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Comment Letters and Responses
Following are comment letters and responses to comments on the Southeast
Issaquah Bypass Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(Supplemental Draft EIS) issued in June 2004. Under National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) regulations the comment period followed issuance of the
Supplemental Draft EIS and provided agencies and interested individuals with a
45-day period in which to provide comments on the Supplemental Draft EIS. As
required by NEPA, a public meeting was held on July 15, 2004 at Issaquah High
School to collect additional input on the Supplemental Draft EIS. Responses to
these comments are provided for each letter. This section has been divided into
letters from agencies, letters from individuals, and public hearing comments. In
addition, the City of Issaquah received several postcards during this period in
support of the proposed project. These cards are also reproduced here at the
end of this section.

Agency Comment Letters

1. After issuance of the SDEIS, changes were made to Alternative 5,
resulting in Modified Alternative 5, and this was chosen as the preferred
alternative because it is the only build alternative that meets Purpose and
Need and has impacts that can be effectively mitigated. All other build
alternatives considered in the SDEIS would either have unacceptable
impacts to 4(f) resources or would not meet Purpose and Need.

1

2. Since issuance of the SDEIS, the City and the Washington State
Department of Transportation (WSDOT) have coordinated with Office of
Archaeology and Historic Preservation (OAHP) regarding impacts on historic
and cultural resources for Modified Alternative 5. OAHP responded in
January 2005 and has indicated that “the proposed project “will have no
adverse effect on National Register eligible or listed historic and cultural
resources.” A copy of the OAHP letter is provided in Chapter 6 of this Final
EIS.

2
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1 After issuance of the SDEIS, changes were made to Alternative 5, resulting in
Modified Alternative 5, and this was chosen as the preferred alternative because it
is the only build alternative that meets Purpose and Need and has impacts that
can be effectively mitigated. All other build alternatives considered in the SDEIS
would either have unacceptable impacts to 4(f) resources or would not meet
Purpose and Need.
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1. After issuance of the SDEIS, changes were made to Alternative 5,
resulting in Modified Alternative 5, and this was chosen as the preferred
alternative because it is the only build alternative that meets Purpose and
Need and has impacts that can be effectively mitigated. All other build
alternatives considered in the SDEIS would either have unacceptable
impacts to 4(f) resources or would not meet Purpose and Need. The District
would be involved in the design effort to incorporate appropriate measures to
mitigate impacts to school facilities.

2

3

2. Alignment North C will impact the northeast corner of the high school
softball field. This impact will be fully mitigated on site with grading,
reconfiguration of one of the baseball fields, and realignment of two fences.
The high school softball field is a 4(f) and Title 9 property and the impact of
the roadway will be fully mitigated to the satisfaction of the high school
administration. Discussions have been held with the school district
administration and the proposed mitigation is acceptable to the Issaquah
School District and the high school. Both diamonds will remain fully useable.
3. The City of Issaquah is currently working with the Issaquah School District
regarding the noise abatement proposed as part of the project.

4
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4. Your comments have been noted and will be considered in the decision for
selecting the preferred alternative.

5. The City is committed to working with the School District during the design
process to ensure all concerns are addressed, to ensure a high quality
school environment is achieved. Should the no-action alternative be
nd
selected, relieving congestion on 2 Avenue SE will certainly remain as one
of the primary issues that need to be addressed by alternative transportation
improvements.
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1. After issuance of the SDEIS, changes were made to Alternative 5,
resulting in Modified Alternative 5, and this was chosen as the preferred
alternative because it is the only build alternative that meets Purpose and
Need and has impacts that can be effectively mitigated. All other build
alternatives considered in the SDEIS would either have unacceptable
impacts to 4(f) resources or would not meet Purpose and Need. Through the
404 Merger Agreement Signatory Agency Committee (SAC) process the
EPA was provided an added opportunity to address their concerns with the
Draft Supplemental EIS (DSEIS). The SAC process resulted in approval of
Concurrence Point 3 from the EPA and other signatory agencies, indicating
approval of the Modified Alternative 5 as the preferred alternative with the
proposed mitigation. The EPA also will have an additional opportunity to
review analysis presented in this FEIS. Comments on specific issues from
the DSEIS are provided below.
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2. The DSEIS states that direct impacts on population growth are not
expected to result from the new roadway. In the City’s CP3 document, the
FHWA determined “the project will mostly serve existing travel patterns and
is unlikely to have any regional impacts and will, thus, result in minimal
induced demand due to changes in trip activity and land use relocations.”
Since issuance of the SDEIS, FHWA and EPA have coordinated on this
issue during the City’s negotiations with resource agencies for the 404
Merger Process concurrence on the preferred alternative. FHWA concluded
that appropriate modeling approaches for the proposed project have been
followed and, therefore, further study of sub-regional or regional land use
effects would not be necessary. A copy of the FHWA and EPA
correspondence on this issue, and concurrence from EPA and other
resource agencies, is provided in the Concurrence Point 3 Package available
from the City of Issaquah, or via the City’s website at www.ci.issaquah.wa.us.

.
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3. On February 3, 2006 FHWA released interim Guidance on Mobile Source
Air Toxic (MSATs) analysis in NEPA documents. This guidance is interim
because MSATs science is still evolving. Currently, EPA has not established
regulatory concentration targets for relevant MSAT pollutants appropriate for
use in the project development process. Therefore, qualitative MSAT
analysis has been added for the Modified Alternative 5.
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4. Comments noted. A revised traffic analysis for induced travel demand is
beyond the scope of this FEIS as indicated in correspondence between EPA
and FHWA during the 404 Merger Agreement discussion on Concurrence
Point 3 (see City’s Concurrence Point 3 Packet [December, 2005]). Thus the
FEIS continues to provide a qualitative assessment of potential secondary
and cumulative impacts.

5. The potential presence of kokanee in the project area is addressed in the
fisheries and threatened and endangered species sections in Chapter 4 of
this FEIS. The Kokanee salmon (Onchorynchus nerka) is not federally or
state listed in the Issaquah Creek basin, nor is the species classified as a
candidate species of concern. The late-run population is, however, declining
as shown by recent studies (Berge and Higgins, 2003) and early-run
kokanee have been declared functionally extinct. A revised Biological
Assessment has been prepared for issuance with the FEIS. In addition,
cities around Lake Sammamish are working with King County and
Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife on the Kokanee issue,
and will be evaluating various conservation and recovery measures in a
proposed 2008 work program.
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6. Supplemental analysis of existing hydrologic conditions and potential permanent
stormwater impacts was conducted by the City for the Concurrence Point 3 package,
and associated mitigation measures have been expanded upon. This information is
reflected in the text of the FEIS. This analysis has resulted in a greater level of
surface water hydrology and water quality protection, to an extent that should
effectively prevent adverse effects on streams in the project area. There remains a
possibility that a minor reduction in ground water recharge would occur as a result of
the project. Project design will include a commitment to maximizing infiltration of
stormwater to prevent and minimize reduction of recharge. As for constructionphase impacts on receiving waters, the project will be subjected to rigorous erosion
and sediment control requirements to minimize adverse impacts.

7

8

9

The January 2004 landslide event is not necessarily an indication of problems that
would be likely to occur at the Southeast Bypass construction site. That event was
caused by excessive groundwater seeping which originated at a very large upland
stormwater infiltration facility that serves the much larger Issaquah Highlands
development. Subsurface soil and groundwater conditions change significantly over
relatively short vertical and horizontal distances in the project vicinity and thus it
would not be appropriate to assume that conditions in the SE Bypass project area
are the same as those encountered at the Sunset Interchange, or Issaquah
Highlands. All large construction projects in the vicinity should be subjected to sitespecific review to meet requirements to minimize adverse effects on Issaquah Creek
and its tributary streams.
7. New traffic modeling has not been required per correspondence between EPA
and FHWA during the 404 Merger Agreement discussions on Concurrence Point 3
held after the SDEIS was released. A revised Biological Assessment is included
with this Final EIS and discusses indirect effects of increased traffic flow. The City’s
Concurrence Point 3 Packet also addressed these concerns in Attachment B and
Attachment H.
8. Comment noted. The discussion of mitigation measures for accidental spills has
been expanded considerably in the FEIS.
9. I-90/Sunset Way Interchange - In the Concurrence Point 3 Package (the
agreement between the proponents and the resource agencies on the preferred
alternative and compensatory mitigation) the City has also agreed to facilitate a
discussion during the project design stage with WSDOT through an inter-agency
request to evaluate maintenance needs at the existing wildlife crossings on I-90 in
coordination with WDFW and USFWS.
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North Project Area. Modified Alternative 5, the preferred alternative, does
not include a wildlife crossing in this portion of the corridor because existing
fencing on private lands in this area would conflict with the goals of the
crossing. This decision was agreed upon by the resource agencies,
including the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife.
South Project Area. During the development of the Concurrence Point 3
Package with the regulatory agencies it was agreed that elevating the bridge
to 8 feet was not necessary because it could not be demonstrated that this
would benefit the migration of large mammals. Regarding a crossing further
south of the corridor, the City recognizes that more needs to be understood
regarding the migration patterns of large mammals between Tiger and Squak
Mountains. Therefore, in the Concurrence Point 3 Package, they agreed to
participate monetarily to help initiate a study and planning effort to address
regional wildlife connectivity.

11

10. Further analysis during the development of the CP3 Package
determined that Modified Alternative 5 is the preferred alternative for the
project. The alignment of South A has been modified from that shown in the
SDEIS, in order to avoid filling of Wetland GW. EPA was given the
opportunity to comment on the draft conceptual mitigation plan. Details on
planning plans won’t be available until final design is conducted.

12

11. The limits of clearing will be clearly marked in the field, both at the
restoration site and at the impact areas. A pre-construction meeting will be
held before clearing and grading begins, during which the contractor will be
informed about the limits of clearing. A trained staff person will be on the site
during initial clearing to clarify any issues regarding the clearing limits.
12. The mitigation plan for the wetland fill and wetland shading proposes
wetland re-establishment at a 3-to-1 ratio, as recommended by the
Department of Ecology (Ecology). Existing, degraded wetland areas will also
be enhanced, and a 110-foot buffer will protect the wetlands. According to
the "Guidance on Wetland Mitigation in Washington State," by DOE, Corps,
and EPA, wetland re-establishment and wetland creation receive the same
amount of credit.

13
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13. The temporarily impacted wetland and buffer areas will be restored with
native plants suitable to the area, per the mitigation plan. Performance
standards included in the plan will require the invasive species coverage to be
less than a certain percentage each year. The monitoring program for the project
will cover at least a 10-year period; by the end of this period, native vegetation
should be well-established enough to prevent invasives from colonizing.

14. Mitigation measures in this Final EIS include measures to protect vegetation,
fish and wildlife, aquatic resources and water quality under the evaluation of
natural elements in Chapter 3. After issuance of the SDEIS, additional mitigation
was identified during the Concurrence Point 3 process under the 404 Merger
Agreement. Concurrence was obtained from resource agencies participating in
404 Merger Process review that Modified Alternative 5 would represent the least
environmentally damaging practicable alternative for the proposed project.
Mitigation for potential impacts on cultural resources is provided in this Final EIS
and in the Cultural Resources technical report for this project. The proposed
project’s northern limits would end south of Interstate 90 and would not affect
property on Grand Ridge or other areas north of the interstate. The Office of
Archaeology and Historic Preservation was contacted during the 404 Merger
Process regarding Modified Alternative 5 and has concluded that the proposed
project would have no adverse effects on cultural resources. Therefore, a
Memorandum of Agreement will not be needed and no further consultation under
Section 106 is needed. If archaeological resources are encountered during
construction, work would be stopped and the OAHP would be consulted regarding
these resources.
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15. Impacts and mitigation measures for local neighborhoods are identified in
the evaluation of social elements in Chapter 3 of this Final EIS. Modified
Alternative 5 was chosen as the preferred alternative for the proposed
project. A summary of issues expressed by local neighborhood residents
who commented on the SDEIS has been included in Chapter 5 of this Final
EIS, and responses to individual comment letters are provided below.

16

16. Since issuance of the SDEIS the Issaquah Highlands Park and Ride was
completed and opened in February 2006. The new facility provides 1,000
parking stalls on a four-acre site within the Issaquah Highlands town center.
The project was a cooperative effort by King County Metro and Sound
Transit. The Issaquah Transit Center on SR-900 is also under contruction,
providing more than 800 parking stalls. Bus routes served by these facilites
are described in Chapter 3. The proposed SE Issaquah Bypass would
provide access to the Issaquah Highlands Park-and-Ride for vehicles
traveling from points of origin south of Interstate 90, and would probably be
more convenient than the Issaquah Park-and-Ride on SR-900.
Transporation Demand Management (TDM) is added to alternatives that
were considered in the EIS but rejected in Chapter 2.
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1. The project would not involve constructed features in close proximity to
North Fork Issaquah Creek. If this comment was intended for East Fork
Issaquah Creek, the following response is provided: A large retaining wall
would be needed along the east edge of the SE Bypass roadway at the north
end of the project corridor. This wall would not extend into the existing
riparian corridor of East Fork Issaquah Creek. The project would not involve
construction of any roadway or bridge crossing over the creek in this area.
The only potential effects of construction on the creek in this area would be
due to potential erosion and sedimentation effects during construction and
interception of shallow ground water in the retaining wall's drainage system
over the long-term following construction. These impacts are addressed in
the Hydrologic Systems and Water Quality sections in Chapter 3 of the FEIS.

1
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2. The FEIS discusses specific plans for stormwater ponds for all alternatives, as the
other build alternatives considered in the DSEIS are no longer proposed. The impacts of
these ponds on nearby streams and wetlands are described in the text of the FEIS in the
Hydrologic Systems and Water Quality sections of chapter 3, and are briefly addressed in
the responses to comments 3 through 6 below.
3. South Ponds S-1, S-2, and S-3 would be located close to the Lewis Lane Tributary
(north tributary to Issaquah Creek) under Modified Alternative 5. Each of these ponds
would drain to this stream. The ponds would not deprive Wetland GW or the stream of
existing hydrologic input, but would result in minor alterations in existing streamflow
patterns that are described in detail in Attachment C (Revised Stormwater Analysis) to the
Concurrence Point 3 Packet and in the FEIS.

2
3
4
5
6
7

8
9
10
11
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4. North Pond N-1 would be close to East Fork Issaquah Creek under Modified Alternative
5. This pond would discharge to the East Fork, and would require construction of a new
outfall to the creek. This pond would not affect wetlands, as there are no wetlands in that
area. Sufficient stormwater treatment would be incorporated in this pond such that
adverse effects on East Fork Issaquah Creek water quality would not occur. Minor effects
on streamflow patterns in the East Fork, which Pond N-1 would factor into, are discussed
in detailed in Attachment C (Revised Stormwater Analysis) to the Concurrence Point 3
Packet and in the FEIS.
5. This comment is related to what is now called South Pond S-1 for Modified Alternative
5 (the preferred alternative discussed in the FEIS). The pond would have an outfall that
directs flows via a spreader into the north tributary to Issaquah Creek (Lewis Lane
Tributary) that lies within Wetland GW in that area.
6. Modified Alternative 5 would involve stormwater discharges into Wetland HS only when
North Pond N-2 is overflowing due to a large storm event hydrograph exceeding the
infiltration and storage capacity of this pond. As discussed in Attachment C (Revised
Stormwater Analysis) to the Concurrence Point 3 Packet and in the Hydrologic Systems
section of Chapter 4 of the FEIS, this pond should be able to infiltrate approximately 95%
of the annual runoff volume routed to it. For reference, 95% of the average annual runoff
volume typically occurs in storms with recurrence frequency of about 6 to 8 months in the
Issaquah area. The peak portion of the runoff hydrograph from a few large rainfall events
each year would represent the overflow runoff volume entering Wetland HS. Thus, it is
expected that the pond would overflow into Wetland HS (indirectly via a long channel
between the pond and the wetland) occasionally, and only for short periods of time. The
storm events in which the pond overflows would occur would likely coincide with high
water conditions in Wetland HS, and thus it is not expected that adverse alteration of the
wetland's hydroperiod would result.
7. The conceptual mitigation plan for the project focuses on two options that provide
significant opportunity for re-establishment and enhancement of wetlands and buffers.
Mitigation for the project was not considered at Wetland HS, as mitigation opportunities
are relatively few. Wetlands HS and GW were most likely one wetland historically, before
the railroad was built. Currently, no stream exists between Wetlands HS and GW, or
within Wetland HS. The culvert connecting Wetlands HS and GW, which is over 100 feet
long and lies beneath a high railroad bed (abandoned), provides the only surface
connection between the two wetlands. Wetlands GW and RD are currently connected by
a culvert located just east of the intersection of SE 96th Street and 238th Way SE.
Wetlands GW and VL are also currently connected by a culvert, which is located under
6th Avenue SE. To re-establish a more natural connection, the roads would have to be
removed.
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8. The only surface connections between Wetlands GW and RD, and Wetlands GW
and VL, are the culverts described in response to comment #7 above. These culverts
will not be affected by the proposed project.

12

9. The culvert beneath the abandoned railroad bed connects the northwest corner of
Wetland GW and the southeast corner of Wetland HS. This connection is believed to
be generally level, with drainage occuring during periodically from Wetland HS to GW.
Replacing this culvert is not proposed in this project scope. All mitigation will occur on
one (or both) of the mitigation option sites.
10. The wetlands may have been historically connected. They are still connected via
culverts, as described in Response #7, 8, and 9. Re-establishing more natural
connections would require removing the abandoned railroad bed and removing city
roads, which is not feasible at this time. The project will mitigate for all impacts as
described in the Conceptual Mitigation Plan (2005).
11. Impacts to jurisdictional ditches will be evaluated by the jurisdictional ditch analysis
and impact analysis associated with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 404 permit. The
alternatives analysis to determine the LEDPA is described in the CP3 Packet and is
ongoing.
12. The project area is located at the base of extensive public lands (Tiger Mountain
and lands east of SR 18) that provide important wildlife habitat. Other important habitat
areas include forested lands north of I-90 and lands to the east (Squak Mountain). The
wildlife crossings at I-90 are important for regional wildlife movement. It is also
important to maintain corridors between Tiger and Squak Mountain, although these
corridors are likely further south of the SE Bypass corridor. The purpose of examining
wildlife crossings in the SE Bypass corridor is to ensure that wildlife passage (for local
wildlife populations and populations with large home ranges - elk, bears, cougars) at I90 is not compromised by the project, and to maintain riparian corridors and
connectivity for localized wildlife movement (deer, small mammals, amphibians)
between Issaquah Creek, the north tributary and Wetland GW, and habitats adjacent to
Tiger Mountain.
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1. The South A alignment (associated with Modified Alternative 5) was chosen over
the South C alignment as the alternative that meets the purpose and need of the
project, while minimizing identified impacts, both natural and socio/economic. The
alignment of South A has been modified since the SDEIS to further minimize wetland
impacts. South A would fill 0.59 acre of wetland, shade 0.32 acre of wetland, and
impact 0.36 acre of buffer. South C would fill 0.16 acre of wetland and permanently
impact 0.93 acre of buffer. The alternatives analysis found that the South C
alignment would not improve traffic congestion, as the bypass would funnel traffic
into 2nd Avenue, the Sycamore and Lewis Lane neighborhoods, three schools, the
school district bus barn, and other streets. Please refer to the CP3 Packet for more
information.

1

2. The four wetlands delineated in the area of South A in 1997 were re-examined in
the field by Herrera in 2005. The boundaries of each of the wetlands were
confirmed, with the exception of an adjustment to Wetland VL, and the addition of an
upland inclusion in Wetland GW. The Hope wetland was also delineated during
these 2005 site visits. Please see FEIS for more information. The wetland
delineations will be verified by the Corps during the 404 permitting process.

2

3
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3. Modified Alternative 5 would not entail discharges to Wetland HS under most
circumstances, because it is expected that North Pond N-2 would infiltrate nearly all
of the runoff directed into it. The overflow channel from this pond would direct flows
under extreme storm events into wetland HS, but the occasional nature of those
discharges is not expected to cause any noticeable effects on the hydroperiod of
Wetland HS.
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(3. cont’d.) Modified Alternative 5 would routinely discharge stormwater runoff into
the north tributary to Issaquah Creek (Lewis Lane Tributary) which flows through
Wetland GW. The discharges from this pond are not expected to measurably alter
the hydroperiod of Wetland GW, as the pond would control flows to match forested
flow durations up to the 50-year recurrence interval event, thus preventing "flashy"
discharges into the large wetland that could otherwise induce minor hydroperiod
effects.

4

This pond would overflow uncontrolled into the north tributary stream channel (and
by extension, Wetland GW) in an extreme event exceeding the 50-year design
event, but in that condition the short-term effects on what would likely be a flooded
wetland would not induce changes in wetland vegetation or morphology. Treatment
of stormwater in Pond S-1 would remove much of the pollutant load in runoff
discharged from the project site into the north tributary and Wetland GW. Modified
Alternative 5 also includes installation of a sanitary sewer for portions of the
residential neighborhood bordering the west edge of Wetland GW, which would
provide water quality benefits for the north tributary and possibly in the western parts
of the large wetland complex. These effects are discussed in Attachment C
(Revised Stormwater Analysis) to the Concurrence Point 3 Packet and in the FEIS.

5

4. The wetland ratings have been adjusted to meet the standards in Ecology’s
Washington State Wetland Rating System for Western Washington (Hruby 2004).
Because Wetlands GW, VL, HS, and RD all have surface connections but are
bisected by human-made features, they were considered to be one assessment unit.
The wetland unit received a rating of Category II. The Hope Property Wetland was
also rated using this rating system, and is defined as a Category II. Please refer to
the FEIS for more information. The rating forms were attached to the Appendix of
the Conceptual Mitigation Plan (Issaquah 2005).
5. As stated in Response 4, Wetlands GW, VL, HS, and RD were rated as one unit
because they have hydrologic connections. The FIES and the Conceptual Mitigation
Plan also discuss City of Issaquah ratings and mitigation ratios.
6. South Pond S-1 will be located outside of the 110-foot buffer of Wetland GW.

6

7

7. Wetland and buffer impacts expected within the project area are discussed in the
FEIS and the Conceptual Mitigation Plan. No impacts on functions of Wetland HS
are anticipated under Modified Alternative 5. The analysis describes direct impacts
(filling) and indirect impacts (shading) to Wetland GW, as well as impacts to GW's
buffer. A specific functions analysis and justification will be provided when a final
decision has been made regarding the mitigation site.

8
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8
9

10
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8. The mitigation site will be protected by a 110-foot buffer, consistent with
the buffers for all of the wetlands in the project area.

9. The Final Mitigation Plan will include a detailed discussion and
assessment to compare the lost functions with the functions provided by the
mitigation.

10. The FEIS assumes a "base scenario" for stormwater effects that reflects
much less infiltration of runoff from the project site. Attachment C (Revised
Stormwater Analysis) to the Concurrence Point 3 Packet presents a detailed
discussion and calculations of hydrologic impacts for this base scenario, as
well as an "alternate scenario" wherein much more project site runoff is
assumed to infiltrate at North Pond N-1 (near the I-90 Sunset Interchange)
and at South Pond S-1. The project design would focus on maximizing
runoff infiltration, and would include extensive in situ explorations at
proposed pond sites to confirm realistic infiltration rates to use in pond
design.
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1

2

3

4

5

1. After issuance of the SDEIS, changes were made to Alternative 5,
resulting in Modified Alternative 5, and this was chosen as the preferred
alternative because it is the only build alternative that meets Purpose and
Need and has impacts that can be effectively mitigated. All other build
alternatives considered in the SDEIS would either have unacceptable
impacts to 4(f) resources or would not meet Purpose and Need. . Reviewing
agencies under the 404 Merger Process have provided concurrence that
Modified Alternative 5 would be considered the least environmentally
damaging practicable alternative. Please see Chapter 2 of this Final EIS and
the Concurrence Point 3 Packet for more discussion on /Modified Alternative
5.
2. Comments noted. Please see the water quality, fisheries, and threatened
and endangered species sections of Chapter 3 of this FEIS for updated
information on these species. A revised Biological Assessment will be
issued with ths FEIS.
3. The proposed project’s northern area is near the East Fork of Issaquah
Creek. There are no tributaries to the East Fork that are part of the affected
environment. Several small drainages coming from the north end of Tiger
Mountain drain into the East Fork, but those drainages are located upstream
(east) of the proposed project’s limits. Potential impacts to the East Fork of
Issaquah Creek are identified in Chapter 3 of this FEIS.
4. Additional information on water quality and stream impacts under Modified
Alternative 5 is provided in Chapter 3 of this FEIS. The overall condition of
Issaquah Creek and its tributaries is not considered to be generally
degraded, nor is the surrounding area extremely developed. The
headwaters of the north tributary is located in Wetland GW in the project
area, at the base of Tiger Mountain. Farther downstream, the riparian area is
fairly well vegetated, and the tributary flows through the Hope Property
Wetland. Supplemental analysis of existing hydrologic conditions and
potential permanent storm water impacts was conducted by the City and
provided in their Concurrence Point 3 Packet. Associated mitigation
measures have been expanded. This information is reflected in the text of
the FEIS in Chapter 3. A greater level of surface hydrology and water quality
protection would be provided, to the extent that is expected to effectively
prevent effects on streams in the project area.

5. Your comments have been noted and will be considered for the Final EIS.
Please see Chapter 4 of this Final EIS for more information on mitigation
measures under Modified Alternative 5.
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5. The Conceptual Mitigation Plan describes the proposed mitigation within
the north tributary of Issaquah Creek. Mitigation would include creation of
off-channel habitat, installation of large woody debris, and in-stream
improvements within the north tributary. If North Pond N-1 cannot be
designed as an infiltration pond (as previously proposed in the SDEIS), it
would be designed as a conventional detention pond that discharges to the
East Fork of Issaquah Creek. Outflows from the pond would be controlled to
match forested flow peaks and flow durations for all storms up to the 50-year
statistical recurrence interval (King County Level 2 flow control criteria), and
thus it is expected that onsite runoff entering the East Fork of Issaquah
Creek would not cause a substantial change to in-stream flow conditions
during high flow events. During lower flow conditions, the addition of a minor
amount of runoff flow from the project area via North Pond N-1 would not be
expected to adversely affect in-stream flow characteristics for fish. Thus,
habitat mitigation within the East Fork is not proposed.
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Individual Comment Letters

1. Traffic modeling for Modified Alternative 5 indicates that volumes on Front Street would
decrease with the proposed roadway and that north-south travel conditions and
accessibility to I-90 from Front Street and the proposed SE Bypass roadway would be
greatly improved with the new roadway.
2. The proposed roadway is intended to accommodate pass-by trips between I-90 and
Issaquah-Hobard Road where stops in Issaquah are not desired and improve travel to
and from Front Street businesses.
3. Widening of Newport Way was considered by the City not long ago, but expanding this
road to four lanes was rejected by the City Council as having too great of impact on that
area of Issaquah. The resulting design for Newport Way, which is is included in the
Transportations Improvement Program in 2012 (or beyond), is intended to primarily
address safety issues and calls for a two lane road with a center turn lane. Other
potential improvements, addressed in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, are not considered to
have a significant effect on improving traffic flow on Front Street South.
4. Substantial adverse impacts on air quality and noise are not expected to occur under
the proposed project. Please see the air quality and noise sections of Chapter 3 of this
Final EIS for impacts and mitigation measures associated with Modified Alternative 5.
5. The proposed roadway would accommodate use by transit vehicles. The need for
increased transit service to Issaquah via the proposed roadway would be determined by
city and county transit service providers. The proposed roadway would include pedestrian
and bicycle facilities for non-motorized travel.
6. Where permit requests include the need for code exemptions, the proposed project
would be subject to conditions prior to permit approval. Such conditions would be
expected to address impacts on sensitive areas and the community that may be
associated with granting the potential exemptions. The proposed project would follow all
conditions required for requested permits.

1
2
3
4
5
6

7

Southeast Issaquah Bypass Final EIS

7. The FEIS assumes a "base scenario" for stormwater effects that reflects much less
infiltration of runoff from the project site. The City’s Concurrence Point 3 Packet presents
a detailed discussion and calculations of hydrologic impacts for this base case scenario,
and an "alternate scenario" where more project site runoff is assumed to infiltrate at North
Pond N-1 and at South Pond S-1. The project design would focus on maximizing runoff
infiltration, and would include extensive on-site explorations at proposed pond sites to
confirm infiltration potential for ponds. The FEIS includes additional discussion about
potential effects on flooding downstream of the project corridor. Wetland fill associated
with this project would displace stormwater detention functions provided by the wetland;
however, this wetland fill would be compensated for in the project mitigation plan and the
project's stormwater detention facilities would compensate for the lost stormwater
attenuation function of the filled wetland area.
8. The SDEIS identifies alternatives considered prior to advancing those evaluated for the
proposed project. Alternatives selection followed an appropriate screening process and
was consistent with NEPA guidance. Existing corridors were considered in several
locations and were not advanced where they could not meet the proposed project’s
purpose and need, and/or where a high level of potential impacts could be identified.
9. Substantial conflicts exist between wildlife and humans in the neighborhoods of
Issaquah. Therefore, it is unwise to provide movement corridors through the SE Bypass
project area that direct wildlife into these areas of conflict. Hence, the decision to
maintain a corridor at the north tributary coupled with buffer enhancement so that wildlife
can move with the benefit of security to other suitable habitats in the Issaquah Creek
corridor. The City has agreed to participate monetarily to help initiate a study and
planning effort to address regional wildlife connectivity, and to facilitate a discussion with
WSDOT during the project design stage to evaluate maintenance needs at the existing
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Wildlife crossings on I-90 in coordination with WDFW and USFWS. It is difficult to predict
the level of mortality that will occur on the roadway although the DSEIS acknowledges
this may occur. Where the roadway is confined by retaining walls, little mortality is
expected because wildlife could not access the corridor. Where the roadway crosses atgrade, wildlife could suffer mortality. Also, some wildlife will not attempt to cross the
corridor given the high volume of traffic expected on the roadway.
10. It is correct to say that noise can travel from low-lying areas to areas above.
However, Squak Mountain residences are located further than one-half-mile from the
project area. Residences at this distance would not experience a noticeable change in
noise levels from the project. As a comparison, Noise Receptor I is located 250 feet west
of the project. Existing and future noise levels at Noise Receptor I are predicted to be 60
dBA for the existing conditions and future conditions with the project. With no change in
noise levels resulting from the project at 250 feet, no noticeable change in noise levels
resulting from the project are predicted at residences located at least one-half-mile from
the project on Squak Mountain.
11. The Environmental Protection Agency has set National Ambient Air Quality Standards
which specify maximum concentrations for carbon monoxide (CO), particulate matter less
than 10 micrometers in size (PM10) and less than 2.5 micrometers in size (PM2.5), ozone,
sulfur dioxide, lead, and nitrogen dioxide. The project area is in compliance with these
standards for all pollutants, but because the Carbon Monoxide (CO) standards have been
recently attained, the project is within a CO maintenance area, therefore local intersection
level CO analysis was conducted. This analysis concluded that CO levels near project
intersections would be within EPA standards. The Puget Sound Clean Air Agency
(PSCAA) is responsible for monitoring, setting standards, and regulating development to
achieve regional air quality standards in the King, Kitsap, Pierce, and Snohomish
counties. For additional information regarding air quality in the region, please visit the
PSCAA website at: http://www.pscleanair.org or call the PSCAA at 206-343-8800.
Regional air pollutant trends have generally followed national patterns over the last 20
years. While the average weekday vehicle miles traveled in the central Puget Sound
region has increased from 30 million miles in 1981 to 65 million in 1999, pollutants
associated with transportation sources have decreased over time due to more stringent
federal emission standards for new vehicles and the gradual replacement of older, more
polluting vehicles. The downward trend for pollution emissions is predicted to continue
with the implementation of the EPA Tier II Gasoline/Sulfur Rule.
12. Potential visual impacts from the proposed project are addressed in the SDEIS.
Visual analysis follows FHWA guidance for evaluating potential impacts on visual quality
and was reviewed and approved by FHWA and WSDOT prior to DSEIS issuance. While
the proposed project may require removal of some existing trees along the base of Tiger
Mountain, it is not expected to result in significant losses of large stands of trees, or to
create the need for large-scale removal of trees, along the proposed project route. It is
acknowledged that portions of the proposed roadway may be more visible from some
view locations until proposed landscaping has time to grow.
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As the DSEIS indicates, depending on the location, existing vegetation and topography
would help block views and screen the roadway from many view locations. In locations
nearer to the roadway, landscaping is intended to diminish potential view impacts.
Although landscaping would become more effective over time, no substantial visual
impacts are expected to occur while landscaping matures.
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13. Additional subsurface exploration would be needed at the design level for the
proposed walls in the north project area. Subsurface geologic conditions vary widely in
the area and it is not possible to compare conditions at nearby locations with those in the
SE Bypass project area. The project has included a detailed analysis of existing surface
and subsurface hydrologic conditions in the project area.
It is acknowledged that large retaining walls proposed in the northern part of the project
corridor could intercept shallow ground water on the affected hill slope area. These
effects are discussed in Attachment C to the City’s Concurrence Point 3 Packet and in
Chapter 3 of this FEIS. Walls would be designed and constructed with careful protection
to avoid hillslope failure as a primary consideration.
14. Modified Alternative 5 was chosen as the preferred build alternative and would not
displaced the home built with Habitat for Humanity assistance. The Final EIS
acknowledges that Modified Alternative 5 would displace up to eight residences and that
such displacements would be subject to compensation and assistance provided under the
Uniform Relocation Act. The SDEIS indicates that potential disruptions to access could
occur during construction. Afterward, no long-term impacts on access to local residences
would occur. Proximity impacts are addressed throughout the DSEIS under individual
elements where impacts could occur, such as noise, air quality, social, and visual
elements.
15. As discussed in the revised biological assessment and in the FEIS, the "effect
determination" on chinook salmon and bull trout (and steelhead) has been updated to
"may affect not likely to adversely affect" due to additional conservation measures that
have been incorporated into the project plans. These conservation measures include
measures to improve water quality in project area streams and stream restoration
improvements in the north tributary downstream of Front Street South. See Chapter 3 of
this FEIS for more information.
16. The proposed project would preserve access to Tiger Mountain trails, although it
would change how trails may be reached. Proposed sidewalks and signalized crosswalks
would provide continued access to local trails. In the northern project area, a new
trailhead parking lot is proposed south of East Sunset Way to accommodate individuals
and groups that use vehicles to reach northern trailhead destinations. In addition, while it
is used by the public the Issaquah Trail is not a formal trail because it is located on private
property.
17. Cumulative impacts were addressed in the SDEIS and are included in Chapter 3 of
this Final EIS, as detailed under each discipline. It was concluded that the mitigation
being proposed to offset the identified impacts will be effective in addressing cumulative
impacts caused by this project and other transportation and development projects
currently proposed. For example, stormwater impacts are mitigated to result in no-net
increase in pollutant loadings to receiving waters, and infiltration of stormwater will
mitigate hydrologic impacts to pre-project conditions. The effects on the environment will
be no different if other projects, such as Park Pointe, are constructed. Cumulative
impacts that could be caused by future growth are addressed by current land use
regulations, which effectively limit the amount of additional development that could occur
in the project vicinity.
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18. Park Pointe does not require the SE Bypass under any development scenario. As
noted in the SE Bypass SDEIS, the original development proposal under the Urban
Village land use designation did rely on the SE Bypass to achieve full development
density. The Park Pointe developer has indicated access to the property is available via
local streets without access from the Bypass. Entrance roads to Park Pointe are shown on
project illustrations only as potential points of access. They will not be constructed unless
approved and paid for by future developers of this site.
19. Your comments have been noted and will be considered in the City's decision for this
project. The proposed project is not intended to influence the location of local urban
growth boundaries. Decisions regarding the urban growth boundary would be made by
city and county planning officials and would be subject to a lengthy public review process
prior to potential changes.
20. If changes are proposed to Issaquah-Hobart Road, future environmental evaluation
would occur, including impacts on sensitive areas, prior to approval. Similarly,
considerable public review and evaluation would be required prior to consideration of
locating a new north-south freeway in east King County. No such plans have been
identified at this time.

1

21. The proposed project is intended to address pass-through traffic that is traveling
between I-90 and Issaquah-Hobart Road, as stated in the Purpose and Need. This traffic,
which overwhelms the current road system because there are no alternate routes through
downtown Issaquah, is preventing easy access by other motorists who do want to visit
and shop at these CBD businesses. The proposed project is intended to separate these
distinctly different types of traffic.
22. Funding for the proposed roadway would be determined by the City and would likely
be provided through a combination of local, state and federal funding sources. The city
would be responsible for between 14-20% of the project cost.

2

23. The purpose of the No-Action alterantive is not to identify and evaluate other
alternatives, but rather to provide a baseline that the build alternatives could be compared
to. Please see Chapter 2 for a discussion of all alternatives considered during the course
of the EIS process. Whether funding affects other future transporation project cannot be
determined; however, the city would be responsible for only 14-20% of the project cost,
leaving funds for other project.
24. Your comments are acknowledged and will be considered by the City. The proposed
project’s purpose and need was carefully developed in coordination with FHWA, WSDOT,
the City, and reviewing agencies. The SDEIS and this Final EIS have been reviewed
extensively by state and federal agencies and provide adequate information to evaluate
impacts associated with the remaining alternatives. The City Council, through their
funding authority, will determine if potential impacts associated with the proposed project
outweigh the benefits of the project.
1. Your comments are noted and will be considered in the City’s decision on this project.
2. The DSEIS considers impacts associated with the proposed project and identifies
mitigating measures for elements of the natural and social environment. The proposed
project’s purpose and need was developed by the City in cooperation with state and
federal agencies. Chapter 1, in which the purpose and need is identified, provides
additional background regarding reasons why the project is being proposed.
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3. It should be noted that current City streets –Newport Way, Front Street South,
nd
and 2 Avenue SE— all currently funnel traffic to the 2-lane Issaquah Hobart
Road. The SE Bypass is intended to relieve congestion and reduce traffic on
those streets by making them available for local use and allowing pass-through
traffic that travels between I-90 and Issaquah Hobart Road to completely bypass
these areas.
Impacts of the Issaquah-Hobart Road are described for future year 2030
conditions. Please refer to the discussion on page 2-23 of the SDEIS.
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4. The Park Pointe development is not reliant on the SE Bypass for access. As
noted in the SE Bypass SDEIS, the original development proposal under the
Urban Village land use designation did rely on the SE Bypass to achieve full
development density. In 2004 the City Council amended the Comprehensive Plan
and changed the land use designation for Park Pointe from “Urban Village” to
“Low Density Residential”. Under current regulations and plans, up to 356
residential units could be built without access from the SE Bypass road. The Park
Pointe developer has indicated access to the property is available via local streets
without access from the Bypass. Entrance roads to Park Pointe are shown on
project illustrations only as potential points of access. They will not be
constructed unless approved and paid for by future developers of this site. There
are no other projects in the planning or permitting process that are reliant on, or
anticipatory of, the SE Bypass project.
5. Many other alternatives were evaluated, including those suggested in the
comment, and are summarized in Chapter 2. Widening of Newport Way was
considered by the City not long ago, but expanding this road to four lanes was
rejected by the City Council as having too great of impact on that area of
Issaquah. The resulting design for Newport Way, which is included in the
Transporation Improvement Program in 2012 (or beyond), is intended to primarily
address safety issues and currently calls for a two lane road with a center turn
lane. The alternative of widening SR 18 is also summarized in Section 2, and but
was rejected because the traffic modeling showed it wasn’t effective in reducing
traffic on Front Street South. The City is currently proposing a third crossing of I90, the I-90 Undercrossing Project, but that project won’t provide any
improvement to congestion to City streets south of I-90.

