in the study area.  The culverts identified in the Ecosystems Discipline Report in 
Exhibit 4-26 are only those culverts conveying waters of the state where in-water work is proposed to occur for this 
project.  This language has been changed in the errata to clarify this.  A listing of culverts is provided in response to 
Comment No. 5. 
22.  This project will follow the MOA with WDFW and current WSDOT policies when addressing fish passage issues.  
WSDOT will work directly with the Muckleshoot Indian Tribe to resolve the Tribe’s concerns with this issue as funded 
pieces advance through permitting and more design details and opportunities become available. 
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23.  Please see response to Comment No. 21.  The culvert at Gilliam Creek outlet is assumed passable.  The flap gate 
on this culvert is a separate component of a flood control system owned by the City of Tukwila and the second 
footnote of the exhibit notes that when closed, the flap gate prevents fish passage.  The culvert is also owned by the 
City of Tukwila.  
Impacts below the ordinary high water mark (OHWM)  were avoided at Puget Drive S; therefore, the culvert that 
conveys Rolling Hills Creek under Puget Drive S was not assessed for fish passage.  The culvert conveying Rolling 
Hills Creek under Puget Drive S is understood to be owned by the City of Renton.   
Copies of the right-of-way plan showing the Gilliam Creek culvert outside of WSDOT’s property limits have been 
provided to the Muckleshoot Indian Tribe. 
24.  Fish presence was determined by available habitat and documented observations.  Please see references 29 
and 30 on pages 4-18 and 4-19 of the Ecosystems Discipline Report.  Human-created barriers were not the basis for 
determining presumed fish use.  The project team made every attempt to err on the side of assuming fish use if there 
was any question of that possibility.  However, the team also attempted to use well documented sources before 
reaching conclusions about use.  Most of the assessment work was completed early on by Paul LaRiviere with 
subsequent work by Derek Koellmann and other I-405 team members.  The protocol used is explained in detail in 
Appendix A of the Ecosystems Discipline Report. 
Exhibit 5-38 of the EA and Exhibit 4-12 of the Ecosystems Discipline Report have been updated in the errata section 
to show coho salmon presence in Rolling Hills Creek per conversation with Karen Walter of the Muckleshoot Tribe on 
July 3, 2008. 
25.  NOAA is currently assessing critical habitat, but had yet to designate critical habitat for Puget Sound steelhead 
trout.  The proposal was issued in February 2007 and as of publication of the EA for this project, NOAA had not 
issued a final decision on critical habitat.  
26.  Temporary stream buffer impacts are ones that result from ground-disturbing activities, such as clearing and 
grubbing, that could not be avoided in constructing the project, but will be restored after construction.  Mitigation will 
be determined during permitting as the project receives funding.  WSDOT recognizes that the removal of larger trees 
may not be fully mitigated by smaller replacement trees.  Mitigation for tree loss will be addressed as additional 
engineering details become available. 
27.  Please see response to Comment No. 5. 
28.  Measures to avoid or minimize effects are described in Chapter 6 of this EA and are proposed for 
implementation to offset impacts to these resources.  Appropriate specific mitigation requirements will be determined 
at the time of permitting. 
29.  Please see response to Comment No. 28. 
30.  Please see response to Comment No. 28. 
31.  No unavoidable adverse cumulative effects are anticipated due to the construction of the Tukwila to Renton 
Project.  The cumulative effects analysis looks at the effects of all projects from 1960 to 2030 with a goal of 
determining if this proposed project will, in combination with other projects, lead to environmental change.  With 
available information, it is difficult to accurately assess incremental impacts from past individual projects, including 
past construction relating to I-405.  However, by practicing avoidance, minimization, and mitigation, this I-405 project 
will not contribute to a negative adverse cumulative effect. 
The cumulative effects analysis made attempts to understand the impacts associated with past projects within the 
study area.  However, not all historical information (as-builts) is available for a complete understanding of individual 
projects and why certain engineering decisions were made.  In addition, laws and regulations have changed since 
1960, and the current biological understanding of species level effects were less well understood than they are today.  
The project has made every reasonable effort to avoid and minimize any further cumulative environmental effects. 
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32.  Both the Puget Sound Energy transmission line relocation and the Thunder Hills Creek Emergency Culvert 
Replacement Project have been reviewed in context of the cumulative effects analysis and no change to the effects 
determination was made.  These projects were added as errata to the list on page 5-102 of the EA and to the list in 
the cumulative effects analysis.  The Thunder Hills Creek culvert emergency work will be mitigated through the 
conditions of the permit associated with the emergency work. 
