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RESPONSE F02-004 

The remaining three water bodies are Hylebos Waterway, Surprise Lake Drain 

and Old Oxbow Lake Ditch.  Additional data was evaluated from three existing 

sources: 

1) Federal Way continuous flow and temperature monitoring at one station in 

Hylebos; 

2) Hydrologic analysis and modeling of Hylebos, Wapato, and Surprise Lake 

Drain as part of the RRP; and 

3) Puyallup Tribe data in general summary form for Hylebos and Wapato and 

through King County for East Hylebos. 

Hylebos Waterway is regulated as a Class B (marine) surface water.  However, 

the waterway is designated as part of the Commencement Bay Nearshore/Tide-

flats Superfund Site and does not meet minimum state water quality standards 

(Ecology 1992).  Surprise Lake Drain originates from the spring-fed Surprise 

Lake north of the Puyallup River Valley.  This Class A surface water conveys 

runoff from residential areas in the City of Edgewood south to the valley below, 

and drains agricultural and residential runoff from the City of Fife through a 

series of linear ditches to the Fife Ditch and eventually to Lower Hylebos 

Creek.  No water quality data is available for the Surprise Lake Drain.  Old 

Oxbow Lake Ditch drains mostly agricultural lands that fall between Wapato 

Creek divide and the Puyallup River levee system.  The ditch drains to Old 

Oxbow Lake, an old Puyallup River oxbow that is now isolated behind the 

levee, but connects to the Puyallup River through a floodgate.  No water quality 

data is identified for this ditch. 

 

RESPONSE F02-005 

We have updated the Water Resources section 3.2 of the FEIS to address your 

comment. An updated pollutant loading analysis is described in sections 3.2.3 

through 3.2.7 of the FEIS. 
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RESPONSE F02-006 

Thank you for your support of the Riparian Restoration Proposal (RRP).  The 
project has conducted additional analyses including hydrologic modeling of the 
Hylebos sub-basin (MGS et al. 2004). This comprehensive study analyzed the 
project’s effects on hydrology, channel hydraulics, and geomorphology to 
assure that we address the impacts of the project on the watershed.  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 will be coordinated with your agency 
through the RRP Technical Advisory Group. 

 

RESPONSE F02-007 

In addition to the RRP for Hylebos Creek and Surprise Lake Drain in the SR 
167/I-5 interchange area, we will also include Riparian Restoration for Wapato 
Creek as stormwater flow control. The project will incorporate approximately 
73 acres of riparian habitat surrounding Wapato Creek in the vicinity of 
Freeman Road. 

 

RESPONSE F02-008 

The project team has conducted additional analyses including hydrologic 
modeling of the Hylebos sub-basin (MGS et al. 2004).  Future design and 
implementation of the RRP and associated stormwater management measures 
will be coordinated with your agency through the RRP Technical Advisory 
Group. 

 

RESPONSE F02-009 

The FEIS now consistently reflects that the proposed project will include 
Riparian Restoration for Wapato Creek as stormwater flow control. The project 
will incorporate approximately 73 acres of riparian habitat surrounding Wapato 
Creek in the vicinity of Freeman Road. 
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RESPONSE F02-010 

During Tier I EIS analysis, it was assumed the new roadway alignment would 
be closer to Hylebos Creek, so WSDOT agreed to build the highway on 
structure to avoid floodplain storage displacement.  During Tier II the proposed 
alignment was relocated away from the creek, on the high ground between 
Hylebos Creek and Fife Ditch (out of the floodplain), but the structure was 
retained to provide access to residents and infrastructure near the creek.   When 
the RRP was proposed, access to 8th Street and 62nd Avenue was not needed, 
so the highway could be placed on fill outside the floodplain boundaries instead 
of on structure.  Potential resource fragmentation will be mitigated (as 
practicable) by providing under roadway crossings where appropriate. 