6. through 8. Visual impacts are adequately identified in the SDEIS following state
and federal guidance for this analysis, and this analysis was reviewed and
approved by FHWA and WSDOT prior to SDEIS issuance. Computer-generated
graphics were considered, however, subsequent decisions resulted in the use of
different gra-phic representations in the visual analysis section of the SDEIS.
Trees near the roadway would be retained to the extent possible. Landscaping
and other measures identified in the SDEIS are intended to reduce potential visual
impacts associated with the proposed roadway. Computer-generated graphics
were considered but were not included in the final approved consultant contract.
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9. The Bypass will require retaining walls along the north end of the project.
The purpose of the retaining walls is to replace the lateral support of the hillside
in cut areas and to provide support for fills while providing adequate space for
the roadway. The retaining walls will be structural and designed appropriately.
Soil and groundwater conditions through this area have been preliminarily
evaluated in the SDEIS (see Southeast Issaquah Bypass Earth Technical
Report, October 2, 1998).
New cuts in the steep slope area must be designed to: 1) replace the lateral
support of the slope by the use of structural retaining walls, and 2) provide a
path for flow of groundwater that is present within the native soils. New fills in
the steep slope area need to be 1) evaluated for overall stability, and 2)
designed such that it is constructed on a series of horizontal benches to “key”
the fill into the slope. Geologic and hydrogeologic design considerations will
require additional subsurface exploration to supplement the test borings
completed to date for the DSEIS. Additional subsurface exploration will need to
be completed before designing structural walls for the SE Bypass project, since
subsurface conditions change significantly over relatively short distances. A
design level subsurface exploration program can be developed to adequately
address the geotechnical and hydrogeological design considerations at the
north end of the SE Bypass project area as a basis for structural wall design.
10. The SDEIS identifies potential impacts on trails and access to Tiger
Mountain and additional information on these impacts under is provided in
Chapter 3 of this Final EIS. It has been acknowledged that the proposed SE
Bypass roadway would change the route to reach trails on Tiger Mountain. The
proposed project has been designed to accommodate future trail access and
hiking opportunities near Issaquah. Modified Alternative 5 would continue to
include an enlarged sidewalk, 14 feet in width, to accommodate trail use along
the western side of the proposed roadway. A 5-foot bicycle lane also would be
provided along both sides of the roadway. Signalized crosswalks would be
included connecting to a standard sidewalk on the east side of the roadway
which would provide access to existing Tiger Mountain trails. A new trailhead
parking area south of East Sunset Way is also proposed to provide vehicle
access to trails in the north. While the hiking environment would change along
the roadway, access to hiking trails on Tiger Mountain would be continued.
A pedestrian crossing was considered near the high school athletic field during
early design meetings on the proposed project build alternatives. A potential
overpass raised clearance issues for vehicle movement along the roadway.
The Issaquah School District expressed concerns for loitering and other issues
associated with the potential provision of a tunnel undercrossing at this location.
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To date, no further consideration has been given to provisions for gradeseparated crossings and the proposed project continues to provide at-grade
crosswalks for east-west pedestrian and bicycle travel. Alternatives that would
have used the South C alignment, where a free right turn to the SE Bypass was
proposed near the Rainier Trail, would need to accommodate pedestrian
movement in the design.
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11. and 12. The proposed sidewalks on both sides of the roadway would be
separated from traffic by curbs and a five-foot wide bicycle lane. Landscaping is
proposed along the inside portion of sidewalks, but is not currently planned
between the outer portion of the sidewalk and the road. As indicated above, a
grade-separated crossing was considered, but is not proposed, along the
roadway.
13. The City recognizes that more needs to be understood regarding the migration
patterns of large mammals between Tiger and Squak Mountains. Therefore, in
the Concurrence Point 3 Package (the agreement between the proponents and
the resource agencies on the preferred alternative and compensatory mitigation)
the City has agreed to participate monetarily to help initiate a study and planning
effort to address regional wildlife connectivity. The City has also agreed to
facilitate a discussion during the project design stage with WSDOT through an
inter-agency request to evaluate maintenance needs at the existing wildlife
crossings on I-90 in coordination with WDFW and USFWS.
14. The FEIS assumes a "base scenario" for stormwater effects that reflects much
less infiltration of runoff from the project site. Attachment C (Revised Stormwater
Analysis) to the Concurrence Point 3 Packet presents a detailed discussion and
calculations of hydrologic impacts for this base case scenario, as well as an
"alternate scenario" wherein much more project site runoff is assumed to infiltrate
at North Pond N-1 (near the I-90 Sunset Interchange) and at South Pond S-1.
The project design would focus on maximizing runoff infiltration, and would include
extensive in situ explorations at proposed pond sites to confirm realistic infiltration
rates to use in pond design. The FEIS includes more discussion than was
presented in the DSEIS about potential effects on streamflow and aquifer
recharge in acknowledgment of the importance of this comment.

15. Your comments have been noted and will be considered in the City's decision
for this project.
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1. Your comments have been noted and will be considered in the City's decision for
this project.
2. Secondary and cumulative impacts are included in the Summary of this Final EIS.
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3. Issues regarding the proposed SE Bypass and independent utility were identified in
the SDEIS volume addressing comment letters on the Draft EIS. This response is
repeated from the SDEIS text below:
“Through a series of meetings held in summer 1997, it was determined that each of
the Issaquah area projects would have independent utility, and therefore, would be
subject to separate environmental review. These meetings, attended by Issaquah,
Washington State Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, and
project consultant team members, resulted in agreement that independent review
should proceed (Position Paper on Segmentation, May 14, 1997; Meeting Notes with
FHWA dated August 5 and September 9, 1997). This was determined to be true for all
three Issaquah-area projects. The North SPAR project would exist even if the South
SPAR project had not been built, and it would still serve the Issaquah Highlands
development. The South SPAR project was considered dependent on the I-90 Sunset
Interchange and that is why those two projects were linked in a single environmental
impact statement. The South SPAR/Sunset Interchange project, however, was not
considered dependent on construction of the Southeast Issaquah Bypass or the North
SPAR project. Finally, the Southeast Issaquah Bypass is not considered dependent
on either of the SPAR projects, nor the I-90 Sunset Interchange Improvements. “Since
issuance of the Southeast Bypass Draft EIS, both the North SPAR and South
SPAR/Sunset Interchange projects have been completed and are serving local traffic
needs as intended. Therefore, even if the proposed Southeast Bypass project is not
constructed, these two projects will continue to function as designed (page xi, SDEIS
Comment Letters, June 2004).”
The proposed SE Bypass project’s northern limits would end south of the I-90
Interchange and may require modification of the East Sunset Way intersection. The
potential for a new t-intersection at East Sunset Way has been considered in
environmental analysis for the proposed SE Bypass project. This intersection was
identified and described in the Draft EIS (2000) and again in the Supplemental Draft
EIS (2004) and continues to be a part of the proposed project.
The I-90 interchange will need to be rebuilt whether or not the bypass is done;
reconfigured if the bypass is not built and reconfigured to accommodate the bypass if it
is built.
4. Mitigation measures are considered for the No Action alternative in the SDEIS.
Alternatives that meet the project’s goal of reducing congestion between I-90 and
Issaquah Hobart Road were evaluated in depth during the course of the EIS process.
The reader is referred to Chapter 2 for a discussion of all alternatives considered during
the course of the EIS process. Other alternatives to the proposed project have been
suggested in comments, but these alternatives are not reasonable because they are
not effective in reducing congestion.
5. With mitigation, no adverse impacts on the floodplain are expected under Modified
Alternative 5. Please see Chapter 3 of this Final EIS for impacts related to hydrology
and floodplains. Modified Alternative 5 would include changes in the proposed
project’s southern alignment to avoid or reduce wetland impacts. Potential wetland
impacts under this alternative cannot be fully avoided, however, and a wetland
mitigation plan has been prepared and is included with this Final EIS.
6. The typical cross-section provided in the SDEIS depicts an area south of East
Sunset Way and is used for illustrative purposes only. The proposed retaining wall on
the east side of the roadway could extend approximately 1,000 feet south from a point
opposite East Sunset Way in the northern project area. Additional subsurface
exploration would be needed at the design stage of the proposed project to confirm the
design of structural walls in the north.
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7. The project has included detailed analysis of existing surface and subsurface
hydrologic conditions in the project area. It is acknowledged that large retaining walls
proposed in the northern project corridor would intercept shallow ground water on the
affected hill slope area. These effects are discussed in Attachment C to the City’s
Concurrence Point 3 Packet and in the FEIS. The walls would be designed and
constructed with careful protection to avoid hill slope failure as a primary consideration.
Additional design level subsurface exploration would be needed before designing the
proposed structural walls in the northern project area.
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8. Subsurface soil and groundwater conditions vary greatly in the project vicinity and it is
not possible to compare other local events with the proposed SE Bypass project area.
Additional subsurface explorations would be needed at the design stage prior to building
structural walls in the north project area. Based on available boring data, groundwater
seepage is not expected to be of concern within the proposed cuts. In particular,
conditions that were encountered locally a few years ago by a telecommunications
company are not expected along the SE Bypass route. In that event, a contractor was
using directional drilling equipment in the area of the Sunset Interchange. They drilled in
an easterly direction at about elevation 140 ft for a distance of about 250 to 300 ft into the
hillside when the drill crew encountered groundwater under pressure, causing water to
flow out of the borehole until it could be capped permanently. This drilling activity tapped
the groundwater at a location east of the proposed alignment and at a depth of about 50
feet below the planned roadway elevations. The SE Bypass route would be at an
elevation of about 190 feet in the vicinity of the proposed retaining walls, which is 50 feet
higher than the previous boring. Geologic investigations have not found anything that
would suggest a similar condition would be encountered in the SE Bypass area.
9. The FEIS assumes a "base scenario" for stormwater effects that reflects much less
infiltration of runoff from the project site. Attachment C to the City’s Concurrence Point 3
Packet presents a detailed discussion and calculations of hydrologic impacts for this
scenario, and an "alternate scenario" where more project site runoff is assumed to
infiltrate at North Pond N-1 and South Pond S-1. The project design would focus on
maximizing runoff infiltration, and would include extensive on-site explorations at
proposed pond sites to confirm the infiltration potential for pond design. Please see
Chapter 4 of the FEIS for additional discussion about potential effects on streamflow,
surface water quality, and aquifer recharge.
10. Your comments are noted. Please see response to comment 8 above regarding
subsurface conditions in the project vicinity.
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11. Information on water wells in the project vicinity, including a map of well locations, is
provided in the Southeast Issaquah Bypass Waterways and Hydrologic Systems Technical
Report (Herrera, 1998) prepared in support of the Southeast Issaquah Bypass Draft
Environmental Impact Statement issued in June 2000.
12. Infiltration rates of existing soils to absorb sidewalk runoff will be evaluated during final
design. In the event that soils in the vicinity prove not to have sufficient infiltration
capacity, any runoff from sidewalks will be conveyed to North Pond 1 for detention and
treatment.
13. The variability and hence unreliability of infiltration in the project area has been
acknowledged. To this end, all ponds shown in the FEIS, except North Pond 2, are
designed and sized on the basis of zero infiltration. North Pond 2 is assumed to infiltrate
stormwater given favorable soils documented in studies for the proposed Park Pointe
development nearby.
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In the event that during final design the soils prove conducive for infiltration, the
proposed ponds would be downsized according to the requirements of the most
current edition of the Department of Ecology’s Stormwater Management Manual for
Western Washington. To address the issue of turbid water during construction, the
bottom 2 feet of pond excavation would not occur until the project has been
completed and the site stabilized to prevent potential “clogging” of the soil pores.
After site stabilization, small silty soil particles would be removed and un-compacted
native soil used to maximize infiltration potential.
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14. and 15. The variability and unreliability of infiltration in the project area has been
acknowledged. All ponds shown in the FEIS, except North Pond 2, are designed
and sized on the basis of zero infiltration. North Pond 2 is assumed to infiltrate
stormwater given favorable soils documented in studies for the proposed Park
Pointe project nearby. In the event that during final design soils in the SE Bypass
project area prove conducive for infiltration, the proposed ponds would be downsized
according to the requirements of the most current Department of Ecology
Stormwater Management Manual for Western Washington.
16. Under design requirements of the Department of Ecology Stormwater
Management Manual for Western Washington, not only would peak flows be
matched for the SE Bypass project, but flow durations may not be exceeded for 1/2
of the 2-year storm through the 50-year storm. The detention facilities proposed for
this project would meet this requirement. Attachment C (Revised Stormwater
Analysis) to the Concurrence Point 3 Packet presents a detailed discussion of
potential hydrologic effects on the north tributary to Issaquah Creek, including the
potential for erosion and sedimentation of the stream channel. This analysis is
referenced in the FEIS discussion in the Hydrologic Systems section of Chapter 4.
The stormwater detention provided in South Pond S-1 and South Pond S-3 would
mitigate for what would otherwise clearly be significant adverse impacts on this small
stream. Thus, to state that these ponds would cause impacts on the stream channel
is incorrect. Potential temperature effects on the north tributary are a concern that
should be addressed in the design of South Pond S-1 and South Pond S-3 (which
would include permanent pools of water for runoff treatment) - mainly to maximize
shading of the ponds to reduce water temperatures. The continual ground water
seepage that feeds the north tributary will provide a temperature buffering effect for
the long-term.
17. As described in the FEIS and the Conceptual Mitigation Plan, all wetland buffers
within the project area and the mitigation site will be 110 feet wide. Mitigation for
permanent buffer impacts will be buffer addition. If the new buffer area is not of
equal or greater value to the impacted buffer area, enhancement will also occur.
Please see the FEIS and Conceptual Mitigation Plan for more detail.

17

18

Southeast Issaquah Bypass Final EIS

18. Attachment C (Revised Stormwater Analysis) to the Concurrence Point 3 Packet
presents a detailed discussion of revised pollutant loading calculations for Modified
Alternative 5 (the preferred alternative discussed in the FEIS), as well as revised
assumptions for stormwater infiltration and surface drainage discharges. The plans
for stormwater treatment associated with this alternative, coupled with a commitment
to install a sanitary sewer system to replace failing septic systems in parts of the
neighborhood to the west of the southern portion of the project corridor, are
expected to offset potentially adverse water quality effects on the north tributary
(Lewis Lane Tributary) and Issaquah Creek and Lake Sammamish downstream.
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19
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19. See response to comment #18 above. There is sufficient evidence in the body
of water quality literature for western Washington to support an assessment that
pollutant loading occurring during the middle and latter part of extreme storm
events is minimal compared to what occurs at all other times of lower flow and
lighter precipitation, and thus it is reasonable to state that occasional infiltration
pond overflows in heavy storm events should not result in measurable
downstream water quality impacts, provided that the drainage conveyance system
downstream of the infiltration facility is designed and maintained to resist
significant erosion.
20. Comment noted. The discussion of mitigation measures for accidental spills
has been expanded in Chapter 3 of this FEIS. The City also recently prepared a
Spill Contingency Management Plan to address coordination of interagency
actions and necessary response measures in situations of hazardous material
spills.
21. The proposed ponds would be designed to allow fluctuations in water levels
that would prevent mosquito eggs from hatching, therefore the use of larvicides is
not expected to be needed. However, a larvicide is being used by the City
consistent with the approved Department of Health strategy to mitigate potential
mosquito-borne health issues associated with the West Nile Virus. This larvicide
(Bti) is a natural bacterium that is considered safe by the Department of Ecology.
If applied to surface waters, there is no chance that it will enter the groundwater
drinking water aquifer because natural attenuation by subsurface soils will very
effectively remove any contaminants.
The City currently does not employ herbicides for clearing brush from stormwater
detention pond tracts and along road rights-of-way. Only mechanical removal
methods are used. Vegetation maintenance on other city properties follow
Integrated Pest Management Policy approved by the City. This will include use
vegetation that requires minimal maintenance and no chemical treatment.
22. The four wetlands delineated in the area of South A in 1997 were re-examined
in the field by Herrera in 2005. The boundaries of each of the wetlands were
confirmed, with the exception of an adjustment to Wetland VL, and the addition of
an upland inclusion in Wetland GW. The Hope wetland was also delineated
during these 2005 site visits. Please see FEIS for more information. The wetland
delineations will be verified by the Corps during the 404 permitting process.
23. The City of Issaquah wetland ratings for Wetlands HS and VL were changed
from Class 2 (in the SDEIS) to Class 1. These wetlands are hydrologically
connected to Wetland GW (Class 1), and therefore to the Hope Property Wetland
and Wetland RD. The City of Issaquah Municipal Code requires 100-foot buffers
for wetlands of this classification, and 2-to-1 mitigation ratios for permanent
wetland impacts. The Department of Ecology’s guidelines for a 110 foot wetland
buffer are being followed.
24. The LEDPA, Alternative 5/Modified Alternative 5, involves the South A
alignment, which does not propose impacts to Wetland HS.
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25. Under Modified Alternative 5, the South C alignment is not the preferred
alignment in the Final EIS. All buffer impacts associated with the project will be
mitigated under Mitigation Option 1 or 2.
26. Modified Alternative 5 does not propose buffer reductions. All wetlands in the
project area and mitigation site will be protected by a 110-foot buffer. The areas of
temporary buffer or wetland impacts associated with the bridge will be restored with
native plantings.

26

27

27. The project is located in a transition area between vast areas of public lands with
valuable wildlife habitat and urban development. This area provides edge habitat
and supports wildlife with small home ranges, wildlife adapted to edge habitats, and
wildlife that forage in urban settings. It is not suitable habitat for species with large
home ranges or species requiring extensive intact forested habitat. For those
species, this area is primarily a potential corridor to other intact forested habitat
associated with Squak Mountain State Park. For the species that thrive in the
current project area, a new road corridor would present a substantial impact if it
isolates those populations from foraging sources (urban neighborhoods). These
effects were disclosed on page 3-105 of the SDEIS. Some of these effects would be
offset by the wildlife corridor at the North Tributary and Wetland GW. Many of the
affected species are highly adaptable and they will find alternative foraging areas,
travel routes, or move on to better habitat. It is important to note that this road
corridor is directly adjacent to the urban boundaries of Issaquah. The total project
effect is a loss of 26 acres of habitat, which is a relatively minor amount of habitat.
The loss of this habitat and the construction of a road would not have a substantial
impact on forest-dwelling species. The best movement areas for those species
appear to be further south in the Issaquah-Hobart Road corridor.

28

28. The wetland buffers would be fenced temporarily so newly planted vegetation
has time to establish. In our experience, fencing is critical to the survival of
plantings, because the young plants are a preferred food source for wildlife. The text
in the FEIS has been revised for clarification.

29

30
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29. The preferred alternative proposes a wildlife crossing at the North Tributary.
Numerous factors were considered during the discussion of wildlife crossing for the
project. In the Concurrence Point 3 Package (the agreement between the
proponents and the resource agencies on the preferred alternative and
compensatory mitigation) the City has agreed to participate monetarily to help initiate
a study and planning effort to address regional wildlife connectivity. The City has
also agreed to facilitate a discussion during the project design stage with WSDOT
through an inter-agency request to evaluate maintenance needs at the existing
wildlife crossings on I-90 in coordination with WDFW and USFWS.
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30.-31. Cumulative impacts south of the city are addressed in the land use
discussion of the SDEIS and this Final EIS. Please see response to
Comment No. 30 above. As indicated in both the SDEIS and this Final EIS,
the need for future improvements to Issaquah-Hobart Road will be
determined by King County. Presently, the County has not proposed
additional widening of the Issaquah-Hobart Road. Potential effects of future
projects south of the Issaquah Southeast Bypass on streams and wetlands in
the Issaquah Creek valley are speculative. The FEIS includes additional
discussion of potential secondary and cumulative effects of the project on
aquatic resources as well as other elements of the environment.
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1. Under Modified Alternative 5, access to the Sportsman’s Club property
would be either by a public street through the Park Pointe Development
should that be built or directly from the Bypass..

2. Your comments have been noted and will be considered in the City's
decision for this project. Utility connections will need to be maintained and
will be included in the design as part of the project.

3. Your comments have been noted and will be considered in the City's
decision for this project. Utility connections will need to be maintained and
will be included in the design as part of the project.
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3

4

4. Your comments have been noted and will be considered in the City's
decision for this project. Utility connections will need to be maintained and
will be included in the design as part of the project.

5
5. Your comments have been noted and will be considered in the City's
decision for this project. Utility connections will need to be maintained and
will be included in the design as part of the project.

6

6. Thank you. The CP3 document notes that the Clubhouse is on the
National Register of Historic Places and is also noted in the FEIS as well.

7

7. The City has selected alignment North C in the Preferred Alternative to
avoid the Issaquah Sportsmen Club building, thus removing this potential
impact. In addition a new access road would be provided to the Clubhouse
property.
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1. The City has selected alignment North C in the Preferred Alternative to
avoid the Issaquah Sportsmen Club building, thus removing this potential
impact. In addition a new access road would be provided to the Clubhouse
property.

2. The wildlife crossing near the Issaquah Sportsman’s Club has been
eliminated because existing fencing on private property in the area would
make this crossing ineffective. Recognizing that more needs to be
understood regarding the migration patterns of the large mammals between
Tiger and Squak Mountains, the City agreed during the CP3 issue resolution
process to participate monetarily and help initiate a study and planning effort
that addresses regional wildlife connectivity.
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1

2

3

1. Your comments have been noted and will be considered for the FEIS. The FEIS
contains a considerable amount, which all cannot be summarized in the summary
table.
2. Alternative alignments for the EIS evaluation were selected in 1997, and a DEIS
was issued in June, 2000. The alternatives you suggest have been considered, but
rejected due to various reasons (See Chapter 2). Widening Newport Way was
considered in the 1990’s, but was rejected due to the significant cost of acquiring
additional property and issues with adding traffic to largely residential street. Traffic
signal coordination is currently being implemented, but probably cannot be
expanded beyond the current program to be more effective. A new route under I-90
is currently under design (but not funded), but this project – the I-90 Undercrossing –
won’t provide any capacity improvements to the I-90 to Issaquah-Hobart corridor.
Alternatives that meet the project’s goal of reducing congestion between I-90 and
Issaquah Hobart Road were evaluated in depth during the course of the EIS
process. The reader is referred to Chapter 2 for a discussion of all alternatives
considered during the course of the EIS process. Other alternatives to the
proposed project have been suggested in comments, but are not reasonable
because they are not effective in reducing congestion.
3. Potential construction impacts from the proposed project are identified in Chapter
3 of the SDEIS and in this Final EIS. Mitigation measures are also identified in
Chapter 3 to avoid adverse impacts during construction.

4
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4. Additional subsurface exploration would be needed at the design level for the
proposed structural walls in the north project area. Subsurface geologic conditions
vary widely in the proposed project area and it is not possible to compare conditions
at nearby locations as being the same as those within the SE Bypass project area.
The project has included detailed analysis of existing surface and subsurface
hydrologic conditions in the project area. It is acknowledged that the large retaining
walls proposed in the northern part of the project corridor would intercept shallow
ground water on the affected hillslope area. These effects are discussed in
Attachment C (Revised Stormwater Analysis) to the Concurrence Point 3 Packet and
in the FEIS. The walls would be designed and constructed with careful protection to
avoid hillslope failure as a primary consideration. Regarding the point about
"...never underestimate the power of water..." please be assured that the City is
committed to learning from the drainage problems that have occurred on other
projects in recent years, and not downplaying the concerns that you raise. Your
comments in this regard, and those of the Rivers & Streams Board, have been vital
in focusing greater attention on surface and subsurface drainage issues for this
project. These are serious issues that must be addressed for the bypass project to
be successful. The analysis presented in the Concurrence Point 3 packet and in the
FEIS demonstrates that the City is paying close attention to these issues.
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4. Cont’d (See above response)

4

5
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5. The FEIS assumes a "base scenario" for stormwater effects that reflects
much less infiltration of runoff from the project site. Attachment C (Revised
Stormwater Analysis) to the Concurrence Point 3 Packet presents a detailed
discussion and calculations of hydrologic impacts for this base scenario, as
well as an "alternate scenario" wherein much more project site runoff is
assumed to infiltrate at North Pond N-1 (near the I-90 Sunset Interchange)
and at South Pond S-1. The project design would focus on maximizing
runoff infiltration, and would include extensive in situ explorations at
proposed pond sites to confirm realistic infiltration rates to use in pond
design. The FEIS includes more discussion than was presented in the
DSEIS about potential effects on streamflow, surface water quality, and
aquifer recharge in acknowledgment of the importance of this comment.
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6. See response to comments #4 and #5 above

7. See response to comments #4 and #5 above

7

8

9
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8. Comment noted. The discussion of mitigation measures for accidental
spills has been expanded considerably in the FEIS.

9. The wetlands have been re-evaluated as one wetland assessment unit
under both the City and Ecology rating systems. Wetlands GW, VL, HS, RD,
and Hope Property are categorized as Class 1 under the City rating and
Category II under Ecology rating. Ecology recommends a 110-buffer for
wetlands of this type. The conceptual mitigation plan has been revised to
make up for impacts to wetland classified as such. Ecology mitigation
standards are being proposed, which exceed City standards. Permanent
buffer impacts associated with the storm pond are not proposed.
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10. Recognizing that more needs to be understood regarding the migration
patterns of the large mammals between Tiger and Squak Mountains, the City
agreed during the CP3 issue resolution process to participate monetarily and help
initiate a study and planning effort that addresses regional wildlife connectivity.
The City also agreed to facilitate a discussion during the project design stage with
WSDOT through an inter-agency request to evaluate maintenance needs at
existing wildlife crossing on I-90 in coordination with WDFW and USFWS. The
project is located in a transition area between vast areas of public lands with
valuable wildlife habitat and urban development. This area provides edge habitat
and supports wildlife with small home ranges, wildlife adapted to edge habitats,
and wildlife that forage in urban settings. It is not suitable habitat for species with
large home ranges or species requiring extensive intact forested habitat. For
those species, this area is primarily a potential corridor to other intact forested
habitat associated with Squak Mountain State Park. For the species that thrive in
the current project area, a new road corridor would present a substantial impact if
it isolates those populations from foraging sources (urban neighborhoods). These
effects are disclosed on page 4-105 of the SDEIS. Some of these effects would
be offset by the wildlife corridor at the North Tributary and Wetland GW. Many of
the affected species are highly adaptable and they will find alternative foraging
areas, travel routes, or move on to better habitat. It is important to note that this
road corridor is directly adjacent to the urban boundaries of Issaquah. The total
project effect is a loss of 26 acres of habitat, which is a relatively minor amount of
habitat. The loss of this habitat and the construction of a road would not have a
substantial impact on forest-dwelling species. The best movement areas for those
species appear to be further south in the Issaquah-Hobart Road corridor.
11. The proposed project’s northern limits would be approximately 450 feet south
of the interstate and proposed retaining walls would be located approximately 650
feet south of the interstate. Portions of the proposed roadway may be visible from
the interstate, however, views would be limited by topography, distance, and
travel speeds on the interstate. Proposed landscaping is expected to help
diminish view impacts associated with the proposed project.

12. Your comments are noted and will be considered in the City’s decision on the
project. The estimated cost of the project is based on pre-design information
available when the EIS was written, and will likely escalate in future years to
reflect the regional construction climate.
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1. The wetland ratings have been adjusted to meet the standards in Ecology’s
Washington State Wetland Rating System for Western Washington (Hruby 2004).
Because Wetlands GW, VL, HS, and RD all have surface connections but are
bisected by human-made features, they were considered to be one assessment
unit. The wetland unit received a rating of Category II. Please refer to the FEIS
for more information. The rating forms were attached to the Appendix of the
Conceptual Mitigation Plan (Issaquah 2005). A piped connection from Wetland
HS to Issaquah Creek has not been found.

1

2. The City of Issaquah wetland ratings for Wetlands HS and VL were changed
from Class 2 (in the SDEIS) to Class 1. These wetlands are hydrologically
connected to Wetland GW (Class 1), and therefore to the Hope Property Wetland
(which may contain juvenile Chinook) and to Wetland RD. The City of Issaquah
Municipal Code requires 100-foot buffers for wetlands of this classification, and 2to-1 mitigation ratios for permanent wetland impacts.

2

3. Mitigation for permanent buffer impacts will include buffer addition and
enhancement, as described in the Conceptual Mitigation Plan. The mitigation site
will be protected by a 110-foot buffer, consistent with the buffers for all of the
wetlands in the project area. This buffer width exceeds the buffer widths required
by the City of Issaquah for wetlands of this type.

3
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3. Additional wetland mitigation is proposed for Modified Alternative 5; please see
Chapter 3 in this Final EIS for more information.
4. The Washington State Department of Ecology Wetland Functional Assessment was
used to evaluate the functions and values of the wetlands on the site. Please see
Wetland Mitigation Plan for more information.

3

4

5

6

5. The wetlands that would be affected by the Southeast Issaquah Bypass project are
all outside of the riparian corridor of Issaquah Creek, and are thus not subject to
Shoreline Management requirements. Some of the project area wetlands are
associated with smaller streams that are not under the jurisdiction of the Shoreline
Management Act. If mitigation site option #2 is pursued at Squak Valley Park,
construction of the mitigation site could be subject to the City’s Shoreline Management
regulations.
6. A new Biological Assessment has been prepared for issuance with this FEIS. Bull
trout is included. Also see the threatened and endangered species and fisheries
sections in Chapter 3 of this FEIS for additional information on bull trout.
7. The biological assessment (BA) entitled Southeast Issaquah Bypass – Interstate 90
to Front Street South, Biological Assessment (2004). The BA addresses the effects of
the Southeast Issaquah Bypass project on candidate species and species listed as
threatened or endangered under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973. The 2004
draft BA found the project will not adversely affect any ESA species or other significant
biological resources since they either 1) do not exist in the project area, 2) are not
affected by the project location or 3) will be protected by the project mitigation measures.
These findings have been confirmed for Alternative 5 by a review by the City’s consultants
Herrera Environmental Consultants. A copy of their findings is provided as Attachment A
of the CP3 Report. Agency concurrence on the Final BA will be included in the published
FEIS.

7
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8. The BA found that the Southeast Issaquah Bypass project may affect, but is not
likely to adversely affect Puget Sound Chinook salmon.

7

8

9

10

11

12
13
14

9. The project is located in a transition area between vast areas of public lands with
valuable wildlife habitat and urban development. This area provides edge habitat and
supports wildlife with small home ranges, wildlife adapted to edge habitats, and wildlife
that forage in urban settings. It is not suitable habitat for species with large home
ranges or species requiring extensive intact forested habitat. For those species, this
area is primarily a potential corridor to other intact forested habitat associated with
Squak Mountain State Park. For the species that thrive in the current project area, a
new road corridor would present a substantial impact if it isolates those populations
from foraging sources (urban neighborhoods). These effects are disclosed on page 4105 of the SDEIS. Some of these effects would be offset by the wildlife corridor at the
North Tributary and Wetland GW. Many of the affected species are highly adaptable
and they will find alternative foraging areas, travel routes, or move on to better habitat.
10. It is difficult to predict the level of mortality that will occur on the roadway although
the SDEIS acknowledges this may occur. Where the roadway is confined by retaining
walls, little mortality of wildlife is expected because they could not access the corridor.
Where the roadway crosses at-grade, wildlife could suffer mortality, however, a wildlife
crossing is included in this area. Also, some wildlife will simply not attempt to cross the
corridor given the anticipated volume of traffic for the opening year of the project (an
average daily traffic volume of 31,000 vehicles). The preferred alternative would not
provide a recessed road corridor.
11. On page 4-106 of the SDEIS under the discussion of "Mitigation Common to All
Build Alternatives," it states "clearing of vegetation in the project area would be reduced
to the extent possible to preserve existing habitat and notable trees. The right of way
would be landscaped with native plantings that provide cover as well as nesting and
foraging habitat for native wildlife. Snags would be created in areas adjacent to the
project area to benefit woodpeckers and other cavity-nesting birds that may be affected
by the loss of snag priority habitats." Additionally, in the Concurrence Point 3 Package
(the agreement between the proponents and the resource agencies on the preferred
alternative and compensatory mitigation) the city has agreed to participate monetarily
to help initiate a study and planning effort to address regional wildlife connectivity. The
City has also agreed to facilitate a discussion during the project design stage with
WSDOT through an inter-agency request to evaluate maintenance needs at the
existing wildlife crossings on I-90 in coordination with WDFW and USFWS.
12. The receptor nearest to the Sycamore Neighborhood was Receptor Q in the
SDEIS. Receptor Q was found to have noise measurements that were below the noise
abatement criteria for all of the proposed alternatives. The DSEIS visual analysis
followed appropriate federal and state procedures, and was reviewed and approved by
FHWA and WSDOT prior to issuance of the SDEIS.
13. At receptor Q, noise levels were predicted to increase 3 dBA as compared to
existing conditions. A 1 to 3 dBA increase is barely perceptible to most individuals.
14. The proposed project would include traffic signals, and pedestrian and bicycle
facilities intended to allow safe non-motorized travel in the project area.
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15. In the DSEIS, it was stated that during construction fugitive dust in the form of
particulate matter (PM10) would be noticeable in uncontrolled to residences within
300 feet. Mitigation measures for construction activities are proposed in the
SDEIS and included in Chapter 4 of this FEIS.

14

15

16

17

16. Alternatives that meet the project’s goal of reducing congestion between I-90
and Issaquah Hobart Road were evaluated in depth during the course of the EIS
process. The reader is referred to Chapter 2 for a discussion of all alternatives
considered during the course of the EIS process. These other alternatives are
not reasonable because they are not effective in reducing congestion The
reference to the “other road improvements that cumulatively have already caused
a noticeable reduction in traffic on Front Street” in not clear, because no
improvement have been made to Front Street for many years and conditions in
the project vicinity have not changed.
17. Your concerns are noted and taken seriously in the ongoing project analyses
and planning. Since the time the DSEIS was published, the wetland delineations
in the project area have been refreshed, the wetlands re-rated per current
Washington Department of Ecology guidelines, and the wetland impacts and
mitigation have been re-assessed to current City and State standards in the
Concurrence Point 3 packet and in the FEIS. The revised stormwater
management analysis presented in the Concurrence Point 3 packet and
summarized in the FEIS addresses the hydrology and water quality concerns
noted in this comment. The revised biological assessment, based on the
commitments to conservation measures for protection of threatened and
endangered species included in Modified Alternative 5 (the City's preferred
alternative), concludes that the effect on Chinook salmon, bull trout, and steelhead
is "may affect not likely to adversely affect" these species. The proposed project
is not expected to result in exceedances of Air Quality standards. As indicated
above, traffic signals and pedestrian and bicycle facilities would be provided for
safe non-motorized travel along the proposed roadway.

.
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1. Alternatives that meet the project’s goal of reducing congestion between I90 and Issaquah Hobart Road were evaluated in depth during the course of
the EIS process. The reader is referred to Chapter 2 for a discussion of all
alternatives considered during the course of the EIS process. Other
alternatives to the proposed project have been suggested in comments, but
are not reasonable because they are not effective in reducing congestion.
Following this direction, where appropriate the DSEIS did contain additional
information concerning impacts related to the No Action Alternative. As
required, the No Action Alternative has identified mitigation measures for the
potential option of not constructing the proposed roadway. In most
instances, mitigation has not been required under this alternative because
potential impacts associated with construction of the roadway would be
prevented should the No Action Alternative be selected. If the City decides
not to build the SE Bypass, future project-specific actions the City might
propose to address traffic problems would require separate environmental
review.

1

2

2. Traffic data for the proposed project indicate that Modified Alternative 5
would substantially improve operations for north-south travel conditions and
accessibility to I-90 from Front Street and the proposed SE Bypass roadway.
This would meet the proposed project purpose and need as identified in
Chapter 1 of this FEIS. Several options were considered as alternatives to
the proposed project and are identified in Chapter 2 of this FEIS.

3. The EIS uses the term “would” in identifying impacts or actions that take
place in the future, if a particular measure is provided or pursued. Frequently
the use of the word “will” requires a level of certainty that is not appropriate at
the stage of project design when environmental review occurs. The use of
“would” implies that an impact or action would occur if future actions such as
permits and approvals are granted at a subsequent stage of development.
This has become an acceptable convention in EIS preparation because,
generally, the EIS itself is not intended to make commitments. Instead,
agencies may use an EIS to identify mitigation measures as conditions of
approval for permits, which, because of their nature as enforceable
documents, require such commitments.

3
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4. Please see response to Comment No. 1 above.

3
4

5. The Purpose and Need statement was again agreed to in Concurrence Point 1. The
purpose of the project is to provide a more direct access to I-90 for the 24,500 plus,
non-city generated vehicle trips that now pass through the City streets each day. The
removal of this traffic from Front Street and the community is vital to the long term
economic viability of the City’s downtown area. The CP3 document discusses how
Modified Preferred Alternative 5 meets the Purpose and Need whereas the original
Preferred Alternative 6 does not. It was determined that Alternative 5 achieves desired
reduction in congestion on I-90 interchanges and on Front Street by diverting traffic
away from existing congested city streets.
6. A formal cost-benefit analysis was not a part of the scope of the SE Issaquah
Bypass EIS, however, economic impacts are addressed in the social elements section
in Chapter 3 of this Final EIS.

5

6
7

8

9
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7. Supplemental analysis of existing hydrologic conditions and potential permanent
stormwater impacts was conducted by the City for the Concurrence Point 3 package,
and associated mitigation measures have been expanded upon. This information is
reflected in the text of the FEIS. This analysis has resulted in a greater level of surface
water hydrology and water quality protection, to an extent that should effectively
prevent adverse effects on streams in the project area. There remains a possibility that
a minor reduction in ground water recharge would occur as a result of the project.
Project design will include a commitment to maximize infiltration of stormwater to
prevent and minimize reduction of recharge, but required on-site investigations of soil
infiltration characteristics will be deferred until the final project design phase.
8. Existing topography is shown on several of the figures in the SDEIS Technical
Appendices. Simulations of post-development topographic changes are not available,
however, potential impacts on earth are described in the Geology and Soils section of
Chapter 4 of this Final EIS.
9. Issues regarding the proposed SE Issaquah Bypass and independent utility were
identified in the SDEIS volume addressing comment letters on the Draft EIS. This
response is repeated from the SDEIS text below:
“Through a series of meetings held in summer 1997, it was determined that each of the
Issaquah-area projects would have independent utility, and therefore, would be subject
to separate environmental review. These meetings, attended by Issaquah, Washington
State Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, and project
consultant team members, resulted in agreement that independent review should
proceed (Position Paper on Segmentation, May 14, 1997; Meeting Notes with FHWA
dated August 5 and September 9, 1997). This was determined to be true for all three
Issaquah-area projects. The North SPAR project would exist even if the South SPAR
project had not been built, and it would still serve the Issaquah Highlands development.
The South SPAR project was considered dependent on the I-90 Sunset Interchange
and that is why those two projects were linked in a single environmental impact
statement. The South SPAR/Sunset Interchange project, however, was not considered
dependent on construction of the Southeast Issaquah Bypass or the North SPAR
project. Finally, the Southeast Issaquah Bypass is not considered dependent on either
of the SPAR projects, nor the I-90 Sunset Interchange Improvements. Since issuance
of the Southeast Bypass Draft EIS, both the North SPAR and South SPAR/Sunset
Interchange projects have been completed and are serving local traffic needs as
intended. Therefore, even if the proposed Southeast Bypass project is not constructed,
these two projects will continue to function as designed (page xi, SDEIS Comment
Letters, June 2004).”
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10. Traffic data from 2000 was used for existing conditions at the time project work
was initiated. Traffic modeling for the year of opening in 2010 and for future
conditions in 2030 has accounted for the Sunset Interchange opening and potential
changes in traffic patterns. Additional traffic information is provided in Chapter 2 of
this Final EIS.

12
13

11. Functional classification of roadways was included in the travel model. One
criterion the travel model analyzes for assigning trips is travel time. More
information on the travel model is included in the SE Bypass SDEIS (June 2004) as
Appendix F, Transportation Technical Report.
12. When the travel model was developed the three projects noted were not under
consideration. These projects, if considered in the model, would have little if any
impact on traffic demand questions; therefore the SE Bypass model remains valid.
13. Interstate 90 was included and analyzed in the SE Bypass traffic model.

14

15

14. Please refer to the SDEIS Appendix F, Transportation Technical Report for a
more detailed discussion of transit in the proposed SE Bypass study area.
15. The City of Issaquah has not committed to specific projects that could
potentially address the purpose and need of the SE Bypass roadway if the project
were not constructed. Other project actions the city might pursue would require
separate environmental evaluation and are not considered in this document.

