Based on the analyses in the DEIS, it appears that the Puyallup Recreation Center will be
heavily impacted by the SR 167 project. There will be unmitigated noise impacts, air pollation,
including substantial exposure to air toxics and particulate matter from cars and heavy truck
traffic, and no commitment by the project proponent for non-motorized access as described
above. The noise and air pollation from the proposed roadway may result in unsafe and
unhéalthy conditions for outdoor recreation, and the faflure to provide non-motorized aceess to
the recreation center will cause auto-dependent access to the Center o continue, This is non-
compliant with PSRC mmlti-county planning policy RT-8.14, which directs that decision makers
“Emphasize transportation investrments that provide aliernatives to single-occupant vehicle trave]
to and within urban centers and along corridors connecting centers,” We recommend that
FHWA and WDOT join with the local government and citizens to examine these multiple project
impacts to the Center, and assess whether more substantive action is needed to address project
impacts Lo the affected community’s health and quality of life and non-motorized recreation and
trave] options.

ribal Issnes

An August 1993 Jetter from the Puyallup Tribe, which describes the Tribe’s concerns dbout
the SR 167 project, should be included in the EIS. According to the Febrrary, 1999 letter from
the Tribe, those concerns remain and they should be disclosed and addressed in the Tier 2 EIS.
While the project proponent has taken steps to make contact and involve the Tribe, FHWA is
responsble for conducting matters in a government to govermnent relationship with the Tribe, as
per Execntive Memo dated Aprit 29, 1994, Based upon, the documented Tribel Coordination
(page 1-27), it 1s not clear that there has been sufficient consultation,

The DEIS asserts (page 5-6) that in February, 1998 (this should be corrected to read
February, 1999}, the “Puyallip Tribe expressed support for the build aliernative extending
SR 167." We do not believe this accorately summarizes the Tribe's February, 1999 letter. The
Puyallup Tribe concurred only with WDOT's proposal to conduet Tier 2 studies and analyses.
Because their concems regarding the project, expressed in 1993 still remain, they “reserve
judgement on whether the project should finally go forward'” umil the Tier 2 analysis is
completed.  Also, they conditioned their agresment to allow Tier 2 studies to be condocted on
WDOT's compliance with commitments made, which fmclude noise mitigation, snd several other
iterns. Thus far, WDOT does not appear to be complying with comrmitments made o the Tribe
concerning noise abatemnent, and the status of the other commitments is not disclosed.

WDOT asserts that they want “to assure that the quality of life on the [Tribal] land it as
minimally impacted as possible by the proposed construction of the SR 167 Extension™ (6/25/98
letter from Gary Demich). The Executive Memo of April 29, 1994, directs that FHWA
“...consult .., with tribal governments prior to taking actions that affect federally recognized tribal
governments. All such consultations are to be open and candid so that all interested parties may
evaluate for themselves the potential impact of relevant proposals.”” In accord with these two
docurments, we ask that the Tribe be fully informed about toxic air and particulate matter
emissions from the proposed project that wikf be adjacent to their Tribal lands, which are

Page 14 of 17

F02-048

FO2-049

FO2-050

RESPONSE F02-048

The FEIS shows increased noise levels at the Puyallup Recreation Center. A
noise wall was evaluated for the Recreation Center and found feasible but not
reasonable at this time. WSDOT met with the Puyallup Recreation Center
Officials on February 1, 2006, to discuss noise impacts. At this meeting the
City expressed that the future noise from the proposed SR 167 roadway would
not substantially impair their activities. Please also see sections 3.5.3 through
3.5.5 and 3.6.3 through 3.6.5 of the FEIS for Air and Noise impacts. The
Puyallup Recreation Center is also discussed in the 4(f) evaluation, section 5.6.2
of the FEIS.

RESPONSE F02-049

The discussion of Tribal Coordination in section 1.4.3 is modified in the FEIS.
Consolidated Comments on the Tier II DEIS were received from the Tribe.
Their concerns have been considered, and their comments and the associated
responses are the part of the FEIS. Please also see the responses to F02-050 and
F02-051.

