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ST A UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
; 5 -REGION 10
& 1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900 ~
$ Seattle, Washington 98101-3140
e e i
February 13, 2009
Reply To: EPTA — 088 o 08-039-FHW

-

Ms, Wendy L. McAbee

Federal Highway Administration
711 8. Capitol Way, Suite 501
Olympia, Washington 98507

Dear Ms. McAbee:

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has received the Notice of Intent to prepare an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for a proposed highway project on State Route (SR) 302 from
Key Peninsula Highway to SR 16 in Pierce County, Washington. We are submitting scoping
comments in accordance with our responsibilities under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act. We also wish to accept your invitation to be a participating agency
pursuant to Section 6002 of SAFETEA-LU. As such, we are submitting comment, as requested, n the
project Purpose ar%d Need and Range of Alternatives as well. '

" The proposed project is to address existing and long-term safety and congestion on the SR 302
corridor from Key Peninsula Highway to SR 16. The corridor is approXimately 7.6 miles long, and is
located between milepost 10.55 and milepost 16.87 on SR 302, and milepost 15.85 and milepost 17.13 on
SR 302 Spur. Currently, there are four action alternatives being considered (Altematives 4, 6, 7, and 10)
and a No Action alternative. Altemnatives 4 and 10 would consttuct a new bridge across Burley Lagoon.
Alternatives 6 and 7 are routed around the north end of Burley Lagoon and head southward near the
northeastern shore of the Lagoon. :

We’re grateful for the opportunity to participate early in the NEPA process for this project and
appreciate the helpful visit to the project area with WSDOT and HDR staff on February 4. Our enclosed
scoping comments include specific preliminary concerns and recommendations based on that site visit
and discussions with project staff, as well as general scoping comments that include additional issues that
we belicve should be addressed in the EIS. If you have questions or would like to discuss any of these
comments, please do not hesitate to contact me at (206) 553-2966 or by electronic mail at

somers.elaine@epa.gov,
- Sincerely, Py -
7 - A /% o
(Gids- 45l A
Elaine L. Somers (7 .
Environmental Review and
Sediment Management Unit

Enclosure

* cc: John P. Donahue, PE, WSDOT Olympic Region
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LL5, Envirommental Protection Agemcy
Seoping Comments For
SR 302 from Key Peninsaln Highway to SB 16 in Pierce County, W

Specific Scoping Comnme ols

Purpose amd Need

A peteral guidance, the EIS showld mclude s ¢lesr and concise stiement of the underying
purpose and need for the propesed setloa, in accordmee with NEPA implemsnting regulations m 40 CFR
L50213. The Purpoce and Need serves to ponerate a range of reasosnble altematives asd to estabdish the
bagis for their amilysia. The Purpess and Need should nat be exceszivaly constrnined 50 a2 16 gliminate
reasotabls slernatives from considerstion and aalysis in the E18 or il inflwence the desisan

makiing process.

Backgrousd |sformation fior the Parpase and Need ahould be included thai presErts suppaTing
dals amd cther informstion 1o explaim why the project is neaded. Tt s helpful for this background
information ko include project-specific goals that reflect desired outeorses. Alomg with the transportation-
related gosls, these goals should Identify competing needs, concers, or constrmnts as well, sach s Broas
viriced by the affecad commimily, which should he comiidersd i the developament and analysis of
allermalives.

* The Murpose of the SR 302 Project is to provids an officient and functjora! transpartAren moe i
the SR 102 cormidor hetweesn SE 202 Al Key Pecdnsula Highwsy amd SR 14 in Plerce Cotnty. The Mezds
(paraphrased) are to incremse saliety and, for avesge weekday peak houre, redvuce travel thime and meet ar
exceed intersection and highway level of service (LOS) standacds, Alsn, o pomply with WELOT

palicies, accommadation of noo-motorized transpartation modes will he considencd.
We have the following recommendatioeg epecific to thia Pumicse and Meed:

* D would be helfpful to mélude in the heckground infomestion the WSDOT policies thal are being
referved o in the Purpose and Need.

*  Dhscuss whether and fo wint extent the proposed project would comply with the Pt Sound
Regional Council (PR Vision 2040 Replonal growth plan, the PSRC Multi-County plansing
policics, and the Kitsp and Picros County-wide plarming pelicies, ag wall as fhe Counties'
Compreheigive Land Use Plens . ’

s Alotg with non-motarized modes, alse seriously conmider Emcarporiting public transis,
transpodtation demand managenwod and trarspostation syslem managentenl (TOM and TSMY inios
tha propeeed project, which could augment the efficiency and longevity of the priyect with
resped b mecting ihe slaled needs,

*  Include in the background information the resubts of sy Origin/Testination studics (5hes could
enfarm the development or modification of alternatives, including the potential for rarsit and
pther modsas,

Project setting and range of altermatives

The proposed project lies within an area that is both rirsl and histaric in nsiure, The prodect e
cortnins important &nd scositive noteral faatunes, incfuding Burley Lapoon, = anliwases mortly, rere adikii
soiith Puget Sound, which ls recovering nicelly sénce esvirmamental clesn-ap of the Sirondley-Manning
hazardous materials site approximately twenty years ago. There are also wetlands, rparien ares, and
streams, including Minter Creek that llows ta Minter Bay, and Burley and Purdy Creeks, which foed the
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Rizbiry Lagoon. Some resgdents and and comens e furih or Bfth generation inhabirsais with clese ties
tr the lamd smdl the smvircoment, ’

Whille affectod comrmnities in the project aren appear penerally sappartive of the project, there 2
alsa controversy reganding ibe varous proposed rouses. We commend FHWA snd WSDOT for incloding
additianal alermnatives suggesiod by the affocted public and we encourags ongoing communication and
irdiraction with the pahlic o derive an neceptable solution

Feoam an smtironmantal perspective, we affer preliminary coirments regarding the existing
alternatives, 'We cxpect to refine these camments and recommendations & the project develops end more
infoemedion becomes avidlable

Agqualss resources. [n onder to gveid highly sensilive squatic resources, inchading the Buriey
Lagoondsaltwaicr marsh ares and aseociated wetland, fparian, and sieesm babdtats, we would recoimeid
that viahle upland altematives be developed, which we understand i3 being done. In ooder to be permitted
umiler Sectivn 204 of the Clean Water Act, analysis would need fo show that the preferred aliemative is
the least damnging, praclicable aliernative, according to the A04(k)(1} Guidelnes,

Wherever possible, we recormnend maximizing the vse of existing |ads stroctuns (o avoid and
mamnirnize further babitat loss end fingrcetation. The upland Alternstive 7 would follow existing right-of-
way (ROW) A portion of the apland Altemative 6 would follow existing ROW, but it appears that 3
portimn would be new alsgnment (hat could potentially cavse sdditionsd fragmentation. Where
imgmontation is unavaidabde, where there | existing habitat fmgmentation, andfor whers & propesed
projesd could exacibate fmgrentatian, such as by widening an existing road andfor increassng trallic
spead and volumes, we recomenend mindmdzing and mitlgating the impacts by providing safe wildlife
crossings in appropeiabe lestions 1o secomemadabe species movemesnd, We alao recommend
nsintaining restaring bydrological cormestivily 1o suppan aguatic ecosystem functions and sk pessage.
Using appropriate structure design, bath nesds can often te aoirmmodated o the samne |ocations,