16

16. The Transportation Element of the 2005 Issaquah Comprehensive Plan
continues to identify Second Avenue as a collector arterial, not intended to serve
regional traffic.

17

17. Traffic modeling indicates that without the proposed SE Bypass 2nd Avenue
would become more desirable for cut-through traffic adding considerable volumes
to this roadway. Under Modified Alternative 5, traffic would bypass 2nd Avenue
because its capacity as a principal arterial would be greater than that provided by
2nd Avenue in its function as a collector arterial. The 1999 traffic study was
conducted to provide additional information on the use of Front Street by
commuters. Because commute trips on Front Street have not diminished, it is likely
that many of the conclusions of that study remain valid today. The Roadway
Classification Map in the City’s 2005 Comprehensive Plan identifies Front Street as
a minor arterial, except at its northern and southern ends, where it transitions to a
principal arterial.

18
17

18. Providing intersection analysis and using delay information is usually more
detailed than a screenpoint analysis, which is typically considered as a planninglevel analysis tool.

19
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19. Modified Alternative 5, which was determined to meet the purpose and need,
was selected as the new preferred alternative. Alternative 5 would reduce
congestion on Front Street and improve access to I-90 interchanges by diverting
traffic away from existing congested city streets, as indicated in Chapter 2 of this
FEIS and the City’s Concurrence Point 3 Packet.
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20. Please see responses for the letter from the Issaquah Alps Club and the first
response to this letter above.
21. See response for the Issaquah Alps Club and Connie Marsh (July 13, 2004). The risk
to adjacent properties from cutting and filling will be evaluated by completing slope
stability analyses and estimating Factors of Safety (FOS). FOS is a measure of the
effectiveness of the improvements with respect to the potential for a slope stability failure.

20

22. The SE Bypass project will cross a seismic hazard area along the south end of the
alignment. The seismic hazards that exist in this area are not particularly different from
other seismic hazard areas within Issaquah that are developed as urban areas. Design of
the roadway across the seismic hazard area will include standard design and construction
methods in accordance with accepted engineering standards for this type of construction.
In addition, other structures, such as retaining walls at the north end of the Bypass which
is not considered a seismic hazard area, will be designed and constructed using accepted
engineering standards that include seismic loading during earthquake events.
23. Please see responses for the letter from the Issaquah Alps Club and the first
response to this letter above.

21
22
23
24
25

26
27
28
29

24. During the design phase of this project, a detailed Temporary Erosion and Sediment
Control (TESC) Plan will be developed that will specifically describe proposed erosion
control measures.
25. Secondary and cumulative impacts on water quality are described in this FEIS.
Turbidity problems encountered by other projects in the area would likely indicate that
construction of the Southeast Issaquah Bypass project will receive similar scrutiny for
effective erosion and sediment control measures by the City, citizens, and the
Washington State Department of Ecology.
26. Comment noted. The discussion of stormwater hydrology and water quality impacts
presented in this FEIS states that the stormwater management facilities proposed for the
project are required. There are, however, additional mitigation measures proposed for
hydrology and water quality purposes, such as use of compost to amend soils in off-road
areas and retrofitting of a sanitary sewer system in the neighborhood near the south end
of the bypass corridor that are not explicitly required and thus are not stated as such in
the FEIS.
27. Level 3 detention requires that in addition to flow durations not exceeding 1/2 of the 2year storm through the 50-year storm, the detention facility must hold the 100-year peak
flow rate at its predevelopment level. Level 3 detention is intended to mitigate water level
changes in certain volume-sensitive water bodies such as lakes, wetlands, and closed
depressions, where severe flooding problems have been documented. The project site is
not situated within a mapped area requiring Level 3 detention. While flooding may occur,
it does not meet the requirements for Level 3 detention. Therefore, the City of Issaquah
has determined that Level 3 detention requirements are not required for this project.
28. All flow releases from detention facilities would not exceed peak predevelopment
flows and flow durations would match the 1/2 of the 2-year storm through the 50-year
storm.

30
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31

32
33

34
35
36
37
38

30. As described in the FEIS, it is difficult to predict the interaction of groundwater and
flows in East Fork Issaquah Creek at the north end of the bypass corridor. Thus, the
FEIS does not include listing of estimated flow volume reductions in East Fork
Issaquah Creek under the "alternate scenario" of stormwater management wherein
most of the runoff directed to North Pond N-1 would infiltrate the ground. The FEIS
describes a "base scenario" for stormwater management wherein it is assumed that
North Pond N-1 would not infiltrate much water, and most of the runoff entering this
pond would flow to the East Fork after being temporarily detained. In this base
scenario, average annual flow volumes in the creek would increase. However, the
alternate scenario is preferred for reduced environmental effects, and thus infiltration
would be pursued at this pond site to replicate pre-existing flows as much as possible.
The FEIS includes quantification of the percentage flow increase or reduction in area
streams under both the base scenario and alternative scenario, concluding that those
changes would represent a very small fraction of the summer base flow, and thus
would not adversely affect fish populations in these streams.
31. The supplemental analysis of existing hydrologic conditions and potential
permanent stormwater impacts presented as Attachment C to the Concurrence Point 3
package, and summarized in this FEIS, includes additional analysis of hydrologic
effects on the north tributary.

39

32. Comments noted. City staff would review and determine approval of any
exemption requests for the proposed project.

40

33. The small streams and wetlands on the hill overlooking Sunset Interchange are
outside of the Southeast Bypass project limits and thus are not discussed in this EIS.
The well on 6th Avenue near Sunset Way was a monitoring well drilled for the
Wellhead Protection Plan that encountered an artesian water bearing layer at
considerable depth (65 feet). This well was capped and abandoned as part of the I-90
Sunset Interchange project. The City did not consider that well to be problematic. As
discussed in the Geology and Soils section of Chapter 4 in this FEIS, and in Section
7.4 of the Concurrence Point 3 packet, groundwater and soil boring information for the
north end of the project indicates that artesian groundwater won't be encountered
during Southeast Bypass construction because those geologic conditions are found
250-300' east and 50' below the proposed roadway.

41
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29. The FEIS assumes a "base scenario" for stormwater effects that reflects much less
infiltration of runoff from the project site than described in the DSEIS. Attachment C to
the Concurrence Point 3 Packet presents a detailed discussion and calculations of
hydrologic impacts for this base case scenario, and an "alternate scenario" wherein
more project site runoff is assumed to infiltrate at North Pond N-1 and at South Pond S1. The project design would focus on maximizing runoff infiltration, and would include
extensive on-site explorations at proposed pond sites to confirm infiltration potential for
pond design. Chapter 3 of this FEIS includes more discussion about potential effects
on streamflow, surface water quality, and aquifer recharge and references the
Concurrence Point 3 Packet for more information on these subjects. For ponds that
are designed as infiltration facilities, overflows in extreme storm events would be routed
to the nearby stream in a constructed stormwater conveyance system designed to
handle those overflows without eroding the conveyance system.
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42

43

44

34. The water balance calculations performed for the Southeast Issaquah Bypass, the
most recent of which are documented in Attachment C to the Concurrence Point 3 packet,
are based on an approach that accounts for evapotranspiration by trees and other
vegetation, where present. For the purposes of this EIS it is impossible to use sitespecific recharge data for the existing condition because such data do not exist. It was
considered beyond the scope of the EIS effort to collect extensive data on precipitation,
evapotranspiration, and recharge in the project corridor, and thus the data were not
collected that would otherwise have enabled refinements to these water balance
calculations. The intent of those calculations is to discern general trends in hydrologic
changes, not to forecast specific volumes of runoff and recharge.
35. The design of the large retaining walls in the north end of the project corridor will
account for interception of shallow ground water and discharge of that water to either
ground water or East Fork Issaquah Creek along with other site drainage. As discussed
on page 16 of the Concurrence Point 3 packet, the retaining walls and associated
hillslope excavations are not expected to encounter great amounts of shallow
groundwater.
36. This paragraph has been deleted in the FEIS.
37. The discussion of existing hydrologic patterns and proposed stormwater management
facilities presented in the Concurrence Point 3 packet addresses this comment in detail.
Briefly, water that infiltrates the ground in the northern part of the project corridor is likely
to percolate to the deeper water table of the lower Issaquah Valley aquifer, whereas water
that infiltrates the ground in the south end of the project corridor is likely to re-emerge in a
stream. Insufficient information is available to define specific pathways of subsurface flow
beneath the prospective pond sites. Additional data would be collected during project
design to enable more definitive understanding of these pathways.
38, The discussion of existing hydrologic patterns and proposed stormwater management
facilities presented in the Concurrence Point 3 Packet supports an assessment that
adverse effects are not expected to downstream property owners nor Issaquah schools
as a result of stormwater infiltration plans.
39. Potential relocation of power lines is not expected to result in a substantial amount of
new impervious surface and thus would not affect the proposed stormwater facilities.

45

40. Cumulative effects of stormwater infiltration from these projects, as well as all other
development in the Issaquah Valley that could impact the aquifer, is beyond the scope of
the SE Bypass EIS. The SE Bypass has adequately addressed the stormwater infiltration
issues on a project level to the satisfaction of all regulatory agencies. This acceptance
does not require a detailed analysis of how other projects in the watershed managed their
stormwater because this would be an exceedingly difficult task having little or no value to
this EIS. The assumption is that all the other projects conducted their own evaluation of
stormwater infiltration and mitigated their impacts in ways acceptable to the permitting
agencies. If needed, regional evaluation of stormwater management techniques should
be done on a programmatic level so that current management practices can be affirmed
or modified as appropriate.
41. See response to comments #29 and #37 above. Under the design requirements of
the Department of Ecology’s Stormwater Management Manual for Western Washington,
not only are peak flows matched, but flow durations may not be exceeded for 1/2 of the 2year storm through the 50 year storm. Detention facilities proposed for this project will
meet this requirement.
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42. A Master Drainage Plan would not be required for the proposed project. The City
may consider preparation of this and other plans for resource protection within its
jurisdiction. The city will determine how best to fund monitoring and other commitments
needed for project approval.
43. Supplemental analysis of existing hydrologic conditions and potential permanent
stormwater impacts is presented in the Concurrence Point 3 Packet, and summarized in
this FEIS, including hydrologic effects on the north tributary. The Park Pointe project
proposes to infiltrate most of its stormwater runoff that would drain overland to the north
tributary, and has conducted detailed investigations of that stormwater plan to support it.
Thus, it is not expected that the SE Bypass would have significant cumulative hydrologic
effects on the north tributary that add to effects from the Park Pointe development.

46

44. Secondary and cumulative impacts related to stormwater are described in Chapter 3
of this Final EIS and the potential for substantial impacts on the East Fork of Issaquah
Creek is not noted. Potential impacts on the East Fork are expected to be reduced by
project-specific mitigation measures required by state and local regulations.
45. The project is partially located in the proposed CARA boundary. The CARA is
intended to regulate hazardous materials used and generated at businesses, which don’t
apply to the SE Bypass. The CARA may include a stormwater infiltration requirement,
which the proposed project is compliant with.

47

46. Herrera visited the project site in 2005 to confirm the wetland delineation. Several
changes to wetland boundaries were made at that time. Wetlands GW, HS, VL, and RD
are considered to be hydrologically connected. They are rated as Class 1 under the City
of Issaquah system, and are required to have a 100-foot buffer. The project proposes
110-foot buffers for all wetlands, per Ecology recommendations. Ecology has agreed that
Wetlands GW, VL, HS, and RD, when rated as one unit, meet the definition of Category II
wetland. Potential buffer impact and mitigation areas are included in the FEIS and the
Conceptual Mitigation Plan. The stormwater pond S-1 is proposed to be outside the 110foot buffer, and is not considered to have an impact. The project would comply with
appropriate standards and if City standards are not sufficient, the project will incorporate
other agency recommendations. Modified Alternative 5 does not propose impacts to
Wetland HS or its buffer. The project would not replace the culvert connecting Wetlands
HS and GW. The project will be monitored for at least 10 years. The length of the
monitoring period will be discussed during development of the final mitigation plan. A
permit condition will require that monitoring reports be submitted to the Corps of
Engineers, Department of Ecology, and Issaquah during specific monitoring years. If
performance standards are not met at the end of the required monitoring period, a
contingency plan will be implemented and the monitoring period extended. Functions of
existing wetlands are discussed in the Conceptual Mitigation Plan. A general summary of
impacts versus mitigation also is provided in the Conceptual Mitigation Plan and the FEIS.
A detailed functions analysis will be included in the final mitigation plan, after the final
decision has been made regarding the mitigation site(s). The City does not maintain a
database of all wetlands mapped, disturbed or mitigated on projects in or near the City.
Having such data would be useful for informational purposes only and wouldn’t influence
how wetlands are mitigated in the SE Bypass project because published Ecology
guidance is used for that purpose.

48
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48

49

47. An additional onsite visit was conducted in 2002. It has been determined that the
data is current enough to proceed without additional surveys. 2)The function and value
of vegetation is commonly known and does not require specific identification. The
SDEIS describes the unique qualities of priority habitats in the project area as well as
the functions and values of project area wetlands. These values were considered in
selecting appropriate mitigation for the project. 3)The project is located in a transition
area between public lands and urban development. This area provides edge habitat
and supports wildlife with small home ranges, wildlife adapted to edge habitats, and
wildlife that forage in urban settings. It is not suitable for species with large home
ranges or species requiring extensive intact forested habitat. For those species, this
area is primarily a potential corridor to other intact forested habitat associated with
Squak Mountain State Park. For the species that thrive in the current project area, a
new road corridor would present a substantial impact if it isolates them from foraging
sources (urban neighborhoods). These effects are disclosed on page 4-105 of the
SDEIS. Some of these effects would be offset by the wildlife corridor at the North
Tributary and Wetland GW. Many of the affected species are highly adaptable and will
find alternative foraging areas, travel routes, or move on to better habitat. This road
corridor is directly adjacent to the urban boundaries of Issaquah. The total project
effect is a loss of 26 acres of habitat, which is a relatively minor amount of habitat and
would not have a substantial impact on forest-dwelling species. The best movement
areas for those species appear to be further south in the Issaquah-Hobart Road
corridor. 4) The Vaux swift, band-tailed pigeon, and pileated woodpecker are state
priority species. Their presence in the project area is discussed on page 4-104 of the
DSEIS. The DSEIS does not disclose effects of the project on these species. That
discussion has been added to the FEIS. The Biological Assessment (BA) addresses
impacts on species listed under the Endangered Species Act and is not the appropriate
location for the discussion of effects on state priority species. Therefore no revisions to
the BA were made. 5)The Issaquah Highlands, Sunset Interchange, Park Pointe, and
SE Bypass would affect approximately 877 acres, representing 7.7 % of the
incorporated lands of Issaquah (6,819 acres). All of these projects are located in areas
targeted for growth and development. The city also actively provides planning to
preserve open space, recreational facilities, and habitat for wildlife and fisheries.
6)The City recognizes that more needs to be understood regarding the migration
patterns of large mammals between Tiger and Squak Mountains. The city has agreed
to participate monetarily to help initiate a study and planning effort to address regional
wildlife connectivity. The City has also agreed to facilitate a discussion during the
project design stage with WSDOT through an inter-agency request to evaluate
maintenance needs at the existing wildlife crossings on I-90 in coordination with WDFW
and USFWS.
48. A revised Biological Assessment has been prepared and is included with this FEIS.
This document includes new information on threatened and endangered species in the
project area. This information also has been updated in Chapter 4 of this FEIS.

50
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49. The policy appears to refer to transportation corridors along existing state routes.
The proposed roadway would be designed to be compatible with the project area and
would include landscaping along the route. Visual quality analysis followed FHWA
guidelines and was reviewed and approved by state and federal staff prior to issuance
of the DSEIS. It has been acknowledged that view ratings are subjective and may be
dependent on individual viewer sensitivities. Existing topography and vegetation
obscure views from locations near the northern project area. Low scores for expected
change ratings reflect these conditions. Representative view locations were chosen for
areas near the proposed project route. Views from the eastern portion of Olde Town
are considered in the DSEIS. Views from I-90 would be affected by distances and
travel speeds along the interstate. Temporary views of portions of the proposed
roadway from I-90 may occur in some locations.

Supplemental Draft EIS Comment Letters and Responses

Page 66

51

52

53

Squak Mountain and the Sycamore area are several hundred feet south and west of
the proposed project’s southern limits. It is possible that portions of the proposed
roadway would be visible in background views in these locations. Changes in views
from these areas would be consistent with the general change toward a more urban
character occurring in many parts of the city. The DSEIS did state that light and glare
would be visible in places along the proposed roadway. Views form the roadway would
include foreground views of landscaping, roadway walls, residences and buildings.
Middle ground and more distant views would include trees and hills to the east, and
residences and other buildings to the west. The proposed project would be consistent
with adopted land use polices of the city of Issaquah. Land on which the roadway
would be constructed is zoned for residential uses and is not classified as open space,
nor is it designated for food fiber, forest, natural resource or scenic beauty uses
identified in the RCW. The proposed project would include landscaping and
replantings along the project route and in areas where existing features, such as power
lines, could be moved, appropriate landscaping would be provided. Secondary and
cumulative impacts are described in Chapter 4 of the DSEIS and Chapter 3 of this Final
EIS.
50. and 51. The project followed WSDOT air quality guidelines, these guidelines can be
found on the internet at the following website:
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/fasc/EngineeringPublications/Manuals/EPM/425.pdf
No mitigation is needed for the No-Build alternative. The Existing conditions have been
established as the year 2000. Air quality impacts and mitigation requirements are
based on the analysis for the year of opening and the design year. For the Southeast
Bypass project, the air quality analysis for the year of opening (2010) and the design
year (2030) include the effects of Sunset Interchange and secondary changes in traffic
flow.
Regional air pollutant trends have generally followed national patterns over the last 20
years. While the average weekday vehicle miles traveled in the central Puget Sound
region has increased from 30 million miles in 1981 to 65 million in 1999 (PSRC 2000),
pollutants associated with transportation sources have decreased over time due to
more stringent federal emission standards for new vehicles and the gradual
replacement of older, more polluting vehicles. The downward trend for pollution
emissions is predicted to continue with the implementation of EPA Tier II
Gasoline/Sulfur Rule. The Puget Sound Clean Air Agency (PSCAA) is responsible for
monitoring, setting standards, and regulating development to achieve regional air
quality standards in the King, Kitsap, Pierce, and Snohomish counties. For additional
information regarding air quality in the region, please visit the PSCAA website at:
http://www.pscleanair.org or call the PSCAA at 206-343-8800.
52. (1) It is correct to say that noise can travel from low-lying areas to areas above.
However, Squak Mountain residences are located further than one-half-mile from the
project area. Residences at this distance would not experience a noticeable change in
noise levels from the project. As a comparison, Noise Receptor I is located 250 feet
west of the project. Existing and future noise levels at Noise Receptor I are predicted
to be 60 dBA for the existing conditions and future conditions with the project. With no
change in noise levels resulting from the project at 250 feet, no noticeable change in
noise levels resulting from the project are predicted at residences located at least onehalf-mile from the project on Squak Mountain.
WSDOT’s Traffic Noise Analysis and Abatement Policy and Procedures guidance states
that though some sound may be reflected from a barrier placed on one side of the roadway
to the unprotected side, little benefit is derived from making the wall absorptive.
Furthermore, studies have shown that any measured increases in sound levels have been
less than can be perceived by normal human hearing. When noise levels are predicted to
exceed 66 dBA for in the State of Washington, a noise impact is identified.
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Noise impacts are predicted for each alternative for the design year 2030. FHWA
regulations (23 CFR 772) specify that when noise impacts are identified, abatement
(mitigation) measures must be evaluated. If abatement measures are found to be both
feasible and reasonable, then abatement measures must be incorporated into the
project design. If an area exceeds 66 dBA, but does not meet both the feasibility and
reasonableness criteria, noise mitigation is not required. Noise analysis in the State of
Washington must follow WSDOT’s policy and procedures document.

53

Additional garbage trucks from Cedar Hills landfill were not included in the noise
analysis. Per WSDOT guidance, noise analysis is conducted within 500 feet of the
edge pavement of the proposed roadway. Tiger Mt. High School is more than 500 feet
away from the proposed SE Bypass. FHWA’s Traffic Noise Model uses traffic volumes
and roadway configurations of the project’s Build alternative in the year 2030 to predict
future noise levels and to assess noise impacts. Per WSDOT guidance, noise analysis
is conducted within 500 feet of the edge pavement of the proposed roadway. Increased
air traffic is not included as part of the noise analysis. No mitigation is proposed as part
of the No-Build alternative.
53. The 2005 Comprehensive Plan identifies several goals and policies related to
transportation in the city. The overall vision for transportation in the pan is to “Provide a wellmanaged transportation system that enables safe and efficient movement of people, goods
and services, and supports and complements the City's land use values and goals.” The
proposed SE Bypass roadway would be one component of the City’s transportation system
and is intended to meet goals for transportation improvements that would support planned
and expected growth in the city. The Transportation Element of the Comprehensive Plan
also includes several goals to promote the use of transit and to reduce dependency on
single occupant vehicles. The proposed SE Bypass roadway would accommodate use by
transit vehicles, bicycles and pedestrians and would thereby meet goals supporting
increased opportunities for alternatives to driving.

54

This discussion also reflects potential uncertainties about the effectiveness of local land
use regulations as they relate to growth management goals in the region. The SDEIS
indicates that the SE Bypass has been considered an appropriate land use for its
location pending project-specific environmental review. As indicated in the SDEIS,
relationships between land use development and transportation continue to be studied.
It is acknowledged that the 2005 Comprehensive Plan no longer contains language
from previous plans regarding the SE Bypass project. The proposed project remains
an important part of the City’s transportation improvement plans and is included in the
list of 20-year Transportation Improvement Projects in Volume 2 of the Comprehensive
Plan. The Park Pointe project is not dependent on the SE Bypass and has indicated
that the development would provide separate access to the proposed site if the City
chooses not to build the SE Bypass project.

55
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The railroad grade has been identified as an informal trail because it is located on property
that is not owned or maintained by the City of Issaquah as a recreational facility. The City’s
1995 Urban Trails Plan identifies the trail as a proposed project, assigned a low priority for
completion. The proposed project would no longer affect the trailhead at 2nd Avenue.
Impacts on trails and recreational facilities are addressed in Chapters 3 and 4 of this Final
EIS. The proposed project has not been identified as “the largest factor in the economic
viability of Olde Town,” but is proposed to relieve traffic congestion affecting Front Street
businesses in the northwest portion of the Olde Towne sub area.
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Future annexation requests would be reviewed by the City. There are no current
proposals to annex property near the proposed SE Bypass project’s southern limits.
Cumulative impacts are addressed in Chapter 3 of this Final EIS. The proposed
project’s compliance with Comprehensive Plan goals and polices is addressed in
Chapter 3 of this Final EIS. Many of the potential mitigation measures for the proposed
project are intended to protect natural and social elements listed in the introduction of
the Comprehensive Plan. Additional mitigation measures or permit conditions may be
developed to further ensure compliance with goals intended to preserve important
features and sensitive areas near the proposed project.
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59
60
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54. Secondary and cumulative impacts associated with social elements under Modified
Alternative 5 are discussed in Chapter 3 of this Final EIS. It has been acknowledged
that existing trail connections would change as a result of the proposed project.
Pedestrian and bicycle facilities for the proposed project are intended to allow existing
connections to continue. Please see Chapter 3 of this Final EIS for more information
on trails and access to Tiger Mountain under Modified Alternative 5. The proposed
project is only one of several projects that are leading to higher density development in
the city and is reflective of the trend toward more urbanized conditions in the city, but is
not “pushing” or otherwise influencing land use decisions to allow additional
development within city limits. For more discussion of social and land use impacts,
please see the secondary and cumulative impacts section at the end of Chapter 3 of
this FEIS.
55. The final funding package for the proposed project has not yet been determined,
but would likely include local, state and federal sources. The local share would be in
the range of 14-20%, depending on the grant. Costs for maintenance of stormwater
facilities have not been determined, however, these costs are not expected to
substantially affect the city budget. Potential impacts on property values were
addressed in the SDEIS and are evaluated for Modified Alternative 5 in Chapter 3 of
this Final EIS. The proposed project would include sidewalks and bicycle lanes to
allow continued access to Tiger Mountain trails. In addition, a new trailhead parking
area would be provided just south of East Sunset Way. With continued access and
new parking opportunities, the proposed project is not expected to result in adverse
impacts on tourist activities related to the use of hiking trails. If a decision is made to
build the proposed roadway, funding for construction would be pursued by the city.
56. With mitigation, the proposed project is not expected to affect floodplains in the
project area. Substantial impacts related to hazardous materials spills on the roadway
are not expected to occur. Mitigation measures are proposed which are intended to
prevent adverse impacts on fish species. City staff determine roadway priorities during
the annual update of the Transportation Improvement Program. Presently, the SE
Bypass is near the top of proposed improvements. The complete list of projects,
including those ranked above and below the SE Bypass roadway is provided in the
current Transportation Improvement Program. If initial funding obtained for the
roadway is not sufficient to complete construction, additional funding would be sought
which could delay completion of the project. Cost estimates are preliminary and include
such items as design, materials, paving, and right-of-way acquisition. Potential fines
cannot be anticipated and are not included in cost estimates. It is not known whether
additional construction costs would apply if it is determined that power lines would need
to be relocated as a result of the proposed project.

Supplemental Draft EIS Comment Letters and Responses

Page 69

57. The SDEIS identified potential impacts related to the community and relocations in
Chapter 3 and these impacts are noted for Modified Alternative 5 in Chapter 3 of this
Final EIS. Partial right of way acquisition would occur on several parcels in the
proposed project area. The exact number of parcels affected has not been determined,
however, estimates of the total amount of land area that would be affected are provide
in Chapter 4 of the SDEIS and Chapter 3 of this Final EIS. Proximity impacts are noted
in several places in the SDEIS and this Final EIS including discussion of air quality,
noise, social elements, and land use. A breakdown of the appraised value of individual
homes in the south project area was not provided, however, the average values of
these homes is identified in the discussion of displacements and relocations in Chapter
3. The availability of homes in the affected price ranges was specifically discussed and
identified in the discussion of displacements and relocations in Chapter 4 of the SDEIS
and has been updated for Modified Alternative 5 in Chapter 3 of this Final EIS.
Potential impacts on the home associated with Habitat for Humanity and on rental
housing were associated with the South C alignment. All residents displaces would be
compensated per the Uniform Relocation Act and if they qualified would be eligible for
low-income housing in the Habitat for Humanity program as discussed in Chapter 3.
58. Your comments are noted. The proposed project is not intended to result in
changes to the Issaquah-Hobart Road and the proposed project’s purpose and need
does not include expansion of that road. Please see Chapter 1 of this Final EIS.

1
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59. and 60. Your comments are noted and will be considered in the City’s decision for
this project.
__________
1. It is correct to say that noise can travel from low-lying areas to areas above.
However, Squak Mountain residences are located further than one-half-mile from the
project area. Residences at this distance would not experience a noticeable change in
noise levels from the project. As a comparison, Noise Receptor I is located 250 feet
west of the project. Existing and future noise levels at Noise Receptor I are predicted
to be 60 dBA for the existing conditions and future conditions with the project. With no
change in noise levels resulting from the project at 250 feet, no noticeable change in
noise levels resulting from the project are predicted at residences located at least onehalf-mile from the project on Squak Mountain.
2. Subsurface soil and groundwater conditions change significantly over relatively short
vertical and horizontal distances in the project vicinity, and it is not appropriate to
compare conditions elsewhere with the proposed project area. Additional subsurface
exploration would be done at the design level stage to determine the design of
structural walls in the north project area. In addition, the stormwater failure mentioned
wasn’t related to the North SPAR, but instead to a temporary infiltration system
operated by Port Blakely for the Issaquah Highlands development.
3. A new Wetland Mitigation Plan has been prepared for Modified Alternative 5 and is
included with this Final EIS. With mitigation, the proposed project is not expected to
have substantial adverse impacts on water quality in the project area. The City’s recent
action of chlorinating the drinking water supply is not due to any contamination of the
water source. Operating a large water system without using chlorine to keep bacteria
levels low is very difficult because it required a considerable amount of water line
flushing. With the growth of the system and the miles of new pipe it became necessary
to start chlorination after testing showed the signs of bacterial growth.
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4. The City has received your letter and appreciates your input.

6

7

5. The preferred alternative, Modified Alternative 5, is the only alternative that
meets the purpose and need for the project while minimizing identified
impacts, both natural and socio/economic elements. Mitigation for
unavoidable impacts that may occur to wetlands is described in the Wetland
Mitigation Plan in this Final EIS.

6. It is unlikely that the cost of this project would be borne solely by City
taxpayers. Most transportation improvement projects are funded primarily by
state and federal grants. The SE Bypass would actually be considered a
small project when compared to the cost of other projects both locally and
regionally. Currently the Washington State Department of Transportation
2005-2007 budget for capital improvements is $3.3 billion, and a $18 billion
bond issue for the Regional Transportation Improvement District (RTID) is up
for vote in late 2007. The estimated cost of the SE Bypass would be around
$40 million.

7. The proposed project is not intended to expand Issaquah-Hobart Road
which is located south of the proposed project limits in King County. King
County does not plan to widen the Issaquah-Hobart Road at this time, but the
County may evaluate traffic congestion on that roadway at some time in the
future.

8

8. Your comments have been noted and will be considered in the City's
decision for this project.
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1. Your comments have been noted and will be considered in the City's
decision for this project.
2. Mitigation measures are considered for the No Action alternative in the
SDEIS. Alternatives that meet the project’s goal of reducing congestion
between I-90 and Issaquah Hobart Road were evaluated in depth during the
course of the EIS process. The reader is referred to Chapter 2 for a
discussion of all alternatives considered during the course of the EIS
process. Other alternatives to the proposed project have been suggested in
comments, but these alternatives are not reasonable because they are not
effective in reducing congestion.
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1. Your comments have been noted and will be considered in the City's
decision for this project.
2. Mitigation measures are considered for the No Action alternative in the
SDEIS. Alternatives that meet the project’s goal of reducing congestion
between I-90 and Issaquah Hobart Road were evaluated in depth during the
course of the EIS process. The reader is referred to Chapter 2 for a
discussion of all alternatives considered during the course of the EIS
process. Other alternatives to the proposed project have been suggested in
comments, but these alternatives are not reasonable because they are not
effective in reducing congestion.
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1. Your comments have been noted and will be considered for the FEIS.

1
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2. As discussed in the CP3 document, the Park Point Development is not
dependent on the project nor are there any other projects in the planning or
permitting process that are reliant or anticipatory of the SE Issaquah Bypass.

3. Your comments have been noted and will be considered in the City's
decision for this project.
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1. to 2. Your comments have been noted and will be considered in the
City's decision for this project.

2
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1. The City has received your letter and appreciates your input.
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1. The City has received your letter and appreciates your input.
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1. With mitigation measures, Modified Alternative 5 is not expected to have
substantial impacts on wildlife species in the area. The City will also initiate
and contribute monetarily in a study and planning effort that will address
regional wildlife connectivity issues.
2. Your comments are noted. Mitigation measures for Modified Alternative 5
are identified in Chapter 3of this Final EIS and are intended to avoid or
reduce impacts on the natural and social environment.
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1. The City has received your letter and appreciates your input.

1
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1. The two interchanges referred to in the purpose and need statement are
the Front Street and SR 900 interchange. Improvements to the Sunset
Interchange were provided through a separate project and therefore
evaluated under separate environmental review.

2. Please refer to the SDEIS Appendix G, Transportation Technical Report,
for a discussion on potential impacts of widening SR 18. Additionally, when
the project was initiated, the Sunset Interchange was under construction;
therefore the most current data available at the time was used for existing
conditions.
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1

1. Modified Alternative 5 is intended to meet the proposed project purpose
and need to reduce congestion on I-90 interchanges and on Front Street by
diverting traffic away from existing congested city streets.

2

2. The proposed project is not intended to harm the local community,
vegetation, water quality or wildlife. Mitigation measures for potential
impacts resulting from the proposed project are identified in Chapter 3 of this
Final EIS.

3

3. and 4. Modified Alternative 5 was chosen as the preferred alternative
because it has impacts that can be effectively mitigated. The other build
alternatives considered in the DSEIS would have impacts considered
unacceptable to the community..

4
5
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5. Your comments have been noted and will be considered in the City's
decision for this project.
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1. Your comments have been noted and will be considered in the City's
decision for this project.

2. Mitigation measures for potential impacts resulting from the proposed
project are identified in Chapter 3 of this Final EIS.
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2. Your comment is noted and will be considered in the City's decision for
this project.

3
3. Your comments have been noted and will be considered in the City's
decision for this project.
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4. Several alternatives were reviewed and rejected during the initial
screening process for the proposed project. Please see Chapter 2 of this
Final EIS for a summary of alternatives screening and the selection of
Modified Alternative 5 as the preferred alternative.
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5. Your comments are noted. The proposed project is not expected to
adversely affect air or water quality in the project area. Please see Chapter 3
of this final EIS for more information on potential impacts under Modified
Alternative 5.

6

6. Through a long technical process the preferred alternative identified for
the Southeast Issaquah Bypass project is Modified Alternative 5 as identified
in Chapter 2 of this Final EIS.

7

7. The City has received your comment and appreciates your input.
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1. Your comments have been noted and will be considered in the City’s
decision for the project.
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2

1. and 2. Your comments are noted. Please see Chapter 1 of this Final EIS
for the purpose and need the proposed SE bypass roadway is intended to
address and Chapter 2 for alternatives to the project that were considered
previously. The proposed project would be only one of several actions the
city may implement to address traffic issues throughout its jurisdiction.

3

3. Your comments have been noted and will be considered in the City's
decision for this project.

4

4. As a result of previous environmental reviews, Modified Alternative 5 has
been selected as the preferred alternative for the proposed project. As
indicated in Chapter 1 of this Final EIS, this alternative is intended to reduce
congestion on Front Street and at local interchanges.
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1. Park Pointe Development can be built with or without the SE Issaquah
Bypass Project. In 2004 the City Council changed the zone from “Urban
Village” to “Low Density Residential”. The maximum number of units that
can now be built is 356. The Park Pointe Development can build via local
street access and is not dependant upon the Bypass for their access.

1
2. Air quality and noise issues are addressed in Chapter 3 of this Final EIS.

2

3

4
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3. Alternative5 now called Modified Alternative 5 is the preferred alternative
carried forward in this FEIS. /Modified Alternative 5 is not expected to have
an adverse impacts on the Issaquah Sportsmen’s Club.
4. The proposed bridge over the North Tributary and Wetland GW would
provide wildlife clearance for small mammals. The wildlife crossing near the
Issaquah Sportsman’s Club was eliminated because existing fencing on
private property in the area would make this crossing ineffective.
Recognizing that more needs to be understood regarding the migration
patterns of the large mammals between Tiger and Squak Mountains, the City
agreed during the CP3 issue resolution process to participate monetarily and
help initiate a study and planning effort that addresses regional wildlife
connectivity. The City also agreed to facilitate a discussion during the project
design stage with WSDOT through an inter-agency request to evaluate
maintenance needs at existing wildlife crossing on I-90 in coordination with
WDFW and USFWS. Wildlife signage, as determined appropriate, would be
provided along the roadway corridor to warn drivers of the potential for
encountering wildlife.
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5. Impacts on wildlife were acknowledged and mitigation for these impacts
was proposed in the SDEIS. Additional mitigation measures for potential
wildlife habitat impacts are provided in Chapter 3 of this Final EIS and
outlined in the project’s proposed Wetland Mitigation Plan.
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1. Future year traffic volumes accounted for the Sunset Interchange opening
and potential changes in traffic patterns were reflected in the future year
volumes

1

2

3

Southeast Issaquah Bypass Final EIS

2. Since issuance of the SDEIS, FHWA and EPA have coordinated on this
issue during the City’s negotiations with resource agencies for the 404
Merger Process concurrence on the preferred alternative. FHWA concluded
that appropriate modeling approaches for the proposed project have been
followed and, therefore, further study of sub-regional or regional land use
effects would not be necessary. A copy of the FHWA and EPA
correspondence on this issue, and concurrence from EPA and other
resource agencies, is provided in the Concurrence Point 3 Package available
from the City of Issaquah, or via the City’s website at www.ci.issaquah.wa.us.
3. As a two-lane facility, the Issaquah-Hobart Road operates poorly in the
future with or without the SE Bypass. Congestion on Issaquah-Hobart Road
is predicted to get worse over the next 20 years, with the consequence of
traffic backing up into Issaquah during the PM peak hours. King County
determines the need for any modifications to the Issaquah-Hobart Road and
may respond to this capacity deficiency in the future in accordance with
regional policy. The City will continue to act on correcting its own traffic
deficiencies under the assumption that neighboring jurisdictions will address
conditions for which they are responsible. Also note that the SE Bypass
would provide other improvements to in-City traffic mobility that are
independent of current and projected capacity problems with the IssaquahHobart Road.
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4. The EPA (Environmental Protection Agency) has set National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS), which specify maximum concentrations for carbon monoxide (CO),
particulate matter less than 10 micrometers in size (PM10), particulate matter less than 2.5
micrometers in size (PM2.5), ozone, sulfur dioxide, lead, and nitrogen dioxide. The project
area is in compliance with these standards for all pollutants, but because the Carbon
Monoxide (CO) standards have been recently attained, the project is in a CO maintenance
area, therefore local intersection level CO analysis is conducted. Regional emissions
analysis (including congestion on I-90) is conducted by the Puget Sound Regional Council
(PSRC). The PSRC must include the project in the Metropolitan Transportation Plan and
Transportation Improvement Plan. The project is included in their analysis as project ISS9.The Puget Sound Clean Air Agency (PSCAA) is responsible for monitoring, setting
standards, and regulating development to achieve regional air quality standards in the King,
Kitsap, Pierce, and Snohomish counties. For additional information regarding air quality in
the region, please visit the PSCAA website at: http://www.pscleanair.org or call the PSCAA
at 206-343-8800. With the SE Bypass in place, north-south traffic can now access I-90 from
2 interchanges, the Sunset Interchange and the Front St Interchange. This also allows for a
more balanced north-south traffic flow accessing I-90. Please refer to pages 2-18 -2-20 for
a discussion on Front St. traffic operations in the future.
5. The purpose of Table 2-5 is to illustrate what potential traffic volumes would be in the
future with and without the SE Bypass. This table illustrates that with the SE Bypass in
place, Front St and 2nd Ave volumes would decrease. Table 2-6 summarizes traffic
operations today and those anticipated in the future.
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6. All of these options (except for the roundabout) have been explored previously. Please
refer to SDEIS Appendix G, Transportation Technical Report, for a discussion on potential
impacts of widening SR 18.
7. The SDEIS visual analysis followed appropriate state and federal guidelines and was
reviewed and approved by FHWA and WSDOT prior to issuance of the SDEIS. The visual
quality analysis in the SDEIS indicates that Alternative 5 would have moderately high visual
impacts. Viewsheds selected for visual quality evaluation were determined, in part, by
proximity to the project area. Because Squak Mountain is over 1 mile south of the proposed
project’s southern limits, views from that location were not evaluated. While portions of the
roadway may be visible from some Squak Mountain locations, at that distance the project is
not expected to result in substantial visual quality impacts to viewers there. As indicated in
the SDEIS, property values are determined by a variety of factors and the proposed project
is not expected to have a substantial influence on property values in the project area.
Construction impacts were considered in the SDEIS, and mitigation measures for
construction-related impacts are included in Chapter 3 of this Final EIS.
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8. It is correct to say that noise can travel from low-lying areas to areas
above. However, Squak Mountain residences are located further than onehalf-mile from the project area. Residences at this distance would not
experience a noticeable change in noise levels from the project. As a
comparison, Noise Receptor I is located 250 feet west of the project.
Existing and future noise levels at Noise Receptor I are predicted to be 60
dBA for the existing conditions and future conditions with the project. With
no change in noise levels resulting from the project at 250 feet, no noticeable
change in noise levels resulting from the project are predicted at residences
located at least one-half-mile from the project on Squak Mountain.