RESPONSE F02-011 

A vegetated rooftop is a covered roadway system with a pitched roof that would 
support approximately two feet of soil and vegetation.  Underflow would drip to 
the ground at the drip line (i.e., without gutters).  A vegetated buffer zone at the 
roof drip line can capture most, if not all, runoff even from the largest storm 
events.  Vegetated roofs retain around 80% or more of annual precipitation and 
obviate the need for a treatment and detention system.  Several stormwater 
management concepts were considered for the project, including low impact 
development options such as vegetated rooftops for the ultra-urban areas of I-5. 
However, this stormwater management method has been determined 
impracticable and is no longer being considered. 

RESPONSE F02-012 

Additional information on the floodplain, hyporheic zone, and groundwater 
quality and quantity has been included in the FEIS (see section 3.2.2). 

RESPONSE F02-013 

Section 3.2.5 of the FEIS was revised to include quantification, by sub-basin, of 
existing impervious surface, direct impervious surface additions from the 
project, and impervious surface additions at full build-out of the project area. 

RESPONSE F02-014 

The shallow aquifer identified in the DEIS, found at depths of 2 to 5 feet, is not 
characterized as drinking water.  This non-potable ground water source is not 
subject to the requirements of the 1996 Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA).  
Contaminants that may impact this non-potable ground water source are 
described in sections 3.2.4 and 3.2.5 of the FEIS.  Information as to where the 
aquifer depths are located relative to stormwater discharge and treatment 
locations are described in sections 3.2.4 and 3.2.5 of the FEIS. 
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RESPONSE F02-015 

Wells that lie directly beneath the project footprint will be decommissioned in 
accordance with state laws.  Water rights transfers and/or new water rights will be 
obtained from Ecology prior to decommissioning the wells. A discussion on 
wellhead protection has been included in sections 3.2.2 through 3.2.4 of the FEIS. 

RESPONSE F02-016 

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 1. This 
analysis is provided in section 4.1.3. All affected wetlands have been analyzed and 
the potential impact of the project on them has been described in Section 3.3. & 
3.3.4 of the FEIS.  It is intended that compensatory mitigation for affected wetlands 
would occur on adjacent parcels first, then if not available, the encompassing sub-
basin or watershed, and finally if nothing nearby or in the same sub-basin is 
available, off-site mitigation locations would be considered. If off-site mitigation 
sites are ultimately included in the project, additional documentation will be 
provided to explain why it was necessary to select them. Also, see response F01-
007. 

The methodology used to identify and assess wetlands affected by the SR 167 
project is described in the “Wetland Discipline Report” prepared for the project and 
summarized in Section 3.3.1 of the FEIS. Mitigation for impacted wetlands is 
outlined in Section 3.3.7 of the FEIS. The wetlands affected by the project are 
described by sub-basin, including Hylebos Basin (which includes Surprise Lake 
Drain), Wapato Basin, and the lower Puyallup Basin. The Puyallup Tribe, Friends 
of Hylebos Creek, and the project Technical Advisory Group (TAG) have all been 
consulted during the preparation of the Draft and Final EIS. Work to further 
delineate, characterize, and categorize existing wetlands is occurring. The additional 
information being collected is being incorporated into the project design to avoid 
and minimize impacts to wetlands, as well as to prepare a Wetland Mitigation Plan. 

RESPONSE F02-017 

A Conceptual Mitigation Plan has been developed for this project. This plan was 
provided to your agency during SAC Concurrence Point 3.  On March 23, 2005, 
you concurred with the Conceptual Mitigation Plan, noting your concern about the 
availability of the potential mitigation sites identified.  The project will provide 
mitigation for floodplain, wetland, and stream fill impacts via a watershed-oriented 
approach.  The considered wetland mitigation sites will be within the Puyallup 
River watershed (WRIA 10) and will be selected to prioritize, if possible, location 
within the project area (“on-site”) and within the specific sub-watershed(s) where 
substantial impacts to wetlands may occur.   
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RESPONSE F02-018 

The UPRR site presented in the DEIS is no longer the preferred Mitigation site.  A 

suite of mitigation sites in the initial Conceptual 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 (see response to F01-020). The preferred 

method is on-site mitigation. Wetlands impacts at Hylebos Creek, Wapato Creek, 

and Surprise Lake Drain will be mitigated on-site or at least within the same 

watershed.  No final sites have been selected and none will be until 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 RRP would be those included in the project (see Figure 3.3-1). 