Whils Alternatives & and 7 avodd bridiging Burbey Lagoon, we do have concemd ghout their
poterial imgacts to acquatic resources, Both alignments are located adjacent o the nonthenstern shose of
Burley Lagoce, To avoid potectial impacts to the Lagoon, we recomisecd that thoss alignments be
fiarther examined to discern ways 1o move them further away from Barley Lagoon. IUmay be feasible to
rorle tham esstward to conpect with SR 16 a1 a bestion furiber parth of where they are canently shown

to e,

There are also mnltiple stream crossings associated with these aliernstives. For any impacts that
carmot be mided throngh siting and design, if i important to work closely with resousce agencies,
affiected iribes, and ather sakehalders to adequitely svoud, mrinimiee, and athernise mitigaie impacis.

Historic snd existing hazandous materials and site contapyination. The MEFA dooament should
discuss the histeric contamination, elesm-up asd metomation of the Srmndey-Mantdng give and is offect
ce1 Burloy Lagmon and associnted habitaes, Any ressdial contaminants or vulnershilities of copeern that
could potentisily become a problem with site disturbance resuliing From amy proposed. aliernative sheuld
be analyeed and dizclosal s

TDM, TSM, and public transil. See the comaments shove under Parpose and Meed regarding the
inglusion of these fentures in the aliemaiives,

Page 4



SR 302 Elgin-Clifton Rd to SR 16 Corridor Study Scoping Summary Report

Crengral Seoping Commaints

Afr tanes

There is beightered concem for bma health fram projects that result in 2i7 toxics emissions and
particulate mater from mobile sources, panicubarly diesel exbaust, The Naffonal Al Torics Azverrment,
Kutt /v e . o etk s, asseses that & |arge number of hunan epidensology studies show
increased lung cancer nssociated with diesel exhaust sl significant potential fior tom-cancer healil
effects, Also, the Control of Emissioss of Hazasdous Adr Pollutasts from Mobile Scurces Final Bule
(66 FR 17230, Marci 20, 2000} lists 21 ccenpounds esitted from motar vehicles thil are known ar
suspect o casse cancer o oeher seripua healih effects.

EPA recommends {1 tie E135 disclose whether vebicular nir toxies astissions would result from
praject construction and aperatioes, discuss the health efficts associsted with air axics and diese!
particulate matter, and identify senaitive receptor populatinns snd individuals ihaf aps likely va he expoaed
Lo these emissine, .

For each altermative, EPA recommnends:

*  Dscloesure of all boewtioas ol which emissione would increase pear gepsitive recephors becarse of
progect constroation, inserssclions, incressed {rffie, including incressed diesel traffic, increased
loaids o engines (higier speeds, olimbs, o).

* An assesmment o accounting (yoalitative or modeled depending an the severity of existing snd
prajected conditinns) of all the fuztors that could influence the degree of adverse impact on the
populatinn because of the activities listed above fe.g., distances to humen setivity centers and
eensitive receplor |ocalions, perticularly parks, schools, hoapitals, ete: amound, duratios, g
lescation of emissions from construction, diesed, snd other vehicles, st )

*  Farreceptor Jocations, wie recommend that hotspat analysia be sandocted for sir toxdcs and
particulabe malter, and that constraction mitlgation messures be included. W have snclosed two
lists of patential mitigation mensanes that could reducs smissions churisg sonstnaction
(Erclosure 1),

For mare information shout conformity requirements and sir toxics, please contact Wayne Elscn of car
Afr Progmm affics at (206) 5531463,

Adqquatic ressurces - divect impacts -

Project area aguatic resnurces would potentially exparience varying degroes of encroachenent sad
aiteration of their hydrologic functions, and projoct encroschment may degrade the habitst Sor fsh end
wdher aquatic bista, For aay impacts thet cannet be avoided fhroagh giting and design, the MEFA
documint showld desoribe the types, location, sad estimated sfectivenss of hest maragement praclices
{BMP3) spplied to minimize snd mitigate impocts i aqualic resaurces,

The NEPA document shauld deserile aguatic hahizats in the affocted environmess {u.g., Eabilat
type, plest and animal species, functional values, snd imbegrity) ar thi: enrviresmmental congcguences of
the proposed alternatives on these rsources. Inpscts to squatio resoures should be evahunted i lenrs of
the acrial (soreage) or linear extent t be impocted and by the Fanclions they perfonm.

The proposed activities may requice a Clean Water Act Section 404 pemalt from the Army Corps
of Engineers (ACOE). For wetlonds and otber special aquatic siies, the Sectian 404(h) {1} guddelines
establish 2 presumgption that upland alrematives are availuble for non-waler dependest petivilies, The
A0} (1} guided ines regquire thal impacts 1o aguatic resowces be (1) avoided, {X) minisized, and {3)
mutigated, in that sequence. The NEF'A. document should diseuss in detall how planning efona [nd
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altarnative selection) conform wilh Section 404(4) (1) guidelines sequencing and criteria. In nther wors,
FHW.A must show that they have avoided impacts 1o wetlands nnd ather special sguitic sites o the
maximmin catent practicable. The NEPA documesd ghould discuss altemnstives that would avoid wetlands
sl nqueatic resqurce impacts from fill placement, wiier impoundment, construction, and other sctivilios
bufare procesding tar mindndzslem/mdigation mensures

Ta riweet the requirements of the Clesn Water Act, the NEPA document must identify all witer
bodies likely to be impacted by the project, the nsture of the potential impacts, and the gpecifio pollutants
Likely to impact those waters. If thers are 303(d) lsted water bodies in the project anea, the NEPA
dncament mist additionally discless information regarding the TMDLe, the water bodies to which they
apply, and pollutants of comeem. Provieons for antidgradation of water quatily apaly 4o water bodses
where water quality stasderds are presersly bedng met, .

Sowres Waber Prodection Arens for Drinking Water

Public drinking water supplies anddor their source areas afien exist near projects receiving Gaderal
finding. Construction activities associated with road building, maintenance and related actions may
adveracly affiscl walons that serve 23 soarces of drinking water for comomnities, includirg public and
private groundwater wells. The 19596 amendments i the Safi Drinking Water Act (SDWA} roquine
fuderal agencies thet manage lands that serve as drinking waser sources o protect these saurce witer
mreag, Source Waber is unireated water from sinerms, fven, bies, springs, and squilers that is wsed ps a
supply of drinking water. Source Wotor Arens are the sources of drinking water delinested and mapped
by the states fior each federnlly-regulated public water system.