RESPONSE F02-050

The project team has met with the Puyallup Tribe to address many issues. This
includes regular quarterly meetings over the past couple of years with Tribal
staff and individual tribal members as well as meeting with the Tribal Council.
FHWA and WSDOT are committed to maintaining an open line of
communication with the Tribe throughout the design and construction phases of
this project.
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intended for komg term tribal residential use, and the associated childhood and adult hurnan health
effects. We also reiterate out tequest that hot spot analyses be performed to better characterize
the exposure levels for residents and other sensitive receptors near the proposed roadway.

The DEIS indicates that no noise wall mitigation is deemed to be reasonabile at this time, We
recormrnend that the Fnal EIS clarify how this decision was mads and whether it may or may not
change, This is because {1} the project area is zoned for commercialfindustrial/residential
development; consequently feasibility and reasonableness will likely need to be re-evalated as
development ocours. (2) Commitments were made to the Puyallup Tribe to mitigate noise (Tier
1 Final EIS, Appendix K, June 25, 1958 letter from Gary Dermnich to Tolm Lanit), The February,
1995 Jetter from the Tribe that coneurs with WDOT"s proposal to proceed with the Tier 2 studics
and analyses only, states their conenrrence is conditioned upon WDOT upholding their
commitments to the Tribe. The Tier 2 (pags 3-159) DEIS does not make a firm commitment
based on the reasonableness criterion. If 25 residences are required for noise mitigation to be
reasonable, then this needs to be made clear to the Tribe so that the Tribe can factor flus
condition into their decision-meking regarding support or non-support of the proposed roadway.
We also suggest that the project proponents examine whether or not the proposed roadway
alignment can be adjusted to Jessen the noise impacts, as well as the exposure to air toxics for
gensitive receptnrs.

Farmland

Because the proposed project affects agricultural lands, the Farmland Protection Policy Act
(FPPA} requires that the farm lands be evaluated for their imporiance and the need to take
protective action. Form NRCS-CPA-106 (DEIS Appendix E), which is used for the agriculmral
land evaluation and comparison of aliernatives, was supposed to be.completed during Tier 1.
Unforturately it was not completed until several years later, during Tier 2, after the annexation
and rezoning of the farmland had taken place. This had a substantial negative effect on the
scoring process, which resulted in two seores — one just below, and one just abave the threshold
for taking protective action (the higher score resulted from the taking of additional farm Jands for
implementing the riparian restoration propo sal). Without explanatiom, the Tier 2 DEIS used the
lower score. As a consequence, the project propenents will net be requﬂed to take protective
action.

- We would like to point out that had the scoting been completed during Tier 1, as intended
under the FPFA, the points total would heve greatly exceeded the threshold, thereby requiring
protective efforts. Even with an evalnation during Tier 2, the corract score to use was the higher
total, which triggers protective action. Please provide an explanation as to why the lower score
weas chosen o represent the farm land evaluation,

The Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) classified the project area as prime

agricuftural land and has stated that these are the most arable lands in the State of Washington, .
The apricultural value is 5o significant that, even with the annexation and rezone, they sill
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FO2-051

FO2052

RESPONSE F02-051

The Feasible/Reasonable test was used to determine what noise walls can
effectively reduce noise by at least 5 decibels or more (feasible), and is cost
effective by providing noise reduction to enough sensitive receptors to justify
the cost (reasonable). Only one wall (barrier) passed both tests and would be
constructed. This noise barrier will be included in the final design of the
preferred Urban Interchange option, which receives most of its noise from
traffic on SR 167, SR 512, and SR 161. WSDOT and FHWA have committed
to the Puyallup Tribe to provide landscaped noise abatement structures along
48th street East to mitigate noise impact to tribal trust land. WSDOT and
FHWA will assist the Puyallup Tribe in locating new businesses to minimize
noise and visual impacts attributable to SR 167, by sharing noise study data and
advising the Tribe with respect to quiet locations, landscaping and mitigation
measures.

RESPONSE F02-052

The Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) evaluation was not
completed during Tier 1 process, despite best efforts. Please refer to page 4-261
of the Tier 1 document, which mentioned that the Form AD 1006 was sent to
NRCS on November 21, 1995 and February 19, 1997. NRCS, in its response
dated March 20, 1997, explained that the Land Evaluation and Site Assessment
will not be developed for the foreseeable future and returned the uncompleted
form.