33.  Please see response to Comment No. 19. 
34.  All permitted WSDOT projects within the study area have mitigated for wetland loss at a ratio of equal to or 
greater than 1:1.  Therefore, the goal of no net loss has been maintained by WSDOT.  The project will continue its 
on-going stewardship of all its wetland mitigation sites.  As monitoring data become available, WSDOT will provide 
the information to the permitting agencies, the Muckleshoot Indian Tribe, and other interested parties.  
35.  The monitoring data are not yet available.  However, WSDOT is held to performance measures that must be met for 
each wetland mitigation site to ensure that each mitigation site is successful in creating the intended habitat functions. 
36.  Please see response to Comment No. 32. 
37.  WSDOT will follow the MOA with WDFW and current WSDOT policies when addressing fish passage issues.  
This commitment does not exist with selection of the No Build Alternative.   
As we move through the design-build process and the design is advanced, fish passage at these culverts will be 
addressed per the MOA and WSDOT policies.  In addition, please see the response to Comment No. 5. 
38.  Stormwater design will follow the HRM.  Designing to a 24-hour discharge within the FAA mandated zones is 
consistent with the HRM and is not expected to result in any additional impacts.  The Cedar River is flow control 
exempt.  Details regarding how the 24-hour standard was met and the associated sizing of the ponds to meet this 
obligation are part of the engineering hydrology analysis that was required to meet the HRM.  Preliminary design 
shows these to meet the HRM.  Final design will be obligated to fully meet the HRM, which will require the ponds to 
not to exceed the peak flow.  If standing water must remain past 24 hours in the 10,000-foot management zone, it will 
be required to be covered with netting, or some other FAA approved mechanism will need to be in place to deter bird 
use.  Please see response to Comment No. 7 for additional discussions regarding peak and base flow rates. 
39.  Groundwater is not anticipated to be affected because most of the recharge occurs upgradient and outside of the 
study area.  WSDOT does not anticipate the stormwater design to adversely affect groundwater or peak flows.  
Please see page 5-9 and page 6-6 of the Water Resources Discipline Report for more information.  Also please see 
response to Comment No. 7. 
Mitigation for other project effects will be implemented during the required permitting processes. 
40.  Comment noted. 
41.  The amount of credits debited from the Bank will be determined at the time of permitting.  The project design will 
need to advance further before this level of detail becomes available. 
42.  See response to Comment No. 4.  A conceptual plan has been shared with the permitting agencies and the 
Muckleshoot Indian Tribe.  The Tribe received a copy on July 3, 2008. 
43.  Mitigation commitments made in this section, along with the development of specific mitigation plans during 
permitting of the project, are anticipated to mitigate for the project’s effects. 
44.  Comment noted.  The project will monitor this development and incorporate any information that comes out as 
the project becomes funded. 
45.  Please see responses to Comments No. 34 and No. 35. 
46.  Please see response to Comment No. 31.  WSDOT will be able to provide additional stream impact information 
as more pieces of the overall project become funded.  Mitigation for effects will therefore be addressed during the 
permitting phase. 
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47.  Stormwater treatment measures, including detention ponds will be designed to meet WSDOT’s HRM, which 
makes failure unlikely for the storm events modeled.  WSDOT will also follow permit conditions to ensure water 
quality is met during construction.  Mitigation for loss of aquatic and riparian habitat will be designed to offset the 
effects of the project as determined through the permitting process.  WSDOT acknowledges that removal of large 
trees near streams can influence water temperatures and may have an effect on dissolved oxygen in some cases.  
WSDOT acknowledges that removal of larger trees may not be fully mitigated by replacement with smaller trees.  
WSDOT will follow the latest NPDES permitting provisions (as they relate to temperature and dissolved oxygen) as 
the project becomes funded.  Also see response to Comment No. 26. 
48.  It is true that as a potential effect, as described in Chapter 5 of the Ecosystems Discipline Report, rerouting of 
stormwater could create a change in the hydrology of streams.  However, in Chapter 6 (pgs 6-3 and 6-4) of the 
Ecosystems Discipline Report, avoidance and minimization measures are described that will be employed to offset 
potential effects resulting from new impervious surfaces.  Please also see the responses to Comments No. 7 and 
No. 39.  
49.  Effects associated with in-water work by this project will be mitigated.  Please see the response to Comment 
No. 7, regarding stormwater flows. 