Btate agericics have been delegated responsibilicy 1o combine: soarce water fascssiments and
provids & detshise of information about the watersheds and squifers that sapply public wster systems.
We recommend that FHWA contact the Department of Ecology to help idestify source water protestion
nreaz within ar downstresm of the profect sren, Dalabuses may comiain GIS and Accsss mfarmation for
the watersheds and aquifer rechenge aress, (e mast sensiiive 2anes witkin those aress, and the nembers
anl types of patentinl coramingdt soinces identified for cach aysen,

Inplementing profuctive actians and land wse decisions, wach as wellhead proteetion plans, con be
effective in providing elean source water to poblic intakes and wells. This will preserve the use of pahlic
fumvds that would otherwise he spent 16 upgrode trentment foailitics 1o resove contaminants, To address
sopes WEler prolection, EPA reommmenda that the MNEPA, document:

*  [dentify ol federslly-regulated sourse waler profection ameas gnd eiati-regulated soores walis
protection aress, if the state ageney maintaing that list, within o downstream of the project aren;

#  ldenifify all aclivildes that could potentially affeet souzve water oreas:

*  Identify all potentsal contaminants that may result from the proposed project;

*  Identify all messuses that would be taken to protect the sturce waler protection areas in the NEPA
discament

Feological conpectivity

The E15 should amslyee and disoloss the sdent {0 which the varioms altematives bigecl and
frugment wildifie hobitst and movemen roates.. A2 this time, we are aware that the current proposed
alternatives could polentially bisce! finmland, undeveloped and usder developed lasd. Thus, it will be
tmpdxriant b include meaes to make the rasdway permeable to wildlifie movements, sech as, by providiag
wilkdlifs erosting strectures of appropriste mamber, size, sl bocations o scdegnetcly acoommodate
wildlife movement. These mitigation measares prevent vohicularawildlife collisions, which & impoetant
far bath husman and wildlifi safiy.

Page 6



SR 302 Elgin-Clifton Rd to SR 16 Corridor Study Scoping Summary Report

&

Ecological conmectivity is a brander comcept, hewever, than wildlifie movement in the landscape.
It imcdudes the cosswctzans and interactions betwesn land and water, the trnnsfer of water, woed, soil,
nutrients, genes, speciE, and so on. For example, ecological connectvily is impaired when a stream
chaomelized and separated fom ice food plain; when shoreline stnactures or bank armoring block
sediment flaws and sheceline enrichment processes; when dams are balls or culvert matallation block fish
passage; when wetland Blls or impervious surface prevent ground water nquifer reckarge; when hillslope
cld brench seepagn arens, springs, or underground aguifors; when aguatic habitat hydrological alterstion
and development interfore with surface water/grosmd waler isteractions and riverine hyparheic zones; and
so an. Environmestal impact assessments need to focus pruch more on identifying these connections and
the consequences of sevenng them, project design should incomporate the means i preserve them,

Secondary and cumulbstive effects

The secobdary and cumulstive impacts that sould result Fom induced tavel and growth see
among e most gignificant environmental imprcts from proposad tnspartetion improversents. - Wi
understand induced teavel to be any increase in trivel resulting front impeoved trmeel conditices (Hunt,
2007} In most comtexts, “imgroved travel conditioes™ reders to reduced travel times of irproved
relighility of travel times. There are bath short tem effects (more trips, longer tripa), and loog e
effscts (land use change).

The EIS should analyze aned disclese induced travel and growth that woukd potentizlly oocur, and
the potentinl emvironmental effects upon alr quality, water quality and quantity, fevestrinl and anustic
habsiste, coodopical connectivity and scosystem peocessts, somenuniies, colboralhistorical resources
[see Culhural resources section below]) of that growth in travel and development. There are o variety of
methadeloges availabis for conducting e analyses listsd on the FHW A wehgte,

As metigation for project induced developmens, we encourage the project proponents to wiork
collaboratively with local lasd uee planning entities to ensuze thit the land sesource = wsed wisely and
thit environmenial profections are incorposated peiar to stimubating new growth, Aa part of the sccondary
and cormiksive elfeds analysds, we recommend apabvzing aliemstive fisture land ose scenarios ihat, o
varying degrees, do or do not inlégrate transportation plans, lend use plans, snd environmental prolections
o achieve desired cuteomes; do or do nol incarporate smast growth and low impact develogment
Slrabegies b protect environmesdnlly senaltive aness, control nmofE, preserve habited and open space; and
that do o= do not foster pedestrian, bioycle, and tranit frisndly communities that reduce traved demand on
aren rosdways. Sach an snslyel woald inform the land use planning effon, assist local decision making
in suppart of kealthy, livable communities and ecosysterns, and potentially [ead o cffective mitigation for
the secondary and cumulstive effects of the propoasd sction.

Endangered, threatened, candidate, sensitive specles

IFthe proposed project sctivilies could affoct species lisied under the Endangored Specins Act, the
MEPA document should include the Bislogical Assessont and the associnted USFWS or NOAA
Fishiersss Hinlogical Opinion or Barmal concumsse,

In addition to federally listal species, thers may also be stace |ied species, candidate stage or
federal specses, and ceher sensitive or declining plant and amimal spezics ard (B habitats in the project
area. The EIS should disclose these sensitive species and babitats, and the allermatives presested should
reflect al possible measures to avoid and minkmize desiursancs or harm ta them,

Any polcitial ompacts to essential Fsh habitat must be analyveed and disclosed, mnd sheald inglude

& description of messures proposed Lo aveid, mitigete, or offeet the impacts of propased activities an the
essential fish habitss, '
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7

Climate change

We recomanend that the BIS inclsde anabysis of greenhose gas i:r:d.ml-um While we do not
recammend that project proponents provide global-level analyses, we believe it is feasdble to sither
quantitntively or qualitatively compane altemsatives witk respect to their refative capected contributioss o
atmaspheric greenhouse gases. For example, we anticlpate thet theee woidd be o difference in smissions
when camparing alterzatives that emphasize incrensed oadway capacity for single occupart vehicles vs.
altermatives thal emphasize Sgnilicant ransit, multi-radal and TDM components. We think that travel
mnodels using welikele miles traveled, levels of service, anticipated vehioular eméssions, mnd ofher
appropriste fectors could be used fo compars (e relalive differences amang aliernaiives,

Commumity impact sssessment

W mecommind comducting commmnity impaod nsssssmends. for copumsanities that would
potentially be most affected by the propesed project. These usmlly mclude communéies adiesst 16 or
basected by n proposed project, altheugh & moes in-death apalysis of the direct, secondary, smid curnulative
effects of proposed sllematives may revenl additional affected populations'communities. The Federal
Highway Admanistration (FHWA) publication, Commesity fapacs Azsessment: 4 (Quick Reference for
Trwmsportoedion [publication Mo, FITWA-PD-G6-035 HEP- ]I!l.'ﬂ SB6(10M} F], 12 avadlable as gusdancs, and
pertinent websites can alen provide information.