9. Potential impacts on groundwater and slope stability for Modified
Alternative 5 are addressed in chapter 3 of this FEIS. Additional subsurface
exploration would be needed at the design level phase prior to design of the
structural walls in the northern project area.

10. Since issuance of the SDEIS, because of the variability of subsurface
conditions in the proposed project area, it was agreed that North Pond 1
would no longer be assumed to provide infiltration. Additional information on
stormwater analysis and pond designs is provided in the Concurrence Point
3 Package available from the City of Issaquah or online at the City’s website,
www.ci.issaquah.wa.us.
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1. Newport Way was among many alternatives that have been reviewed and
rejected during alternatives screening and environmental review of the
proposed project. Please see Chapter 2 of this Final EIS for a summary of
alternatives considered for the proposed project.

2. The EPA (Environmental Protection Agency) has set National Ambient Air
Quality Standards (NAAQS), which specify maximum concentrations for
carbon monoxide (CO), particulate matter less than 10 micrometers in size
(PM10), particulate matter less than 2.5 micrometers in size (PM2.5), ozone,
sulfur dioxide, lead, and nitrogen dioxide. The project area is in compliance
with these standards for all pollutants, but because the Carbon Monoxide
(CO) standards have been recently attained, the project is in a CO
maintenance area, therefore local intersection level CO analysis is
conducted. The local intersection level CO analysis concluded that CO
levels near intersections would be within EPA standards.
The Puget Sound Clean Air Agency (PSCAA) is responsible for monitoring,
setting standards, and regulating development to achieve regional air quality
standards in the King, Kitsap, Pierce, and Snohomish counties. For
additional information regarding air quality in the region, please visit the
PSCAA website at: http://www.pscleanair.org or call the PSCAA at 206-3438800.

3. Your comments have been noted and will be considered in the City's
decision for this project.
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1. The Purpose and Need statement has been developed through careful review
by the City and state and federal agencies. It is acknowledged that traffic
modeling indicates that the proposed project may not operate as efficiently in
2030 as it would when first constructed. The project is intended to contribute to
the regional transportation system and would provide an additional route for local
and regional travel.
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2. Evaluation of the No-Build Alternative, which has been defined as a decision
not to construct the proposed project, was provided in the SDEIS and this
alternative is included in this Final EIS.

3. When noise levels are predicted to exceed 66 dBA in the State of Washington,
a noise impact is identified. FHWA regulations (23 CFR 772) specify that when
noise impacts are identified, abatement (mitigation) measures must be evaluated.
If abatement measures are found to be both feasible and reasonable, then
abatement measures must be incorporated into the project design. If an area
exceeds 66 dBA, but does not meet both the feasibility and reasonableness
criteria, noise mitigation is not required.
Noise analysis in the State of Washington must follow WSDOT’s policy and
procedures document. Please see the following website for the guidelines
followed for this projects analysis:
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/regions/Northwest/rp&s/environmental/aae/policies.htm

4
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4. Proposed stormwater ponds are sized and designed following appropriate
state and local regulations. Please see Chapter 3 of this Final EIS for more
information on stormwater facilities proposed for Modified Alternative 5.
Stormwater ponds are not expected to adversely affect existing streams or water
quality.
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5. The analysis evaluates the potential to encounter hazardous materials during
project construction and operation. Impacts and Mitigation resulting from a
hazardous materials spill are discussed in Chapter 3. In the result of a release of
hazardous materials during vehicle accidents, the City’s Spill Contingency
Management Plan would be in effect for response coordination, spill assessment
and cleanup.
6. Clearing and grading amounts were identified in the SDEIS. Chapter 3 of this
Final EIS provides information on impacts to vegetation associated with Modified
Alternative 5. After issuance of the SDEIS, during the 404 Merger Process issue
resolution process, the City agreed to participate monetarily and help initiate a study
and planning effort that addresses regional wildlife connectivity. The City also agreed
to facilitate a discussion during the project design stage with WSDOT to evaluate
maintenance needs at the existing wildlife crossing on I-90 in coordination with state
and federal fish and wildlife agencies.
7. A Biological Assessment (BA) was prepared for the project as a separate
document in accordance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. The
Biological Assessment was issued and distributed with the SDEIS. A revised
Biological Assessment has been prepared for Modified Alternative 5 and is being
distributed with this Final EIS.
8. The City of Issaquah is currently working with the Issaquah School District
regarding the noise abatement proposed as part of the project.
9. The SDEIS visual analysis followed appropriate state and federal guidelines and
was reviewed and approved by FHWA and WSDOT prior to issuance of the SDEIS.
As noted in the SDEIS visual impacts for Alternative 5 were determined to be
moderately high. Visual quality impacts were assessed following appropriate state
and federal guidelines. The proposed project is not expected to have a substantial
impact on local property values. Mitigation measures for potential visual quality
impacts associated with Modified Alternative 5 are identified in Chapter 3 of this Final
EIS. Cumulative impacts associated with the Park Pointe project have been
considered and it is acknowledged that views in the eastern portion of Issaquah are
changing to reflect more urban conditions. Both projects would comply with existing
land use designations for these sites and would be consistent with City plans for
these areas.
10. The Existing Year 2000 data was the most recent data available when this
project began. Existing traffic data serves to provide framework the current traffic
conditions only. Opening year analysis has been updated to reflect an opening year
of 2010 rather than year 2005 as noted in the SDEIS. The Park Pointe development
was assumed in all future year analysis.
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11. Potential impacts on hydrologic conditions associated with the proposed project are
evaluated in the hydrology section of Chapter 3 of this Final EIS. A comprehensive
study of water flow in Issaquah Creek is beyond the scope of the proposed project.

12. The EPA (Environmental Protection Agency) has set National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS), which specify maximum concentrations for carbon monoxide
(CO), particulate matter less than 10 micrometers in size (PM10), particulate matter less
than 2.5 micrometers in size (PM2.5), ozone, sulfur dioxide, lead, and nitrogen dioxide.
The project area is in compliance with these standards for all pollutants and the project
meets all federal and state air quality requirements.
The air quality analysis for the Southeast Issaquah Bypass project followed WSDOT
guidelines. WSDOT air quality guidelines can be found on the internet at the following
website:
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/fasc/EngineeringPublications/Manuals/EPM/425.pdf

13
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13. The CP3 document identifies additional mitigation plans for affected natural habitat
and wildlife connectivity issues. Recognizing that more needs to be understood
regarding the migration patterns of the large mammals between Tiger and Squak
Mountains, the City agreed during the CP3 issue resolution process to participate
monetarily and help initiate a study and planning effort that addresses regional wildlife
connectivity. The City also agreed to facilitate a discussion during the project design
stage with WSDOT through an inter-agency request to evaluate maintenance needs at
existing wildlife crossing on I-90 in coordination with WDFW and USFWS. The Park
Pointe development is not reliant on the SE Bypass for access and under the current
land use designation and current zoning that allows up to 356 dwelling units, the SE
Bypass is not needed for the development.
14. The proposed project is intended to provide an urban arterial as an alternative to
using local streets such as Front Street or Second Avenue for trips that would pass the
city. Vehicles traveling from the south, with no intention of stopping in the city, would
be expected to use the proposed project for destinations that would include Issaquah
Highlands and the Sammamish Plateau, as well as destinations to the east or west via
Interstate 90.
15. The SDEIS indicates that real estate decisions are influenced by many factors and
the proposed project is not expected to have a substantial impact on local property
values. Economic conditions, proximity to Seattle and other nearby jurisdictions, and
mobility provided by existing roads and other planned improvements, including the
proposed project, would be among other considerations that also may influence local
property values.
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16. Your comments have been noted and will be considered in the City's
decision for this project.
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1. Traffic congestion along the Front Street corridor and at nearby I-90
interchanges is associated with pass-by travel that does require stopping in
the city. The proposed project is intended to address this problem. Please
see Chapter 1 of this Final EIS for more information on the proposed
project’s purpose and need.
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2. Only the baseline information under existing conditions does not consider
the Sunset Interchange. Traffic modeling for the 2010 year of opening and the
2030 future conditions does account for Sunset Interchange operations and
potential changes in traffic patterns.

3. Your comments are noted. With mitigation measures, the proposed
project is not expected to have substantial adverse impacts on air quality and
noise. Impacts and mitigation measures for these elements under Modified
Alternative 5 are provided in Chapter 3 of this Final EIS.

3
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4. The proposed project is not expected to result in adverse impacts on
groundwater or surface water quality. A new Wetland Mitigation Plan has
been prepared for Modified Alternative 5 and is included in this Final EIS.

5. The proposed project would not affect groundwater routes and proposed
stormwater ponds would not result in substantial home displacements.
Proposed stormwater ponds would be designed for natural fluctuations in
water levels and are not expected to require the use of pesticides or other
hazardous chemicals for operation and maintenance.
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6. Subsurface soil and groundwater conditions change significantly over
relatively short vertical and horizontal distances in the project vicinity and it is
not possible to compare conditions elsewhere with the proposed project
area. Additional subsurface exploration would be done at the design level
stage to determine the design of structural walls in the north project area.
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1. Modeling used in the traffic analysis for the SDEIS did account for operation of the I90 Sunset Interchange in both the year of opening and future operations traffic
estimates. The interchange is also included in the updated year of opening analysis
provided with this Final EIS. Economic impacts and impacts on schools were identified
in Chapter 4 of the SDEIS and are also analyzed for Modified Alternative 5 in Chapter 3
of this Final EIS.

1

2
2. The SDSEIS does include consideration of impacts on traffic, schools, economics
and visual quality. Additional information on potential impacts related to these
elements under Modified Alternative 5 is provided in Chapter 3 of this Final EIS.

3

3. Other alternatives were considered and rejected for the proposed project. Please
see Chapter 2 of this Final EIS for information on the alternatives screening process.

`
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1. Modified Alternative 5 has been selected as the only build alternative to be advanced
in the Final EIS. This alternative would include the South A alignment along 6th Avenue
and new locations for stormwater facilities. One homes along Front Street would be
affected. Mitigation measures for displaced homes would be provided following federal,
state, and local regulations. Access to remaining homes would be maintained.

1

2

2. The No Action alternative was considered in the SDEIS and is included in this Final
EIS.
nd
Improving 2 Avenue Southeast to provide additional capacity does not meet the goals
of the stated “Purpose and Need” of the Southeast Bypass Project which is “to create a
nd
new north/south arterial roadway”. Sunset Way is classified as a minor arterial and 2
Avenue Southeast is a collector arterial and has a lower classification and is designed for
lower traffic volumes than the proposed project. As such, these roads are designed for lower
traffic volumes than the proposed project and are not intended to provide primary relief for
traffic congestion on the Front Street Corridor. The City has expressed concern regarding the
impacts of “cut-through” traffic on the Old Towne neighborhood associated with the use of
Sunset Way and Second Avenue as routes to local freeway interchanges. The proposed
project would provide a more acceptable route for pass-by trips that do not require local
access.
Using 2nd Avenue Southeast as the Bypass would separate and isolate the neighborhood east of 2nd
Avenue Southeast, and Sunset Way would function at Level of Service F in the year 2030 which would
add to degradation of the neighborhood. Utilizing 2nd Avenue Southeast as an arterial bypass would
require very significant improvements and additional right of way on that street and on Sunset Way to
accommodate the projected traffic volumes. Those improvements could create a severe impact to the
neighborhood communities and the three schools fronting on 2nd Avenue Southeast.

3

4

3. Your comments are noted. Subsurface soil and groundwater conditions change
significantly over relatively short vertical and horizontal distances in the project vicinity
and it is not possible to compare conditions elsewhere with the proposed project area.
Potential impacts on groundwater recharge indicate that, at worst, the proposed project
would result in a 0.10 percent (1/1000) reduction of total recharge volume in the Lower
Issaquah Valley aquifer. If additional testing confirms infiltration potential for stormwater
ponds, no reduction in aquifer recharge would be expected because nearly all runoff
from the proposed roadway would be infiltrated.

4. Stormwater drainage and flood protection measures would be provided. With
mitigation, the proposed project is expected to result in no effect on 100-year flood
levels in the project area.
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1. Your comments are noted. Under Modified Alternative 5 the North C alignment
would require a portion of the high school athletic field. The field would be reconfigured
and would continue to function after the proposed project is constructed. Please see
Chapter 3 of this Final EIS for additional mitigation for impacts to school facilities.
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1. Please see response for the Issaquah Alps Club (letter dated July 30, 2004) in this
FEIS. In addition, the “Landslide Hazard” delineation should be removed from the
north portion of the Bypass alignment because, based on our knowledge of subsurface
conditions, the area does not meet the definition criteria for this Critical area. However,
this same area is considered a steep slope hazard area which requires more stringent
subsurface exploration, design considerations and construction issues compared with a
landslide hazard area.

1

Landslide hazard areas, in a classic sense in the Puget Sound lowland, are areas
where permeable soils overlie impermeable soils (for example, sand over silt). Also
associated with this classic geologic sequence for landslide hazards, is ground water
that occurs within the sand soils immediately above the silt interface, which is then
truncated by a slope. This emerging ground water is often, but not always, observed as
springs or “seeps” on a hillside. These conditions (sand over silt with regional ground
water emerging in slope areas) were not observed at north end of the Bypass
alignment. We expect that ground water emerging within the slope face is likely
masked by the weathered soils that mantle the slopes which is a common condition
throughout the Puget Sound lowlands.
Ground water was observed in many of the test borings completed for the DSEIS. This
ground water was encountered at depth in most of the test borings, and did not occur at
an elevation where it may intersect a slope. However, as described in the response for
the Issaquah Alps Club, additional subsurface exploration is required to further
evaluate soil and ground water conditions as a basis for design of the Bypass project.
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1. Alternatives that meet the project’s goal of reducing congestion between I-90 and
Issaquah Hobart Road were evaluated in depth during the course of the EIS process.
The reader is referred to Chapter 2 for a discussion of all alternatives considered during
the course of the EIS process. Other alternatives to the proposed project have been
suggested in comments, but these alternatives are not reasonable because they are
not effective in reducing congestion.

1

2. Potential impacts on groundwater recharge indicate that, at worst, the proposed
project would result in a 0.10 percent (1/1000) reduction of total recharge volume in the
Lower Issaquah Valley aquifer. If additional testing confirms infiltration potential for
stormwater ponds, no reduction in aquifer recharge would be expected because nearly
all runoff from the proposed roadway would be infiltrated.

2
3

4

3. The EPA (Environmental Protection Agency) has set National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS), which specify maximum concentrations for carbon monoxide
(CO), particulate matter less than 10 micrometers in size (PM10), particulate matter less
than 2.5 micrometers in size (PM2.5), ozone, sulfur dioxide, lead, and nitrogen dioxide.
The project area is in compliance with these standards for all pollutants, but because
the Carbon Monoxide (CO) standards have been recently attained, the project is in a
CO maintenance area, therefore local intersection level CO analysis is conducted. The
local intersection level CO analysis concluded that CO levels near intersections would
be within EPA standards.
WSDOT air quality guidelines can be found on the internet at the following website:
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/fasc/EngineeringPublications/Manuals/EPM/425.pdf

4. The Issaquah School District has expressed concern about noise and safety impacts
to Issaquah High School, Clark Elementary School, Tiger Mountain Alternative School,
and the athletic facilities. Mitigation measures for potential impacts to the schools are
discussed in Chapter 3 of this Final EIS.
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1. and 2. Your comments have been noted and will be considered in the City's
decision for this project. Impacts to the aquifer, vegetation, and other resources were
evaluated and detail with mitigation identified. Many alternative traffic improvement
alternatives were also evaluated, as summarized in Chapter 2 of the FEIS. The bypass
is selected as the Preferred Alternative based on factors including balancing social and
economic impacts, impacts on the natural environment, transportation system
performance, and cost.

Supplemental Draft EIS Comment Letters and Responses

Page 110

1

1. When noise levels are predicted to exceed 66 dBA in the State of Washington, a
noise impact is identified. FHWA regulations (23 CFR 772) specify that when noise
impacts are identified, abatement (mitigation) measures must be evaluated. If
abatement measures are found to be both feasible and reasonable, then abatement
measures must be incorporated into the project design. If an area exceeds 66 dBA, but
does not meet both the feasibility and reasonableness criteria, noise mitigation is not
required.
Noise analysis in the State of Washington must follow WSDOT’s policy and procedures
document. Please see the following website for the guidelines followed for this projects
analysis:
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/regions/Northwest/rp&s/environmental/aae/policies.htm
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1. Potential impacts on groundwater recharge indicate that, at worst, the proposed
project would result in a 0.10 percent (1/1000) reduction of total recharge volume in the
Lower Issaquah Valley aquifer. If additional testing confirms infiltration potential for
stormwater ponds, no reduction in aquifer recharge would be expected because nearly
all runoff from the proposed roadway would be infiltrated. Please see Chapter 3 of this
FEIS for more information on water quality impacts related to Modified Alternative 5.

2. The Park Pointe Development continues forward with or without the SE Bypass in
place. The Park Pointe Development would not add 3000 trips per day to the Issaquah
arterial network as suggested in the comment.

3. The goal of the proposed project, as stated in Chapter 1 of this Final EIS, is to
relieve congestion on city streets and at local interchanges. Under state and local
growth management provisions, adequate transportation facilities must be provided to
support planned development. The proposed project would help the City meet these
requirements.
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4. Your comments are noted.

5. Your comments are noted. City decision makers will consider costs in evaluating the
choice to build, or not to build, the proposed project. The rise in cost is due to several
factors. In 2000 a two-lane road was assumed, but had to be expanded to four lanes to
meet the projected 20-year demand. Construction costs have escalated in recent
years making all public works project more expensive.
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1. The City has received your letter and appreciates your input.

Supplemental Draft EIS Comment Letters and Responses

Page 115

1

Southeast Issaquah Bypass Final EIS

1. The City has received your letter and appreciates your input.
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1. Traffic studies for the proposed project have indicated that a four-lane roadway
would be desirable to accommodate present and future traffic volumes in the project
area. City decision makers will ultimately determine the final design of the roadway, if
the build alternative is selected.

2. Your comments are noted. The city has not yet determined what actions will be
pursued if the proposed project is not constructed. Some of the suggestions on traffic
improvements are being made, including signal coordination and the I-90
Undercrossing project to provide another route across I-90. However, as summarized
in Chapter 2 of the FEIS, these and other alternatives won’t significantly improve traffic
between I-90 and Issaquah-Hobart Road, which is the purpose of the bypass. The No
Action alternative is an option, if that is what City decision makers desire.
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1. and 2. The proposed project is intended to reduce existing congestion on Front
Street. Potential impacts to school facilities are addressed, and mitigation measures
are discussed, in Chapter 3 of this Final EIS.

Supplemental Draft EIS Comment Letters and Responses

Page 118

1

Southeast Issaquah Bypass Final EIS

1. Your comments have been noted and will be considered in the City's decision for this
project.
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1. and 2. Your comments have been noted and will be considered in the City's
decision for this project. Noise impacts, and impacts on water quality, schools and the
local community, along with proposed mitigation measures, are discussed in Chapter 3
of this Final EIS.
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1. Potential impacts on groundwater recharge indicate that, at worst, the proposed
project would result in a 0.10 percent (1/1000) reduction of total recharge volume in the
Lower Issaquah Valley aquifer. If additional testing confirms infiltration potential for
stormwater ponds, no reduction in aquifer recharge would be expected because nearly
all runoff from the proposed roadway would be infiltrated.
2. Stormwater drainage and flood protection measures would be provided. With
mitigation, the proposed project is expected to result in no effect on 100-year flood
levels in the project area.
3. The proposed project is not expected to result in substantial impacts on noise or air
quality in the project area. Please see Chapter 3 of this FEIS for more information on
noise and air quality impacts for Modified Alternative 5.
4. Your comments have been noted and will be considered in the City's decision for this
project.
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1. and 2. Your comments have been noted and will be considered in the City's
decision for this project. The proposed project is intended to reduce congestion on the
Front Street corridor and improve access to freeway interchanges.

2
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1. The proposed project would provide a new principal arterial to the east side of the
city. Sunset Way (a minor arterial) and 2nd Avenue (a collector arterial) have lower
functional classifications than the proposed project. As such, these roads are designed
for lower traffic volumes than the proposed project and are not intended to provide
primary relief for traffic congestion on the Front Street corridor. The City has expressed
concern regarding the impacts of “cut-through” traffic on the Old Towne neighborhood
associated with the use of Sunset Way and Second Avenue as routes to local freeway
interchanges. The proposed project would provide a more acceptable route for passby trips that do not require local access.

2. Alternatives that meet the project’s goal of reducing congestion between I-90 and
Issaquah Hobart Road were evaluated in depth during the course of the EIS process.
The reader is referred to Chapter 2 for a discussion of all alternatives considered during
the course of the EIS process. Other alternatives to the proposed project have been
suggested in comments, but these alternatives are not reasonable because they are
not effective in reducing congestion.
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1. Your comments are noted. The consultant has cooperated with city staff to reduce
costs associated with design and evaluation of project alternatives. All requests for
additional funding have followed appropriate guidelines and have been reviewed by city
staff.
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2

2. See Comment 1 above. Project costs were reviewed in detail by city staff and
council members in May 2002. All requests for additional funds have followed
appropriate city procedures.

3

3. The City has received your comments and appreciates your input.
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1. Potential community impacts have been considered and are identified in Chapter 3
of this Final EIS. The proposed project would change the community character by
contributing toward a more urban setting at the eastern edge of the city. Mitigation
measures for community impacts also are included in Chapter 3.

2. Traffic modeling in the DSEIS and in this FEIS does include operation of the I-90
Sunset Interchange for both the year of opening and future operations by 2030. Traffic
data for the proposed project indicate that Modified Alternative 5 would substantially
improve operations for north-south travel conditions and accessibility to I-90 from Front
Street and the proposed SE Bypass roadway.
3. The proposed project is expected to support development already planned by the
city and is not expected to increase local development pressure. Alternatives that meet
the project’s goal of reducing congestion between I-90 and Issaquah Hobart Road were
evaluated in depth during the course of the EIS process. The reader is referred to
Chapter 2 for a discussion of all alternatives considered during the course of the EIS
process. Other alternatives to the proposed project have been suggested in
comments, but these alternatives are not reasonable because they are not effective in
reducing congestion.
4. Your comments are noted. Potential impacts on water quality, soils, visual quality,
and economics associated with Modified Alternative 5 are addressed in Chapter 3 of
this Final EIS.
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1. Mitigation measures are considered for the No Action alternative in the SDEIS.
Alternatives that meet the project’s goal of reducing congestion between I-90 and
Issaquah Hobart Road were evaluated in depth during the course of the EIS process.
The reader is referred to Chapter 2 for a discussion of all alternatives considered during
the course of the EIS process. Other alternatives to the proposed project have been
suggested in comments, but these alternatives are not reasonable because they are
not effective in reducing congestion.
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1. Please see response for the Issaquah Alps Club letter dated July 30, 2004 in this
FEIS. In addition, the “Landslide Hazard” delineation should be removed from the
north portion of the Bypass alignment because, based on our knowledge of subsurface
conditions, the area does not meet the definition criteria for this critical area. However,
this same area is considered a steep slope hazard area which requires more stringent
subsurface exploration, design considerations and construction issues compared with a
landslide hazard area.
Landslide hazard areas, in a classic sense in the Puget Sound lowland, are areas
where permeable soils overlie impermeable soils (for example, sand over silt). Also
associated with this classic geologic sequence for landslide hazards, is ground water
that occurs within the sand soils immediately above the silt interface, which is then
truncated by a slope. This emerging ground water is often, but not always, observed as
springs or “seeps” on a hillside. These conditions (sand over silt with regional ground
water emerging in slope areas) were not observed at north end of the SE Bypass
alignment. We expect that ground water emerging within the slope face is likely
masked by the weathered soils that mantle the slopes which is a common condition
throughout the Puget Sound lowlands.

1

Ground water was observed in many of the test borings completed for the DSEIS. This
ground water was encountered at depth in most of the test borings, and did not occur at
an elevation where it may intersect a slope. However, as described in the response for
the Issaquah Alps Club, additional subsurface exploration is required to further
evaluate soil and ground water conditions as a basis for design of the Bypass project.

2
2. Potential impacts on groundwater recharge indicate that the proposed project would
result in a 0.10 percent (1/1000) reduction of total recharge volume in the Lower
Issaquah Valley aquifer. If additional testing confirms infiltration potential for
stormwater ponds, no reduction in aquifer recharge would be expected because nearly
all runoff from the proposed roadway would be infiltrated.
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1. A visual quality assessment for the proposed project area was conducted at several
locations within three general viewsheds. The SDEIS visual analysis followed
appropriate state and federal guidelines and was reviewed and approved by FHWA
and WSDOT prior to issuance of the SDEIS.. Graphics provided in the visual quality
analysis are intended to be representative of views in different areas along the
proposed project route and do not attempt to cover every view possible view angle.

1
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View ratings are subjective and may be dependent on individual viewer sensitivities.
Existing topography and vegetation obscure views from locations near the northern
project area. Therefore, ratings indicative of small degrees of expected change from
those locations reflect these conditions. As noted in the economics analysis, property
values are determined by many factors including current economic conditions. The
proposed project is not expected to substantially influence local property values.
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1. and 2. Your comments have been noted and will be considered in the City's
decision for this project.

2

3. Alternatives evaluated and graded during the alternatives analysis are identified in
Table 2-1 of the SDEIS. As indicated in that table, only Alternative 1 (Front Street
South to I-90 Interchange) received all passing grades. Both Newport Way and the
May Valley Roadway (Alternatives 8 and 9 in Table 2-1) were identified as receiving
three separate failing grades each under the alternatives screening criteria. Alternatives
receiving failing grades were not advanced for further environmental evaluation.

3
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4. Since issuance of the SDEIS, Modified Alternative 5Alternative 5/Modified Alternative
5 has been selected as the only build alternative that can be effectively mitigated.
Wetland impacts and mitigation measures for Modified Alternative 5 are presented in
Chapter 3 of this Final EIS. A new wetland mitigation plan for Modified Alternative 5
also has been prepared and is provided in the appendices of this Final EIS.
5. The existing year 2000 data was the most recent data available when the project
was initiated. The existing data provides information on traffic conditions experienced.
The opening year analysis has been modified to reflect Year 2010 for the No-Action
scenario and for the Build Scenario (Alternative 5)
6. The Park Pointe development is currently undergoing separate environmental review
by the City of Issaquah. The proposed SE Bypass would support development planned
for the Park Pointe project, however, the purpose and need for the SE Bypass is not
related to that development. Park Pointe Development can proceed without the SE
Bypass project. It would have access off of local streets and is not dependant upon the
Bypass project.

7
7. Retaining walls in the north project area would be needed because cuts in the
hillside would be required to accommodate the proposed roadway. Visual quality and
noise issues for Modified Alternative 5 are addressed in Chapter 3 of this FEIS.
Through a series of meetings with federal and state resource agencies in 2005, the City
has agreed to initiate and participate in a study and planning effort to address issues
concerning regional wildlife movement and connectivity.

8
8. Impacts on wildlife are addressed in Chapter 3 of this Final EIS. A new Biological
Assessment is being prepared for Modified Alternative 5 and will be distributed with this
Final EIS. The proposed project is not expected to have adverse impacts on
threatened or endangered species.

9
9. Many of these ideas have been considered in the past, as summarized in Chapter 2
of this Final EIS. Alternatives that meet the project’s goal of reducing congestion
between I-90 and Issaquah Hobart Road were evaluated in depth during the course of
the EIS process. The reader is referred to Chapter 2 for a discussion of all alternatives
considered during the course of the EIS process. Other alternatives to the proposed
project have been suggested in comments, but these were not considered viable or
effective in reducing congestion.

Southeast Issaquah Bypass Final EIS

Supplemental Draft EIS Comment Letters and Responses

Page 133

9

Southeast Issaquah Bypass Final EIS

Supplemental Draft EIS Comment Letters and Responses

Page 134

Southeast Issaquah Bypass Final EIS

Supplemental Draft EIS Comment Letters and Responses

Page 135

1

Southeast Issaquah Bypass Final EIS

1. and 2. Your comments are noted and will be considered in the City’s decision for
this project.
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1. When noise levels are predicted to exceed 66 dBA in the State of Washington, a
noise impact is identified. FHWA regulations (23 CFR 772) specify that when noise
impacts are identified, abatement (mitigation) measures must be evaluated. If
abatement measures are found to be both feasible and reasonable, then abatement
measures must be incorporated into the project design. If an area exceeds 66 dBA, but
does not meet both the feasibility and reasonableness criteria, noise mitigation is not
required.

1

Noise analysis in the State of Washington must follow WSDOT’s policy and procedures
document. Please see the following website for the guidelines followed for this projects
analysis:
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/regions/Northwest/rp&s/environmental/aae/policies.htm
The City of Issaquah is currently working with the Issaquah School District regarding
the noise abatement proposed as part of the project.

2
3

2. Alternatives that meet the project’s goal of reducing congestion between I-90 and
Issaquah Hobart Road were evaluated in depth during the course of the EIS process.
The reader is referred to Chapter 2 for a discussion of all alternatives considered during
the course of the EIS process. Other alternatives to the proposed project have been
suggested in comments, but these were not considered viable or effective in reducing
congestion.
3. Your comments have been noted and will be considered in the City's decision for this
project. Traffic analysis indicates that the proposed project’s ability to accommodate
projected traffic volumes would be diminished by 2030.
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1. When noise levels are predicted to exceed 66 dBA in the State of Washington, a
noise impact is identified. FHWA regulations (23 CFR 772) specify that when noise
impacts are identified, abatement (mitigation) measures must be evaluated. If
abatement measures are found to be both feasible and reasonable, then abatement
measures must be incorporated into the project design. If an area exceeds 66 dBA, but
does not meet both the feasibility and reasonableness criteria, noise mitigation is not
required.

1

Noise analysis in the State of Washington must follow WSDOT’s policy and procedures
document. Please see the following website for the guidelines followed for this projects
analysis:
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/regions/Northwest/rp&s/environmental/aae/policies.htm
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1. Your comments are noted and will be considered in the City’s decision for this
project. Geologic conditions vary widely in the vicinity of the project area and
landslides and other events occurring north of the project area are not necessarily
indicative of conditions along the proposed project route.
2. Many alternatives have been evaluated during the EIS to determine the most
effective approach for traffic congestion between I-90 and Issaquah-Hobart Road (see
Chapter 2 in the Final EIS for a summary). In addition to the proposed project, City
staff are considering other actions to address traffic concerns throughout the city’s
boundaries. Specific projects that may be proposed in the future would require
separate environmental review.
3. The EPA (Environmental Protection Agency) has set National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS), which specify maximum concentrations for carbon monoxide
(CO), particulate matter less than 10 micrometers in size (PM10), particulate matter less
than 2.5 micrometers in size (PM2.5), ozone, sulfur dioxide, lead, and nitrogen dioxide.
The project area is in compliance with these standards for all pollutants and the project
meets all federal and state air quality requirements.
The Puget Sound Clean Air Agency (PSCAA) is responsible for monitoring, setting
standards, and regulating development to achieve regional air quality standards in the
King, Kitsap, Pierce, and Snohomish counties. For additional information regarding air
quality in the region, please visit the PSCAA website at: http://www.pscleanair.org or
call the PSCAA at 206-343-8800.
4. Your comments have been noted and will be considered for the Final EIS. Impacts
to schools from Modified Alternative 5 are identified in Chapter 3 of this Final EIS. No
decision has been made on what actions the City will pursue if the SE Bypass roadway
is not constructed.

``
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1
1. Your comments are noted and will be considered in the City’s decision for this
project. WSDOT is addressing capacity improvements on SR-900 and SR-18, and the
city is pursuing the I-90 Undercrossing project as another north-south crossing of I-90.
However, as discussed in the traffic analysis for the bypass, these do not significantly
address the problem with congestion along Front Street. Chapter 2 in the Final EIS
summarizes all alternatives considered that lead to the bypass as the Preferred
Alternative.
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1. Future year 2005 and 2030 were evaluated and results presented in the EIS
(opening year 2010 analysis has recently been conducted). These future years
accounted for traffic volumes with and without the SE Bypass.
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2. The Park and Ride option has been evaluated previously and it was concluded that
given the cost, the P&R would not be utilized in this area. The team will verify with KC
Metro regarding any planned improvements in this area. However, at this time no
transit service extends south of Issaquah to serve potential Park-and-Rides in the
locations that you describe.

3. Your comments have been noted and will be considered for the Final EIS.
Alternatives that meet the project’s goal of reducing congestion between I-90 and
Issaquah Hobart Road were evaluated in depth during the course of the EIS process.
The reader is referred to Chapter 2 for a discussion of all alternatives considered during
the course of the EIS process. Other alternatives to the proposed project have been
suggested in comments, but these are not reasonable because they are not effective in
reducing congestion. The No Action Alternative is not expected to result in travel
pattern changes in Issaquah, based on projects planned in the City’s current
transportation improvement program plan. As summarized in Chapter 2, many
alternatives to the Southeast Issaquah Bypass were evaluated in detail during project
studies. Should the Southeast Issaquah Bypass not be constructed, the City would
have to return to the planning process to re-evaluate those alternatives that were
rejected in the past.
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1. Your comments are noted and will be considered by the City in the decision on this
project. Also see Chapter 1 of this Final EIS regarding the purpose and need for the
proposed project.

2. The process by which alternatives were identified, evaluated, and selected for further
study in the EIS is summarized in Chapter 2. Many other alternatives were considered
but rejected as being not reasonable because they are not effective in reducing
congestion. Once those other alternatives are rejected, the EIS focuses on the specific
alternatives identified in the EIS, as measured against the baseline as defined by the
no-action alternative. Selection of the no-built alternative only means that the proposed
SE Bypass as described in the EIS is rejected. It doesn’t preclude going back to reevaluate all the other alternatives that were previously rejected. However, the EIS
provides a considerable amount of information that shows these other alternatives offer
less effectiveness in reducing congestion. The decision then becomes whether a lower
level of service is acceptable.

3. Your comments are noted. Traffic data for the proposed project indicate that
Modified Alternative 5 would substantially improve operations for north-south travel
conditions and accessibility to I-90 from Front Street and the proposed SE Bypass
roadway.
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1. Your comments have been noted and will be considered for the Final EIS.
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1. Your comments have been noted and will be considered for the Final EIS.
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1. The City has received your letter and appreciates your input.
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1. Your comments have been noted and will be considered for the Final EIS.
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1. The City has received your letter and appreciates your input.
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1. The City has received your letter and appreciates your input.
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1. The City has received your letter and appreciates your input.
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1. Alternatives to the proposed project that were considered and rejected are identified
in Chapter 2 of this Final EIS. Modified Alternative 5 is the preferred alternative
because it is the only build alternative that meets Purpose and Need and has impacts
that can be effectively mitigated. The other build alternatives considered in the DSEIS
would have greater impacts. No specific actions have been determined if the
proposed SE Bypass roadway is not constructed. The No Action Alternative is not
expected to result in travel pattern changes in Issaquah, based on projects planned in
the City’s current transportation improvement program plan. As summarized in
Chapter 2, many alternatives to the Southeast Issaquah Bypass were evaluated in
detail during project studies, but are not reasonable because they are not effective in
reducing congestion. Should the Southeast Issaquah Bypass not be constructed, the
City would have to return to the planning process to re-evaluate those alternatives that
were rejected in the past.

2. Your comments have been noted and will be considered for the Final EIS. Impacts
on schools and wetlands under Modified Alternative 5 are identified in Chapter 3 of this
Final EIS.

1

3. and 4. Your comments have been noted and will be considered in the City's decision
for this project.

2

3

4
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1. Your comments have been noted and will be considered for the Final EIS.

1
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1. Your comments have been noted and will be considered for the Final EIS.
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1. Your comments have been noted and will be considered for the Final EIS.

1
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1. Your comments have been noted and will be considered for the Final EIS.
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1. Your comments have been noted and will be considered for the Final EIS.
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1. Your comments have been noted and will be considered for the Final EIS.

2. As noted in Chapter 1 of this Final EIS, the proposed project is intended to relieve
congestion affecting the Front Street corridor.

3. Your comments have been noted and will be considered for the Final EIS.
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1. Comments noted volumes discrepancies shown in Figure 18 will be corrected.

2. It has been acknowledged that the proposed project would be consistent with the
City’s Comprehensive Plan and would assist Issaquah in meeting growth management
goals. Chapter 1 of this Final EIS provides additional discussion of the proposed
project’s purpose and need.
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3. Please refer to Chapter 2 of the Final EIS and SDEIS Appendix G, Transportation
Technical Report, for a discussion of the impacts of potential widening of SR 18 (pg.
65).
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4. Modified Alternative 5 is intended to meet the purpose and need for the project while
minimizing identified impacts on both natural and social elements. Impacts on noise,
air and water quality are addressed in Chapter 3 of this Final EIS.
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1. Your comments have been noted and will be considered for the Final EIS.

2. Modified Alternative 5 was selected, in part, because of design changes that would
reduce potential wetland impacts. A revised wetland mitigation plan has been prepared
for Modified Alternative 5 and is included with this Final EIS.

Supplemental Draft EIS Comment Letters and Responses

Page 168

1

Southeast Issaquah Bypass Final EIS

1. Your comments have been noted and will be considered for the Final EIS. Potential
project impacts and mitigation measures for social elements, historic and archeological
elements and visual quality are addressed in Chapter 3 of this Final EIS.
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1. The City has received your letter and appreciates your input.
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1. The City has received your letter and appreciates your input.
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1. The City has received your letter and appreciates your input.
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1. The City has received your letter and appreciates your input.
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1. Your comments have been noted and will be considered for the Final EIS.
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1. and 2. Your comments have been noted and will be considered for the Final EIS.
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1. Your comments have been noted and will be considered for the Final EIS.

1
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1. The City has received your letter and appreciates your input.
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1. The project was recognized as an element of the Regional Transportation Plan in
2000.
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1. Impacts on air quality under Modified Alternative 5 are addressed in Chapter 3 of this
Final EIS.

1
2

3
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2. As noted in the SDEIS, the proposed project is intended to support planned growth
in the city. The proposed roadway would assist the City in meeting growth
management goals associated with concurrency requirements.

3. The proposed project would construct a new principal arterial in the eastern portion
of the city and is intended to accommodate traffic volumes that are causing congestion
on Front Street, which is currently classified as a minor arterial. East Sunset Way is
classified as a minor arterial, as is much of Newport Way, except for its extreme
western limit where Newport Way becomes a principal arterial. As a principal arterial,
the proposed SE Bypass roadway is intended to serve higher traffic volumes than East
Sunset Way and/or most of Newport Way and would provide travel service past the
downtown business area of Front Street. Minor arterials are intended to carry less
traffic and provide more access to adjacent uses than the limited-access function of the
proposed SE Bypass roadway.
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4
4. and 5. Your comments have been noted and will be considered in the City's
decision for this project.

5
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1. The City’s Concurrence 3 Package prepared for resource agencies reviewing the
project under 404 Merger process guidelines found that the project will not adversely
affect any ESA species or other significant biological resources since they either: 1) do
not exist in the project area, 2) are not affected by the project location, or 3) will be
protected by the project mitigation measures. A new Biological Assessment is being
prepared for Modified Alternative 5 to support these conclusions and will be provided with
this Final EIS.
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2. Your comments have been noted and will be considered in the City's decision for this
project.

Supplemental Draft EIS Comment Letters and Responses

Page 183

Southeast Issaquah Bypass Final EIS

Supplemental Draft EIS Comment Letters and Responses

Page 184

Southeast Issaquah Bypass Final EIS

Supplemental Draft EIS Comment Letters and Responses

Page 185

1. The Table does not show an increase of 2,520 vph with the inclusion of
the Bypass, nor does it show 237% increase. A screenline of Front St,
Second Avenue and SE Bypass should be taken and then compared to the
No-Action volumes of Front St & Second Avenue to make a traffic volume
comparison.
If the screenline is taken, the following results indicate a more accurate
measure of impact with the inclusion of the SE Bypass. Results indicate that
the Bypass balances north-south traffic volumes more evenly and does not
significantly attract new traffic volumes.