CPA-106 forms (per the Farmland Protection Policy act) addressing project
farmland effects, both with and without riparian restoration, were included in
appendix E of the DEIS. For the RRP option, the total points exceeded 160.
The DEIS documented the consideration recommended by the Department of
Agriculture for a site with a score of more than 160 (DEIS page 3-250). The
FEIS includes a revised Form CPA-106 to include evaluations of the Wapato
RRP and the Conceptual Mitigation Plan, and the total score is now less than
160.

Currently, neither NRCS nor local governments have farmland protection policy
in Pierce County. Farmland protection as suggested by EPA does not fall under
the scope of this project.
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exceed the points threshold for protective action, yet no action was taken to protect them from
development.

We are concerned that neither the timing of evatuaton nor the score selection were
conducted in a mamner that accurately reflects the value and importance of these lands. While
the roadway corridor selection, annexation, and rezone are resulting in the conversion of the
farmiland, there is still opportunity, and we believe a responsihility on the part of project
propenents to mitigate (avoid, mindmize, and compensate) for these losses. We recommend that
there be additional effort to assess, avoid, and minimize project impacts, and we suggest that
FHWA, WDOT, Port of Tacoma, and other local povernments work collaboratively to preserve
farmland acreage in the Puyailup Valley or elsewhere in Western Washington. This could be
dome through direct purchase for preservation, or through donation to & loeal farmland

preservation fund,

Traffic Analvsis and Transportation Demand Management (TDM)

Table 3.14-1, page 3-276, provides Level of Service (LOS) projections at Study Area
mtersections for year 2030 for the Build and No Build alternatives. We note the following fro
this analysis: : :

+ Fifteen of the 38 intersections are at LOS F for both the Build and the No Bujld alterpatives.
The Build Alternative LOS becomes worse than vear 2000 LOS for 15 intersections.

The Build Alternative LOS remams the same as year 2000 LOS for 10 intersections.

The Build Alternative LOS inyproves over year 2000 LOS for only 5 of the 38 intersections.
Eleven intersections would have some improvement with the Buoild Alternative, but for 4 of
these, the improversent is a change of only one LOS level.

» Only 1 High Accident Location (HAL) will be safer in year 2030 then in year 2000 (SB Off

Ramp at 54th), and all of the HALs wonld be addressed anyway as part of the No Build

Alternative planned actions in 2003-2005 (page 3-278),

* v = &

The traffic analysis does not indicate whether all possible and plarmed operational
improvements are factored into the No Build calculations, and whether or not induced travel is
factored into the calculations for the Build Alternative. If not, we recommend that they be. If
induced travel has not been factored into the analysis, it is unclear whether amy intersections
would show improvement by year 2030 with the Build Alternative.

Based on thess findings and in light of the high econorme, socdal, and environmental costs of
this proposed facility, we see the need for TDM measurss to improve its viable life. Again,
PSRC multi-county policies (RT-8.11, RT-8.13, RT-8.14) call for the use of TDM. Other than
future possible HOV lanes, this proposed project does little to incorporate TDM measures. We
recommend that much more work be done to enhance TDM components of the project.
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FO2053

FO2-054

RESPONSE F02-053

Section 3.14.2 of the FEIS, 2030 Network Data, summarizes the improvements
that are factored into the build and no build calculations.

RESPONSE F02-054

TDM strategies that are in place now or will be implemented at project
completion are listed in section 3.14.4 of the FEIS. As described above, the
FEIS contains a more developed plan for bicycle and pedestrian facilities and
the addition of two Park-and-Ride lots. The other items on the strategies list
consist of educational items that WSDOT participates in statewide such as
rideshare information and worksite commute trip reduction.
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Interchange Options )
At Valley Avenue, it appears that the Freeman Road option may be somevwhat preferable with

respect to stream crossings and floodplain impacts (p. 3-34 and 3-42), but the Valley Avenue
Realignment option consumes far less land (33.0 acres) than the Freeman Road option (78.6
acres) and removes much less vegetated area (6.7 acres) and farmland {14.2 acres) than the
Frecman Road option (25.2 acres and 25,5 acres respectively). In addition, the Valley Avenue
Realignment option does not impact land that is of possible interest to the Puyallup Tribe (p. 3-
10). Accordingly, it is not clear why the Valley Avenue option has lower water quality impacts
than either the Freeman Road or Valley Avenue Realignment options (p. 3-42). We recommend
that the Final EIS provide more explanation and comparison of these interchange options with
respect to the full range of aquatic habitat, water quality, and stormwater management issues.
W urge that the option selected canse the least overall impacts to all of the above land and water
resources. This request appliss to the 54% Avenue and the SR 161/8R167 options as well,