Envirommeninl Jastice

Tes comgalinmee wilh WEPA and with EO. 125898 on Environmendnl Justies, sethons should be
taken to conduct sdequate pablic gutreach and particpation thet ensores the public 2nd Malive American
tribet truly understand the possible impacts to their commwanitics and trus nsources. Minority sndfor oo
ncome comeminities smd iribes must be effsctively informed, heard, and responded o risgirding the
project impacts and fasues affecting thedr communities and natuml and calhural resources, The
information gathered fram dhe poblic paricipation process and Bow this information is factored into
decizion-making should be disclosed in the EIS.

EPA congiders, at a mininmun, the fellowing information when roviewing EISs to determine the:
alequacy of anakysis:

*  dmscribe the offorts that havedwill be faken to inform (he comrumitics aboul the impacts of the
project and ko ensurs “mesningful pohlic participation™ by the poteniialiy sffected
comuenitiesindividuals;

*  identily low income and people of colar {minarity) communitics in the impact arcs{s) of the
[Le) o )

¢ dmclose in the EIS what was heard from the commmnity absout the progect dusing the public
parthcipalion sssions by listing tho impacts idertificd by the project proposent and the
comuminitien {perceived and real);

#  addriss whether thess impacts ore likely to occwr and to whosn, and evaluaie all impacts for their
potential to dspropartiontely impact low income andior peaple of eoler (minorly) commnities;

*  dencribe how whot was heard from the public was'will be incorporaied into the decisions mads
abasal ths prject {soch as the deselomment of altemalives of choles of aliamatives):

» propose mitigation for the impacts that will or are Likely w oceur,

Tribal conealintion

Ceorrernmend-to-govennsent consultstion with federlly recopnized Indinn tribal povernments ie
legnlly recuired.  Excoative Order 13175, Consultation and Courdination with Indinn Trithal
Chovernments, ard the President’s epecutive memorsndum of September 22, 2004 are the latest feraticos
aof federal govermmens policy; the latier directed that; )
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Enok executnve deporiment end agengy ... shall conffeee fo onnwre fe e grnmiest et
prociicoble amd a permilsed by United Stater law thet the agency’s warking relafionsiip with fedenally
ezt (il goversinients finlly regpecty Me s of sl gowsrmmend amd selCdetermimation due
fribvd proveraments,

Execulive Order 12852 an Ervirenmental Justice is also relevant o Indian tribes, incleding hoth
foderally recognaead irbes and tribes that are not formally recogrized hut that comprise minarity 2nd'or
loar-income popalitions. Special effoms st be takes to aveld dispropertiooabe adverse enviranmental
innqueects on pech dribes, snd to elimdnate barders to thear full partscipstion in the NEPA process and relited

processes of environmental review.

The lead lederal agency respansible for a WEPA, analysis is responsihle for consalting
povernrEai-to-govenumett with e govenueesds ol bederally recagrdzed tribes, 2nd Sor consulting,
though wot pecessanily on @ formal gevensment-ie-govermcnt basis, wilh non-recognized tribes. In all
cages, efforts must he made to respect fribal culsaral ireresta, vabaes, and modes of expressson, and e
avercome language, econommic, and other barmiers oo drikal pagticipation,

Special atiention should be pald to environmesital impacts on resources beld in trust oc ineaty
resciurces. Trust respurces inclade those resources held (o trast by the LS. governmsesd on & (le’s behalf
{sach ms inbal Llands, minecals, and timber). They alse include respueces in which noiribe hes rights that
the LLE. povemment i obligated o pmlest. Fowewver, there is a rule of treaty construcizan, estahlished
kang ago by the Supreme Court, that a faght sot explictly ceded by & tribe wits reserved, o tribes miy
have n basis for arguing for corsideration of & wide range of teaditlonal land righiz, such =2 the nght 1o
wst relligious places amd the right to prodect 1he remaing of their onessiors.

Far a MEPA analysis this menns thit very clase coneldemtion shoald be given to all types of
resourced iand aspecis of the eoviroomment that tribes regard os gignificant, and that chia consdderstion he
creried out I comsudiation with tribes. Consultstion should begin ot tho cacliest stages of MEPA roview,
when the purpose and need for the setion are considered, altematives are formulsted, and approaches o
scoping are establ=hed. B should continue through the remainder of the NEPA analysia, docamentation,
amd meview process and be docomentsd in Enviranmercal Impact Swatements (BlSa) and Becords of
Deciston (RODs), Envicosnanlal Asscssments {FAs) and Findings of Mo Significant Impact (FOMSIs,)
end the recondkeeping sappocting the application of caicporical excluslons,

EPrA mezoaimends tbat FHWA cansalt with the potentially affected tribes specifio o their
interests and concems, Among the issues thif In EPA" experience are aften of concem Lo nbes ane

+  Reservation lands;

s Formally identified must and creany resousces;
e Cirmve and burial sites;

o CHEgessrvation sacred siles;

s  Treditional calbaral propenties or landacapes;

¢  Huneing, Oshing and gathering areas (inchuding impscts 1o eoosystens that suppart animals and
nlants thet are or ones were par af ibe Tribes and cribal desorvtems’ raditional resauroe aneas)!

+  Access o traditonal and current husting, fishisng sad gathesing aress and species;

¢ Changsa in hydrobogzy o scodageal composition af sprngs, soops, wetlands and streems, that
could be considered sacred or have tradibional resouarc: use associations;

o Water quality [n sirearns, springs, wetlands and aquiters;

Travel soates thal wers historically used, and travel routes that may be currently used; and
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&

& Historic properties and cther culbural resources,

Simce the respoasibilicy for poversment-to-government consultntion with tribes is vestad by lew
in the federal government, we recomimend thet a lead fiederal apency nod delegate is tribal consultalian
respansihilities fo the State or local povernment unless it has o formal agreement bo sich delegation with
the perlissest iribal povernment ar govemaments permitting such delegation, as well as & formal agreement
with the State of local poversment as to how soch consaltation responsihilities will be carried oo,

Culimrsl resonrees

Impacts an culten] ressurces are ofben of concern to Indian trihes, both recognized snd son-
recognized, it they are ales of concem 1o ather groups as well. The NEPA regalations, o 40 CFR
L508. 2Tk} (3) and {B), require thet effects oo cwliveal smources be sanssdered in judging the significence
of envirommental impacts. A variety of spacifie faderal lows, ag well &3 the laws of many states, Indian
tribses, amid other jurisdictions and a number of intermational conventions and recommesdations, pply to
the munagemenl of impacts on dilferent kinds of cultural resoances, such as:

«  Histork: bulldings, siroctures, sites, disiricts, and landscapes;
¢ Religious pracibces, belicl, md places;
s Traditiosal uses of lasd and resources;
s Ancesiral human remalre sl burial siles; ad
& Traditional ways of life

The lead ledere] agency conducting n NEPA analysis should ensare thar all such impacts are
comsidered in an orderly aed eystomalic manoer, in full commultation with all concemed partics, specinlly
those who muoy nseribe caltural imporiance to such resclireea. Soch parties should be contaoted early in
the scoping procoss and consulted throughout the analysis, docomentation, snd review prooes.