2030 PM Peak Hour
Northbound

1

Southbound

NA

Build

Front St

535

325

1700

2nd Ave

285

40

920

SE Bypass
Total peak hour volume

NA

855
820

1220

Build
675
55
2105

2620

2835

Screenline taken at approximately south of Clark St
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1

2. Although in the year 2030, a slight decrease in operations may be
observed at Front St and the I-90 interchange intersections, overall volumes
on Front Street South decrease in the Build scenario. In addition, with the
inclusion of the Bypass, and additional regional access point to I-90 is
available for north-south traffic. Front St (near I-90) is only one of several
points where traffic flows through to get to Issaquah Hobart Road, and thus is
not an “end point”. All streets heading southbound through Issaquah are
considered in the traffic model. The SE Bypass is not directly intended to
solve congestion at Front St near I-90.

3. The Issaquah-Hobart Road is designated as a rural facility and managed
by King County. King County does not currently have plans to expand this
roadway. In addition, traffic operations fail along Issaquah-Hobart Rd with or
without the SE Bypass Rd. Delays on I-90 ramps are associated with the
shifting of traffic patterns caused by the Bypass, and are not considered
significant.

2

Congestion on Issaquah Hobart Road is predicted to get worse over the next
20 years, with the consequence of traffic backing up into Issaquah during the
PM peak hours. King County will need to response to this capacity
deficiency as appropriate in accordance with regional policy. In the mean
time, the City must continue to act on correcting its own traffic deficiencies
with the assumption that neighboring jurisdictions will do the same. It is also
important to recognize that the Bypass will provide other improvements to inCity traffic mobility that are independent of current and projected capacity
problems with the Issaquah Hobart Road.

3
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4

5

6

Southeast Issaquah Bypass Final EIS

4. Comments noted. The year of opening analysis has been revised to 2010
for this Final EIS. Traffic data for the proposed project indicate that Modified
Alternative 5 would substantially improve operations for north-south travel
conditions and accessibility to I-90 from Front Street and the proposed SE
Bypass roadway.

5. Impacts at key intersections on 2nd Avenue are identified in Chapter 2 of
this FEIS, for both 2010 and for 2030. This analysis indicates that under
Modified Alternative 5, the level of service at these intersections along 2nd
Avenue would improve, as compared with the No Action Alternative, in both
the morning and evening peak hours.

6. The purpose and need for the project has not changed while the project
has been under consideration. The Purpose and Need statement as shown
in Chapter 1 of this Final EIS indicates that the proposed project is intended
to reduce traffic congestion in the Front Street corridor and improve access
at local interchanges. As a result of the proposed project, other impacts may
follow, such as improvements in business conditions, changes in tax
revenues, and/or enhanced mobility in the southeastern portion of the city.
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6

7. The project followed WSDOT air quality guidelines. These guidelines can be
found at the following website:
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/fasc/EngineeringPublications/Manuals/EPM/425.pdf
The Final EIS has been updated to include projected traffic patterns and Mobile
6.2. Air quality impacts and mitigation requirements are based on the analysis
for the year of opening and the design year. For the Southeast Bypass project,
the air quality analysis for the year of opening (2010) and the design year
(2030) include the effects of Sunset Interchange and secondary changes in
traffic flow.
The Puget Sound Clean Air Agency (PSCAA) is responsible for monitoring,
setting standards, and regulating development to achieve regional air quality
standards in the King, Kitsap, Pierce, and Snohomish counties. For additional
information regarding air quality in the region, please visit the PSCAA website
at: http://www.pscleanair.org or call the PSCAA at 206-343-8800.
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(7. Cont’d) The EPA (Environmental Protection Agency) has set National
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), which specify maximum
concentrations for carbon monoxide (CO), particulate matter less than 10
micrometers in size (PM10), particulate matter less than 2.5 micrometers in
size (PM2.5), ozone, sulfur dioxide, lead, and nitrogen dioxide. The project
area is in compliance with these standards for all pollutants, but because the
Carbon Monoxide (CO) standards have been recently attained, the project is
in a CO maintenance area, therefore local intersection level CO analysis is
conducted.

7

Additional qualitative analysis of mobile source air toxic emissions has been
conducted for the Modified Alternative 5 which is the preferred alternative.
Studies indicate that due to tighter EPA fuel regulation, mobile source air
toxic emissions are predicted to decrease.
Noise analysis for the Southeast Issaquah Bypass project followed WSDOT’s
policy and procedures document. Please see the following website for the
guidelines followed for this projects analysis:
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/regions/Northwest/rp&s/environmental/aae/policies.
htm

Southeast Issaquah Bypass Final EIS

Supplemental Draft EIS Comment Letters and Responses

Page 191

7

Southeast Issaquah Bypass Final EIS

Supplemental Draft EIS Comment Letters and Responses

Page 192

8

Southeast Issaquah Bypass Final EIS

8. Please see response to comment No. 7 above. Additional traffic volumes
(including congestion effects) as well as the additional home in Park Pointe were
included in the localized air quality analysis. Regional analysis is conducted by
the Puget Sound Clean Air Agency (PSCAA).
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9. When noise levels are predicted to exceed 66 dBA in the State of
Washington, a noise impact is identified. FHWA regulations (23 CFR 772)
specify that when noise impacts are identified, abatement (mitigation)
measures must be evaluated. If abatement measures are found to be both
feasible and reasonable, then abatement measures must be incorporated
into the project design. If an area exceeds 66 dBA, but does not meet both
the feasibility and reasonableness criteria, noise mitigation is not required.

10. The plans and specifications for the Southeast Issaquah Bypass project
will follow City and WSDOT requirements for Federal-aid projects. This
includes detailed City and State requirements for temporary erosion and
sediment control during the construction. Implementation of the NPDES
Phase II Stormwater Permitting program in 2006 by the Department of
Ecology, which the City of Issaquah must abide by, will ensure that local
codes will require all necessary Best Management Practices to control
construction site runoff. These standards will be strictly enforced by project
management, on-site inspection, and contractual specifications. The
construction analysis for the air quality and noise was conducted following
WSDOT’s Environmental Procedures.
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11. The most recent version, Mobile 6.2, was used to model the proposed
alternative, Modified Alternative 5. The project is in attainment for all National
Ambient Air Quality Standards.
The project followed WSDOT air quality guidelines. These guidelines can be
found at the following website:
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/fasc/EngineeringPublications/Manuals/EPM/425.pdf
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12

12. Property values are influenced by many different factors and any
decrease in value that may occur during construction would be temporary.
The DSEIS indicates that real estate decisions are influenced by many
factors and the proposed project is not expected to result in substantial
impacts on local property values. Economic conditions, geographic
considerations, existing and future traffic conditions, and future planned
development are among the many influences that may affect how property is
valued by agencies and the public.
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13

13. The DSEIS visual analysis followed appropriate state and federal
guidelines and was reviewed and approved by FHWA and WSDOT prior to
issuance of the SDEIS.

14
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As the DSEIS notes, potential visual quality impacts during construction
would be temporary and would occur at different times and locations along
the proposed project route. Mitigation measures proposed for specific
elements, such as for air quality, are not repeated under visual quality,
although they could help prevent negative impacts on local views. The
proposed project would likely proceed in phases which would assist in
limiting changes related to clearing and grading in any one part of the project
area. This would minimize impacts on local vegetation. If warranted,
temporary vegetative screening, or other barriers, could be used to reduce
light and glare and help block views of construction activities. The final
hours for construction have not yet been determined, and it is possible that
permits may be sought to extend the duration of some activities. Extended
construction hours would only be allowed through review and approval by the
City of Issaquah.
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14. The DSEIS acknowledged that species would be lost and habitat
eliminated by construction activities. It also indicated that mitigation would
be provided through retention of vegetation where possible and Best
Management Practices to prevent harm to streams and wetlands and other
nearby habitat areas. Additional information on impacts and mitigation for
wildlife under Alternative 5/Modified Alternative 5 is provided in the
discussion of wildlife and vegetation in Chapter 3 of this FEIS.

15

15. Noise analysis in the State of Washington must follow WSDOT’s policy
and procedures document. Please see the following website for the
guidelines followed for this projects analysis:
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/regions/Northwest/rp&s/environmental/aae/policies.
htm
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16. Since issuance of the SDEIS, floodplain issues have been reviewed for
Alternative 5/Modified Alternative 5. Potential floodplain impacts are
expected to be compensated on nearby properties. With mitigation the
proposed project is expected to have no effect on 100-year flood levels.
Please see the Concurrence Point 3 Packet for additional information on
flooding issues during construction.
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17

17. As indicated in the preceding response to Comment #16, with mitigation
Modified Alternative 5 is not expected to affect local flood levels. The
proposed Park Pointe project will infiltrate all stormwater, eliminating
discharge to the North Tributary.

18

18. Construction impacts on community cohesion/mobility, public services,
utilities, recreation, transportation services and pedestrian and bicycle
facilities are discussed and mitigation measures are proposed in Chapter 4 of
the SDEIS.
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19

19. Specific references to proposed Park Pointe development were provided
throughout the cumulative impacts analysis, including the discussions of
hydrologic systems, floodplains, water quality, wetlands, vegetation, wildlife,
fisheries, threatened and endangered species, land use, population,
recreation, and visual quality. The cumulative impacts section of Chapter 3
of this Final EIS also includes consideration of the potential Park Pointe
project. It should be noted that Park Pointe can be constructed as proposed
without the Southeast Bypass.

20

20. Your comments have been noted and will be considered in the City's
decision for this project. Historic settlement of Issaquah is addressed in the
Cultural Resources technical report prepared for the SDEIS, and more
briefly, in Chapter 3 of the SDEIS. Community cohesion is addressed in the
SDEIS discussion of social impacts. Potential impacts on these elements
under Alternative 5/Modified Alternative 5 also are discussed in Chapter 3 of
this Final EIS.
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22

Southeast Issaquah Bypass Final EIS

21. As noted in the SDEIS, Census information and city data, public
outreach, and local surveys did not identify minority or low income
populations that would be displaced by the proposed project. The SDEIS
acknowledges that the existing setting would be changed and that the local
neighborhood would become more urban in character. Although under
Modified Alternative 5, up to eight homes would be displaced, the proposed
project is expected to improve mobility and would allow neighborhood
connections to function in a similar manner as now occurs.

22. See responses to comments 11 and 15 of this letter.

Supplemental Draft EIS Comment Letters and Responses

Page 204

Southeast Issaquah Bypass Final EIS

Supplemental Draft EIS Comment Letters and Responses

Page 205

23. The SE Bypass project will cross a seismic hazard area along the south
end of the alignment. The seismic hazards that exist in this area are not
particularly different from other seismic hazard areas within Issaquah that are
developed as urban areas. Design of the roadway across the seismic hazard
area will include standard design and construction methods in accordance
with accepted engineering standards for this type of construction. In addition,
other structures, such as retaining walls at the north end of the SE Bypass,
which is not considered a seismic hazard area, will be designed and
constructed using accepted engineering standards that include seismic
loading during earthquake events.

23
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Also, we agree with the statement by K. Troost of the University of
Washington Department of Earth and Space Sciences in that “vibrations can
indeed be more substantial in peaty and organic soils than in many other soil
types.” Vibration from trucks and buses passing by on a roadway is
generally not noticeable at distances greater than 5 or 10 feet from the edge
of the travelway. In highly transmissive soils, such as organic peat, the
distance of noticeable vibration could increase to between 10 and 20 feet
from the roadway. During construction, certain activities, including pile
driving and the use of vibratory rollers, can cause damage to fragile
structures, such as un-reinforced masonry buildings. The potential for
damage to structures in good condition is low.
Because the soil
transmissivity is higher than average, piles should not be driven within 100
feet of existing structures or 200 feet of fragile historic structures. Vibratory
or augured pile driving methods should be used if piles are needed in these
areas. Likewise, vibratory rollers also should not be used within 100 feet of
existing structures.
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24. The DSEIS acknowledges that the proposed project may have an
influence on local property values. Furthermore, it indicates that the project
would only be one of several factors that may determine the market value of
local properties. Market values are the product of individual preferences and
economic conditions that may differ from one person to another and may
vary over a period of time. During construction, some individual buyers may
avoid the project area, while others may be attracted by longer-term
prospects associated with mobility improvements provided by the new
roadway. Because the proposed project would represent only one
consideration in a decision to purchase property in the project area, it is not
expected to greatly influence such decisions.
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25. The finish road grade would not be higher than that of the adjacent areas
in most of the project area. Any filling of floodplain area under Alternative
5/Modified Alternative 5 would be mitigated as described in the Final EIS and
the City’s Concurrence Point 3 Packet. The City is aware of flooding issues
in the area, and will design the project to avoid making flooding worse. While
th
floodwaters do cross over Front Street South, historical flooding along 6
Avenue SE was also caused by blockage of the South Tributary culvert
under Issaquah-Hobart, causing South Tributary floodwater to flow north
th
th
across SE 96 Street to 6 Avenue SE. This culvert was replaced in 2004
with a large box culvert, thereby eliminating this flooding source. Floodplain
fill for the project will occur mainly in the area of the proposed bridge. As the
proposed roadway reaches Front Street South it will meet existing grade,
requiring little or no floodplain fill. Because the southern end of the SE
Bypass and Front Street South will not be raised, there will be no alteration of
flooding patterns in this area. Where fill is proposed, flooding is caused
primarily by backwater entering from the North Tributary and, thus, the
potential that the proposed road could alter flood patterns is low.
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26. Conveyance and flood flow for the 10-year storms was described by
neighbors who witnessed the flow which reasonably fit the likely conveyance
routing. No change in conveyance from existing conditions is proposed by
this project.

27

27. No displacement of floodplain storage is proposed as a result of the
water quality treatment pond located at C-3. This is because the top of the
pond would be located at existing grade, and the bottom would be excavated
to provide additional water quality treatment. During flood storm events, the
pond would be inundated.

28

Southeast Issaquah Bypass Final EIS

28. The South Pond S-2 will partially meet the detention pond storage
requirement, with the remaining provided at an offsite compensatory
detention pond South Pond S-3.
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29. The City of Issaquah would provide construction management and inspection
services to assure compliance with the project specific Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP).

30. A larvicide is being used by the City consistent with the approved Department of
Health strategy to mitigate potential mosquito-borne health issues associated with
the West Nile Virus. This larvicide (Bti) is a natural bacterium that is considered safe
by the Department of Ecology. If applied to surface waters, there is no chance that it
will enter the groundwater drinking water aquifer because natural attenuation by
subsurface soils will very effectively remove any contaminants.
Based on mapping for the Wellhead Protection Plan, the Lewis Lane Tributary (North
Tributary) area is not within the primary recharge area of the Lower Issaquah Valley
aquifer because fine grain alluvial soils in the area have poor infiltration potential.
Portions of the project that do overly the aquifer (north of Lewis Lane Tributary) will
include stormwater treatment and infiltration to the maximum extent feasible to
minimize impacts to the aquifer and stream base flows.
Flooding of this area is due to high flows in Issaquah Creek, not local drainage
problems. Nevertheless, based on project documentation, Park Pointe will mitigate
stormwater impacts by infiltrating all stormwater up to the 100-year event. The SE
Bypass will provide very similar mitigation for stormwater runoff, resulting in minimal
impact to the North Tributary and no increased flooding.
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31. Your comments have been noted and will be considered in the City's
decision for this project.
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1. The primary comment presented is that the SE Bypass noise analysis did not
present noise levels that would exceed the allowable noise limits in the area of the
commenter’s home, along the proposed South C Alignment. As presented in the
comment, the 68 dBA noise level was used for noise model calibration. The footnote to
Table 4-4 found on Page 4-11 of the SDEIS states that the 68 dBA noise measurement
was taken along the edge of roadway and was used for calibration only. Therefore, this
is not a location where noise level impacts are predicted and should not be used as
such.
The modeled noise location that is most similar to the commenter’s “front door”
measurements was Modeled Site M, included in the DSEIS. Noise levels at Site M
were predicted to be 55 dBA which is within 2 dBA of both the commenter’s “July 2004
Measured and Modeled” noise levels of 54 dBA, and 57 dBA respectively.
It appears that the commenter used the 2nd Avenue and Front Street location to predict
noise level impacts for the South C Alignment, instead of relying on an outdoor use
location as required by FHWA and WSDOT noise analysis and abatement guidance.
For two outdoor use locations in the area, future modeled predicted results are 66 and
68 dBA, with the South C Alignment.
The comment continues by indicating that the modeled noise level at the location
nearest the commenter’s home, 66 dBA, was “conveniently 1 dBA below the maximum
allowable level”, which is incorrect. 66 dBA is at the WSDOT noise impact level and
presented as such in the DSEIS in June 2004. Because noise levels at residences in
this area were at impact criteria levels, noise mitigation was evaluated in the area with
Noise Wall 3 (findings presented on Page 4-17 SDEIS, June 2004). The section of
Noise Wall 3 considered for the area in question was determined as not meeting
WSDOT Reasonableness Criteria, based on the number of residences benefited,
weighed against the cost of constructing the noise wall.
In response to an additional comment, large vehicles were included in the noise
modeling and analysis. Medium-sized trucks and large-sized trucks accounted for 4%
of the total traffic volume along the South C alignment and Issaquah-Hobart Road to
Front Street.
In response to comments regarding the general accuracy of the noise analysis, PB
reviewed both the noise models and the analysis prepared for all of the alternatives
evaluated in the DSEIS. No inaccuracies in this analysis were identified during the
review. The issues that were highlighted in the Lamanuzzi comment letter are
explained in the response presented above, and were not found to invalidate the
previous noise modeling or analysis.
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2.. Modified Alternative, with the South A alignment, was chosen as the preferred
alternative because it is the only build alternative that has impacts that can be
effectively mitigated. The other build alternatives considered in the SDEIS, including
those with the South C alignment, would have impacts considered unacceptable. The
nd
South A alignment would avoid the intersection with 2 Avenue and potential safety
concerns associated with that alignment.
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1. Funding for the proposed project has not been determined and would likely come
from federal, state and local sources. The City’s share of the total construction cost will
likely be in the range of 14-20%, depending on which grants are applied for.
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2

3
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1. A bridge will be used to cross the North Tributary and Wetland GW. The design
proposed will permit a shallow structural section for the bridge deck that provides for 56 feet of clearance for wildlife passage for small mammals. Recognizing that more
needs to be understood regarding the migration patterns of the large mammals
between Tiger and Squak Mountains, the City agreed during the CP3 issue resolution
process to participate monetarily and facilitate the initiation of a study and planning
effort that addresses regional wildlife connectivity. Such participation would be
proportionate to project impacts. The City also agreed to facilitate a discussion during
the project design stage with WSDOT through an inter-agency request to evaluate
maintenance needs at existing wildlife crossing on I-90 in coordination with WDFW and
USFWS. Also, the Office of Archaeology and Historic Preservation concurred that the
current project as proposed will have “no adverse effect” on National Register eligible
or listed historic and cultural resources.

2. King County will determine the need for future improvements to Issaquah-Hobart
Road. At present, the County has no plans to improve that roadway.

3. Your comments are noted. Noise and air quality impacts of Modified Alternative 5
are addressed in Chapter 3 of this Final EIS.
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1. and 2. Your comments are noted. The DSEIS and this Final EIS indicate that the
proposed project would support planned growth and development within the city and
would help the city meet growth management goals and policies.

2
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1. The City has received your letter and appreciates your input.

1
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1. The City has received your letter and appreciates your input.
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1. The EPA (Environmental Protection Agency) has set National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS), which specify maximum concentrations for carbon monoxide
(CO), particulate matter less than 10 micrometers in size (PM10), particulate matter less
than 2.5 micrometers in size (PM2.5), ozone, sulfur dioxide, lead, and nitrogen dioxide.
The project area is in compliance with these standards for all pollutants, but because
the Carbon Monoxide (CO) standards have been recently attained, the project is in a
CO maintenance area, therefore local intersection level CO analysis is conducted.
The air quality analysis followed WSDOT’s Environmental Procedures Manual. The air
quality Chapter can be found at the following website:
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/regions/Northwest/rp&s/environmental/aae/default.htm

1
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The Puget Sound Clean Air Agency (PSCAA) is responsible for monitoring, setting
standards, and regulating development to achieve regional air quality standards in the
King, Kitsap, Pierce, and Snohomish counties. For additional information regarding air
quality in the region, please visit the PSCAA website at: http://www.pscleanair.org or
call the PSCAA at 206-343-8800.
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1

2. The analysis follows WSDOT policy and guidelines relating to National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA). The
complete Environmental Procedures Manual can be found at the following website:
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/fasc/EngineeringPublications/Manuals/EPM/EPM.htm
This project meets the conformity criteria described in the Environmental Protection
Agency’s (EPA) Conformity Rule (Code of Federal Regulations, Title 40, Part 93).

2
3
4
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3. The research cited is still current and accepted by WSDOT and FHWA.
4. The project area is in compliance with these standards for all pollutants, but because
the Carbon Monoxide (CO) standards have been recently attained, the project is in a
CO maintenance area, therefore local intersection level CO analysis is conducted.
Regional emissions analysis is conducted by the Puget Sound Regional Council
(PSRC). The PSRC must include the project in the Metropolitan Transportation Plan
and Transportation Improvement Plan. The project is included in their analysis as
project ISS-9.

5

5. Air quality effects are not evaluated for sensitive populations for roadway projects.
The project followed WSDOT air quality guidelines, these guidelines can be found on
the internet at the following website:
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/fasc/EngineeringPublications/Manuals/EPM/425.pdf

6

6. Air quality effects are not evaluated for effect to existing forests for roadway projects.

7

7. Pollution generated by diesel trucks was not quantified as part of this project.
Mitigation measures to reduce pollution are detailed in section 7.1 of the Southeast
Issaquah Bypass Draft EIS.

8

8. WSDOT has not established guidelines to conduct the cost benefit analysis of
keeping forested areas forested. The project followed WSDOT air quality guidelines.
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9
9. Please see response to Comment 5 above.

10
10. No mitigation is required as part of the No Build Option. Therefore no mitigation is
proposed as part of this project.

11

13

11. Noise measurements are conducted during off-peak periods to ensure that traffic is
free flowing. Traffic volumes are counted during the noise measurements and are input
to a traffic noise model to predict noise levels. The noise model calculated noise levels
are then compared to the noise levels measured. The noise model is then calibrated to
within 2 dBA of the measured levels. Existing peak hour free flowing traffic volumes
are then used to predict the Existing peak hour noise levels. Traffic volumes and
roadway configurations of the project’s Build alternative in the year 2030 are also used
in the noise model to predict future noise levels and to assess noise impacts.

14

12. Final noise mitigation commitments would be provided prior to the Record of
Decision for the proposed projects. The City has agreed to consider School District
concerns, including noise impacts on school facilities.

12

13. Terrain features were included in the Traffic Noise Model.

15

14. The project followed WSDOT noise policy and procedures that were current during
the analysis for the SDEIS, these guidelines can be found on the internet at the
following website:
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/regions/Northwest/rp&s/environmental/aae/policies.htm
15. The noise analysis used truck traffic percentages that were supplied by the traffic
team. Additional garbage truck traffic was not included in the analysis.
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16

16. The PUGET SOUND CLEAN AIR AGENCY (PSCAA) is responsible for monitoring,
setting standards, and regulating development to achieve regional air quality standards
in the King, Kitsap, Pierce, and Snohomish counties. For additional information
regarding air quality in the region, please visit the PSCAA website at:
http://www.pscleanair.org or call the PSCAA at 206-343-8800.

17. The PUGET SOUND CLEAN AIR AGENCY (PSCAA) is responsible for monitoring,
setting standards, and regulating development to achieve regional air quality standards
in the King, Kitsap, Pierce, and Snohomish counties. For additional information
regarding air quality in the region, please visit the PSCAA website at:
http://www.pscleanair.org or call the PSCAA at 206-343-8800.

17

18

19
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Regional air pollutant trends have generally followed national patterns over the last 20
years. While the average weekday vehicle miles traveled in the central Puget Sound
region has increased from 30 million miles in 1981 to 65 million in 1999 (PSRC 2000),
pollutants associated with transportation sources have decreased over time due to
more stringent federal emission standards for new vehicles and the gradual
replacement of older, more polluting vehicles. The downward trend for pollution
emissions is predicted to continue with the implementation of EPA Tier II
Gasoline/Sulfur Rule.

18. Intersection level monitoring is not required by EPA, WSDOT or FHWA.

19. The project followed EPA, WSDOT and FHWA guidelines. Traffic data was
obtained from the Southeast Issaquah Bypass Traffic Analysis.
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20

20. The EPA has set National Ambient Air Quality Standards. The project area is in
compliance with these standards for all pollutants, but because the Carbon Monoxide
(CO) standards have been recently attained, the project is in a CO maintenance area,
therefore local intersection level CO analysis is conducted.
Ozone is not produced directly, but formed by a reaction between sunlight, nitrogen
oxides (NOx), and hydrocarbons (HC). The EPA, WSDOT and FHWA have not
established modeling procedures for Ozone.
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20

21. The EPA (Environmental Protection Agency) has set National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS), which specify maximum concentrations for carbon monoxide
(CO), particulate matter less than 10 micrometers in size (PM10), particulate matter less
than 2.5 micrometers in size (PM2.5), ozone, sulfur dioxide, lead, and nitrogen dioxide.
The project area is in compliance with these standards for all pollutants, but because
the Carbon Monoxide (CO) standards have been recently attained, the project is in a
CO maintenance area, therefore local intersection level CO analysis is conducted.

21

The air quality analysis followed WSDOT’s Environmental Procedures Manual. The air
quality Chapter can be found at the following website:
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/regions/Northwest/rp&s/environmental/aae/default.htm
The Puget Sound Clean Air Agency (PSCAA) is responsible for monitoring, setting
standards, and regulating development to achieve regional air quality standards in the
King, Kitsap, Pierce, and Snohomish counties. For additional information regarding air
quality in the region, please visit the PSCAA website at: http://www.pscleanair.org or
call the PSCAA at 206-343-8800.
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21
22

22. The PUGET SOUND CLEAN AIR AGENCY (PSCAA) is responsible for monitoring,
setting standards, and regulating development to achieve regional air quality standards
in the King, Kitsap, Pierce, and Snohomish counties. For additional information
regarding air quality in the region, please visit the PSCAA website at:
http://www.pscleanair.org or call the PSCAA at 206-343-8800.
Regional air pollutant trends have generally followed national patterns over the last 20
years. Although the average weekday vehicle miles traveled in the central Puget
Sound region has increased from 30 million miles in 1981 to 65 million in 1999 (PSRC
2000), pollutants associated with transportation sources have decreased over time due
to more stringent federal emission standards for new vehicles and the gradual
replacement of older, more polluting vehicles. The downward trend for pollution
emissions is predicted to continue with the implementation of EPA Tier II
Gasoline/Sulfur Rule.

23

24

23. The PUGET SOUND CLEAN AIR AGENCY (PSCAA) is responsible for monitoring,
setting standards, and regulating development to achieve regional air quality standards
in the King, Kitsap, Pierce, and Snohomish counties. For additional information
regarding air quality in the region, please visit the PSCAA website at:
http://www.pscleanair.org or call the PSCAA at 206-343-8800.
Regional air pollutant trends have generally followed national patterns over the last 20
years. While the average weekday vehicle miles traveled in the central Puget Sound
region has increased from 30 million miles in 1981 to 65 million in 1999 (PSRC, 2000),
pollutants associated with transportation sources have decreased over time due to
more stringent federal emission standards for new vehicles and the gradual
replacement of older, more polluting vehicles. The downward trend for pollution
emissions is predicted to continue with the implementation of EPA Tier II
Gasoline/Sulfur Rule.
24. Final mitigation commitments will be determined prior to the Record of Decision. It
is not known whether low-diesel fuel will be considered.
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1

2

Southeast Issaquah Bypass Final EIS

1. Impacts and mitigation measures for land use are considered for the No Action
alternative in the DSEIS, and in Chapter 3 of this Final EIS. However, a detailed study
of transportation concurrency is beyond the scope of this project. Under the City’s
comprehensive planning process, the six-year Transportation Improvement Program is
reviewed and updated annually to reflect changes in traffic and land use conditions. If
the proposed project is not constructed, future comprehensive planning efforts would
review and revise needed improvements to assure compliance with transportation
concurrency and growth management policies.

2. The DSEIS acknowledges that the proposed project would be compatible with King
County policies and the Issaquah Comprehensive Plan. The City will consider the
project’s relationship to local plans and policies, and the 2001 Interlocal Agreement, in
its decision on the project.
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2

3
3. and 4. It is acknowledged that the proposed project has been included in the City’s
traffic model and transportation plans. As indicated above, if the proposed project is
not constructed, the City would be expected to evaluate future development and
transportation needs through its comprehensive planning process.

4

5
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5. The Park Pointe development is not reliant on the SE Bypass for access. This
comment letter was prepared before the Issaquah City Council amended the City’s
comprehensive plan to remove the Urban Village designation for the Park Pointe site.
The Park Pointe proposal has been subsequently reduced to the present proposal for
356 residential units, much less than was previously proposed. At the reduced density,
the Park Pointe project would not be dependent upon the SE Bypass roadway, and the
two projects would not be dependent upon each other.
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1
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1. The City has received your letter and appreciates your input.
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1

2
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1. Future year traffic modeling did account for opening of I-90 Sunset Interchange and
potential traffic patterns based on that modeling were reflected in traffic volumes and
other data provided in the DSEIS and this FEIS. Traffic data for the proposed project
indicate that Alternative 5/Modified Alternative 5 would substantially improve operations
for north-south travel conditions and accessibility to I-90 from Front Street and the
proposed SE Bypass roadway.

2. Subsurface soil and groundwater conditions change significantly over relatively short
vertical and horizontal distances in the project vicinity and it is not possible to compare
conditions elsewhere with the proposed project area. The proposed project is not
expected to result in adverse impacts on groundwater in the Lower Issaquah Valley
aquifer.
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3

4
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3. The Issaquah School District has expressed concern about noise and safety impacts
to Issaquah High School, Clark Elementary School, Tiger Mountain Alternative School,
and the athletic facilities. Minimization of these impacts are accomplished by rejecting
the North A alignment in favor of either the North B alignment or the North C alignment
nd
and selecting South A which avoids the intersection with 2 Avenue that would
encourage traffic use.

4. The South C alignment is where the home constructed with assistance from Habitat
for Humanity is located. All residents would be compensated under the Uniform
Relocation Act and assistance would be provided to find them replacement housing.
was not carried forward in the Final EIS. Under Modified Alternative 5, the proposed
project would necessitate the acquisition of up to eight homes in the south project area,
but not the Habitat for Humanity house. This will be accomplished following state and
federal rules to insure full compensation for the property owners, including relocation
expenses.
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1. After issuance of the SDEIS, the Issaquah City Council reviewed the proposed
project. Modified Alternative 5 was chosen as the preferred alternative because it is
the only build alternative that would has impacts that can be effectively mitigated. The
other build alternatives considered in the SDEIS would have impacts considered which
are considered unacceptable. South A is the selected preferred alternative alignment
for the southern portion of the project area.
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2
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1. WSDOT’s Traffic Noise Analysis and Abatement Policy and Procedures guidance
states that, though some sound may be reflected from a barrier placed on one side of
the roadway to the unprotected side, little benefit is derived from making the wall
absorptive. Furthermore, studies have shown that any measured increases in sound
levels have been less than can be perceived by normal human hearing.
2. Air quality impacts under Modified Alternative 5 are addressed in Chapter 3 of this
FEIS. The proposed project is not expected to result in substantial impacts on local air
quality.
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3. The SE Bypass SDEIS discusses the potential land use impacts of the SE Bypass
including encouraging additional development in rural areas of King County. The
Bypass is a 1.1 mile limited access road in Issaquah that would not change the road
capacity or accessibility south of City limits, and changes to land use plans and zoning
that are prerequisites for allowing increased density over that which is presently
permitted, would require separate environmental review and approval by the respective
jurisdiction.
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1

1. Issaquah-Hobart Road in the area mentioned is within King County
jurisdiction, and thus the city has no control over speed limits. Reducing speed
limits or using other traffic management methods to discourage travel along
Issaquah-Hobart Road would not result in a significant benefit for managing
traffic congestion in the project area. Additional information on alternatives
such as this is included in Chapter 2.

2. Comments noted. Future traffic patterns are analyzed in traffic modeling for
the proposed project using recent data.

2
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1. Chapter 4 of this Final EIS addresses impacts and mitigation measures for school
facilities in the project area. The City has also met with the School District and agreed
to consider their needs in designing the proposed project.

1
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1

2
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1. The SE Bypass SDEIS discusses the potential land use impacts of the SE Bypass
including encouraging additional development in rural areas of King County. The
Bypass is a 1.1 mile limited access road in Issaquah that would not change the road
capacity or accessibility south of City limits, and changes to land use plans and zoning
that are prerequisites for allowing increased density over that which is presently
permitted, would require separate environmental review and approval by the respective
jurisdiction.

2. Air quality impacts under Alternative 5/Modified Alternative 5 are addressed in
Chapter 3 of this FEIS. The proposed project is not expected to result in adverse
impacts on air quality. There are no current plans to widen the Issaquah-Hobart Road.
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1. The air quality analysis follows WSDOT policy and guidelines relating to National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA). The
complete Environmental Procedures Manual can be found at the following website:
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/fasc/EngineeringPublications/Manuals/EPM/EPM.htm

1
2. Potential impacts from noise under Alternative 5/Modified Alternative 5 are
addressed in Chapter 3 of this FEIS. Noise analysis does not indicate that
substantial noise impacts would result from the proposed project.

2

3
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3. Visual quality impacts and mitigation measures are addressed in Chapter 3 of this
FEIS. Sidewalks and pedestrian crossings would maintain access to Tiger
Mountain.
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3

4

4. Modified Alternative 5was chosen as the preferred alternative because it is the only
build alternative that has impacts that can be effectively mitigated. The other build
alternatives considered in the DSEIS would have impacts that were considered
unacceptable. Please refer to the Concurrence Point 3 Packet for discussion on the
project preferred alternative, Modified Alternative 5.

5
5. and 6. Your comments have been noted and will be considered in the City's decision
for this project.

6
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1
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1. . Modified Alternative 5 was chosen as the preferred alternative because it is the
only build alternative that has impacts that can be effectively mitigated. The other build
alternatives considered in the DSEIS would have impacts considered that were
considered unacceptable.

Supplemental Draft EIS Comment Letters and Responses

Page 251

Southeast Issaquah Bypass Final EIS

Supplemental Draft EIS Comment Letters and Responses

Page 252

1

2
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1. Potential impacts on the Lower Issaquah Valley aquifer were addressed in the
SDEIS and are further addressed in the water quality discussion in Chapter 3 of this
FEIS. Modified Alternative 5 is expected to result in a 0.10 percent (1/1000) reduction
in the total recharge volume of the Lower Issaquah Valley aquifer. If additional testing
confirms the infiltration potential of proposed stormwater ponds, no reduction in aquifer
recharge would be expected because nearly all runoff from the proposed roadway
would be infiltrated.

2. Additional wetland mitigation is being proposed for Modified Alternative 5 as
identified in Chapter 3 of this Final EIS. In addition, a new Conceptual Mitigation Plan to
address wetland impacts is provided with this FEIS.
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3. The air quality analysis follows WSDOT policy and guidelines relating to National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA). The
complete Environmental Procedures Manual can be found at the following website:

3

4

5

6

http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/fasc/EngineeringPublications/Manuals/EPM/EPM.htm

4. The traffic analysis considers roadway improvements appropriate for the proposed
project area.

5. Potential noise analysis follows appropriate state and federal guidelines, including
acceptable projections of noise volumes expected from the proposed project.
Mitigation measures would be provided to address potential impacts during
construction.

6. The SE Bypass project would be constructed following appropriate federal, state and
local regulations and standards. Site-specific conditions would determine construction
techniques for the SE Bypass since geologic variability in the area is high and it would
not be appropriate to compare conditions in the SE Bypass project area with those in
the Issaquah Highlands and Sunset interchange project areas.

7
7. Mitigation measures are considered for the No Action alternative in the SDEIS.
Alternatives that meet the project’s goal of reducing congestion between I-90 and
Issaquah Hobart Road were evaluated in depth during the course of the EIS process.
The reader is referred to Chapter 2 for a discussion of all alternatives considered during
the course of the EIS process. Other alternatives to the proposed project have been
suggested in comments, but are not reasonable because they are not effective in
reducing congestion.
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1. The City has received your letter and appreciates your input.
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1. The City has received your letter and appreciates your input.
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1

1. Only existing conditions data are from earlier years. Future year traffic modeling did
account for opening of I-90 Sunset Interchange and potential traffic patterns based on
that modeling were reflected in traffic volumes and other data provided in the SDEIS.

2

2. The DSEIS included updated traffic modeling for the year 2030 and which includes
consideration of other planned development in the project vicinity and is not based only
on previous data. Updated traffic information for a proposed 2010 year of opening is
provided in Chapter 2 of this Final EIS. The proposed project is intended to address
congestion along the Front Street corridor and access to I-90. It has been
acknowledged that other actions may be taken to address traffic issues elsewhere in
the city and that the proposed project represents only one measure to improve mobility
in the southeastern portion of the city.

3
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3. Comments noted. Traffic data for the proposed project indicate that Modified
Alternative 5 would substantially improve operations for north-south travel conditions
and accessibility to I-90 from Front Street and the proposed SE Bypass roadway.
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4. The proposed project’s northern area would occur at the northeastern boundary
of the Olde Town neighborhood, while most of the remaining project area is outside
this neighborhood. Therefore, few direct impacts on Olde Town are expected to
occur. Noise measurements taken near East Sunset Way indicate that a 2 decibel
increase in noise levels would occur as a result of the proposed project. At this
level, the increase in noise for residents there would be minimal. The proposed
project would include stormwater mitigation measures during construction and new
stormwater facilities would be provided to address runoff associated with the
proposed roadway. A new stormwater pond is proposed at the east end of East
Sunset Way. With mitigation, no substantial stormwater impacts are expected to
occur in the Olde Town neighborhood area.
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1. Please see response to Lamanuzzi Comment, Page 216.

1

2

2. The purpose and need for the project has not changed while the project has
been under consideration. Modified Alternative 5 was chosen as the preferred
alternative because it is the only build alternative that has impacts that can be
effectively mitigated. The other build alternatives considered in the DSEIS would
have impacts considered unacceptablePlease see Chapter 2 of this FEIS for more
information on the selection of the project preferred alternative, Modified
Alternative 5.

3
3. The data suggests that traffic operations for both South C and South A are
similar. The South A Alignment is now the preferred alignment.

4

Southeast Issaquah Bypass Final EIS

4. When the scope of the project was developed, the Sunset Interchange was not
in place and therefore no existing traffic data was available.
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5

5. In the Build Scenario, more North-South traffic volume traverses Front St
(over the No-Action Alternative) and has access to I-90. In addition, northsouth traffic on the SE Bypass would also have access to I-90. The Build
Scenario greatly improves accessibility to I-90 from both Front St & SE Bypass.

6

6. By the year 2030, traffic volumes will increase within the Study area with or
without the SE Bypass. The Build Scenario provides improved operations for
North-South traffic as well as improved I-90 accessibility both from Front St.
and the SE Bypass.
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7

7. The range of cycle lengths is generally the same between No-Build and
Build scenarios. Given the change in traffic patterns in the Build Scenario,
slight modification in cycle length should be anticipated.

8

8. Traffic data for the proposed project indicate that Modified Alternative 5
would substantially improve operations for north-south travel conditions and
accessibility to I-90 from Front Street and the proposed SE Bypass roadway.
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10
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9. The range of cycle lengths is generally the same between the No-Build and
Build scenario. Given the change in traffic patters in the Build Scenario, slight
modification in cycle length should be anticipated.