The methodology used to identify and assess wetlands affected by the SR 167 

project is described in the “Wetland Discipline Report” prepared for the project and 

summarized in Section 3.3.1 of the FEIS. Mitigation for impacted wetlands is 

outlined in Section 3.3.7 of the FEIS. The wetlands affected by the project are 

described by sub-basin, including Hylebos Basin (which includes Surprise Lake 

Drain), Wapato Basin, and the lower Puyallup Basin. The Puyallup Tribe, Friends 

of Hylebos Creek, and the project Technical Advisory Group (TAG) have all been 

consulted during the preparation of Draft and Final EIS. Work to further delineate, 

characterize, and categorize existing wetlands is occurring. The additional 

information being collected is being incorporated into the project design to avoid 

and minimize impacts to wetlands, as well as to prepare a Wetland Mitigation Plan. 

RESPONSE F02-019 

SR 167 mainline avoidance and minimization efforts for streams and wetlands 
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 F02-020 

Impacts to wetland functions are summarized in sections 3.3.3 through 3.3.6 of 
the FEIS.  Specific functions lost in impacted wetland are identified in the 
revised Wetland Discipline Report, March 2005.  They are also noted in section 
3.3.3 grouped by mainline section and interchange options, which correlates 
somewhat with sub-watershed basins.  Wetlands were assessed using the 
“WSDOT Wetland Functional Assessment for Linear projects.”  Wetland 
functions and values are clarified in section 3.3.2 of the FEIS. 
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RESPONSE F02-021 

Every effort has been made to define wetland by explaining the three attributes 
common to all wetlands.  The definition of wetlands has been clarified in the 
introductory portion of section 3.3 of the FEIS. 

 

RESPONSE F02-022 

This revision has been made within the introductory portion of section 3.3 of the 
FEIS. 

 

RESPONSE F02-023 

This has been clarified in the introductory portion of section 3.3 of the FEIS. A 
Section 404(b)(1) analysis has also been included as chapter 4 in the FEIS. 

 

RESPONSE F02-024 

This revision has been completed in the FEIS. 

 

RESPONSE F02-025 

Guidance on ditches resulting from the recent U.S. Supreme Court decision 
(referred to as the Talent decision) has recently become available.  Therefore, 
before initiating permitting, these areas will be examined to determine if they 
are jurisdictional under the Clean Water Act Section 404 Program. 
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RESPONSE F02-026 

The wetland impacts over time that are associated with commercial, residential 
and agricultural development would not be less than what would occur with the 
build alternative.  The rate of change would potentially be different, however, 
the ultimate impact to wetlands would not be substantively different. 

 

RESPONSE F02-027 

Wetland buffers are regulated by the local governments under critical area 
ordinances to protect the intrusion into wetlands.  The regulated buffer widths 
are based on the categories of the associated wetlands, and differ from category 
to category.  Buffer impacts are one of the screening criteria that have been used 
to select options. 

 

RESPONSE F02-028 

The timing and extent of the impacts are discussed in the FEIS qualitatively.  
The reference to protection under Federal Law and local government ordinances 
is included in section 3.3 (Regulatory Authority) of the FEIS.  All impacts to 
wetlands are also reviewed under Growth Management Act (GMA). 

 

RESPONSE F02-029 

We agree that filling of wetlands and their buffers does affect wetland 
functions.  Buffer impacts are included in our direct impact analysis (also see 
F02-027).  We will work with local governments on the buffer issues. 