50.  Wetland impacts are anticipated to be mitigated at the Bank as appropriate.  However, specific mitigation plans 
will be determined during the permitting process.  
51.  When considering the potential effects of the project after proposed avoidance and minimization measures 
outlined in this EA, each discipline report, each technical memorandum, and the errata noted in response to 
Comment No. 32, FHWA has determined no additional mitigation is required for cumulative effects.  Please also see 
response to Comment No. 26 regarding tree impacts. 
52.  WSDOT acknowledges some level of cumulative effects cannot be avoided.  However, WSDOT will mitigate its 
contribution to these cumulative effects to the extent possible.  WSDOT will work with the permitting agencies, the 
Muckleshoot Indian Tribe, and other Tribes during the permitting process to identify possible mitigation opportunities. 
53.  Please see response to Comment No. 52. 
54.  WSDOT understands that as a result of the decisions from U.S. v. Washington, the Muckleshoot Indian Tribe’s 
treaty fishing rights are restricted to a specific geographic area.  The construction and operation of the project are not 
expected to reduce the net population of fish within the study area.  WSDOT expects some improvement for fish 
habitat through implementation of water quality and mitigation measures if the Build Alternative is constructed.  
WSDOT expects to improve water quality in the affected streams by providing treatment to untreated stormwater 
from all new and a portion of existing impervious surfaces, which should benefit fish and fish habitat.  As noted in the 
Ecosystems Discipline Report, WSDOT will also be addressing fish passage barriers per the MOA with WDFW and 
WSDOT policies.  WSDOT will work directly with the Muckleshoot Indian Tribe to resolve its concerns.  WSDOT will 
carry these commitments through the permitting process, mitigation plan development, final design, and construction. 
It is not WSDOT’s intent to obstruct fishing access with this project.  For example, bridge piers for the two I-405 
bridges over the Cedar River and the Tukwila Parkway extension over the Green River will remain outside of the 
OHWM, and are expected to allow unobstructed fishing access (please see Exhibits 4-2 and 4-12 of the EA for 
locations of these structures).  The existing five bridges over the Green River (please see Exhibit 4-2 of the EA) may 
be modified or rebuilt by the project.  As part of this work, new piers may be placed below the OHWM in the same 
general location as the existing piers.  The footprint for the new piers may be slightly larger than the existing piers.  
WSDOT will continue to consult with the Muckleshoot Indian Tribe during the permitting phase of this project 
regarding tribal treaty rights. 
55.  Please see response to Comment No. 21. 
56.  Please see response to Comment No. 22. 
57.  The project will not impact wetland 0.15R.  Exhibit 4-7 has been modified to reflect that wetland 0.15R is an 
existing WSDOT mitigation site. 
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58.  WSDOT does not have specific knowledge of past effects that I-405 may have had on these wetlands.  The 
discipline report assumes all Category 3 wetlands within the City of Renton have incurred human disturbance, either 
through construction of I-405 or other infrastructure development within the study area.   
59.  Please see response to Comment No. 18. 
60.  Please see response to Comment No. 24. 
61.  The unnamed tributary to the Cedar River mentioned on page 4-31 will not be modified by this project.  If future 
I-405 projects are determined to have the potential to affect this stream, additional analysis will be conducted at that 
time. 
62.  Please see response to Comment No. 22. 
63.  Please see responses to Comments No. 21 and 23. 
64.  Please see response to Comment No. 26. 
65.  This point is acknowledged in the errata for page 4-44 of the Ecosystems Discipline Report in the statement 
“…substrate conditions in the Cedar River in the study area could provide some limited spawning habitat.”  Spawning 
has occurred in the lower Cedar River per the 2000, 2001, and 2002 Salmonid Spawner Survey Results for the 
Lower Cedar River and Elliot Rearing/Spawning Side-Channel.  These surveys were prepared for the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers Section 205 Cedar River Flood Damage Reduction Project and these citations were provided by 
the Muckleshoot Indian Tribe.   
66.  This language has been updated in the errata to reflect your suggestion. 
67.  Please see response to Comment No. 54.  WSDOT will work through this issue during permitting.  As we move 
through the design-build process and design is advanced, fish passage will be addressed per the MOA and WSDOT 
policies.  WSDOT will work directly with the Muckleshoot Indian Tribe to resolve the Tribe’s concerns. 
68.  Comment noted. 
69.  All new lighting over waterbodies will be installed to focus the illumination on the roadway and to minimize the 
spill over of light onto the waterbodies.  The new lighting will incorporate “cut-off” fixtures.  