10. Traffic data for the proposed project indicate that Modified Alternative 5 would
substantially improve operations for north-south travel conditions and accessibility
to I-90 from Front Street and the proposed SE Bypass roadway.
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11. Modified Alternative 5 was chosen as the preferred alternative because it is the
only build alternative that has impacts that can be effectively mitigated. The other build
alternatives considered in the DSEIS would have impacts considered that are
considered unacceptable. Please see Chapter 2 of this Final EIS and the Concurrence
Point 3 Packet for more discussion of Modified Alternative 5. South A is the selected
preferred alternative alignment for the southern portion of the project area. As noted by
the FHWA in the CP3 document, "The No-Build alternative is a base line comparison
for other alternatives. The No-Build is not an acceptable alternative to meet the
Purpose and Need of the Project."
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12. Alternatives that meet the project’s goal of reducing congestion between I-90
and Issaquah Hobart Road were evaluated in depth during the course of the EIS
process. The reader is referred to Chapter 2 for a discussion of all alternatives
considered during the course of the EIS process. Responses to your suggestions
for improvements are contained there. While there may be many alternatives to
the proposed project, as suggested in the comments, they are not reasonable
because they are not effective in reducing congestion. Nor are they necessarily
less expensive, because many of the suggestions would involve considerable
cost.
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13. South A is the selected preferred alternative alignment for the southern portion
of the project area. The No Action Alternative is not expected to result in travel pattern
changes in Issaquah, based on projects planned in the City’s current transportation
improvement program plan. As summarized in Chapter 2, many alternatives to the
Southeast Issaquah Bypass were evaluated in detail during project studies. Should the
Southeast Issaquah Bypass not be constructed, the City would have to return to the
planning process to re-evaluate those alternatives that were rejected in the past. This may
require significant changes to the City’s transportation policy if other capacity
improvement projects, such as widening of Newport Way or Front Street South, are to be
considered as viable alternatives having the support of the community. Or, the City can
adopt a lower level of service in its transportation system, thereby effectively delaying the
need for – and decisions on - future transportation improvements. In all probability,
selection of the No Action Alternative will result in deferral of transportation
improvements between I-90 and Issaquah-Hobart Road for at least another ten years,
which is the time it took for environmental review of the Southeast Issaquah Bypass to be
completed. In the meantime, local traffic and through commute traffic would continue to
travel along South Front Street and 2nd Avenue SE. Over time, increased residential
development in Issaquah and unincorporated King County to the south of the city, as
allowed under current land use regulations, is expected to increase traffic and congestion
along Front Street South. The increased congestion would also continue to further
increase the amount of traffic through adjacent residential neighborhoods in an attempt to
avoid congestion on the primary arterials.

14. South A is the selected preferred alternative alignment for the southern portion
of the project area.

14
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15

15. South A is the selected preferred alternative alignment for the southern
portion of the project area.

16

16. South A is the selected preferred alternative alignment for the southern
portion of the project area; the other alternative alignment, South C, was not
carried forward in the Final EIS.

17. After issuance of the SDEIS, modifications were made to Alternative 5
which made this the preferred build Alternative. A four lane road is required by
FHWA to be evaluated in the EIS because it was determined to be needed
under the 20-year traffic modeling analysis. Although the Preferred Alternative
describes a four lane road, the project can be constructed in phases starting
with a two lane road.
Impacts to homes were considered in the DSEIS and are also identified for
Modified Alternative 5 in Chapter 3 of this FEIS. Up to eight residences would
be affected by Modified Alternative 5 and mitigation would be provided in
accordance with Uniform Relocation Act regulations. This does not require
mitigation for residences that aren’t displaced.

17
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18. South A has been selected as preferred alternative alignment for the southern
portion of the project area.The EIS evaluated a four lane roadway because the 20-year
traffic modeling shows it is needed to meet future traffic demands.
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20
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19. Traffic congestion on Front Street has been an issue to city planners for many
years. South A is the selected preferred alternative alignment for the southern portion
of the project area. The South C alignment was rejected because it would create
nd
unacceptable traffic conditions on 2 Avenue SE.

20. South A is the selected preferred alternative alignment for the southern portion of
the project area.
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21

21. South A is the selected preferred alternative alignment for the southern
portion of the project area.

22. South A is the selected preferred alternative alignment for the southern
portion of the project area; the other alternative alignment.

22
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23. South A is the selected preferred alternative alignment for the southern portion of
the project area.

24. South A is the selected preferred alternative alignment for the southern portion of
the project area; the other alternative alignment.

24
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25

25. Although there may be a few intersection that experience a slight increase in delay,
the overall Front St corridor improves in the Build scenario and also accommodates
more trips.

26
26. South C is no longer being considered an effective alterantive. South A alignment
is now the preferred.

27
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27. Although there may be a few intersections that experience a slight increase in
delay, the overall Front St corridor improves in the Build scenario and also
accommodates more trips.
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28. South A is the selected preferred alternative alignment for the southern portion of
nd
the project area. South A avoids the intersection with 2 Avenue that would encourage
traffic use. This will also benefit nearby residential homes by reducing noise levels in
those areas. South A would not impact 2nd Ave as suggested in the comment.
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29. South A is the selected preferred alternative alignment for the southern portion of
nd
the project area. South A avoids the intersection with 2 Avenue that would encourage
traffic use. This will also benefit nearby residential homes by reducing noise levels in
those areas.

30. South A is the selected preferred alternative alignment for the southern portion of
the project area. The City has agreed to work with the School District to minimize
potential impacts on school facilities.

30
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31. A Alternative 5/Modified Alternative 5 (with the south end alternative A) has been
chosen as the preferred alternative.

31
When noise levels are predicted to exceed 66 dBA in the State of Washington, a noise
impact is identified. FHWA regulations (23 CFR 772) specify that when noise impacts
are identified, abatement (mitigation) measures must be evaluated. If abatement
measures are found to be both feasible and reasonable, then abatement measures
must be incorporated into the project design. If an area exceeds 66 dBA, but does not
meet both the feasibility and reasonableness criteria, noise mitigation is not required.
Noise analysis for the Southeast Issaquah Bypass project followed WSDOT’s policy
and procedures document. Please see the following website for the guidelines
followed for this projects analysis:
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/regions/Northwest/rp&s/environmental/aae/policies.htm

32. Modified Alternative 5 (with the south end alternative A) has been chosen as the
preferred alternative.

32

When noise levels are predicted to exceed 66 dBA in the State of Washington, a noise
impact is identified. FHWA regulations (23 CFR 772) specify that when noise impacts
are identified, abatement (mitigation) measures must be evaluated. If abatement
measures are found to be both feasible and reasonable, then abatement measures
must be incorporated into the project design. If an area exceeds 66 dBA, but does not
meet both the feasibility and reasonableness criteria, noise mitigation is not required.
Noise analysis for the Southeast Issaquah Bypass project followed WSDOT’s policy
and procedures document. Please see the following website for the guidelines
followed for this projects analysis:
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/regions/Northwest/rp&s/environmental/aae/policies.htm
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33. Measurement site was at edge of roadway and used for calibration only. Modeled
result from FHWA’s Traffic Noise Model were used to estimate the noise levels at
nearest residence. Noise measurements are conducted during off-peak periods to
ensure that traffic is free flowing. Traffic volumes are counted during the noise
measurements and are input to a traffic noise model to predict noise levels. The Traffic
Noise Model calculated noise levels and they are then compared to the noise levels
measured. The noise model is then calibrated to within 2 dBA of the measured levels.
Existing peak hour free flowing traffic volumes are then used to predict the Existing
peak hour noise levels. Traffic volumes and roadway configurations of the project’s
Build alternative in the year 2030 are input to noise model to predict future noise levels
and to assess noise impacts.
Because of the logarithmic decibel scale, a doubling of the number of sound sources
(such as the number of cars operating on a roadway) increases noise levels by 3 dBA.
A ten-fold increase in the number of sound sources would add 10 dBA. As a result, a
sound source emitting a sound level of 60 dBA combined with another sound source of
60 dBA yields a combined sound level of 63 dBA, not 120 dBA.

33

34

35

34. Measurement site was at edge of roadway and used for calibration only. Modeled
results from FHWA’s Traffic Noise Model were used to estimate the noise levels at
nearest residence. Noise measurements are conducted during off-peak periods to
ensure that traffic is free flowing. Traffic volumes are counted during the noise
measurements and are input to a traffic noise model to predict noise levels. The Traffic
Noise Model calculated noise levels and they are then compared to the noise levels
measured. The noise model is then calibrated to within 2 dBA of the measured levels.
Existing peak hour free flowing traffic volumes are then used to predict the Existing
peak hour noise levels. Traffic volumes and roadway configurations of the project’s
Build alternative in the year 2030 are input to noise model to predict future noise levels
and to assess noise impacts. Because of the logarithmic decibel scale, a doubling of
the number of sound sources (such as the number of cars operating on a roadway)
increases noise levels by 3 dBA. A ten-fold increase in the number of sound sources
would add 10 dBA. As a result, a sound source emitting a sound level of 60 dBA
combined with another sound source of 60 dBA yields a combined sound level of 63
dBA, not 120 dBA.
35. When noise levels are predicted to exceed 66 dBA in the State of Washington, a
noise impact is identified. FHWA regulations (23 CFR 772) specify that when noise
impacts are identified, abatement (mitigation) measures must be evaluated. If
abatement measures are found to be both feasible and reasonable, then abatement
measures must be incorporated into the project design. If an area exceeds 66 dBA, but
does not meet both the feasibility and reasonableness criteria, noise mitigation is not
required.
Noise analysis for the Southeast Issaquah Bypass project followed WSDOT’s policy
and procedures document. Please see the following website for the guidelines
followed for this projects analysis:
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/regions/Northwest/rp&s/environmental/aae/policies.htm
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36. Modified Alternative 5 (with the south alignment A) has been chosen as the
preferred alternative.

36

37

When noise levels are predicted to exceed 66 dBA in the State of Washington,
a noise impact is identified. FHWA regulations (23 CFR 772) specify that when
noise impacts are identified, abatement (mitigation) measures must be
evaluated. If abatement measures are found to be both feasible and
reasonable, then abatement measures must be incorporated into the project
design. If an area exceeds 66 dBA, but does not meet both the feasibility and
reasonableness criteria, noise mitigation is not required.
Noise analysis for the Southeast Issaquah Bypass project followed WSDOT’s
policy and procedures document. Please see the following website for the
guidelines followed for this projects analysis:
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/regions/Northwest/rp&s/environmental/aae/policies.ht
m
37. See response to comment 31 of this letter.

38

39
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38. See response to comment 31 of this letter.

39. See response to comment 31 of this letter.
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40

40. See response to comments 31 & 33 of this letter.

41
41. See response to comments 31 & 33 of this letter.
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42

42. See response to comment 33 of this letter.

43

43. See response to comments 31 & 33 of this letter.
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44. See response to comment 31 of this letter.

44
45. See response to comments 31 & 33 of this letter.

45

46

46. The SE Issaquah Bypass project followed WSDOT policy and procedures, which
can be found at the following website:
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/regions/Northwest/rp&s/environmental/aae/policies.htm
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47

47. Noise abatement of any kind must meet WSDOT feasibility and
reasonableness criteria. Please see response to comment 31 of this letter.

48. The noise analysis used truck traffic percentages that were supplied by the
traffic team. Additional garbage truck traffic was not included in the analysis.
49. See response to comment 31 of this letter.

48
50. The noise abatement criteria applies for peak hour traffic volumes only.

49
50
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51. Alternative 5 (with the south alignment A) has been chosen as the preferred
alternative.
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52

53
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52. See response to comment 31 of this letter.

53. Wall 3 provides abatement for Issaquah High School. Wall 6 was
mislabeled in the graphic, but is accurately described in the text.
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54. See response to comment 51 of this letter
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55. See response to comment 51 of this letter

55

56

56. See response to comments 31 & 33 of this letter

57. See response to comments 31 & 33 of this letter.

57

Southeast Issaquah Bypass Final EIS

Supplemental Draft EIS Comment Letters and Responses

Page 294

58. See response to comment 51 of this letter.

58

59
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59. South A is the selected preferred alternative alignment for the southern portion of
nd
the project area. South A avoids the intersection with 2 Avenue.
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60. South A is the selected preferred alternative alignment for the southern portion of
nd
the project area. South A avoids the intersection with 2 Avenue and would not affect
homes near the South C alignment.
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61. The South A alignment is the preferred alignment for the southern portion of the
project area.
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62. The South A alignment is the preferred alignment for the southern portion of the
project area.
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63. Comments noted. The City has agreed to work with the School District to reduce
potential impacts on school facilities. Modified Alternative 5 was chosen as the
preferred alternative because it is the only effective build alternative that has impacts
that can be effectively mitigated.
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65
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64. The South A alignment is the preferred alignment for the southern portion of
the project area.

65. The South A alignment is the preferred alignment for the southern portion of
the project area.
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66. The South A alignment is the preferred alignment for the southern
portion of the project area.
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67

68

69

70

67. The EPA (Environmental Protection Agency) has set National Ambient
Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), which specify maximum concentrations for
carbon monoxide (CO), particulate matter less than 10 micrometers in size
(PM10), particulate matter less than 2.5 micrometers in size (PM2.5), ozone,
sulfur dioxide, lead, and nitrogen dioxide. The project area is in compliance
with these standards for all pollutants, but because the Carbon Monoxide
(CO) standards have been recently attained, the project is in a CO
maintenance area, therefore local intersection level CO analysis is
conducted. No additional modeling is conducted per WSDOT Environmental
procedures, which can be found at the following website:
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/regions/Northwest/rp&s/environmental/aae/default.
htm

68. The air quality model used takes into account the level of service for the
intersections analyzed. A modified Alternative 5 (with the south end
alternative A) has been chosen as the preferred alternative69. The SE
Issaquah Bypass air quality analysis shows that the project would meet all
federal and state guidelines.
70. The South A alignment is the preferred alignment for the southern portion
of the project area.
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72
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71. Stormwater ponds would be designed according to appropriate standards
and are not expected to result in negative impacts to nearby residences.
Pond would be designed to allow for fluctuations in water levels that would
help prevent mosquito eggs from hatching. Buffer enhancement for Modified
Alternative 5 is addressed in the wetlands discussion of Chapter 3 in this
FEIS and in the Conceptual Mitigation Plan.

72. Although some localized improvement to traffic conditions may occur as
a result of Sunset Interchange improvements, the No Action Alternative
would not meet the purpose and need of this project, which is to improve
traffic between I-90 and Issaquah Hobart Road. Please see Chapter 1 of this
FEIS for more information on the project purpose and need.
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73
73. Your comments are noted. Under the No Action alternative, the City
would have to return to the planning process to evaluate transportation
improvement options to alleviate traffic congestion on City streets
between I-90 and Issaquah-Hobart Road.
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1. Pass through traffic was not explicitly identified in the analysis summary memo.
However, the future peak hour volumes were developed using standard
forecasting techniques that incorporate/reflect land use origin and destination
zones and sub-area travel patterns. As such, the volumes projected for the future
analysis scenario would represent both internal destination trips as well as traffic
passing through the study area.
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2

3

2. Peak hour turning movement counts used as input data for the purposes of the tr
analysis
were taken in late 2000. Counts identified in the City’s comprehensive plan may ha
been
incorrectly cited.
3. In the absence of explicit AM peak period or peak hour data to establish
morning peak traffic forecasts, a transposing of the PM peak period trip matrix
within the demand model was deemed a reasonable approach for developing AM
peak hour turning movement volumes. This approach was agreed upon through
discussions between the consultant team and City staff and the resulting volumes
were considered conservative and acceptable for the purposes of the traffic
analysis work. While this process may not capture the full range of nuances and
differences between morning and evening travel patterns (e.g. school traffic et al)
it provides a practical estimate of overall traffic levels for projecting future traffic
volumes and congestion levels.

4. The scope of this arterial study included the various I-90 ramp termini and operat
related to
the freeway on/off ramp movements at these intersections. Freeway analysis of
mainline weaving, merging, diverging is expected to be captured as part of other eff
that would potentially be
led by the Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT).
4

5

6

7
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5. The report only provides generic values for LOS F conditions in order to convey
the fact that unstable delays would likely exist in the range of traffic operations
break down and to avoid discussion of highly-variable results and analysis
uncertainties. Although detailed traffic analysis results that show actual modelgenerated values can be provided upon request, this analysis would not be
expected to change the general level of service projections for the SE Bypass
alternatives.
6. The list of transportation improvements assumed for the 2005 and 2030 time
horizons are similar due to the planning and programming associated with these
projects. Only those improvements that were committed-to and funded at the time
of the analysis were included in the list. The decision to exclude non-funded
projects was agreed upon through discussions between the consultant team and
City staff. The SR 900 corridor widening is identified and described in the
roadway improvement list. References to Table 2 as part of Appendix C are
indeed incorrect and were intended to reflect Appendix D (“Assumed 2001-2006
Street Improvements”).
7. Anticipated shifts in travel patterns due to the various alignments and
intersection connections investigated were complex in terms of volume
redistributions, delay impacts, and analysis findings/conclusions. The information
presented in the technical report was intended to capture peak hour volume
changes at the intersection-level so volume shifts were generally represented by
turning movement. Data formatting for this traffic analysis summary was reviewed
prior to and during report preparation. However no significant structural changes
(to the report) were identified or required at the time the SDEIS was issued.
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8
8. The traffic volumes summarized in Figures 18, 19, and 20 are indeed
inconsistent with the background data reflecting future volume forecasts and are
thus acknowledged. The volume discrepancy found in Figure 18 (southeast
through and left turn volumes were flipped) is also acknowledged. Nonetheless,
these inconsistencies do not affect the analysis results or conclusions of the report
in any way.
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9. Your recommendations are acknowledged. The year of opening
analysis has been updated to 2010 in the Final EIS. Additional changes to
transportation modeling or analysis are beyond the scope of this
document.
`
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1. Your comments are noted and will be considered for the City’s decision on this
project.
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1

2

1. Your comments are noted. Traffic data for project indicate that Modified
Alternative 5 would substantially improve north-south travel and accessibility to I90 from Front Street and the proposed SE Bypass road.

2. The No Action Alternative has been defined as a decision not to build the
proposed SE Bypass, as indicated in Chapter 2 of both the SDEIS and the Final
EIS. Planned projects that have been constructed or that are still proposed, and
assumed under the No Action Alternative, also are identified in Chapter 2.
Alternatives that meet the project’s goal of reducing congestion between I-90 and
Issaquah Hobart Road were evaluated in depth during the course of the EIS
process. The reader is referred to Chapter 2 for a discussion of all alternatives
considered during the course of the EIS process. Other alternatives to the
proposed project have been suggested in comments, but are not reasonable
because they are not effective in reducing congestion.

3
3. Additional subsurface explorations will be done prior to designing structural
walls for the northern project area. It is expected that a design level program can
be developed to adequately address geotechnical and hydrogeological design
considerations for the north end of the proposed roadway as the basis for
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3

4
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4. Potential impacts on groundwater recharge were identified for Modified Alternative 5
and indicate that the proposed project would result in a 0.10 percent (1/1000) reduction
of the total recharge volume in the Lower Issaquah Valley aquifer. If additional testing
confirms infiltration potential for proposed stormwater ponds, no reduction in aquifer
recharge would be expected because nearly all runoff from the proposed roadway
would be eliminated.

Supplemental Draft EIS Comment Letters and Responses

Page 322

5

6
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5. Impacts and mitigation measures for construction under Modified Alternative 5 are
addressed in Chapter 3 of this Final EIS. Additional information on potential impacts
and mitigation measures related to natural resources is described in the Concurrence
Point 3 Package available from the City or at the City’s website at:
www.ci.issaquah.wa.us.

6. The proposed project would provide a principal arterial for vehicles that do not
require access to the City’s downtown area. Many existing trips involve trucks using
Newport Way which is classified as a minor arterial for most of its length. As a principal
arterial, the proposed SE Bypass roadway would better accommodate truck traffic
intended to pass by the city than would Newport Way. Vehicles now using IssaquahHobart Road would continue to do so until reaching Issaquah.
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1

1. After issuance of the SDEIS, Modified Alternative 5 was chosen as the preferred
alternative because it is the only build alternative that have impacts that can be
effectively mitigated. The other build alternatives considered in the SDEIS are not
effective in decreasing congestion and would have impacts considered
unacceptable.Alternative 5would result in the displacement of eight homes, all in the
south project area. More information on impacts and mitigation measures under
Modified Alternative 5 is provided in Chapter 3 of this Final EIS.

2
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2. Your comments have been noted and will be considered for the Final EIS.
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1

1. Funding for the proposed project has not been determined, but is expected to come
from a variety of sources including state and federal grant money, as well as local
revenues.

2

2. Your comments are noted. As discussed in the Final EIS, potential impacts on
groundwater quality are not expected to occur to a measurable extent as a result of the
proposed project.
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4

5
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3. Air quality modeling conducted for the proposed project design indicates that
predicted worst case carbon monoxide levels for the roadway would be similar to
existing conditions. Similar results are expected for particulate matter emissions
resulting from the proposed project. The project is not expected to exceed National
Ambient Air Quality standards either in 2010 at the year of opening, or in 2030.

4. Your comments are noted. Traffic noise projections were modeled for the proposed
project and impacts and mitigation measures are identified in Chapter 3 of this Final
EIS. Although noise levels would increase in some locations near the roadway,
increases are not expected to be substantial.

5. The project has followed the standard NEPA EIS process where alternatives are
identified and analyzed before a final decision on a preferred alternative is made. More
information on alternatives considered is provided in Chapter 2 of this Final EIS.
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1. The City has received your comments and appreciates your input.
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2
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2. Future year traffic modeling did account for opening of the I-90 Sunset Interchange
and potential traffic patterns based on that modeling were reflected in traffic volumes
and other data provided in the Draft SEIS. Updated traffic modeling results for a new
year of opening for Modified Alternative 5 are provided in Chapter 2 of this Final EIS.
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1. Your comments are noted. Alternatives considered for the proposed project are
identified in Chapter 2 of this Final EIS.
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2. Traffic noise projections were modeled for the proposed project and impacts and
mitigation measures are identified in Chapter 3 of this Final EIS. Although noise levels
would increase in some locations near the roadway, increases are not expected to be
substantial.
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1. Although a second public hearing was not held, a 55-day comment period was
allowed for written comments on the SDEIS. The City of Issaquah has considered
comments that were submitted after the close of the SDEIS comment period, including
public input provided at City Council meetings during the time following issuance of the
SDEIS and prior to beginning this Final EIS.
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1

2

1. Under coordination with the State Office of Archaeology and Historic Preservation
during 404 Merger Process meetings, it was determined that Modified Alternative 5
would have no impacts on Section 4(f) historic resources. The City has coordinated
with the Interagency Committee for Outdoor Recreation (IAC) regarding potential
Section 6(f) resources, and the IAC has determined that grant conditions associated
with these properties will have expired prior to potential SE Bypass construction. More
information regarding impacts on historic and cultural resources, and recreational
resources under Modified Alternative 5 is provided in Chapters 3 and 4 of this Final
EIS.

2. and 3. Since issuance of the SDEIS, the City has met with School District staff to
discuss mitigation measures for potential impacts on school facilities. Chapter 3 of this
Final EIS provides information on impacts and mitigation measures associated with
schools under Modified Alternative 5.

3

4
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4. Alternatives considered and rejected during alternatives screening and 404 Merger
Process meetings are discussed in Chapter 2 of this Final EIS. Expanding Newport
Way to four lanes was considered in the 1990s, but was rejected. The use of Newport
Way would not substantially improve congestion in the project area and would add
vehicles to an already congested SR-900.. The City did not consider 2nd Avenue
because of its proximity to residential and other uses in the city, impacts to three
schools, and its intended function as a minor arterial. Alternatives that meet the
project’s goal of reducing congestion between I-90 and Issaquah Hobart Road were
evaluated in depth during the course of the EIS process. The reader is referred to
Chapter 2 for a discussion of all alternatives considered during the course of the EIS
process. Other alternatives to the proposed project have been suggested in
comments, but are not reasonable because they are not effective in reducing
congestion.
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5

5. Comments noted. Traffic studies for the proposed project indicate that Modified
Alternative 5 would substantially improve operations for north-south travel conditions
and accessibility to I-90 from Front Street and the SE Bypass roadway.

6

6. Your comments have been noted and will be considered in the City's decision for this
project.
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1. As noted in Chapter 1, the purpose of the project is to reduce congestion on
the Front Street corridor and improve access to I-90. Therefore, the project is
intended to serve City residents and improve access to and from local
businesses along the downtown portion of Front Street. The project is expected
to improve mobility along Front Street and would be beneficial to City residents
as well as others for whom stops in Issaquah would not be necessary.

2. Future traffic volumes for the potential year of opening and for future
operations in 2030 accounted for the Sunset Interchange and potential changes
in traffic patterns were reflected in the future volume projections.

Supplemental Draft EIS Comment Letters and Responses

Page 344

2

3
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3. The proposed project is not expected to result in substantial impacts on air quality
or noise. Please see Chapter 3 of this Final EIS for impacts on these elements
under Modified Alternative 5.

4. The proposed project would include mitigation measures that are intended to
prevent adverse impacts on groundwater and surface water quality. Additional
subsurface exploration would be done at the design level stage to determine the
design of structural walls in the north project area.
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1. Economic impacts for the proposed project have been addressed primarily in a
qualitative analysis consistent with the scope of work for the environmental
document. Information on economic impacts and mitigation measures for
Modified Alternative 5 is provided in Chapter 3 of this Final EIS.
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2. Your comments have been noted and will be considered in the City's decision for this
project.
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1. Your comments are noted. As indicated in the SDEIS, the proposed project is
intended to serve development already planned within the city and would be
consistent with growth management policies.
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1. Your comments have been noted and will be considered in the City's decision for
this project.
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1. and 2. Your comments have been noted and will be considered in the City's
decision for this project.
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1. As noted in Chapter 1, the purpose of the project is to reduce congestion on the
Front Street corridor and improve access to I-90. Therefore, the project is intended to
serve City residents and improve access to and from local businesses along the
downtown portion of Front Street. Thus, the project is expected to be beneficial to City
residents as well as others for whom stops in Issaquah would not be necessary.
Newport Way was considered among alternatives for the proposed project and rejected
because of potential impacts associated with the potential need to widen the roadway.
More information on alternatives screening for the proposed project is provided in
Chapter 2 of this Final EIS.

2
2. The proposed project would not result in exceedances of National Ambient Air
Quality standards for either the one-hour or eight-hour periods. Therefore, substantial
impacts to local air quality are not expected to occur.
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1. and 2. Your comments are noted and will be considered in the City’s decision for
this project.
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3. Your comments are noted. Potential alternatives connecting to Highway 18 were
reviewed and eliminated during the initial alternatives screening process for this project.
Information on these and other alternatives that were considered is contained in
Chapter 2 of the Final EIS.
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1. Your comments have been noted and will be considered in the City's decision for this
project.
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1. Your comments have been noted and will be considered in the City's decision for
this project.
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1. Potential impacts on groundwater under Modified Alternative 5 have been evaluated
in Chapter 3 of this Final EIS. The proposed project is not expected to result in
substantial impacts on groundwater recharge. If future testing confirms that infiltration
would be possible at proposed stormwater facilities, no reduction in aquifer recharge is
expected because nearly all runoff from the proposed roadway would be infiltrated.
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2. Your comments have been noted and will be considered in the City's decision
for this project.
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1. As indicated in the SDEIS, it has been acknowledged that the proposed project may
influence decisions for some real estate purchases in the project area. It is further
noted that several factors influence property values, including economic conditions.
Overall, the proposed roadway is expected to have only a minor influence on property
values and would not substantially affect the Olde Town neighborhood.

2. The SDEIS visual analysis followed appropriate state and federal procedures and
was reviewed and approved by the FHWA and WSDOT prior to issuance of the SDEIS.
As the SDEIS indicates, view ratings may be subjective and dependent on individual
viewer sensitivities. In the northern project area the existing topography and
vegetation, combined with distance from the immediate project site, combine to
obscure or diminish views in many locations. These elements were primary factors that
resulted in estimates of low visual change ratings for locations such as Sixth Avenue
and Bush Street. Several view angles were considered and scores in the visual
analysis frequently reflect averages of the total view ratings. Because visual rating
scales generally rank values in terms of whole numbers, averages of less than one
indicate that views are not expected to change greatly.
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1. In response to comments regarding the general accuracy of the noise analysis, PB
reviewed both the noise models and the analysis prepared for all of the alternatives
evaluated in the SDEIS. No inaccuracies in this analysis were identified during the
review. The issues that were highlighted in the Lamanuzzi comment letter are
explained in the response presented above, and were not found to invalidate the
previous noise modeling or analysis.
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2. South A is the selected preferred alternative alignment for the southern portion of the
project area.
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1. Your comments are noted. Air quality modeling data was used to determine
potential impacts associated with the proposed project. Please see the Air Quality
section of Chapter 3 of this Final EIS for potential impacts associated with Modified
Alternative 5. The proposed project would not result in exceedances of National
Ambient Air Quality standards for either the one-hour or eight-hour periods. Therefore,
substantial impacts to local air quality are not expected to occur.
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1. Information on traffic modeling methodology and assumptions for the proposed
project is provided in the Transportation Technical Report included in the SDEIS
Appendices. Additional information on traffic impacts associated with the proposed
project is provided in Chapter 2 of this Final EIS.
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2. Alternatives that meet the project’s goal of reducing congestion between I-90 and
Issaquah Hobart Road were evaluated in depth during the course of the EIS process.
The reader is referred to Chapter 2 for a discussion of all alternatives considered during
the course of the EIS process. Other alternatives to the proposed project have been
suggested in comments, but are not reasonable because they are not effective in
reducing congestion.

3. Existing and future traffic volumes on I-90 were considered in the traffic modeling for
the proposed project. The proposed SE Bypass is intended to address existing traffic
conditions in Issaquah and is not expected to adversely affect traffic on I-90.
Cumulative impacts on air quality are addressed in Chapter 3 of this Final EIS.
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4. SEIS visual analysis followed appropriate state and federal procedures and was
reviewed and approved by the FHWA and WSDOT prior to issuance of the SDEIS.
Because Squak Mountain is located several hundred feet south and west of the
proposed project’s southern boundary, specific view impacts in that location were not
considered. Distance and topography from that area would limit views of the proposed
project. It is possible that portions of the proposed roadway would be visible from the
Squak Mountain area. However, the project is not expected to substantially affect
visual quality there.

5. In the revised stormwater analysis the proposed stormwater pond near East Sunset
Way was evaluated as not providing infiltration. Additional testing at the design stage
would help determine the final characteristics of the proposed pond, and with
appropriate design, it would be expected to adequately address stormwater needs at
that location.
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1. Comments noted. Potential impacts on wildlife have been acknowledged in the
SDEIS and are addressed for Modified Alternative 5 in Chapter 3 of this FEIS. Through
discussions with state and federal resource agencies during the 404 Merger Agreement
meetings in 2005, the City has agreed to initiate and participate in a study and planning
effort to better understand regional wildlife movement and connectivity issues.

2. Air quality analysis followed accepted state and federal practices. Monitoring
stations identified were the closest such stations to the proposed project and provide
pollutant data relevant to the proposed project area.
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3. The proposed project would result in a small addition to impervious surface area in
the city and is not expected to result in substantial changes on local temperatures and
weather conditions.

4. The SDEIS and this Final EIS provide project-specific information on potential
impacts related to the proposed roadway. Research of other roadway projects in other
jurisdictions was not considered and is beyond the scope of these environmental
documents. For impacts related to Modified Alternative 5, please see Chapter 3 of this
FEIS.
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1. Alternatives that meet the project’s goal of reducing congestion between I-90 and
Issaquah Hobart Road were evaluated in depth during the course of the EIS process.
The reader is referred to Chapter 2 for a discussion of all alternatives considered during
the course of the EIS process. Other alternatives to the proposed project have been
suggested in comments, but are not reasonable because they are not effective in
reducing congestion.

2. Alternative alignments for the EIS evaluation were selected in 1997. Mitigation
measures are considered for the No Action alternative in the SDEIS. Alternatives that
meet the project’s goal of reducing congestion between I-90 and Issaquah Hobart Road
were evaluated in depth during the course of the EIS process. See Chapter 2. The nobuild alternative doesn’t involve building other alternatives; it’s simply is a rejection of
the SE Bypass. Should the no-build alterantive be selected, the planning process would
need to re-evaluate the previously rejected alternatives. Based on current information
the likely outcome is that other identified alternatives will be less effective than the SE
Bypass.
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1. Mitigation measures are considered for the No Action alternative in the SDEIS.
Alternatives that meet the project’s goal of reducing congestion between I-90 and
Issaquah Hobart Road were evaluated in depth during the course of the EIS process.
The reader is referred to Chapter 2 for a discussion of all alternatives considered during
the course of the EIS process. Other alternatives to the proposed project have been
suggested in comments, but are not reasonable because they are not effective in
reducing congestion.
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2. Your comments have been noted and will be considered in the City's decision for this
project.
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1. The City has received your letter and appreciates your input.
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1. Comments noted. Under Modified Alternative 5 the design of the proposed
stormwater ponds does not assume that infiltration would be possible, except at North
Pond 2. Analysis for this FEIS indicates that the proposed project would result in a
0.10 percent (1/1000) reduction in the total recharge volume in the Lower Issaquah
Valley aquifer. If additional testing confirms the infiltration potential for stormwater
ponds, they would be designed for the maximum infiltration rate possible. Under this
scenario, no reduction in aquifer recharge would be expected because nearly all
runoff from the proposed roadway would be infiltrated.
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Your comments are noted and will be considered in the City’s decision for
this project.
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1. Mitigation measures are considered for the No Action Alternative in the SDEIS.
Alternatives that meet the project’s goal of reducing congestion between I-90 and
Issaquah Hobart Road were evaluated in depth during the course of the EIS process.
The reader is referred to Chapter 2 for a discussion of all alternatives considered during
the course of the EIS process. Other alternatives to the proposed project have been
suggested in comments, but are not reasonable because they are not effective in
reducing congestion.

2. Comments noted. Home-based businesses were not identified in assessor’s
records used to determine land uses on affected parcels. Where businesses would be
displaced by the proposed project, compensation would be provided in accordance with
the Uniform Relocation Act regulations.
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3. The DSEIS visual analysis followed appropriate state and federal procedures and
was reviewed and approved by the FHWA and WSDOT prior to issuance of the DSEIS.
It has been acknowledged that visual quality ratings may be subjective and can differ
depending on individual viewer sensitivities. Existing topography, vegetation, and
distance from proposed improvements affected rating scores from viewshed locations.
Computer-generated graphics were considered, however, subsequent decisions
resulted in the use of different graphic representations in the visual analysis section of
the SDEIS. Computer generated graphics were not approved in the final consultant
contract. These graphics are consistent with acceptable approaches to representing
potential view impacts. Computer-generated graphics were considered but were not
included in the final approved contract with the consultant.

4
4. The Park Pointe development is not reliant on the SE Bypass for access. As noted
in the SE Bypass SDEIS, the original development proposal under the Urban Village
land use designation (described above) did rely on the SE Bypass to achieve the
development density. However, under the current land use designation and zoning, the
project would have 356 residential units, and the SE Bypass is not needed for the
development. There are no other projects that are reliant or anticipatory of the SE
Issaquah Bypass.
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5. Mitigation measures were considered for the No Action Alternative in the SDEIS.
The No Action Alternative was defined as a decision not to build the proposed SE
Bypass roadway, and no other actions were attached to that alternative. Alternatives
that meet the project’s goal of reducing congestion between I-90 and Issaquah Hobart
Road were evaluated in depth during the course of the EIS process. The reader is
referred to Chapter 2 for a discussion of all alternatives considered during the course of
the EIS process. Other alternatives to the proposed project have been suggested in
comments, but are not reasonable because they are not effective in reducing
congestion.
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1. and 2. Comments noted. Traffic modeling for the proposed project does support
the purpose and need as indicated in Chapter 1 of this FEIS. Traffic data indicate that
Modified Alternative 5 would substantially improve operations for north-south travel
conditions and accessibility to I-90 from Front Street and the proposed SE Bypass
roadway.
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1. Traffic modeling for the year of opening and future operations in 2030
does account for the Sunset Interchange and potential changes in traffic
patterns in the future. Existing traffic data serves to provide a framework for
the current traffic conditions only.
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1. Subsurface soil and groundwater conditions change considerably over
relatively short vertical and horizontal distances. These conditions will
require additional subsurface testing at the design level of the proposed
project. It is acknowledged that naturally-occurring groundwater may be
encountered in discontinuous water- bearing zones within the potential cut
area. These water-bearing zones will be affected to the extent that they will
drain to the base of the proposed retaining walls and will be allowed to reinfiltrate into native soils below the level of the walls. A design-level
subsurface exploration program can be developed that would adequately
address the geotechnical and hydrogeological considerations at the north
end of the proposed SE Bypass project as a basis for structural wall design.
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2. Comments noted. As indicated above, subsurface conditions vary greatly
in the project area. Therefore, it is not appropriate to simplify geologic
conditions at the north end of the proposed SE Bypass project area to
conditions encountered at the Sunset Interchange or Issaquah Highlands, or
other nearby areas. With mitigation, the proposed project is not expected to
result in adverse impacts on groundwater or stormwater runoff in the project
area.

3. Since issuance of the SDEIS, the proposed project and Modified
Alternative 5 has been selected for the preferred alternative. Under this
alternative, infiltration is no longer assumed for all of the water quality ponds,
except for North Pond 2 and ponds would be designed for detention and
release of stormwater. The possibility of infiltration will be evaluated again
during the project design phase, and incorporated into pond design if
achievable.
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1. Your comments have been noted and will be considered in the City's
decision for this project.
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1. Your comments have been noted and will be considered for the FEIS.
Landscaping is intended to provide visual screening at the time of planting and as
plants matures. It has been acknowledged that plantings would take time to
mature.
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2. Comments noted. The SDEIS does indicate that portions of the proposed
project route would occur within the seismic hazard critical area along the south
end of the alignment. Seismic hazards that exist in this area are not particularly
different from other seismic hazard areas within Issaquah that have been
developed with urban uses. Design of the roadway across the seismic hazard
area would include standard design and construction methods in accordance with
accepted engineering standards for this type of construction. Additionally, other
structures such as retaining walls in the northern project area, which is not
characterized as a seismic hazard area, would be designed and constructed using
accepted engineering standards that include seismic loading during earthquake
events.

3. The DSEIS visual analysis followed appropriate state and federal procedures
and was reviewed and approved by the FHWA and WSDOT prior to issuance of
the DSEIS. Figures provided in the visual quality analysis are intended to provide
representative views in the project area. Wall colors, vegetative plantings, and
other visual quality mitigation would be chosen in consideration of the existing
setting and is expected to reduce visual impacts associated with the proposed
roadway.
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4. Your comments are noted and will be considered in the City’s decision for
the project.
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1. The DSEIS identifies all locations where noise monitoring occurred, along
with existing noise levels at these locations. Projected noise levels for
Modified Alternative 5 are provided in Chapter 3 of this FEIS.

2. Air quality impacts were modeled in the DSEIS and existing and projected
standards under Modified Alternative 5 are provided in Chapter 3 of this
FEIS. Air quality modeling has been conducted in accordance with WSDOT
standards and indicates that the proposed project would not result in
exceedances of state and federal standards for air quality.

3. Comments noted. Potential impacts on groundwater form the proposed
project have been evaluated and the proposed project is expected to have a
minor impact on groundwater recharge. A 0.10 percent (1/1000) reduction of
the total Lower Issaquah Valley aquifer would result from the proposed
project. If additional testing confirms infiltration potential for stormwater
ponds, no reduction in aquifer recharge would be expected because nearly
all runoff from the proposed roadway would be infiltrated.
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4. Your comments have been noted and will be considered in the City's
decision for this project.
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1. The proposed project is intended to address existing traffic congestion on
the Front Street corridor. Impacts south of the city are addressed in the
cumulative impacts analysis. Traffic modeling for the project did consider
additional demand for the proposed facility.
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2. After issuance of the SDEIS, modifications were made to Alternative 5
which is now called Alternative Modified 5. This alternative is now the
preferred alternative because it is the only build alternative that is considered
effective in reducing traffic congestion and has impacts that can be
effectively mitigated. The other alternatives considered in the SDEIS are not
reasonable because they are not effective in reducing congestion.