Environmental Justice :

The environmental justice analysis reveals that there will not be high and disproportionate
impacts to low income and people of color. The DEIS describes where and how low income and
minorities would be impacted, however, “low income™ and what races were included in their
“minority” population were not defined. Please include these defnitions in the Final EIS.
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| FO2-055

FO2-056

RESPONSE F02-055

The Valley Avenue option, compared to the other two options in Table 3.2-8 of
the FEIS, has “fewer total near or in-water work sites.” The Freeman Road and
Valley Avenue Realignment options would have more impacts to near or in-
water work sites than the Valley Avenue option and that is the primary reason it
was selected over the other two options.

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 Croup (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.

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 23, 2005, your agency concurred
that the preferred build alternative is the least environmentally damaging and
practicable alternative (LEDPA). This concurrence was achieved through close
collaboration with your agency on the analysis of environmental impacts, which
led to the design of a bridge at the Valley Avenue interchange (preferred
alternative) that will avoid the wetland adjacent to Wapato Creek.

RESPONSE F02-056

Environmental Justice impacts have been clarified in the FEIS, see section
3.11.3.
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. &5 HAY-0B-2003 TUE 12:18 PH FHWA-HASHINGTON DIV, FaY HO. 380 Th3BRad )
HAY-0B-2003 TUE 12018 FY FHHA-MASHIRGTON DIV, Fri# W 36D TH3gaed B0l
United States Department of the Interior United 5?:.,;5 Deﬁms,—.:n of the Interior
[=t=2 5} g becretary
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE Washington, D.C.
| 611 NE 11tk Aveane .
| Fortland Oregan 97232-4181 ey
» MI'EEEE:THI II:'FR oy am M, :]CH\ Sl?\l'}'rﬁf : i
[ Reeional Environmenial Manager, Olympic Region
" ! g Waghington State Department of Transpartation
Meszorandum, _ 5720 Capitol Boulevard
: : Tumwaler, Washington 58501,
To! Dircetar, Columbia Cossades Cluster Suppor Office i
ational Park Service, Seattle, Washinpion Dear Mr. Sawyos: |
From: e Regicnal Dircoror, Fish and Wildlife 8 The Department of the Interior (Department) through the U. §, Fish and Wildlifes Service (FWE)
© Region 1, Porfland, Orepou and National Park Service (NPS) hes reviewed the Tier I Deast Environmental Impact Statement
" W e for the Pn:-posmd]Extv.-_nsion of State Route (?R] 167, fmr% iI:ﬂlﬁI to SR 509, Pierce Counzy,
Subyjcet Review of the Ther 11 Dreft Epvironmental Trapact Statement for the Propose Whashington. Following are our comnuents for your consi o
: Txiension of State Boule (SR) 167, fearn BR 161 1o SR 508, Pierce County, ) .
Wazhinpion (EROZ0ZTE) : -Em-timSEg,(ﬂ T:Jge.;m;r_u:@ s NATIONAT PARE SERVICE WILL PROVIDE COMMENTS FOR
| THIS SECTION,
Attention: B Btrotnsoem . . 5 3
e mé‘ Tish and Wildlife Effeets: The FWS ovaluated the proposed projeet nltemapvcs for potermsﬂ}d
Snis T il ; - i EHik impucty to fish and wildlife rasources and their habitat, with specific aftention 1o species Hsled ot
SR it o s sul}.e?t Sapent a:e_atts:chel% PR s iz collamg 1) [I!L'ELT.I'.I.E.I.'IJ.HI sroposed for listing under the Bndangered Species Act (ESA), Based on that roview wo F03-001
corments, and submission to the Office of Raviscnmental Policy Md.cmr"l"mm.m. . i]utf&ipalc the most serious elfects from the project will artse from the sceondary effects of
\R-'asf:inngl:mg 30,5 Whid “mﬁthm o PRI 10 ﬂ'[E Fﬁﬂm,ﬂ Highwey Admmmfn?emt i increzsed or accelerated urban development. Consequently, we recomenend the peographic scale
‘j‘-‘i;-g_-z-i:ﬁﬁ ﬁ;?“l-‘mnmkﬂﬂﬂv‘nﬂ;f Prangportation. 1 you have questions, please contact Jon Hals a of the ellccts analysis in your Final Fnvironmenta)l Tmpact Statement reflect those efizcts,
i 1357, Vi, l ‘ - o
. The increased or accelerated whan growth cauged by {he proposed project may indireetly affect
G the Lower Puyaliup River subpopulation of bull frout, which is Nsted as threatened under the
ESA, The Lower Puyailap River subpopulation is the only spawning subpopulation of bull trout
in south Puget Sound, This subpopulation is ewrrently ?nnsidmed o be dcpr,-,ssled o5 a Tcsu}tr:f E03-002
RESPONSE F03-001 wrhan development, elevated stream femperatures, low in-siréam flows, and sedimentation from
roads. Alhaugh these lend use chanpes are plenned for tnder the Washinglon State Gr:r-wl.‘r'.
The wildlife, fisheries, and threatened and endangered species section 3.4 of the Mi’-illiaﬂfgi-_l‘t‘- Ac, %esr' ma}'_rfsr;t Essfbm to fish and wildlife that have not been specifically
FEIS has been expanded to include indirect and cumulative impacts. This R R ST W R
includes a discussion on growth and development in the project area. Please see “The FWS is committed 1o colisborating with the Washington State Depertment of Transpartation
sections 3.4.7 and 3.4.8 of the FEIS. (WSDOT) and the Federal Highway Administration (FIIWA) during the engoing planning of this
project, We envision our panicipation would ecew primarily dutlng consultation under secdon 7 | FO3-003
RESPONSE F03-002 of the 84 and consideration of Army Corps of Ingincers’ ]'JBH;;II ap?hcﬁ?g:;%!lea S:r;tim;l-';ﬂ}dl
of the Clean Water Act and ar Sectien 10 of the Rivers and Ilarbors Act o . Our overall
The project Biological Assessment addresses impacts associated with
urbanization on the Lower Puyallup River subpopulation of bull trout. The Bull
Trout has been thoroughly evaluated in the project Biological Assessment and is
included in the current consultation with NOAA Fisheries and the USFWS to
obtain a Biological Opinion (BO) on the project’s potential affect.
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HAY-06-2003 TUE 12:20 PH FHWA-WASHINGTON DIV.