Bodtion 106 of the Mational Higtorbe: Preservatbon Act and i3 implenenting repulations

(36 CFR 800 outliegs speeilic procedurcs o be used in examining potentisd impacts an historic pleces,
Thesa procedures shauld be canefully followsd in fhe course of any NEPA analysis, but agencies must be
tarofidl not 10 allow atlentics tn Section |6 review to camse gnalyets 1o pive lisuffcient somssdiration o
other kieds of cudtural isources. Mot all cultoral resources are “historic properties” s defioed i the
Metsanal Histaric Preservation A<t (that is, places included in o eligible far the Naticnal Register of
Historic Places); henee they cannot sll be sddressad through Section 106 revicw, but this doss ot mean
that fhey do not need to bo addressed under WEPA.

EPA recoramends that mo Finding of Mo Sigaificant Impact (FOMSL) or Record of Decision
(RO} bo completed wedil the processss of consultstion, analysls, review and dogumentation required by
Section 106 of NHFA have been folly completed, 1 adverse effects 4o historic propestics are it ified,
iy Mesorandum of Agreememl (MOA) developed to resolve these concerns under Section 106 of
WHPFA ahowld be referemced in the FOMSI or ROD. Unless thene is some compelling reason ta do
otherwise, the Section 106 MO should be filly executed before 8 FONS] or ROD is issood, and the
FOMET ar RO should provide for implementation af the MOA e termes,

Uiseful references inchode:

*  hlipowww opiorg nepaindex him| regarding MEPA and ealvara] resources;

= hilpdfwww epa govicomplisnesreaourcespublications’eldips_cocsultation guide, pdf
includes the document, Gidde om Congsilintion and Collehoration with Indian Tribal
Ceovernments and e Publte Pavticipation of fndigenos (rougs aod Tribal Wembers in
Lnvirormenin! Decinion Making,

=+  Executive Crders
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10

EQ, 13873, Corgultarion and Coardinatica with Trihes:
E.0. 13007, Indian Sacred Sites;
E. 125898, Exvireneneninl Justice.

Invasive Species

Ground disturbing sctivities create apportunity for establishment of noo-rative invasive spegies.

En coenpliance with NEPA and with the Executive Order 13102, analysis and diselosars of these aclions
atud their effects, as well as any mitigation to privent ar controd such outheesks should be included. We
urge thit disbarbed arcas be revegetated wsing native species acd that there be ongoing maistensnce
{wholly or primrily non-chemical means) to prevent estsblishment of invasives in areas disharbed by
project achivifies

11

Mitipation Measiures s Redoce Ensissions Durlng Consiruction

Froperly mgintain eomsiruciion equipment.
Evaluate the wse of available altemmtive cngines and disel fuels
Enpgings using el oell techoalogy
Electric engines
Engines neing Howelied ar compressed raturs] pas )
Deesel engines that meet the proposed EPA 2007 regulation of 001 gbép-hr (grams
bruke homepawer hoar)
Dicsdi] engimes outfitied with catalyzed dicsel pasticulate flers und faeled with low sulfur
_ (lesz than 15 ppm salfic) fuel
Diesed engines fagled with bicdiesel (diesel genersted from plants matbes than petrolem)
o Fosling on-site equipiiend, e.., mining equipment, with kower sulfur highway diesel
insfind of off-rasd dizse] fuel
Redizce comstruction-related traffic wips and urnecessary idling of equipment,
Use newer, “clems'" cotsiruckion eqguipmsnt,
Install cantrol equipment mn diesel constnoction equipment (particulate filsers/raps (TP Ts),
oxidizing soot filker, axidation catalysts, and other appropiriate contral devices to the greatest
cxtont that is lechnically fessible.) A particalate flter (“P-trap” of oxictzing sort fller) may
contral approximately £0% of dicssl "W emissions. An cxidation catalyst reduses M emissioos
by anly 206, but can reduce CCY emisaions by $0%, and hydrocarbon emissions by $0%,
Differend control devics: may be used simultsmeously,
Berouts (e dicsal nock trmific sway from comemunitics and schools
Addupe o “Constnection Endsaiots Miligation Plan (CEMPL A CEME woald help to ensmare thed
the: procedures for implementing all propesed mitigstion mensures are safficiently defined lo
ensure & reducdion in the enviranmental impact from Sesel PM asd NOx dee to the project s
comsincton. CEMP ipclusans:

oo oG

L]

=]

* Al construction-relsted cngines are tumed to the engine manufactores apecifications in
accordance with the timeframe recoanmmended by the engine mesuficturer; not idbe for mare
than 5 menutes; not tampered with in order 1o incresse engine horsepower; inchide particalaie
tragps, oxidation calalysts and other swilable conirod deviees on all construction equipmens
wsedd ot the constraetion sile; and use diesel fuel having & sulflor contest of 15 ppm or loss, or
other sustables alfernetive diesel fued. Minimize construction-related traffie tripa tbrough
appeeprate policies and implementalion meniurcs.,

#  lmplemont a0 adaptive miligalion measure program aver the project’s constrsetion phase,
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P

Comsirwdion Mitdgation Measures
Adopted for Several Major Projects im Californis

AL Achmenistcative .
|. Hawe a Mitigation Plan that i3 inchaded in the FEIS and commitied o inthe BOD.
Y Bequire reporiing
a. Prepare imvemtory of sl equadpien prar 1o construction.
b. Repart cm sustahility of add-on comirols Gor cach piecs of equipmes bednre
groundhreaking.
. Evaluate stber engine altematives: electrie, CMG, LRG, fuel cell, alternative diessl,
d. Monthly, puble reponts by Environmental Coordinstor regarding falfillment of
requinEments,
3. Hiawve suitzhility report sehject to review by Adr District, USTOT, Stote DOT, BPA and the

pubdia.

H. Fguipment .

Use add-on contrala such ag catalysts and pariculate taps whese svitable,

Lise s with 15 ppm af sulfur or less unkss upavailahle,

Eetahlizh idlmg limdt (e, 5-10 minmies per hoar),

Tune to masufacturers” specs and dao so 2t wansfackerers' recommended frequency.

Prohibat any tampering Wil engines and reguirs continuing adherencs fo manuefachwers

Require thal keased equipment be 1956 model or pewer usless cost exgesds 1 10% of average

Leans oo,

7. R.HqLI.II.TE 75% of tatal hersepower of owned equipnient 10 be used ta be 1996 ar newer
iremlils.

b Bl pa —

=

C. Work limitatinrs .
. Estshlixh a cap on daily emissions andfe bowr of wark.
2. Lhe no moee than 2 pieces of equipmen: simukaneously pear or upwind fram sensitive
receEpbors,
3. Estabish sdditicnal emissians lirits withis 1000 feet of any K-12 school,
4, Prowvsde notification bo all schools within 1000 feet,
% Reduce truck trips amdfor restrict hours of driving through cosntunilics & minimize risk.