3. Comments noted. Subsurface conditions vary greatly in the project area
and it is not possible to compare other areas with conditions along the SE
Bypass project route. Additional subsurface exploration would be done at
the design level for retaining walls in the project area and the project would
be designed with appropriate standards for conditions in the area.
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4. Since issuance of the DSEIS pond design for Modified Alternative 5 was
reviewed and infiltration is no longer assumed for North Pond 1 near East
Sunset Way.

5. The Issaquah Sportsmen Club clubhouse is on the National Register of
Historic Places. This property would be avoided and will retain a wooded
buffer of 75-100 feet. No other historic properties are affected by the project
under Modified Alternative 5 and therefore no mitigation measures are
necessary.

6. Comments noted. Air and noise impacts for Modified Alternative 5 are
addressed in Chapter 3 of this FEIS. The proposed project is not expected
to result in adverse impacts on air quality or noise in the project area.
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1. The analysis follows WSDOT policy and guidelines relating to National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA).
The complete Environmental Procedures Manual can be found at the following
website:
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/fasc/EngineeringPublications/Manuals/EPM/EPM.htm
The project would meet the conformity criteria described in the Environmental
Protection Agency’s (EPA) Conformity Rule (Code of Federal Regulations, Title
40, Part 93).
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2. Potential impacts on schools under Modified Alternative 5 are addressed
in Chapter 3 of this FEIS. The City has met with the Issaquah School District
and has agreed to consider School District concerns in the design of the
proposed project.
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1. Pedestrian and bicycle facilities for the proposed project are intended to
allow non-motorized travel to continue in the project area. The proposed
sidewalk and trail facilities would maintain connections to more natural trails
such as those of the Tiger Mountain NRCA.

2. Potential impacts and mitigation measures for these elements are
addressed in Chapter 3 of this FEIS. Many of these issues were addressed
during the City’s meeting with state and federal resource agencies during the
404 Merger Agreement review in 2005. The City’s Concurrence Point 3
Packet, provided to resource agencies during these meetings, also
addresses many of these same issues.

2

3. Future year traffic modeling did account for the opening and operation of
the I-90 Sunset Interchange and potential traffic patterns. Existing conditions
were those in place at the time of modeling and did not attempt to anticipate
possible improvements that could be made to 2nd Avenue, or other
locations, at an unspecified time in the future.
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4. Alternatives to the proposed project were considered during early
planning stages for the roadway. The SDEIS identified several alternatives
considered and rejected during this process. This information is summarized
in Chapter 2 of this FEIS. Newport Way was considered and rejected during
404 Merger Agreement meetings in 1999. Second Avenue has not been
proposed as an alternative to the SE Bypass roadway. The City’s
Comprehensive Plan identifies 2nd Avenue as a collector arterial, not
intended for regional mobility. Any improvements to 2nd Avenue to upgrade
its functional classification would require separate environmental review.
Alternatives that meet the project’s goal of reducing congestion between I-90
and Issaquah Hobart Road were evaluated in depth during the course of the
EIS process. The reader is referred to Chapter 2 for a discussion of all
alternatives considered during the course of the EIS process. Other
alternatives to the proposed project have been suggested in comments, but
are not reasonable because they are not effective in reducing congestion.
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1. Funding for the proposed project has not been determined. It is likely that
a combination of federal, state and local funds will be sought to construct the
roadway.
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2. Your comments are noted. The purpose of the project is to improve
access to I-90 and reduce congestion along the Front Street corridor. As
such it is intended to address concerns within the city and provide improved
mobility for vehicle trips that do not require stops in the downtown business
district.
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1. Your comments have been noted and will be considered in the City's
decision for this project.
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1. Subsurface soil and groundwater conditions change significantly over
relatively short vertical and horizontal distances in the project vicinity and it is
not possible to compare conditions elsewhere with the proposed project
area. Additional subsurface exploration would be done at the design level
stage to determine the design of structural walls in the north project area.

1

2. Since issuance of the SDEIS, Alternative 5/Modified Alternative 5 has
been selected as the preferred alternative and this Final EIS contains new
analysis for that alternative. Impacts to fish and wildlife are described in
Chapter 3 of this Final EIS and within the Biological Assessment prepared for
Alternative 5/Modified Alternative 5 and issued as a companion document to
this Final EIS.

2

3

3. No potential code exemptions have been identified at this point. The Park
Pointe development is not reliant on the SE Bypass for access. As noted in
the SE Bypass SDEIS, the original development proposal under the Urban
Village land use designation did rely on the SE Bypass to achieve the
development density. However, under the current land use designation and
current zoning, the SE Bypass is not needed for the development. There are
no other projects that are reliant or anticipatory of the SE Issaquah Bypass.
As discussed in the CP3 document, FHWA found that the SE Bypass project
will mostly serve existing travel patterns and is unlikely to have any regional
impacts and will, thus, result in minimal induced demand due to changes in
trip activity and land use relocations. Land use differences between build
and no build are minor, the difference being assumptions only for the Park
Pointe development.
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4. in the EIS process the No-Action alterantive is intended to represent
conditions in the absence of the build alternatives, to allow comparision of
the build alternatives against a baseline. The No-Action alternative is not
intended to identify or evaluate other options that could address the project’s
purpose and need. The process of identifying options began in 1996 and
followed a long process that lead to the Final EIS. See Chapter 2 for a
summary of alternatives considered and rejected.

5. Comments noted. Traffic data for the proposed project indicate that
Modified Alternative 5 would substantially improve operations for north-south
travel conditions and accessibility to I-90 from Front Street and the proposed
SE Bypass roadway.
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1. The City has received your comments and appreciates your input.
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1. Your comments have been noted and will be considered in the City's
decision for this project.
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2. Alternatives considered for the proposed project are discussed in Chapter
2 of this Final EIS. Chapter 2 contains a summary of why 2nd Avenue was
not selected for consideration. Its proximity to the city, to three schools, and
its functional classification as a collector arterial make it undesirable for use
as an urban arterial intended for pass-through trips around the Front Street
nd
corridor. Upgrading 2 Avenue would also entail considerable cost for
needed right-of-way and capacity improvements.
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1. Comments noted. Impacts and mitigation measures for water quality and
noise issues under Modified Alternative 5 are addressed in Chapter 3 of this
FEIS. With mitigation, the proposed project is not expected to result in
adverse impacts on water quality and noise.

2. Alternatives considered for the proposed project are identified in Chapter
2 of this Final EIS. Newport Way and a portion of SR 900 were reviewed and
rejected because they would not meet screening measures used to evaluate
potential alternative routes.

3. Selection of North C in the Preferred Alternative avoids the Issaquah
Sportsmen Club building, thus removing potential impact to the building.
During the 404 Merger Process review it was determined that the proposed
project would have no adverse effect on historic or cultural resources.
Additional information regarding potential impacts on the Sporstmen’s
Clubhouse is provided in Chapter 3 of this Final EIS.
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5. In 2004 the Issaquah City Council approved an amendment to the
Comprehensive Plan eliminating the Urban Village land use designation on
the Park Pointe property. Under the new low-density residential designation,
the Park Pointe project would include up to 356 residential units. That
project is undergoing separate environmental review by the city. King
County and Sound Transit will determine if future provisions for a park and
ride south of the city will be made.
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1. The DSEIS visual analysis followed appropriate state and federal
procedures and was reviewed and approved by the FHWA and WSDOT prior
to issuance of the DSEIS. The proposed project would be designed to
reduce potential visual impacts as much as possible. The proposed project
would occur at the base of Tiger Mountain and is not intended to result in
degradation of views or the diminishment of the quality of life in the region.
The SDEIS acknowledges that, combined with the proposed Park Pointe
development, views from some locations near the roadway would become
more urban than existing views.

2
2. The City has received your comment and appreciates your input.
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3. Potential impacts on groundwater recharge under Modified Alternative 5
are addressed in Chapter 3 of this FEIS. Analysis indicates that the
proposed project could result in a 0.10 percent (1/1000) reduction in total
recharge volume in the Lower Issaquah Valley aquifer. If additional testing
confirms the infiltration potential for proposed stormwater ponds, no
reduction in aquifer recharge would be expected because nearly all runoff
from the proposed roadway would be eliminated.

4. The proposed ponds would be designed in accordance with appropriate
standards. The proposed stormwater facilities would not contribute
substantial pollutant volumes to local waterways, as described in Chapter 3
of the Final EIS.

5. Your comments are noted. Funding for the proposed project has not been
determined and would likely include federal, state and local sources. The
city share of the total project cost would be in the order of 14-20%.
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6. Your comments are noted and will be considered in the City’s decision for
the project.
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1. Mitigation measures are considered for the No Action alternative in the
SDEIS. Alternatives that meet the project’s goal of reducing congestion
between I-90 and Issaquah Hobart Road were evaluated in depth during the
course of the EIS process. The reader is referred to Chapter 2 for a
discussion of all alternatives considered during the course of the EIS
process. Other alternatives to the proposed project have been suggested in
comments, but are not reasonable because they are not effective in reducing
congestion. Project-specific actions in place of the proposed SE Bypass
would be subject to separate environmental review and approval by the city.

2. The proposed project’s purpose and need are identified in Chapter 1 of
this FEIS and include relieving congestion on Front Street and improving
access to local interchanges. Traffic data for the proposed project indicate
that Modified Alternative 5 would substantially improve operations for northsouth travel conditions and accessibility to I-90 from Front Street and the
proposed SE Bypass roadway.

2

3. Funding for the proposed project has not been determined and would
likely come from federal, state and local sources. The city share of the total
project cost would be in the order of 14-20%. If funding is not available the
proposed project would not be constructed. The proposed project would be
one of only several actions the city may take to address traffic congestion.
The city is currently pursuing review of a potential I-90 undercrossing and
implementation of an Intelligent Transportation System to improve traffic light
operations. However, those projects won’t relieve congestion that the
Southeast Issaquah Bypass it intended to address.
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1. Your comments are noted. The proposed project is not intended to result
in adverse impacts on natural resources in the project area. Please see
Chapter 3 of this FEIS for impacts and mitigation measures associated with
Modified Alternative 5.
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1. Your comments have been noted and will be considered for the FEIS.
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1. Your comments have been noted and will be considered for the FEIS.
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1. Your comments are noted and will be considered in the City’s decision on
the project.
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Postcards
(Following are postcards submitted during the comment period in support
of the proposed project)
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Southeast Issaquah Bypass
Final Environmental Impact Statement

Memorandum

To:

Pam Fox (City of Issaquah)

From:

Anjali Bhagat (PB)

Copy:

Karl Winterstein, Jeff Buckland (PB)

Date:

June 12, 2006

Subject: Southeast Issaquah Bypass Project: Modified Analysis to Reflect
a New Opening Year of 2010 and Traffic Analysis of Alternative 5

Background
The Southeast Issaquah Bypass Road traffic analysis was completed in 2003,
and had assumed an opening year of 2005 and a design year of 2030. Given
the project history since the completion of the traffic analysis (2003) it was
determined that the opening year be shifted to year 2010. Year 2010 traffic
analysis results for the No Action and Build alternatives are presented in this
technical memo.
Since the completion of the traffic analysis work in 2003, it has been
concluded that Alternative 5 is the preferred alternative. The primary
difference between this alternative and the subsequent alternatives is the
proposed southern end tie-in of the Southeast Bypass Road, Front Street, and
Issaquah Hobart Road intersections. Please refer to Figure 1 for an
illustration of Modified Alternative 5.
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Figure 2: Modified Alternative 5
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Alternatives Evaluated
The alternatives evaluated in this technical memo are the following:
•

Year 2010 No Action (AM and PM Peak Hours): The corridors
evaluated include Front Street, Second Avenue, and Sunset Way.

•

Year 2010 Build (AM and PM Peak Hours): This assumes the
Alternative 5 alignment in place for the Southeast Bypass. The
corridors evaluated include Front Street, Second Avenue, Sunset Way
and the Southeast Bypass Road.
The channelization recommended for the southeast leg of the Southeast
Bypass, Front Street, and Issaquah-Hobart Road intersection is one exclusive
northbound (NB) left-turn lane, and one exclusive NB through lane.

Methodology
From the prior traffic analysis work, the travel model was developed for
years 2005 and 2030. This data (year 2005 and 2030 traffic projections) were
used to compare and extrapolate growth rates in order to develop Year 2010
traffic volumes for the AM and PM peak hours.
The Synchro/SimTraffic software package was used to evaluate traffic
operations. Since the completion of the traffic analysis in 2003, the software
package has been upgraded and the upgraded version was used for this
analysis.
Traffic Analysis Results
Opening Year 2010: No Action and Build
Tables 1-3 describe traffic operation projected in the year 2010 for the No
Action and Build alternatives for both AM and PM peak hours.
Operations along Front Street, Second Avenue and Southeast Issaquah
Bypass Road are summarized in Tables 1-3, respectively.
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Table 1: Front Street Year 2010 LOS and Intersection Delay
No Action Scenario
Front/Westbound (WB) I-90 Ramps
Front/Eastbound (EB) I-90 Ramps
Front/Gilman
Front/Dogwood
Front/Sunset

Build Scenario

AM Peak Hour

PM Peak Hour

AM Peak Hour

PM Peak Hour

LOS E
56 sec/veh
LOS E
67 sec/veh
LOS E
71 sec/veh
LOS C
28 sec/veh
LOS D
43 sec/veh

LOS B
16 sec/veh
LOS F
>80 sec/veh
LOS F
>80 sec/veh
LOS A
8 sec/veh
LOS C
24 sec/veh

LOS C
33 sec/veh
LOS B
15 sec/veh
LOS E
75 sec/veh
LOS A
10 sec/veh
LOS F
>80 sec/veh

LOS F
>80 sec/veh
LOS F
>80 sec/veh
LOS F
>80 sec/veh
LOS B
12 sec/veh
LOS B
17 sec/veh

Overall, traffic operations along Front Street improved or stayed the same
when the No Action and Build scenarios are compared. The only exceptions
are at the intersections of Sunset Way (AM peak hour) and the WB I-90
ramps (PM peak hour). The inclusion of the Bypass allows for available
capacity along Front Street. This available capacity makes the the Front
Street/I-90 intersection more attractive, therefore degrading in operation.
Under the No Build scenario, congestion along Front Street was over
capacity (north and south of the intersection), and vehicles could not access
the intersection.
Table 2: Second Avenue Year 2010 LOS and Intersection Delay
No Action Scenario
Second/Sunset
Second/Bush
Second/Front
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Build Scenario

AM Peak Hour

PM Peak Hour

AM Peak Hour

LOS A
9 sec/veh
LOS B
11 sec/veh
LOS F
>80 sec/veh

LOS B
12 sec/veh
LOS F
>80 sec/veh
LOS D
48 sec/veh

LOS B
14 sec/veh
LOS A
3 sec/veh
LOS D
38 sec/veh

5

PM Peak Hour
LOS A
4 sec/veh
LOS A
3 sec/veh
LOS A
5 sec/veh

A substantial improvement along Second Avenue can be observed (Table 2)
between the No Action and Build scenarios. The improved operations in the
Build scenario are attributed to vehicles using the Southeast Issaquah Bypass
rather than Second Avenue. Given that the Front Street corridor is heavily
congested, many drivers use Second Avenue as an alternate route. With the
inclusion of the Southeast Issaquah Bypass Road, vehicles are attracted to
that facility rather than Second Avenue.
Table 3: Southeast Issaquah Bypass Road Year 2010 LOS
and Intersection Delay
AM Peak Hour

PM Peak Hour

Southeast Bypass Road & Park Pointe
Access

LOS A
8 sec/veh
LOS B
16 sec/veh

LOS D
43 sec/veh
LOS F
>80 sec/veh

Southeast Bypass Road/Front
Street/Issaquah-Hobart Road

LOS A
6 sec/veh

LOS C
22 sec/veh

Southeast Bypass Road & Sunset Way

The Southeast Issaquah Bypass Road serves as a bypass to Front Street. In
the PM peak hour, queuing is observed along the corridor. This is primarily
due to the fact that south of the Southeast Bypass/Front Street/Issaquah
Hobart Road intersection, the north/south corridor tapers to one lane.
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Southeast Issaquah Bypass
Final Environmental Impact Statement

Memorandum

To:

Pam Fox (City of Issaquah)

From:

Ginette Lalonde (PB)

Copy:

Karl Winterstein, Jeff Buckland (PB)

Date:

June 10, 2006

Subject: SE Issaquah Bypass Project: Air Quality Analysis of Modified
Alternative 5 and New Opening Year of 2010.

Background
The SE Issaquah Bypass Road air quality analysis was completed in 2003,
and had assumed an opening year of 2005 and a design year of 2030. Given
the project history since the completion of the traffic analysis (2003) it was
determined that the opening year be shifted to year 2010. Year 2010 air
quality analysis results for the No-Action and Build alternatives are
presented in this technical memo.
Since the completion of the traffic analysis work in 2003, a new Build
Alternative has been developed, known as Alternative 5. The primary
difference between this alternative and the subsequent alternatives is the
proposed southern end tie-in of the SE Bypass Road, Front Street, and
Issaquah Hobart Road intersections. Please refer to Figure 2 for an
illustration of the Alternative 5.
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Figure 2: Modified Alternative 5
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Alternatives Evaluated
The alternatives evaluated in this technical memo are the following:
•

Year 2010 No Action: The corridors evaluated include Front Street,
Second Avenue, and Sunset Way.

•

Year 2010 & 2030 Build: This assumes the Alternative 5 alignment in
place for the SE Bypass. The corridors evaluated include Front Street,
Second Avenue, Sunset Way and the SE Bypass Road.
The channelization recommended for the southeast leg of the SE Bypass,
Front Street, and Issaquah-Hobart Road intersection is one exclusive NB left
turn lane, and one exclusive NB through lane.

Methodology
The methodology used in the assessment of impacts for air quality is the
same as that used in Chapter 4 of the 2003 Draft Supplemental EIS Air
Quality Appendix, with the exception MOBILE 6.2 analysis, the year of
opening change, the Modified Alternative 5 configuration and the updated
Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSAT) analysis.
MOBILE 6.2
MOBILE 6.2 is an updated version of the Mobile Source Emission Factor
Model computer program developed by the EPA to calculate carbon
monoxide emissions factors from highway motor vehicles in the unites of
grams of pollutant per mile traveled. MOBILE 6.2 is used to calculate
emission factors for the Final EIS. MOBILE 5b was used to calculate
emission factors in the 2003 Draft Supplemental EIS.
Year of Opening
From the prior air quality work, the analysis was conducted for a 2005 year
of opening. The air quality analysis has been updated to reflect a 2010 year
of opening.

Over a Century of
Engineering Excellence

Modified Alternative 5
In the Supplemental Draft EIS, carbon monoxide levels were modeled at four
intersections including: Sunset Interchange, Front Street and 2nd Avenue,
Southeast Bypass and the Park Pointe Access Road, and Southeast Bypass
and Issaquah Hobart Road. All four intersections are modeled for the no
build alternative and the Modified Alternative 5 for the new year of opening
2010 and the build year 2030.
Mobile Source Air Toxics
On February 3, 2006 FHWA released interim Guidance on Mobile Source Air
Toxic (MSATs) analysis in NEPA documents. This guidance is interim
because MSATs science is still evolving. Currently, EPA has not established
regulatory concentration targets for relevant MSAT pollutants appropriate
for use in the project development process. This project would create a new
urban roadway with traffic volumes where the average annual daily traffic is
projected to be less than 140,000 and it is unlikely to substantially increase
MSATs emissions. Therefore, analysts conducted a qualitative assessment of
emissions projection.
Studies and Coordination
The affected environment in the analysis is the same as that used in Chapter
3 of the 2003 Draft Supplemental EIS Air Quality Appendix with the
exception of the updated information on MSATs.
Mobile Source Air Toxics
The Clean Air Act identified 188 air toxics, also known as hazardous air
pollutants. The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has assessed this
expansive list of toxics and identified a group of 21 as mobile source air
toxics, which are set forth in an EPA final rule, Control of Emissions of
Hazardous Air Pollutants from Mobile Sources (66 FR 17235). The EPA also
extracted a subset of this list of 21 that it now labels as the six priority
MSATs. These are benzene, formaldehyde, acetaldehyde, diesel particulate
matter/diesel exhaust organic gases, acrolein, and 1,3-butadiene.
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The EPA issued a Final Rule on Controlling Emissions of Hazardous Air
Pollutants from Mobile Sources (EPA 2001). This rule was issued under the
authority in Section 202 of the Clean Air Act. In its rule, EPA examined the
impacts of existing and newly promulgated mobile source control programs,
including its reformulated gasoline (RFG) program, its national low emission
vehicle (NLEV) standards, its Tier 2 motor vehicle emissions standards and
gasoline sulfur control requirements, and its proposed heavy duty engine
and vehicle standards and on-highway diesel fuel sulfur control
requirements.
The EPA is in the process of assessing the risks of various kinds of exposures
to these pollutants. The EPA Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS) is a
database of human health effects that may result from exposure to various
substances found in the environment. The IRIS database is located at
http://www.epa.gov/iris. The following toxicity information for the six
prioritized MSATs was taken from the IRIS database Weight of Evidence
Characterization summaries. This information is taken verbatim from EPA's
IRIS database and represents the Agency's most current evaluations of the
potential hazards and toxicology of these chemicals or mixtures.
•

Benzene is characterized as a known human carcinogen.

•

The potential carcinogenicity of acrolein cannot be determined
because the existing data are inadequate for an assessment of human
carcinogenic potential for either the oral or inhalation route of
exposure.

•

Formaldehyde is a probable human carcinogen, based on limited
evidence in humans, and sufficient evidence in animals.

•

1,3-butadiene is characterized as carcinogenic to humans by
inhalation.

•

Acetaldehyde is a probable human carcinogen based on increased
incidence of nasal tumors in male and female rats and laryngeal
tumors in male and female hamsters after inhalation exposure.

•

Diesel exhaust (DE) is likely to be carcinogenic to humans by
inhalation from environmental exposures. Diesel exhaust as
reviewed in this document is the combination of diesel particulate
matter and diesel exhaust organic gases. Diesel exhaust also
represents chronic respiratory effects, possibly the primary noncancer
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hazard from MSATs. Prolonged exposures may impair pulmonary
function and could produce symptoms, such as cough, phlegm, and
chronic bronchitis. Exposure relationships have not been developed
from these studies.
Affected Environment
The affected environment in the analysis is the same as that used in Chapter
5 of the 2003 Draft Supplemental EIS Air Quality Appendix with the
exception of the updated information on MSATs.
Mobile Source Air Toxics
The EPA has issued a number of regulations that will dramatically decrease
MSATs through cleaner fuels and cleaner engines. Between 2000 and 2020,
FHWA projects that even with a 64 percent increase in vehicle miles traveled
(VMT), these programs will reduce on-highway emissions of benzene,
formaldehyde, 1,3-butadiene, and acetaldehyde by 57 percent to 65 percent,
and will reduce on-highway diesel PM emissions by 87 percent, as shown in
Exhibit 4-2.
Exhibit 4-2. Mobile Source Air Toxic Emission Trends
Vehicle Miles
Traveled
(VMT)
6
(trillions/year)

Emissions
(tons/year)
200,000
Benzene (-57%)
VMT (+64%)

DPM+DEOG(-87%)

3

100,000

For maldehyde(-65%)

Acetaldehyde(-62%)
1,3-Butadiene(-60%)
Acrolein (-63%)
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Construction Impacts
Modified Alternative 5
Construction air quality impacts for the Modified Alternative 5 are the same
as those in Chapter 6 of the 2003 Draft Supplemental EIS Air Quality
Appendix.
No Build Alternative
No construction activities would take place under this alternative.
Therefore, there would be no construction air quality impacts.

Operational Impacts
CO concentration for the Modified Alternative 5
The predicted worst-case CO concentrations under the Modified Alternative
5 for years 2010 and 2030 would not exceed the one-hour average or the
eight-hour average for NAAQS for CO at any location (see Table 1 and 2).
Predicted maximum one-hour CO concentrations from vehicle emissions
under the Build Alternatives ranged from 4.5 to 6.6 ppm for the year 2010
and from 3.9 to 6.2 ppm for the year 2030 (Table 1). These values are all
below the one-hour average NAAQS of 35 ppm for CO. Predicted
maximum eight-hour CO concentrations from vehicle emissions under the
Build Alternatives ranged from 3.2 to 4.6 ppm for the year 2010 and from 2.7
to 4.3 ppm for the year 2030 (Table 5). These values are all below the eighthour average NAAQS of 9 ppm for CO.
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Table 1. Maximum One-hour Average CO Concentrations
Scenario

Sunset
Interchange

Intersection
Front Street
Southeast
and 2nd
Issaquah
Avenue
Bypass and
Park Pointe
Access Road
4.5
6.6

Southeast
Issaquah
Bypass and
IssaquahHobart Road
6.1

2010 Modified Alternative 5

6.2

2010 No Build Alternative

6.0

6.7

NA

NA

2030 Modified Alternative 5

6.2

3.9

5.5

5.9

2030 No Build Alternative
5.2
6.0
NA
Notes:
NA = Not Applicable (the intersection would not exist under this alternative)
Concentration values are in parts per million (ppm).
The one-hour average NAAQS for CO is 35 ppm.

NA

Table 2. Maximum Eight-hour Average CO Concentrations
Scenario

Sunset
Interchange

Intersection
Front Street
Southeast
and 2nd
Issaquah
Avenue
Bypass and
Park Pointe
Access Road
3.2
4.6

Southeast
Issaquah
Bypass and
IssaquahHobart Road
4.3

2010 Modified Alternative 5

4.3

2010 No Build Alternative

4.2

4.7

NA

NA

2030 Modified Alternative 5

4.3

2.7

3.9

4.1

2030 No Build Alternative
3.6
4.2
NA
Notes:
NA = Not Applicable (the intersection would not exist under this alternative)
Concentration values are in parts per million (ppm).
The eight-hour average NAAQS for CO is 9 ppm.

NA

CO Concentrations for the No Build Alternative
The predicted worst-case CO concentrations under the No Build Alternative
for years 2010 and 2030 would not exceed the one-hour average or the eightOver a Century of
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hour average for NAAQS for CO at any location (see Table 1 and 2).
Predicted maximum one-hour CO concentrations from vehicle emissions
under the No Build Alternative ranged from 6.0 to 6.7 ppm for the year 2010
and from 5.2 to 6.0 ppm for the year 2030 (Table 1). These values are all
below the one-hour average NAAQS of 35 ppm for CO. Predicted
maximum eight-hour CO concentrations from vehicle emissions under the
No Build Alternative ranged from 4.2 to 4.7 ppm for the year 2010 and from
3.6 to 4.2 ppm for the year 2030 (Table 5). These values are all below the
eight-hour average NAAQS of 9 ppm for CO.
Mobile Source Air Toxics
For the Modified Alternative 5 and the no build alternative, the amount of
MSATs emitted would be proportional to the vehicle miles traveled, or
VMT, assuming that other variables such as fleet mix are the same for each
alternative. Because the estimated VMT under the Modified Alternative 5
and the no build alternative are nearly the same, varying by less than 2
percent during the PM peak hour and 8 percent during the AM peak hour, it
is expected there would be no appreciable difference in overall MSAT
emissions among the alternatives. Also, regardless of the alternative chosen,
emissions will likely be lower than present levels in the design year as a
result of EPA’s national control programs that are projected to reduce MSAT
emissions by 57 to 87 percent from 2000 to 2020. Local conditions may differ
from these national projections in terms of fleet mix and turnover, VMT
growth rates, and local control measures. However, the magnitude of the
EPA-projected reductions is so great (even after accounting for VMT growth)
that MSAT emissions in the study area are likely to be lower in the future in
virtually all locations.
Because of the specific characteristics of the project alternatives [i.e. new
connector roadway], under each alternative there may be localized areas
where VMT would increase, and other areas where VMT would decrease.
Therefore it is possible that localized increases and decreases in MSAT
emissions may occur. The localized increases in MSAT emissions for the
Modified Alternative 5 would likely be most pronounced along the new SE
Issaquah Bypass. However, even if these increases do occur, they too will be
substantially reduced in the future due to implementation of EPA’s vehicle
and fuel regulations.
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In sum, under the Modified Alternative 5 in the design year it is expected
there would be reduced MSAT emissions in the immediate area of the
project, relative to the No Build Alternative, due to the reduced VMT
associated with more direct routing, and due to EPA’s MSAT reduction
programs. In comparing the no build to the Modified Alternative 5, MSAT
levels could be higher in some locations than others, but current tools and
science are not adequate to quantify them. However, on a regional basis,
EPA’s vehicle and fuel regulations, coupled with fleet turnover, will over
time cause substantial reductions that, in almost all cases, will cause regionwide MSAT levels to be significantly lower than today.
Mitigation
Construction
Construction air quality mitigation for the Modified Alternative 5 are the
same as those in Chapter 7 of the 2003 Draft Supplemental EIS Air Quality
Appendix.
Operational
Because no exceedence of NAAQS are predicted, no design or operational
changes would be required.
Conformity Determination
FHWA and WSDOT projects must comply with the project-level conformity
criteria of the EPA Conformity Rule, and with WAC Chapter 173-420.
Regionally significant projects must be included in a conforming
Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) and Transportation Improvement
Plan (TIP) by the regional metropolitan planning organization (MPO). The
Southeast Issaquah Bypass project is included in the latest version of the
PSRC's MTP and TIP as project ISS-9. As stated in 40 Code of Federal
Regulation (CFR) Part 93, the following criteria must be met when
determining project conformity. A brief summary of the project’s
conformity to the State Implementation Plan (SIP) is discussed with each
criterion (criteria are indicated by italics).
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•

The conformity determination must be based on the latest planning
assumptions. The Southeast Issaquah Bypass project is included
in the latest version of the PSRC's MTP and TIP as project ISS9. The plans rely on the most current planning assumptions
approved by the PSRC.

•

The conformity determination must be based on the latest emission
estimation model available. Emissions to determine conformity to
the MTP and TIP were calculated using MOBILE 6.2, the
emission model used to model conformity of the current Puget
Sound Air Quality Maintenance Plans.

•

The project must come from a conforming transportation plan and
program. The Southeast Issaquah Bypass project is included in
the latest version of the PSRC's MTP and TIP as project ISS-9.

•

There must be a current conforming plan and a current conforming
TIP at the time of project approval. There is a current conforming
MTP and TIP.

•

The project must come from a conforming transportation plan and
program. The Southeast Issaquah Bypass project is included in
the latest version of the PSRC's MTP and TIP as project ISS-9.

•

The FHWA project must not cause or contribute to any new localized
CO or violation in CO and PM10 nonattainment or maintenance
areas. The project is located in a CO maintenance area. As
shown in Tables 4 and 5, under the project, no CO violations in
the project area would occur in 2010 or 2030. The project area
is in conformity for PM10.

•

The FHWA project must comply with PM10 control measures in the
applicable implementation plan. The area is in conformity for
PM10, so no implementation plan is required.

Conformity Finding: The project meets the criteria of 40 CFR Part 93 and
WAC 173-420 for projects from a conforming plan and TIP. The project
meets all of the hot-spot criteria of 40 CFR Part 93 and WAC 173-420-065.
The project meets the conformity criteria of 40 CFR Part 93 and WAC 173420 and conforms to the SIP.
Over a Century of
Engineering Excellence
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1

Overview

The purpose of the proposed SE Issaquah Bypass project is to create a new north/south arterial
roadway between the new Sunset interchange on Interstate 90 (I-90) and Front Street South in
Issaquah, Washington (Figure 1). The new roadway would relieve existing traffic congestion,
increase the capacity of the local road network, improve the existing level of service consistent
with the City of Issaquah Comprehensive Plan, provide an important new link in the regional
roadway system, and promote multi-modal transportation options by including pedestrian,
bicycle, and recreational trail connections.
The proposed project is identified as Alternative 5 (North C - South A) in the SE Bypass
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS) that was published in June, 2004
(FHWA et al, 2004), as updated and described in detail in the Signatory Agency Committee
(SAC) Concurrence Point 3 packet (FHWA et al, 2005).
This Conceptual Mitigation Plan is designed to identify mitigation to aquatic resources that is
required to be documented in the FEIS and the Record of Decision. The level of detail is
consistent with that in other analyses conducted for the FEIS. Project impacts were identified
through extensive field investigations and study. The resulting mitigation concepts documented
in this Plan will be refined and modified as appropriate as more detailed site information is
obtained during final design. After the project proceeds to the implementation phase a Final
Mitigation Plan will be prepared for project permitting. All changes to the project will follow
the mitigation objectives described in this Plan, consistent with all regulatory requirements that
will be subject to more detailed review during project permitting.
The proposed project has been designed to avoid and minimize wetland and stream impacts to
the maximum extent practicable while meeting the project’s purpose and need. This was
achieved by bridging of the roadway over the North Tributary and Wetland GW and adjustment
of the roadway alignment to avoid wetlands. The only wetland fill impact is filling of the 0.59acre Wetland VL, a Category II wetland. Avoidance of that Wetland VL is not possible without
causing a comparable size of impact to the higher quality Wetland GW or making the project
alignment impractical. All wetland and buffer impacts will be mitigated through wetland and
buffer creation and enhancement, using mitigation ratios recommended by the Department of
Ecology that are applicable to wetland classes and functions.
Stormwater mitigation will be designed to provide water quality treatment as well as detention
and infiltration and to match the pre-developed hydrology and result in a no-net increase in
pollutant loading to surface waters. All stormwater runoff from the project will be collected and
treated in five stormwater ponds. Stormwater design will meet the requirements of the 2005
King County Surface Water Design Manual, the 2005 Ecology Stormwater Management Manual
for Western Washington, or equivalent standards. With these standards, no impacts to wetland
hydrology will occur. Enhanced stormwater treatment and phosphorus treatment will be
provided, and stormwater detention design will be based on the flow-duration based flow control
standard (King County Level 2 or equivalent) assuming forested pre-developed conditions.
Treatment of stormwater from existing streets is also proposed, to further mitigate the impacts of
the project and result in the no-net-increase in pollutant loadings to surface waters. Infiltration
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will be provided to the extent practicable, to reduce impacts to the underlying aquifer and stream
base flows to the maximum extent practicable.
The proposed project will result in no direct impacts to the North Tributary, the only significant
stream along the entire project alignment. The proposed 270-foot bridge over the North
Tributary will use 60-65 foot spans supported on piles, thereby avoiding direct impacts to the
stream and wetland. Even though no impacts will result from the project, restoration of portions
of the North Tributary downstream of the project is proposed as an added mitigation measure.
This will supplement other voluntary (i.e., not mitigation related) wetland and stream restoration
actions that the City of Issaquah has implemented in recent years along Issaquah Creek and is
proposed for the lower North Tributary reach (also called Hope Creek) in 2006. Other small
drainages that are present along the alignment, including one that outflows from Wetland GW
that will be affected by a stormwater pond, will be preserved and incorporated into final
mitigation plans as appropriate.
To further improve the water quality in Wetland GW as well as in the downstream waters, the
project will include completing the installation of sanitary sewers in the South A area including
the LDS church and homes on 6th Avenue SE and SE Kramer Place. The removal of the
nutrients being discharged from existing septic tanks in this area, which have a history of poor
performance due to high groundwater levels, will have a measurable benefit to downstream
waters and is a significant additional mitigation measure.
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Figure 1 – Vicinity Map
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2

Project Description and Setting

This Conceptual Mitigation Plan is based on a modification of Alternative 5 (North C - South A
alignments) from the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) (FHWA et al, 2000), and is
shown in Figure 2. The modification to Alternative 5 entails a slight shift of the roadway
alignment along 6th Avenue SE to the west to avoid impacting Wetland GW. The resulting
Alternative 5 Modified was selected by the City Council as the preferred alternative after
considering all alignments that were identified and evaluated in the DEIS and the subsequent
SDEIS (FHWA et al, 2004). The Concurrence Point 3 packet further describes the rationale for
selecting Alternative 5 as the preferred alternative and provides additional details on the
proposed road alignment and the analysis of impacts and mitigation (FHWA et al, 2005).
The North C alignment begins at the I-90 Sunset Interchange and proceeds southward along a
former railroad grade. The first part of the route is on fill followed by a cut section near the
Issaquah Sportsmen Club and continuing in a shallow cut to just past the Issaquah High School
softball field. No wildlife crossings are proposed along the North C alignment because it is
adjacent to fully developed residential areas. The South A alignment begins at a point south of the
high school softball fields and continues over the North Tributary of Issaquah Creek. In this section
the roadway reaches grade and stays essentially at grade for the rest of the project. The North
Tributary will be crossed by a bridge that will be designed to permit wildlife passage. This bridge
will have a height of 5-6 feet to allow local wildlife to move freely within the Wetland GW area.
After crossing the North Tributary the alignment shifts slightly westward to avoid Wetland GW and
follows the existing 6th Avenue SE to an intersection with Front Street/Hobart Road, the end of the
project.
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3

Summary of Stream Impacts

3.1

Stream Descriptions

The proposed project is located within the Issaquah Creek basin, which is in the Lake
Washington/Cedar/Sammamish watershed (Water Resource Inventory Area 8).
The only significant stream located within the project limits is the North Tributary (also known
as Lewis Lane Tributary and Hope Creek). This stream outflows from Wetland GW, which is
fed by springs and seeps along lower Tiger Mountain. This tributary has a channel
approximately two to three feet wide and six inches deep. The stream’s substrate is mainly silt
and sand. The banks of the tributary are well vegetated with native and invasive species.
Whereas North Tributary historically discharged directly to Issaquah Creek, at a location west of
Front Street and about 2000 feet downstream of the project, the stream currently discharges into
a large, 60-acre wetland complex. Physical barriers between the wetland complex and Issaquah
Creek, including man-made fill created in the 1960’s and beaver dams, present an effective
barrier to fish passage except during flooding conditions. Upstream of the wetland complex
there does not appear to be any passage issues, except perhaps with thick reed canary grass mats
that grow in the stream. A log weir observed in the stream downstream of the Front Street
culvert and a small rock dam on private property upstream of Front Street appears to be fish
passable.
A small drainage exists along 6th Avenue SE just south of the LDS church and conveys a portion
of the Wetland GW outflow (beginning at a culvert under 6th Avenue SE) through the single
family homes before discharging to the North Tributary. The pathway of this drainage, which
was man-made to aid in draining local lots, is in the area of the proposed South Pond S-2. A
second culvert at the south end of 6th Avenue SE drains the southwest corner of Wetland GW,
and that culvert follows Front Street until it discharges into the North Tributary.
East Fork of Issaquah Creek is located near the northern limits of the project, but outside the
project limits. Stormwater from North Pond N-1 will discharge to this stream.

3.2

Existing Stream Resources

Fish present in the North Tributary stream include cutthroat trout and other resident fish.
Juvenile Chinook salmon possibly access the North Tributary as refuge during large flood events
on Issaquah Creek, but in all other times physical barriers prevent passage of fish from Issaquah
Creek to the North Tributary. The City is proposing removal of the blockage, caused by filling
from past land use activities, as part of the Hope Creek restoration project. If fish-passable, the
North Tributary will likely support juvenile coho, kokanee, steelhead, and other species common
to small streams. Salmonid species have been documented using Issaquah Creek and East Fork
Issaquah Creek for migration, spawning, and rearing.
According to the City of Issaquah rating system – Chapter 18.10.780 – the North Tributary is
considered a Class 2S Stream and would require a 100-foot buffer as it is used by salmonids.
Southeast Issaquah Bypass
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The riparian zones adjacent to the streams and the wetland and forested areas provide habitat for
a number of fish, avian and terrestrial animal species, and numerous plant species.
The City of Issaquah and a local land owner are proposing the Hope Creek Restoration Project to
improve fish passage between Issaquah Creek and the large wetland complex on lower North
Tributary, as well as mitigate flooding problems created when the stream was blocked by filling
activities in the 1960’s. This project is currently proposed for construction in 2006. The City
owns or is acquiring much of the stream riparian corridor west of Front Street where work will
be undertaken to remove some of these barriers, and has conducted restoration work on Issaquah
Creek during recent years (including additional restoration in 2006). These activities will
significantly improve the fisheries potential of the North Tributary.