FAX NO. 380 7539889

poal in this collaborative effort will be to assist you in developing the propo;ed_pm;ect ina
manner that avoids, minimizes, :and mitigates potential effects to fish and \_mldh_fc, 1nc_ludmg bull
trout, One specific goal we would like to work with you to achieve is building in habitat
connectivity elements for all of the area’s wildlife, as well as Bull trout.

Though we believe these types of fish and wildlife conservation elements sl?ould bc‘ bui!t into the
project, we would like to commend WSDOT and FHWA. for incorporating innovative riparian
restoration and slormwater solutions into the project design. We look forward to further
collaboration with you on this project.

If you have questions pertaining to fish and wildlife issues, please contact Emily Tcacho?t of our
Western Washington FWS Office at (360)753-9583, or Nancy Stromsem of our Columbia
Cascades Cluster Support Office of the NPS at 206-220-4118.

Sincerely,

Willie R. Taylor, Director
Office of Lnvironmental Policy and Compliance

- r—— i — =

et Steve Saxton (FHWA, Olympia, WA) -

F03-003

F03-004

RESPONSE F03-003

Section 7 consultation has been initiated with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
and NOAA National Marine Fisheries Service (NOAA Fisheries). The
project’s commitments to the necessary performance measures, and terms and
conditions of the Biological Opinion issued by the Services, will be included in
the federal Record of Decision regarding the project.

The proposed RRP (Stormwater Management Plan) 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.

We appreciate your participation in the Riparian Restoration Proposal (RRP)
Technical Advisory Group. The Technical Advisory Group has been invited to
participate in the refinement of the goals and objectives of the RRP.

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 F03-004

Thank you for your support of the RRP.
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