* Buitabily of control devices is hased om whether there is neduced normal availohility of the

COr [MUCH Gpaipenenl due 1o increased dowstime sadfor power oitput, whether there may be significant
darmags cavsad by the construction equipment engine, or whether there may be a sigrificant risk to nearfy
wogicers or the pablic. Such detennination is o be made by the Coniree Project Massger (CPM) in
consultation with the appropriate vesdor,
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STATE OF WWAasHIMGION

DEPARTMENT CQF BECOLOHSY
P Miny o 70l = ﬂh'!.ﬂ'ﬂ.l_ LU R [T R e ¥ F T T et ST
ST e Mgt Biday Sevvior = S sl g speecly obveiniine oo ool §77-8 16 447

Februzry 13, 2008

Mr. Jahn Dorahue, S8 302 Project Manager
Washinglon Siate Departiment of Transporistion
M0 By 7440

LM ymmpaa WA QRSN Tddib

Diear Mr, Dhandhae:

The Department of Ecology appreciates thas opporlunity to comment on the SR-302 Corridor
Study progect. The Depariment of Transportation {WSDKT) has requested Environrmeantal
Impact Statement {EIS) scoping comments, alony with comments on the project’s Purpose and
Peeed and Range of Alemntives,

The praject’s Purposs and Meed Stalensent is well-stated, and we have no commends on that
phase of the Corndor Study. We recognize that you have speni considerable time working
throwgth all of the original ohematives, and vou have eoncluded that lve of them, inclading “na
action,” ane appropriate for further consideration in the E15. Eeology has no abjection 1o the
project’s Range of Alematives, bt we do have several comments showt impacts from these
aliematives as well &= some genersl commends, The following comments are based on the
limitesd envirenmental information that is available al this stage of the Study:

Cownty Jurisdiction and Shoreline Management: A5 vou know, two of the alernatives cross
Pieros amd Kitsayp Counties. Those local governmends' Shoreling Masier Programs may vary
signilicantly in certain areas, and each County will apply its own standards and regulatsons when
revigwing any fuiure permit applications. Eeology has dillerent shoreline reviewsrs ard
wiilands biologisis who will be waorking with each County as two depamtment regions are
imvalved: the Sosthwest (Pierce) and the Northweat (Kitap). However, regronal stafl are
working together 1o redsce conllusion or inconsisbency.

Wetlands: Ecology evaluates projects employing “mitigation sequencing”™ wherein one musi
first avoid, then minimize, and finally mitigate for unaveidable impacts 1o critical arcas,
including wetlands., We nited in your Wetlands Impacts Table that vou ranked the alteratives,
bt wee couild mot detesmine iFibe ranking meant amount of impacts in scres. 11 thad is the case,
then Allernative 7 has the most wetlands impacts, followed by 4, then 10, and fsally 6. We will
need clariMeation on what yow mean by “Hank™ as dbe prosject moves forwand, and i wouald be
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Mr. Johin Donalue
February 13, 2004
Page 2

helplul 10 include n wetlands classification. You may have included the information elsewhere,
bunt iz pubilic shoubd be able o easily find that information.

Additionally, because the shoreline in the vicinity of Burley Bay landward of 66™ Avenue i3
guile steep, it appears likely that the road would expand waterward of the current 5™ Avense,
This expansion undoubledly would create additional impacts w Burley Bay's nearshore
emvirpnment, Burley Bay is a Category | estuarine/lagoon wetland with specinl churacleristics
and, a8 a rule, Category [ wetlunds are considered difficult or impossible 1o create or reploce,
which may be required for mitigation, Teking imo account the significant impacis this estuarine
wetlland has experienced to date, we recomemend that WEDOT avoid additional and cumulative
impacts 1o this sensilive estuaring environment.

Cing design solution might be to join SR-16 north of Burdey Ray in the vicinity of Pine Roasd.
Thas may eliminate most impacts o Burley Bay and provide o more straghtfisrwarnd connection
v the remainder of Allernative 7. We recognize, however, that creating a junction with SE-16 in
thas area may pose problems with the SE Burley-Olalla Interchange. Nonetbeless, wie wonder
whether this problem could be mitignted through future project design,

In-Water Wark: Alernstives 6 and 7 appear to involve less inwater work and thus less in-
wiler impacts 1o the arca’s streams and other water bodies. Alternatives 4 and 10°s bridges
wiould reguine more in-water work and possibly greater impacts a0 the aquatic environment.
However, those katter altermatives are shorler routes, which involve fewer impacts t the rural
enviranment. Again, as the altermatives are in such an early evalustion slage, we Cannol now say
that one is prefiermed over anodher,

Shorelines: As stated above, the twoe Countics have diffierent Shoreline Master Programs { SME)
arul dhifferent shoreline designations for those “shorelines of the state”™ within their jurisdictions,
WEDOT must consult with the Counties and review the kocal SMPs to determine the shoreline
desipnations and what policies and regulations apply. Ecology plays a reviewing and assisting
role, ad, in the case of Conditional Use or Variance Permits, Ecology must approve or deny
such a Courly-issusd permit,

Fermitting: Based on the information available, we canmot precisely predict which permits will
b necessary for any one aliemative, However, it is likely that Shoreline permits will be
necessary for several of the altermatives. An Armmy Corps of Engineers Section 404 permil may
b requined, depending on in-water impacts, including wetlands, and the Coast Guard issues a
Section @ permit for bridges. Both those federad actions trigger an Ecology response under
Section 401 of the Clesn Wader Act, Additionally, it i likely that & Section 402 National
Pallutant Discharge Eliminatson Permit (MPTHES ) will be needed.
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kir, John Donahoe
Febmary 13, 2009
Page 3

I'would like to lenve you with the names and contact information for Ecology stalt who will be
working on the SR-302 project; The NWRO shorelines contact for Kitsap County is Joe Burcar
(425.649.7145; jobudt ] ((ecy. wagovl NWRO wetlands coniact i Caraline Corcorn

(425649 T4, cavedt] fdecy wigov), The SWRO shorelines‘wetlands contact is Alex
Callensar (360,407, 6167; geald6 ]y wagov); Penny Kelley, who is an Beology-WSDOT
limisom, is coordinating among the regions and serves as my back-up (360,407, 7298 or
phele | ey wa,pov],

As Boology’s SAFETEA-LUSAGES representative, | serve as the primary contact for the
project, but | encournge you 1o contact stafl directly should you have specific questions o
remarks aboul our technical comments. As always, please do not hesitate to contact me directly
should you meed assistance. 1 con be reached at 3604076789 or wadd Lifecy wagov. | look
Ferward to working with you. ¥vette, and the rest of the team.