Regarding removal of material from bridge supports, WSDOT will operate under its Hydraulic Project Approval (HPA) 
for maintenance activities.  The website for the maintenance HPA is: 
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/environment/Programattics/default.htm. 
The existing HPA states if large woody debris (LWD) becomes lodged next to the bridge piers within the OHWM 
during the operation of the facility, WSDOT maintenance will reposition the LWD downstream of that bridge to 
provide stable, functional fish habitat.  
70.  While mitigation measures have not been fully decided, it is WSDOT’s intent that this project, with its associated 
mitigation measures, does not result in any significant adverse effects to salmonids. 
71.  Effects to floodplains will be mitigated by removing compensatory fill within 1 foot of elevations and within the 
same basin for which fill was placed in the floodplain.  If there are additional effects determined during design that are 
associated with filling within the floodplain, appropriate mitigation will be implemented during permitting.  A WSDOT 
fisheries biologist will be consulted during permitting regarding floodplain effects.  WSDOT will work with the 
Muckleshoot Indian Tribe to identify and resolve these impacts. 
72.  Please see response to Comment No. 7.  The facilities are designed for a certain level of storm events and are 
not expected to fail for engineering reasons at the modeled storm events.   Also, these facilities will treat some level 
of other metals found in stormwater runoff.  This is an improvement over existing conditions.  Cadmium and 
chromium are included in total suspended solids (TSS).  Grease and oil are noted on page 4-6 of the Water 
Resources Discipline Report to become attached to small particles in the water.  The Build Alternative reduces TSS; 
therefore, these pollutants are also assumed to decrease.    
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As noted in the HRM, durations must also be taken into account in the calculations.  The text “and duration” has been 
added to the sentence in the errata to make it clearer.  The design criteria of the HRM requires matching durations 
for the range of storms from 50% of the 2-year storm through the 50-year recurrent storm event. 
73.  As noted in the Water Resources Discipline Report page 4-22, the opportunities for infiltration within the study 
area are limited due to the City of Renton Municipal Code, which limits infiltration opportunities within this aquifer 
recharge zone.  The City code cited in the discipline report specifically prohibits infiltration here.  If effects are 
identified, WSDOT will work to address these through the permitting process. 
Treatment standards detailed in the HRM will ensure discharge into the Panther Creek wetland complex will not 
further degrade the system.  It is not anticipated that the project will affect habitat at the discharge locations.  As 
further details are identified, WSDOT will work through any additional issues through the permitting process. 
74.  A permit was issued for the Thunder Hills Creek emergency repair work in March 2008.  Errata have been added 
acknowledging the changed baseline condition. 
75.  We have added a bullet in the errata to note tribal treaty rights, including any associated senior water rights 
where applicable. 
76.  The baseline conditions for this report assume the Renton Nickel Improvement Project is constructed. 
77.  We are not conducting an analysis within this study area.  However, please view the WSDOT NPDES website 
that provides information regarding WSDOT’s state-wide analysis: 
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/Environment/WaterQuality/default.htm.  To date, WSDOT has not conducted stormwater 
monitoring in this area.  However, other monitoring has occurred in western Washington. 
78.  It is assumed the project will meet state water quality standards by meeting the HRM.  See also Appendix C of 
the Water Resources Discipline Report. 
79.  This reduction in pollutant loading is provided in Appendix C of the Water Resources Discipline Report.  WSDOT 
and FHWA have coordinated closely with the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) and the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service (USFWS) on this project. 
80.  Comment noted. 
81.  The Build Alternative proposes reductions in TSS and metals.  Also, please see responses to Comments No. 72 
and No. 79. 
82.  The Springbrook Creek basin was modeled using the pre-project (existing) condition.  Effects, if identified, will be 
mitigated during permitting.  The Green River basin was modeled using 75% forested/25% pasture, assuming that 
predevelopment conditions included pasture and forests affected by forest fires.  The Cedar River basin is flow 
control exempt.  
83.  This analysis was completed and is summarized in Appendix C of the Water Resources Discipline Report.  
Stormwater ponds are considered to provide only negligible water quality treatment, they are designed for flow 
control.  The project will use best management practices recommended in the HRM to provide water quality 
treatment prior to stormwater entering the detention ponds.  Detention and treatment can, in some cases, be 
considered separately. 