Lincerely,

st g mwaend

Therese b, Swansaon
Ecology Transportation Team Lead
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§ Kitsap County Department of Public Works

E14 Division Sraal (WMS-26}, Porl Drchand, WA SE35-a6EE B WY Casfesl, PLE., Direchor

Febreary 13, 2004

John Donahue

Project Manager

WSDOT Olymplc Reglon Planning Office
PO Box 47440

Olympda, WA, 98504

RE: SR 302 Emdronmental Impact Statement Scoping Comments
Dear Mr. Donahee:

In response to the Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT) having
issued a Determination of Significance (DS), and request for comments on the scope for
the Environmental Impact Statement (E15) for the State Route (5R) 302 Carridor Study,
Kitsap County, as a coaperating agency, would like to provide the following comments
for your conskderation,

In addition to those areas already cutlined in the January 12™ agency scaping meeting
for readeyy:

1. We would like the EIS o address any tidal flow impacts should an additional
bridge be built. Burley Lagoon already has a restricted fdal flow due to the
current bridge, limiting how much the area is flushed of sediment, pollutants and
other dabris,

2. Some of the alternatives being reviewed route into Kitsap County and have
potentially high social impacts to the community of Burley, as well as other
axisting neighborboods. These impacts need to be well vetted.

3. The EIS should include a discussion of how the altemstives woulkl affect the land
use and transportation goals and policles outlined in the Kitsap County
Comprehensive Plan, such 25 potential shifts In growth and traffic patterns as a
resilt of route realignment. This becomes even rare critlcal should the
alternative include the construction of a new interchange on 58 16.

4, Traffic forecast modeling for this study shoukd be coordinated with the Kitsap
County traffic forecast model.

Roaci'E nclremuing B0-EA7-577T « UEERs Infmmalion J00-317-T12T & FAX JE0-KAT-43HT o Tha Opan Line 3B0AITEFTT
Toid s P02 A0 o dem Ol 2558534747
T e e e
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5. With the need to reduce vehicle miles treveled, reduce green house gases,
promote healthy Iiving and provide alternative modes of transportation, there
should be some discussion of how a new alignment would imgact non-
motarized transportation planning efforts,

We look forsard to working with you throughout this emdronmental review prooess.
Please contact Jim Rogers, Senior Transportation Planner, at 360-337-4921 If you have
any queskbions.

Sincerely,

Transportation Planning Manager

oo Jeff Sawyer, WSDOT Ohympic Region Emvironmental Manager
Wendy Mcabee, Federal Highway Administration
Randy Casteel, Public Works Director
Jon Brand, County Engineer
Larry Keeton, DCD Director
Chip Faver, Parks & Recreation Director
Jaff Shea, Traffic Engineer
Kathleen Bamhart, Environmental Programs
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D

Pierce County

Public ‘Waorks and LIitins DOrian J. Flegler, PE.
gt
Transporiatkan Seredcns Brian Fhag or 8 00 4 ki it v i

ETCR Seufh AP Sarand, Sulle 301
Tharaea, WWashinpton B8]0 TR0
|Ea0 TRO-TRAD = P HEE FRA-ET40

Februzry 13, 2004

Takin Dxaninhme

Project Mamager, Olympic Reglon

Washinglon Sfabe Department of Trarsportation
ET20 Capitol Boubevard SE

TPk Booc 47440

Cllympia, WA D3504-T440

RE: Scoping Comments for SR-202 Environmental Study
Dicar Mr. Darahue:

It 15 vur understanding that the Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT) has
iszued a Determination of Significance (15) 10 request comments on the scope for the
Environmeninl Impnct Statemend (E15) for the Staie Roube 302 (5R-302) comidor projec
bedween Key Peninsula Highway KPN and Stite Route 16 (SR-16) in Pieroe County. Plerce
County would like to affer the following comments For your consideration:

Iy The EIS should recognize that Pierce County has agreed o serve a5 a coopeniting agency
for this environmental siudy.

27 Since the preliminary analvsis of trip origing snd destinations gt the Purdy Bridge indacates
that most of e SR-302 traffic is bound for SR-16 in arder to travel wo Cig Harbor,
Tacoma, snd viher destinations within and beyond Plense County, the purpose and nesd For
this project shoubd be expanded 1o “improve iraffic Dow or circulation between SR-301
amd SR-16". By separating the regional through traffic from the local trips destined to
Purdy residences, businesses, and schoals, the project can alse improve both local and
regional traffic circulation.

31 Some of the project altematives that will be analyzed in the EIS may involve the
constnection of & new inlerchange on SR-16. Therefore, in addition 10 improvements to
the SH-302 mainline and the SR-302 Spar (Purdy Drive MW, it should be clarified in the
EIS that ihe seope and limits of this project may also ioclude mprovements 1o SRB-16,
Any improvements or modifications io County roadways and intersections should also be
identilied and analvaed b the EIS.

4% The FIS should sddress the polential impacts of the variows alternaiives on the local

{Pierce County) roadway network The EIS should identify any roadway level of service
{(LOS) impacts as well as the related mitigation measures and their polential costs.
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February 13, 209
Seoping Commenis for SR-302 Environmental Stucdy
Pops 2

5)

fx)

7

In addison te polemisal inipacts to existing and usss, the analysis of land use and 2ocial
impacts/relocations should address the potential impaces o the planned land uses identified
in the Key Peninsula Community Plan and the Gig Harbor Peninzula Community Plan.
The Key Peninsula Community Flan was adopted by the Piercs Coumty Counet| an
Orgtiobser 235, 2007 and went inte effect om June 1, 2008, The Gig Hacbor Penimula
Community Plan was adopted by the Prerce County Council oo March 12, 2002 and went
inko effect on Dhecember 1, 20002,

The EIS should inchede a discussion of the ramspoctation polickes in il By Peninsula
Coammanity Plan peclaming (o SR-302. In particolar, Standard 51,1, 1 requests that
WADOT investigate aliernatives thes utilize existing roadway and ublity corridors in onder
t minimize impacts o existing and planned kand uses and the envireament and requests
that WEDOT avoud altermatives in South Kitgap Couty that will sigrificantly morense
travel ime and distance for Key Peninsuls commuters traveling to and from SR-16 and the
Gip Harbor Peninsuln

Pience County is carrently preparing a Transportation Plan Update (TPL to identify is
transportation needs over the next twenty vears. The County s developing travel demand
forecasts as part of the TPU work efforl. 16 b2 recommended dbat any frovel demand
meleling work for this EIS be coordinated with the Pierce County Public Works and
Utilities Department/Transporiation Flanning and Programming Division.

To scoommadate safe nonmatorized fravel along the SR-307 corridor, the priject scope
ghould consider the inclusion of a shared use path {regional mulii-use trzil) as
recommendzd in the Key Peninsula Community Plan (Standard 32.4.1 and Appendix AL
The Scott Pierson Trail is a recent example of a shared use path completed by WSDNT
along SR-16 in Tacoma, A proposed shared use path would improve safely by separating
pedestrians, bicyclists, and other users From the high-speed. beavy-volume vehicular
graffic on SH-302. While the County will explore other potential tril alignments {e.g.
Cughman utility corridor), it should be recognized that the SR-302 corridor may serve a3
the: only renlistic and feasible link between the Key and Gig Harbor peninsulas (and the
futune Cushman Trail extension). A shared wse path along SR-302 would further the goals
of Piesce County, the Key Peninsula Metropolitan Park District, and the FoneverCireen
Council in developing a countywide interconnected trail system.

The asalysis of Scetion 40 impacts should address any potential impects (o exading park
sites, inchuding the Pundy Sand Sput, and planned park sies such as the “360 Park"™ Horseshoe
[ake praperty, which e scheduled within the next fow vears o be transferred from the
Washiregton Department of Naturol Resources to the Key Peninsula Metropolitan Park
Cristrict,
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Febeaary 13, X%
Scoping Comments for SE-M02 Environmentol Stucy
Page 3

9 11 a new aligiment of any portion of SR-302 is selected by WSDOT, the EI1S should
address ihe disposition and any possible reuses (e.g. nonssstorized trail, mitigation site) of
the existing SR-302 alignment that will be replaced by any new alignment.

13} The EIS should indicate this project must comply with Piesse County’s shoreline
management use regulations and will lkely require the approval of a shoreling substantial
development permit and a site development permit froms the Pierce County Planning and
Land Services Department. In addition, this project must comply with Pieree County’s
regulations for critical areas such as wetlands, floodplains, and fish and wildlife habitat
i,

We look forward 1o working with WSO s1aiT on this environmental review process. [F you
have any questions or requine additional information, please comact Mike Galizio, Senior
Trangporiation Flannes, at (253) T98-2865. Thank you.

Sincerely,
—

;{fuuy M ohl, PLE.
Transportation Planning & Programming Manager
L4

g Wendy McAbee, FITWA
Jelt Sawver, WSDOT Environmental Services
Braan Stacy, P.E., County Engineer
Mdonais Clark, PALS Resource Manapemment
Skip Ferrucci, Parks & Recreation
File
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Key Pen Parks

PO Bow TO
Lakebay, WA SB35

ph: 2638829240
Eay 263-984-6245

Tk.&p: i goat nest adpgstine

February 13, 2008

Johin Donahuee

Project Manager, Olympic Region

Washington State Department of Transporiation
5720 Capitol Boulevard 5E

Pk Box 47440

Olympia, WA 9BS504-7440

RE: SE-302 Environmenizl Stody
[ear Mr. Donnkise:

[ understand that Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT) has issued a
Detenmination of Significarce (D5} to request commenis on the scope for the Emvironmenial
[mpaci Statement (EIS) for the Sdate Route 302 (53R-302) cormdor project between Key Peninsuala
Highway KPM and State Roude 16 {SR-16) in Pierce County. Key Peninsula Metro Park Disfrict
{dba Key Pen Parks) would like to offer the following comments for your consideration:

1. The EIS should recepgnize that Eey Pen Parks lsas apreed to gerve a5 a participating
APENCY.

BJ

W ask that the anolysis of land use and social impacts/relocstions should address the
potential impacts o the planned land uses identified in the Key Peninsula Community
Plan, a component of Perce County”s Comprehensive Plan. The Key Peninsaln
Community Plan was adopted by the Fierce Counly Council on October 23, 2007 and
weni into effect on June 1, 2008,

Y. Toaceommodate safe non-motorzed el along the SR-302 corridor, the progeci scope
should comsader the inclusion of a shared use path {regional muln-ise trail) &
recommended in the Key Peninsula Community Plan (Standard 52.4.1 and Appendix A),
The Scoit Fierson Trail i3 a recent example of a shared wee path completed by WRIOT
alnﬂg ER-16 in Tacoma. A prl'.'lpm-l:d shared use ]'.Ell.'h wiould imprl:nl: ﬁﬁ:l}' '|1.-_|. :-il:'p:u'ul:ing
pedestrians, bicyelisis, and otlser users from the high-speed, hesvy-wolume vehicular
traffic on SR-302. While the Key Pen Parks and Pierce Coumdy wall explone ather
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Lakebay, WA SE349

ph: 253-834-6240
fane 263-E84-02449

The ey & youn weat adoontune!

potential irail alignmends {¢.g. Cushman wility corridor), it should be recognized that the
SR-302 corridos may serve as the only realistic and feasible link between the Key and
Cilg Harbor pentivsulas (and the futuee Coshman Teall extension). A shaned use path
along SR-302 would further the goals of Kev Pen Parks, Pierce County and Forever
Grreen Council in developing a regional wide interconnecied trail system.

The analvsis of Seciion H00 impacts should address any potential impacts o existing park
sites, inchading the Purdy Sand Spit, and planmed park sites such as the “360
Park"'Horseshoe Loke property, which is scheduled fo be transferred from the Washington
Departmend of Natural Resources to Key Pen Parks during the 2007-20{9 biennium.

Wie gk that the Eey Pen Parks Comprehensive Plan 2007-2013 be addressed for non-
motorized trail issues as well,

Eoew Pen Parks will work with WSDOT staff on this eavicenrmental review poocess and if thene
are questpns of require additional information, please contlact me,

Sincerely,

N N~

Scott Gallacher,
Execmive DHrecior
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From: Ryan_McReynclds@fws.gov

Sent: Friday, March 06, 2009 6:22 PM

To: Liufau, Yvette

Cc: Donahue, John; McMamara, Cheryl; McAbee, Wendy (FHWA); Sharon Love; Teachout, Emily
Subject: SR302, Elgin Clifton Rd to SR16 Corridor EIS; Re: EIS Scoping

Yvette,

| understand that the EIS scoping period has closed and that it may be too late to formally enter FWS comments. |
apologize that with respect to this step-along-the-way my 3 week February vacation couldn't have come at a worse time.

Nevertheless, | thought it impartant to relate as quickly as possible a potential concern which a member of the public has
brought to our attention.

While I'm still collecting information with respect to this potential conflict, it seems that one of the alternatives under
consideration (Alt. 10, "short bridge over Burley lagoon”) could present some issues with regard to compliance with the Bald
and Golden Eagle Protection Act. As best as | can tell at this point, it appears there may be an established, productive bald
eagle nest in close proximity to the Alt. 10 alignment.

| hope you have at least received a response from this office with regard to our designation as a “cooperating” agency; as is
typical of most of this office’s SAFETEA-LU involvement, we would prefer designation and participation as a “participating”
agency.

| also hope that over the weeks immediately ahead, I'll have a chance to catch-up on my work backlog, and will have an
opportunity to revisit the EIS scoping doc.s you've provided. | fully expect this office will provide additional feedback
regarding the EIS alternatives, including what information is available about compliance with the Bald and Golden Eagle
Protection Act.

Thank you for your patience. Please feel free to call or email if there's anything you'd like to discuss in the near-term.
Regards - Ryan -

Ryan McReynolds

Transportation Liaison

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service - WFWO (Lacey)
Consultation & Technical Assistance Division
ryan_mereynolds@fws gov

360.753.6047 (Phone)

360.753.9008 (Fax)
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