Capacities for existing stormwater ponds and treatment efficiencies for biofiltration swales within the study area were 
not calculated for this project because this information does not contribute to calculations needed to be made for the 
current treatment standards.  WSDOT calculated water quality and water quantity treatment needs for the effects of 
this project based upon water resources and used this information as described in the HRM to design treatment 
measures to offset these effects. 
Where open water cannot be passed through the 10,000-foot safety zone within 24 hours, other measures, such as 
netting, must be considered to prevent bird use.  Also see response to Comment No. 38. 
84.  The 90% is in relation to TSS.  The language has been modified in the errata to note this. 
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85.  Information on the HRM, including Ecology’s concurrence memorandum, can be found at the following website: 
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/Environment/WaterQuality/Runoff/HighwayRunoffManual.htm. 
86.  Direct discharge with the Panther Creek Watershed Rehabilitation Plan would include discharging treated 
stormwater directly to the Panther Creek wetland complex without detaining the new, or equivalent area of the new, 
impervious surfaces.  No assessment of the effects of the proposed discharge was made because two options exist, 
and this portion of the project remains unfunded.  If a direct discharge to Panther Creek is not permitted, other 
options for detention will be considered.   
87.  Decreases in shallow alluvial aquifers resulting from this project are not expected to be substantial.  The 
reference to the Cedar Valley Aquifer is only used as an example to support the preceding statement about shallow 
alluvial aquifers in the vicinity of the project.  Also, please see response to Comment No. 7. 
88.  Based on the information presented, FHWA finds the selection of the Build Alternative is not anticipated to 
adversely affect water quality.  The Build Alternative is expected to provide better water quality improvements than 
the No Build Alternative.  Selection of the Build Alternative is expected to do more for those populations of salmonids 
that are declining than selection of the No Build Alternative. 
FHWA stands by its conclusions made within the cumulative effects analysis.  No unavoidable adverse cumulative 
effects are anticipated due to the construction of the Tukwila to Renton Project.   
89.  WSDOT will continue to consult with the Muckleshoot Indian Tribe during the permitting process. 
90.  WSDOT will continue to consult with the Muckleshoot Indian Tribe during the permitting process. 
91.   Please see response to Comment No. 72. 
92.  The release of stormwater over a 24-hour period within the FAA zone is consistent with the HRM.  No significant 
adverse effects are expected to result from this.  
Where open water cannot be passed through the 10,000-foot safety zone within 24 hours, other measures, such as 
netting, must be considered to prevent bird use. 
Also see response to Comment No. 7 regarding flow durations. 
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Comment Letter AT-4:  U.S. Department of the Interior 
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Responses to Comment Letter AT-4:  U.S. Department of the Interior 
1.  FHWA believes a use does not exist, because the trail will not be incorporated into the transportation facility.  The 
construction of the new bridge does not substantially impair the continued use of the property as a trail in the future. 
While the trail will be lowered, the experience will not change for the trail user.  Even if this was deemed a use under 
4(f), there are no feasible and prudent avoidance alternatives and the project currently incorporates all possible 
planning to minimize harm. 
Please see response to Comment No. 3 for Section 6(f) resources. 
2.  After additional coordination with the City of Renton, FHWA has determined that the entire Cedar River Natural 
Area is considered a Section 4(f) resource.  However, the Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation is still accurate with regard to 
how effects and mitigation are characterized.  Please also see letter from the City of Renton dated July 14, 2008 in 
Attachment 6. 
3.  The Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation is not intended to discuss Section 6(f) resources.  Please see Chapter 5 and 
Chapter 6 of the EA for more discussion on Section 6(f) resources. 
WSDOT will ensure compliance with requirements from both the National Park Service and the State Recreation and 
Conservation Office prior to project construction, which may affect Section 6(f) resources. 
4.  A Section 6(f) conversion package will be completed once project funding has been secured. 
5.  Comment noted. 
6.  Comment noted. 
7.  Correcting fish passage culverts will be conducted using the MOA between WSDOT and WDFW.   
WSDOT consulted with NMFS and the USFWS.  This consultation resulted in a Biological Opinion from NMFS and 
USFWS that stated this project is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of Puget Sound Chinook salmon, 
Puget Sound steelhead trout, or bull trout. 
8.  Please see response to Comment No. 7. 
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Attachment 6: 
Agency Agreements 

This section contains the following documents: 

• Section 106 Programmatic Agreement 

• EPA Concurrence regarding the Cedar Valley Sole Source Aquifer 

• City of Renton Concurrence on Section 4(f) Resources 
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