3.3

Stream Impacts

The proposed project will result in no direct in-stream impacts to the North Tributary, the only
significant stream within the project limits. A bridge will span the North Tributary, and pier
supports for the bridge will be 30 feet from the edge of ordinary high water. The project will
also not disrupt the movement of flow on the North Tributary or out of Wetland GW.
Approximately 0.31 acres of stream buffer (which is also Wetland GW) will be impacted by the
bridge through shading.
A small man-made drainage that runs from Wetland GW to the North Tributary, in the area
across 6th Avenue SE from the LDS church, will be impacted by South Pond S-2. This tributary,
which is relatively degraded, will be rerouted around the pond. Mitigation of this drainage,
including enhancements, would be done because it is a regulated stream under City code. The
other culverted outflow from Wetland GW, at the south end of 6th Avenue SE, will also be
evaluated to determine whether it can be daylighted and joined with the other drainage near the
LDS church.
Stormwater runoff from the project will be collected and treated at four onsite stormwater
facilities, plus at an offsite facility (South Pond S-3). Approximately 12.86 acres of new
impervious surface area will be created. However, about 2.14 acres of existing pollution
generating impervious areas will be replaced by the new roadway and 3.29 acres of offsite
roadway (Front Street South and 2nd Avenue SE) that now discharges undetained and untreated
to the North Tributary will be intercepted for detention and treatment at South Pond S-3.
A review of the geology of the project area around Wetland GW indicates that groundwater
movement to the wetland is primarily from the high ground to the east and out through the North
Tributary and existing culverts under 6th Avenue SE. The roadway is anticipated to have no
discernable impact on these wetlands and resulting stream flow into the North Tributary, and all
existing drainage patterns will be preserved.

3.4

Floodplain Impacts

The project corridor along 6th Avenue SE is located in the designated 100-year flood plain. This
floodplain delineation is based on the 2002 Issaquah Creek Flood Insurance Study and associated
FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Maps that became effective April 19, 2005. This area of the
Issaquah Creek floodplain, east of Front Street, is flooded by Issaquah Creek mostly via flood
Southeast Issaquah Bypass
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waters backing up on the North Tributary. Therefore, the area does not provide any conveyance
for floodwaters on Issaquah Creek.
The proposed SE Bypass bridge over the North Tributary will span the area of deepest
floodwaters. South of the bridge, where flood depths are shallow, the roadway may be raised by
1-2 feet to facilitate stormwater drainage, and, possibly, to raise it above the 100-year flood
level. However, since Front Street South at the SE Bypass connection is already in the 100-year
floodplain, raising the SE Bypass may not result in any additional flood protection benefit. If the
SE Bypass roadway is raised, this could result in a loss of up to 84,000 cubic feet (2 acre/foot) of
flood storage. As discussed in Section 5.6, this floodplain impact will be fully compensated in
accordance with the City’s Flood Hazard Ordinance.
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4

Summary of Wetland Impacts

4.1

Wetland Descriptions

Two wetlands are located within the project limits (Figure 3). These wetlands are located along
the southern portion of the project, along the South A alignment, and include the 26.6-acre
Category II Wetland GW and the 0.59-acre Category II Wetland VL. A third wetland, the Hope
Property wetland, is part of a large regional wetland complex and is located near (but is not
impacted by) stormwater South Pond S-3. The Hope wetland was delineated to avoid being
impacted by the proposed pond.
Wetlands in the project area were previously delineated in June and December of 1997 and the
findings, including wetland ratings were presented in a report entitled Jurisdictional Wetland
Delineation Draft Technical Report (Herrera, 2000). In response to the revised South A
alignment and review by agency staff during the SAC process (summarized in FHWA et al,
2005), a restudy of wetlands was conducted to confirm wetland characteristics, recalculate
wetland and buffer impacts under the new alignment, and update the proposed wetland
mitigation (Herrera, 2005). Wetland ratings in the project area were evaluated in accordance
with the Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology) 2004 Washington State Rating
System for Western Washington, and the City of Issaquah Critical Area Ordinance rating system.
The updated wetland report is included as Appendix A.

4.2

Existing Wetland Resources

Table 4-1 summarizes the characteristics of wetland located in the vicinity of the project limits.
Table 4-1. Summary of Wetlands Resources in Project Vicinity
Ecology
Categoryb

City of Issaquah
Classc

PFO/PSS/PEM

II

1

0.59

PSS

II

3

60+

PFO/PEM

II

1

Wetland
Name

Size
(acres)

Cowardin Class

GW

26.6

VL
Hope

a

a

Based on Cowardin et al. (1979): palustrine forested (PFO), palustrine scrubshrub
(PSS), and palustrine emergent (PEM).
b
Ecology classification of wetlands is based on Hruby (2004).
c
City of Issaquah classification of wetlands is based on Chapter 18.10.590 of the municipal code.

Additional descriptions of these wetlands are documented in Herrera (2005).

4.3

Permanent Wetland and Buffer Impacts

A summary of permanent wetland impacts is provided in Table 4-2. Two wetland impacts are
associated with the proposed project, in Wetland VL and Wetland GW.
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Table 4-2. Summary of Permanent Wetland and Buffer Impacts
Permanent Impacts
Wetland Name

Wetland
(acres)

Buffer
(acres)

VL
GW
Total

(fill) 0.59
(shade) 0.32
0.91

–
0.36
0.36

In Wetland VL, a Category II wetland located on undeveloped single family parcels, 0.59 acres
of wetland fill will occur. In Wetland GW, 0.32 acres of shading will occur to due to the bridge
over the North Tributary. Within the buffer of Wetland GW, 0.36 acres of permanent buffer
impacts will also occur. It is noted that previous reports showed the Wetland VL impact at 0.40
acres in size, but has been revised to 0.59 acres because the previous wetland delineation map
had an error in the wetland boundary that was detected during the CP3 review.
Since the bridge will be constructed on pilings, only very minor filling will occur within Wetland
GW. Mitigation of the impact from the pilings is not required, because fill caused by bridge
pilings that are constructed to avoid wetlands is not considered fill by the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers.

4.4

Temporary Wetland and Buffer Impacts

A summary of temporary wetland impacts is provided in Table 4-3.
Table 4-3. Summary of Temporary Wetland and Buffer Impacts
Temporary Impacts
Wetland Name

Wetland
(acres)

Buffer
(acres)

VL
GW
Total

–
0.20
0.20

–
0.21
0.21

A temporary impact to Wetland GW in the amount of 0.20 acres will occur. Within the buffer of
Wetland GW, 0.21 acre of temporary buffer impacts will also occur. These temporary wetland
and buffer impacts are caused by bridge construction over the North Tributary, which is a project
mitigation feature whose primary purpose is to avoid wetland fill.
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4.5

Plant Communities and Habitats

Plant communities and habitats in area wetlands include emergent, scrub-shrub, and forested
wetlands.
The south end of the project is dominated by Wetland GW. Wetland GW is located at the base of
Tiger Mountain, east of Front Street and includes two areas delineated in 1997 as separate
wetlands (Wetland HS and the eastern portion of Wetland RD). The source of water for Wetland
GW is ground water seeps and springs along the base of Tiger Mountain. Wetland GW is
approximately 26.6 acres in size. Wetland GW is a depressional outflow wetland containing
three major plant communities including mixed forest, scrub-shrub, and clearings dominated by
emergent species. These communities contain many native species including western red cedar,
red alder, salmonberry, lady fern, and skunk cabbage.
Wetland VL is located adjacent to and north of 6th Avenue SE and is 0.59 acres in size. The
source of water for Wetland VL is ground water and surface runoff. Wetland VL is a
depressional outflow wetland containing one major plant community, scrub-shrub, dominated by
Sitka willow and red-osier dogwood. Wetland VL is surrounded by single family homes and
asphalt roadway along 6th Avenue SE.
The 4.4-acre Hope property, where stormwater Pond South S-3 is proposed, contains a portion of
a large wetland complex (approximately 60 acres) that is located on the northeast bank of
Issaquah Creek. The Hope property wetland is a riverine wetland that extends offsite westward
to Issaquah Creek. The wetland contains two major plant communities including forest
dominated by red alder and an emergent community dominated by invasive reed canarygrass.
The project does not impact this wetland.

4.6

Cowardin Classification and Wetland Category Ratings

The Corwardin classification (Cowardin et al., 1979) and the Washington State Department of
Ecology wetland classification (Hruby, 2004) for wetlands in the project limits are shown in
Table 4-1. The wetland impacts by Cowardin class are summarized in Table 4-5. All impacted
wetlands are palustrine scrubshrub (PSS), which is the dominant plant community along the
northern edge of Wetland GW and is associated with the North Tributary. Wetland VL is also a
palustrine scrubshrub wetland.
Table 4-4. Wetland Impacts by Cowardin Class

Cowardin
Class

Name

Permanent
Wetland Fill
(acres)

PSS

palustrine scrubshrub

0.59
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Permanent
Wetland Shading
(acres)

Temporary
Wetland Impact
(acres)

0.32

0.20

4.7

Wetland Functions Impacted

The functions and values provided by wetlands in the project area were evaluated in order to
determine the appropriate level of mitigation required to compensate for temporary and
permanent wetland and wetland buffer impacts (Herrera, 2005). A score between 1 and 3 is
considered low performance, a score between 4 and 6 is considered moderate, and a score
between 7 and 10 is considered high.
Table 4-4 summarizes the functional assessment for wetlands impacted by the project. Wetland
GW and Wetland VL were rated together as one functional assessment unit since there is a level
surface water connection between the two wetlands via a culvert. Wetland GW and Wetland VL
have moderate performance scores for most of the functions assessed. High performance scores
include potential for reducing/decreasing downstream erosion, potential for ground water
recharge, habitat suitability for anadromous fish, and habitat suitability for resident fish.
Table 4-5. Wetland functions assessment scores for Wetland GW and Wetland VL

Wetland Function
Potential for removing sediment
Potential for removing nutrients
Potential for toxic metals and organic compounds
Potential for reducing peak flows
Potential for reducing/decreasing downstream erosion
Potential for ground water recharge
General habitat suitability
Habitat suitability for invertebrates
Habitat suitability for amphibians
Habitat suitability for anadromous fish
Habitat suitability for resident fish
Habitat suitability for wetland-associated birds
Habitat suitability for wetland-associated mammals
Native plant richness
a

"M" and "H" refer to moderate and high level of performance.
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Wetland GW and
Wetland VL Scorea
6 (M)
5 (M)
5 (M)
6 (M)
8 (H)
7 (H)
6 (M)
6 (M)
6 (M)
7 (H)
7 (H)
4 (M)
5 (M)
6 (M)

5

Proposed Compensatory Stream Mitigation

5.1

Overview

Maintenance of all natural drainage patterns in the project limits is a project goal, as required by
local stormwater and critical area regulations, and any impacts will be fully mitigated.
Impacts of the proposed project to area streams are minor, limited to relocation of a small local
drainage due to construction of South Pond S-2. Potential impacts to the only significant stream
in the project limits – the North Tributary – will be avoided by bridging over the stream with a
long-span bridge. Impacts from stormwater are mitigated by the using the highest level of
stormwater detention (flow duration control to match forested conditions) and water quality
treatment (enhanced phosphorus control). Floodplain impacts will also be mitigated.
Additional stream mitigation will also be conducted, beyond that required to mitigate direct
project impacts. This includes stream habitat enhancements on the North Tributary downstream
of Front Street and installation of sewers on 6th Avenue SE and SE Kramer Place to eliminate
existing septic systems in the area that contribute to water quality problems in local streams.

5.2

Rationale for Stream Mitigation Site Selection

Mitigation of stream impacts will be conducted onsite, for relocation of the small drainage across
6th Avenue SE from the LDS church, and offsite on lower North Tributary. The stream habitat
enhancements on lower North Tributary will be performed in conjunction with stream buffer
enhancements that are proposed for mitigating shading impacts to Wetland GW (see Section
6.5). These mitigation sites will be on property owned by the City of Issaquah, allowing full
control of restoration design at those locations without the issue of private property ownership
(which, in the City’s experience, can be very difficult). The North Tributary upstream of Front
Street is located on private property and has much less fisheries restoration potential than
downstream areas, and therefore no restoration is proposed upstream of Front Street.

5.3

Stream Mitigation Goals and Objectives

Goals and objectives define the overall vision and specific steps, respectively, for successfully
implementing a particular activity or project.
For this project, the goal is to develop compensatory mitigation to offset project impacts to
stream resources, to meet or exceed functions that are being impacted. Specific objectives that
have been identified to achieve that goal are identified below. Since the impact to stream
resources is relatively minor, these objectives can be achieved relatively easily.
•

Replace identified unavoidable impacts to stream channels, stream buffers, and their
aquatic habitat functions. For the proposed project, this includes relocation of the small
drainage between Wetland GW and the North Tributary that is impacted by South Pond
A-2, which is currently degraded but can be improved significantly through mitigation
actions.
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•

Include enhancements for fish and riparian habitat in stream and stream buffer restoration
projects that are appropriate and effective for the site and intended habitat use. Standard
restoration concepts such as providing for fish passage, rearing habitat and refuge, instream structure, large woody debris, desired plant community establishment, and other
important habitat functions shall be employed in the design of such mitigation.

•

For unquantifiable unavoidable impacts to stream channels, stream buffers, and their
aquatic habitat functions, offer additional mitigations that, when compared to potential
project impacts, results in a clearly net positive compensatory benefit for the project. For
the proposed project, this includes habitat restoration of lower North Tributary and
installation of sewers in the neighborhood east of Front Street.

•

Maintain flood protection levels consistent with or improved from existing conditions.
The design of the project and stream mitigation should not result in worsening flood
conditions. However, the project is not designed to significantly improve or eliminate
flooding in the area.

•

Ensure success of restoration projects through monitoring and maintenance for a period
of five years following construction. Establish quantitative goals for plant survival and
cover, channel stability, invasive vegetation control, irrigation, documentation, and postconstruction project funding.

5.4

Conceptual Stream Mitigation Plan

A small drainage located across 6th Avenue SE from the LDS church will be impacted by the
construction of South Pond S-2. To mitigate that impact, the drainage will be relocated and
improved. The exact plans for this drainage relocation will be addressed during final design and
this information will be included in permit applications.
No other impacts to streams will result from the proposed project. However, the project
proposes, as additional mitigation to compensate for project impacts, to restore habitat along
400-500 feet of the North Tributary west of Front Street, adjacent to the Hope property that the
City plans to acquire (see Figure 4 in Section 6). Stream habitat restoration would include
installation of large woody debris, spawning gravel placement and other instream improvements
to supplement the invasive vegetation removal and riparian vegetation planting that will be
conducted for the wetland mitigation. Further downstream, but separate from the SE Bypass
project, the City is planning to construct the Hope Creek (North Tributary) Restoration Project in
2006 to eliminate the fish passage blockage between the North Tributary and Issaquah Creek and
enhance juvenile salmon rearing areas within the wetland complex. This will significantly
enhance the success of the SE Bypass mitigation by allowing anadromous fish to access the
restoration area.
To further improve the water quality in Wetland GW as well as in the downstream waters, the
project proposes to complete the installation of sanitary sewers in the South A area including the
LDS church and the remaining homes on 6th Avenue SE and SE Kramer Place. None of the
sewer work should have an impact on Wetland GW or the North Tributary because work would
be conducted on existing streets and strict erosion and sediment control practices will be
followed during construction. The removal of the nutrients being discharged from the existing
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septic tanks will have a measurable benefit for down stream waters and is a significant mitigation
measure.

5.5

Stormwater Mitigation

Five separate stormwater detention and treatment facilities are proposed to provide detention and
treatment for runoff emanating from the project site (Figure 2). Preliminary sizing of these
facilities were based on stormwater modeling using Ecology’s Western Washington Hydraulic
Model, Version 2. Adequate land area exists at the proposed stormwater facility sites to
accommodate the ponds.
As was assumed in the SDEIS, all project stormwater detention facilities will be designed to
meet the requirements of the King County Surface Water Design Manual, or equivalent
requirements from the Washington State Department of Ecology’s Stormwater Management
Manual for Western Washington.. These manuals require that detention pond outflows shall
meet the pre-developed, forested runoff rates for peak flows and durations between ½ of the 2year storm through the 50-year storm, based on forested pre-developed conditions.
Infiltration will be incorporated into the detention pond design where feasible. At a minimum,
infiltration is expected at North Pond N-2. As described in the revised stormwater analysis,
(Attachment C to the CP3 document), under this scenario the entire project could result in a 17.6
acre-foot decrease in recharge water volume relative to current conditions, which is equivalent to
0.1% (or 1/1000) of the annual Lower Issaquah Valley aquifer flow. This could result in up to a
0.024 cfs decrease in flows in lower Issaquah Creek, or about 0.16% of the summer low flow. If
favorable site conditions are found during detailed field studies conducted during final project
design, infiltration will also be provided at North Pond N-1 and South Pond S-1. This additional
infiltration would result in no decrease in aquifer recharge or stream base flows.
Water quality treatment will be provided for project site runoff in accordance with the
stormwater manual requirements. Flows will be treated up to the water quality design storm,
which is equivalent to treating 91% of the total average annual runoff volume (per the Ecology
manual). For stormwater discharges to surface waters, enhanced treatment and phosphorus
treatment will be provided. Runoff from approximately 151% of the project’s new pollution
generating impervious area will be treated, compensating for the less-than-100% efficiency of
stormwater treatment BMPs. With stormwater infiltration occurring only at North Pond N-2, a
no net increase in pollutant loading to area streams will occur for those contaminants that aquatic
resources are particularly sensitive to, including metals and suspended sediment. With reduced
nutrient loadings resulting from sewering of 6th Avenue SE and SE Kramer Place, all pollutant
loadings - metals, sediment and nutrients - should decrease relative to current conditions. Under
the alternate scenario with stormwater infiltration also provided at North Pond N-1 and South
Pond S-2, pollutant loadings should decrease even further. Additional information on the
stormwater evaluation can be found in Attachment C of the CP3 document (FHWA et al, 2005).
The following describes each of the five stormwater facilities:
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North Pond N-1
North Pond N-1 is assumed to function as a large wet detention pond with enhanced water
quality treatment, but is also evaluated as an infiltration facility in the alternate scenario. If field
testing during project design confirms favorable conditions, North Pond N-1 will be designed to
maximize infiltration. In addition to further evaluating infiltration at North Pond N-1, the
feasibility of using linear infiltration along the roadway where retaining walls are not proposed
will also be evaluated during design. North Pond 1 will discharge to a new outfall on the south
bank of East Fork Issaquah Creek.
North Pond N-2
North Pond N-2 is assumed to function as a detention pond with infiltration to groundwater. In
the SDEIS a design infiltration rate of 5”/hour was assumed. Very favorable soil conditions are
present at this location for infiltrating stormwater. As much roadway runoff as possible, given
the topography, will be directed to this pond. North Pond 2 will discharge its overflow, when the
rainfall rate exceeds the design infiltration rate, to an open grass lined ditch that will convey the
stormwater to a wetland located immediately south of the Issaquah High School Football Field
(Wetland HS). This wetland in turn is drained by a culvert under the old railroad grade that is
connected to the North Tributary of Issaquah Creek that drains to the main stem of Issaquah
Creek.
South Pond S-1
South Pond S-1 is assumed to function as a large wet detention pond with enhanced water quality
treatment, but is also evaluated as an infiltration facility in the alternate scenario. During design
this site will be subjected to detailed infiltration and groundwater testing to verify its infiltration
potential. If found to be favorable, South Pond S-1 will be designed to maximize infiltration of
site runoff routed to it. South Pond S-1 will discharge to a level spreader that will disperse the
flow into the North Tributary of Issaquah Creek wetland, immediately south of Pond S-1. The
flow will then follow the North Tributary to the main stem of Issaquah Creek.
South Pond S-2
South Pond S-2 will be designed as a water quality pond with enhanced treatment for project
runoff originating from between South Pond S-1 and Front Street. Due to its location in the 100year floodplain, detaining stormwater may not be effective because the pond would be inundated
by flooding from Issaquah Creek at about the 10-year recurrence interval flood. To provide the
necessary amount of stormwater mitigation for this segment of the project, offsite detention will
be provided at South Pond S-3. Infiltration is not proposed at this pond site due to poor soils
and shallow groundwater in this area. Depending on site conditions and the final configuration
of the facility, stormwater from South Pond S-2 will either discharge into the buffer of Wetland
GW using a level spreader or to the North Tributary using a culvert outfall.
South Pond S-3
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South Pond S-3 is assumed to function as a large wet detention pond with enhanced water quality
treatment. This pond will provide compensatory (offsite) detention for project site runoff
entering South Pond S-2, which (as explained above) cannot achieve full detention capacity due
to its location in the Issaquah Creek floodplain. South Pond S-3 will also provide water quality
treatment for offsite runoff coming from South Front Street and 2nd Avenue. This site has not
been tested for its infiltration potential, but is assumed to be poor due to shallow groundwater
and fine grained floodplain soils. South Pond S-3 will discharge to the North Tributary using
either a level spreader that will disperse the flow along the stream bank or a culvert outfall.

5.6

Floodplain Mitigation

The project area in the vicinity of 6th Avenue SE is located within the 100-year flood plain. The
predicted 100-year flood elevation is up to 1-2 feet deep in the project limits. The South A
portion of the Southeast Issaquah Bypass may need to be raised above current ground levels to
facilitate stormwater drainage from the roadway and possibly for flood protection. This could
result in the loss of up to 84,000 cubic feet (2 acre/foot) of flood storage.
This floodplain impact will be fully compensated, in accordance with the City’s Flood Hazard
Ordinance, on the properties acquired along 6th Avenue SE and on the Hope property to be
acquired by the City across Front Street. The Southeast Issaquah Bypass project should have no
effect on the flood levels in the south project area, nor would it adversely affect flood flow
patterns because the North Tributary will be bridged.

5.7

Stream Reference Sites

Restoration activities along streams and stream buffers will be based on the success of several
restoration projects conducted in Issaquah over the last few years. These projects include the
Tibbetts Creek Greenway Project, the Hope Creek Restoration Project (in process), the Kees
Creek Culvert Replacement project, and Sycamore Area Stream Improvement Project. City of
Issaquah staff have gained extensive experience with proven restoration and planting techniques
through the implementation and maintenance of these projects, and will contribute to the project
mitigation design effort.

5.8

Recommendations for Future Stream Design

Additional site-specific information is required before restoration designs can be prepared.
However, since the projects are fairly minor in scope and are similar to other projects that have
been constructed in the City during the last few years, no issues are foreseen at this time.
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6

Proposed Compensatory Wetland Mitigation

6.1

Rationale for Wetland Mitigation Site Selection

Two potential wetland mitigation sites that are located in the vicinity of the project can be
effectively utilized for wetland and wetland buffer mitigation. These two options, which are
described in detail below, are considered on-site mitigation because they are in close proximity
to the project site and wetland impacts.

6.2

Wetland Mitigation Ratios

Table 6-1 lists the current guidelines and requirements for wetland mitigation ratios and buffer
widths. The wetland categories for Ecology do not directly correspond to the classes under the
City Issaquah critical areas ordinance.
Table 6-1. Applicable Wetland Mitigation Ratios
Ecology Recommended
Ecology
Range of
Buffer
Wetland
Mitigation
Widthb
Categorya
Ratios
(feet)

City of Issaquah Required
Issaquah
Wetland
Mitigation
Buffer Widthd
Classc
Ratio
(feet)

I

4:1 to 24:1

200-300

1

2:1

100

II

2:1 to 12:1

100-200

2

2:1

100

III

2:1

50-100

3

1:1

25

a

Ecology recommended classification of wetlands from Draft Hruby (2004). The smaller ratio is for creation and the higher ratio
is for enhancement, with rehabilitation and combinations of creation, and enhancement in between.
b
Ecology recommended buffer widths based on Ecology (2004).
c
City of Issaquah classification of wetlands is based on Chapter 18.10.590 of the municipal code.
d
City of Issaquah required buffers are based on Chapter 18.16.630 of the municipal code.

It should be noted that wetland mitigation ratios being agreed to are being agreed to by the City
of Issaquah. The mitigation ratios shown in Table 6-1 for this project exceed what is required by
WSDOT’s 1993 Wetland Implementation Agreement with Ecology (WSDOT 1993). The City
agreeing to these ratios does not constitute an endorsement by WSDOT or FHWA that these
same ratios will apply to future WSDOT projects. WSDOT will continue to coordinate and
cooperate with the Department of Ecology and others to finalize the "Draft Guidance on Wetland
Mitigation in Washington State, Ecology Publication 04-06-013a" (Ecology 2004) that will be
used in the future to guide appropriate wetland mitigation ratios for WSDOT projects.

6.3

Wetland Mitigation Goals and Objectives

Mitigation for temporary and permanent impacts to wetlands and wetland buffers will strive to
meet several goals. Mitigation will re-establish palustrine forested communities. Wetland buffer
will be enhanced to replace lost wetland buffer. The North Tributary to Issaquah Creek will be
enhanced adjacent to the Hope Property to replace wetland functions permanently lost upstream
due to shading caused by a proposed bridge over Wetland GW. Mitigation will replace wetland
functions lost as a result of the proposed project. Wetland acreage lost due to permanent impacts
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resulting from the project will be replaced. Wetlands and wetland buffers temporarily impacted
by the project will be replanted and restored.
The primary goal of the project is to avoid and minimize impacts to wetlands and their buffers.
Impacts that are unavoidable will be mitigated. Goals and objectives for wetland mitigation for
the proposed project are presented below. In the final mitigation plan, these goals and objectives
will be refined and performance standards will be developed.
The goals of the SE Bypass wetland mitigation are to:
• Replace lost wetland area and functions of impacted wetland that are proposed to
be filled.
•

Replace lost buffer areas that are proposed to be impacted, both temporarily and
permanently..

The objectives of the SE Bypass wetland mitigation include:
• Replace unavoidable impacts to wetland area to ensure no net loss of wetland
area. Filled wetlands shall be compensated by creating new wetlands that are lost
due to project impacts, in an amount equal to the wetland loss multiplied by a
mitigation ratio that is applicable to the wetland rating.
•

Replace unavoidable impacts to wetland functions. Filled wetlands shall be
compensated by creating new wetlands with equal or better function than that lost
due to project impacts.

•

Replace unavoidable impacts to wetland buffers. Impacted wetland buffers shall
be compensated by replacement with new buffers having equal or better area and
function.

•

Mitigate for temporary impacts to wetlands and wetland buffers. Wetlands and
buffers that are disturbed by construction activities shall be mitigated through
restoration and replanting of the disturbed area.

•

Reestablish appropriate native vegetation communities and processes. Habitat
functions can be maximized by selecting native vegetation that is appropriate to
the site conditions and natural processes.

•

Maintain or provide for appropriate hydrology for wetland and buffer creation and
enhancements.

•
6.4

Maintain flood protection. Mitigation designs should not result in increased flood
impacts to neighboring properties.

Pre-Construction Description of Mitigation Site and Ecological
Setting

Wetland and wetland buffer mitigation sites are located within areas that are zoned low-density
residential. Surrounding land use includes the large Wetland GW, other single-family homes,
the LDS church, undeveloped park land, and the Issaquah Creek buffer. City of Issaquah land
use regulations allow restoration activities to occur in these zoning classifications.
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The Option 1 mitigation site is located immediately adjacent to Wetland GW, and the Option 2
site is located adjacent to Issaquah Creek. These locations will provide excellent connectivity
between the proposed wetland creation areas and existing wetlands and streams. Existing
vegetation in these areas is typical for urban areas, with moderate to poor coverage by native
vegetation and presence of invasive vegetation species, such as reed canarygrass in wetlands,
Himalayan blackberry in buffers, and Japanese knotweed along stream banks. These invasive
species are very common in the area and their control will be specifically addressed in the
restoration designs.
Soils and hydrologic conditions should be very favorable for wetland creation, wetland buffer
replacement and wetland buffer enhancement. Soils at Wetland GW are identified as Oridia silt
loam, which should also be present at the mitigation site. Soil excavation will be required at the
wetland creation site to remove fill and lower the ground surface to the elevation of the adjacent
Wetland GW, thereby exposing native hydric soils and providing high groundwater conditions
that create favorable hydrology for wetland creation.

6.5

Conceptual Wetland Mitigation Plan

Table 6-2 summarizes proposed mitigation for both permanent and temporary impacts to
wetlands and buffers. Figures 4 and 5 illustrate the two optional conceptual wetland mitigation
designs to satisfy the project mitigation requirements. These figures show mitigation acreages
that exceed the minimum required mitigation shown in Table 4, to provide a factor of safety at
this stage in the mitigation design process. All proposed mitigation ratios meet City of Issaquah
Critical Areas Ordinance requirements and exceed what is required by WSDOT’s 1993 Wetland
Implementation Agreement with Ecology (WSDOT 1993). The mitigation ratios proposed for
this project follow draft Ecology criteria shown in Table 6-1.
Table 6-2. Summary of Proposed Wetland and Wetland Buffer Mitigation

Impact

Location on Figures

Area
Impacted
(acres)

Compensation
Ratio

0.59

3:1

Permanent wetland
fill – VL

Shade impacts – GW

0.32

3:1

Permanent buffer
loss – GW

0.36

1:1

Temporary wetland
and buffer
disturbance

0.41

1:1
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Mitigation Description
1.77 acres of wetland reestablishment as part of
Option 1 or Option 2.
Existing wetlands would be
enhanced in conjunction
with wetland reestablishment under both
options.
0.96 acres of riparian habitat
enhancement.
0.36 acres of replaced buffer
area.
0.41 acres of wetland and
buffer restored and
replanted.
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Mitigation
Option 1

Mitigation
Option 2

2 and 3
(Figure 4)

7 and 8
(Figure 5)

6
(Figure 4)

6
(Figure 4)

1
(Figure 4)

9
(Figure 5)

4
(Figure 4)

5
(Figure 5)

Compensation for Permanent Wetland Fill Impacts
Under both options identified in the conceptual mitigation plan (described below), 0.59 acres of
permanent impact to Wetland VL would be mitigated at a 3-to-1 ratio, by re-establishing a
minimum of 1.77 acres of wetlands. This mitigation ratio is recommended by Ecology (2004)
for Category II wetlands, and exceeds both the WSDOT (1993) 2-to-1 mitigation requirement for
Category II wetlands and the City of Issaquah’s 1-to-1 replacement ratio requirement for Class 3
wetlands.
Additional mitigation in conjunction with wetland re-establishment may include wetland
enhancement, buffer enhancement, or stream channel creation. Additional mitigation would be
implemented to increase the overall ecological success and functions of the mitigation site. This
additional mitigation would be considered mitigation above and beyond what is required
according to mitigation replacement ratios. For example, additional mitigation could involve
enhancing existing wetlands on a mitigation site by replacing reed canarygrass with native
vegetation. This would prevent reed canarygrass from spreading to wetland re-establishment
areas, reduce maintenance costs in re-established wetlands, and support compliance of the
invasive plant cover performance standard.

Compensation for Permanent Wetland Shading Impacts
The proposed bridge over Wetland GW will shade plants underneath the bridge and prevent
growth of vegetation. Vegetation is expected to survive on both sides of the bridge and to some
extent underneath the bridge toward the outer edges. The 0.32 acres of permanent shading
impacts to Wetland GW will be mitigated at a 3-to-1 ratio by providing a minimum of 0.96 acres
of riparian restoration adjacent to the North Tributary to Issaquah Creek. It is noted that
mitigation of shading impacts is not required by current regulations or agreements, but is
proposed for this project as additional mitigation. The enhancement activities would entail
removing invasive reed canarygrass, Himalayan blackberry, Japanese knotweed, and other nonnative and invasive plant species to enhance riparian vegetation characteristics, and replanting
with native vegetation. Figure 4 shows the locations of the buffer enhancement area along the
North Tributary.

Compensation for Permanent Wetland Buffer Impacts
Permanent wetland buffer impacts of 0.36 acres would be mitigated at a 1-to-1 compensation
ratio by providing a minimum of 0.36 acres of buffer adjacent to wetland re-establishment on the
wetland mitigation site(s) selected (Figures 4 and 5). A 110-foot buffer is proposed on the
mitigation sites between wetland re-establishment or enhancement and adjacent roads or parking
lots, and is slightly larger than the City of Issaquah’s 100-foot buffer requirement. According to
Ecology (2005), a 110-foot buffer is recommended between re-established Category II wetlands
and moderate impact land uses.

Restoration of Temporary Construction Impacts
The 0.41 acres of temporary impacts to Wetland GW and the buffers of Wetland GW associated
with bridge construction along 6th Avenue SE will be mitigated at a 1-to-1 ratio by providing
0.41 acres of replanting and restoring disturbed areas with native vegetation after clearing and
construction is complete. Figure 4 shows the locations of temporary impact re-establishment.
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Conceptual Mitigation Plan Option 1 – Wetland GW
An upland inclusion within Wetland GW on the east side of 6th Avenue SE provides an
opportunity for wetland re-establishment. This area is designated as mitigation area 2 on Figure
4. This area represents historic wetland that was filled in association with past development.
Mitigation would involve re-establishing forested wetland conditions. The boundary of this reestablishment area is based on observations made in the field and aerial photograph
interpretation. If Option 1 were pursued, formal wetland delineations would be conducted to
delineate the wetland edge adjacent to this upland inclusion. If a minimum of 1.77 acres of reestablishment area is not available after delineations are conducted, additional wetland mitigation
area will be provided at the Squak Valley Park (see Option 2) or elsewhere within the same
drainage basin within the City of Issaquah.
Existing vegetation within the wetland re-establishment area is dominated by Himalayan
blackberry, thistle, horsetail, and buttercup. The west, north, and eastern edges of the wetland
re-establishment area are contiguous with Wetland GW. Mature forested upland would abut the
south edge of wetland re-establishment. An existing patch of wetland within the reestablishment area would need to be enhanced because it is dominated by reed canarygrass. This
is identified as mitigation area 3 on Figure 4 and is approximately 0.22 acres. The owner of this
property (Wellington Park Pointe) has been contacted regarding this proposal. The owner is
supportive of using this property for SE Bypass mitigation. Purchase of this particular piece of
property for wetland mitigation would have the added benefit of providing long-term protection,
through public ownership, of a large portion of Wetland GW.
Implementation of Option 1 would involve providing a minimum 110-foot buffer between the
wetland re-establishment area and the proposed SE Bypass to the west and the existing church
parking lot to the north. A portion of wetlands proposed for re-establishment will lie within this
110-foot buffer. In addition, existing Wetland GW and upland area within this buffer zone
would be enhanced where necessary by replacing invasive or exotic vegetation with native
vegetation.

Conceptual Mitigation Plan Option 2 – Squak Valley Park
Figure 5 provides a conceptual view of the Squak Valley Park site with its opportunities for
wetland re-establishment and enhancement. The City-owned Squak Valley Park site is located
between Issaquah Hobart Road and Issaquah Creek just south of SE 96th Street. The site is
located within the historic floodplain of Issaquah Creek, but was isolated from the stream by a
flood control levee that was constructed in the 1930’s. A small tributary flows along the
northern edge of the property before draining into Issaquah Creek. The now unmaintained levee
that is adjacent to the east side of Issaquah Creek prevents flooding on the site. The site was
likely covered by a large forested floodplain wetland prior to historical farming activities and
subsequent construction of the levee. Upland grasses dominate the site. Patches of emergent
wetland remain on the site and are dominated by reed canarygrass. The boundaries of existing
wetlands are based on a delineation conducted by the Army Corps of Engineers in support of a
stream restoration project that is proposed for the site. If Option 2 were pursued, re-assessment
of wetland boundaries will be necessary.
Restoration of the site provides wetland re-establishment and wetland enhancement opportunities
These features would be designed to be compatible with the proposed stream restoration project
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on the site, which involves breaching the levee and creating channels on the site (at this time, the
project is awaiting Federal funding). This would also re-introduce flooding to the site.
Up to approximately 3.20 acres of wetland re-establishment can be created at the Squak Valley
Park site (see mitigation area 7, Figure 5), exceeding the 1.77 acres of wetland mitigating
proposed for this project. Should this site be selected as the preferred mitigation site for the
project, the stream restoration design that has been developed would be modified to maximize
the restoration and mitigation opportunities, consistent with the objectives of both projects.
Existing patches of emergent wetland would need to be enhanced because they are dominated by
reed canarygrass. Approximately 1.16 acres of wetland enhancement are available on the site
(see mitigation area 8, Figure 5).
Implementation of Option 2 would involve providing a minimum 110-foot buffer between the
wetland re-establishment and enhancement area and Issaquah-Hobart Road. In addition, a buffer
would be provided adjacent to the south property boundary of the site. A portion of wetlands
proposed for re-establishment will lie within this 110-foot buffer. In addition, existing wetlands
and upland area within this buffer zone would be enhanced where necessary by replacing
invasive or exotic vegetation with native vegetation.

6.6

Wetland Reference Sites

The reference wetland for mitigating fill at Wetland VL is Wetland GW. In addition to
providing for a 3:1 replacement ratio, mitigating the Wetland VL impact with higher wetland
values similar to Wetland GW will result in improved wetland function.

6.7

Recommendations for Future Wetland Design

Potential additional work recommended for future design phases of this mitigation project
include:
• Wetland mitigation design should draw on the experience of similar projects in the
Issaquah Area. Staff from the City of Issaquah Planning Department, who review
mitigation plans and monitoring reports, should be consulted early in the design process.
• Site soils should be verified with test pits, to verify depth of fill (if present) and suitability
of soils at depth.
• Surface hydrology and shallow groundwater levels should be monitoring using shallow
wells or piezometers. At least one year of data should collected, assuming that no
unusual climatic patterns are present.
• Update the wetland delineation to verify final mitigation requirements and before final
site selection is made, to ensure that sufficient site area is available for wetland and buffer
creation.
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7

Conceptual Maintenance, Monitoring, And Contingency
Plan

7.1

Description of the Goals of Monitoring

Monitoring site conditions will be necessary to comply with regulatory requirements to
document implementation and success of the project’s compensatory mitigation.
Specific monitoring elements for compensatory mitigation will be developed in detail in future
design and permitting phases after mitigation elements of the project have been firmly
established. Performance standards and monitoring methods will be developed at that time to
ensure that goals and objectives are met.

7.2

Contingency Plan

The monitoring plan will take into account unknowns that may affect meeting the performance
goals and will identify response actions under different scenarios. Therefore, a contingency plan
will be developed as part of the monitoring plan to ensure that project mitigation goals and
objectives can be met.

7.3

Anticipated Monitoring Schedule

As noted above, monitoring begins after the first year of planting of a mitigation site to verify
100% plant survival, in accordance with the contractor’s warranty. Visual monitoring will be
conducted annually, with response actions developed accordingly to meet the long-term
mitigation success goals, and formal written monitoring reports prepared and issued at Years 1,
3, 5, and 10.

7.4

Maintenance of Mitigation Site and Mechanism for Protecting in
Perpetuity.

As the project owner, the City of Issaquah will retain permanent ownership through fee simple
title and will be responsible for monitoring and maintenance of all mitigation sites. This includes
all mitigation and utility tracts, as well as offsite mitigation sites. The Public Works Operations
Department will incorporate the stormwater facilities maintenance into their work plan in
accordance with levels of service that have been established for the City. Maintenance of
wetland and stream mitigation sites will likely be contracted out to vegetation maintenance
contractors. The WSDOT Wetland Monitoring and Assessment Program may also be able to
provide these services. Budgeting for monitoring and maintenance will be identified in the
overall authorized project budget, with the expectation that necessary funding will be provided
over the full duration of the monitoring schedule.
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Wetland Classifications, Impacts, and Mitigation Requirements—SE Bypass Project

Introduction
This report provides the results of work performed in January and May 2005 by Herrera
Environmental Consultants, Inc. (Herrera) for the City of Issaquah to confirm wetland
characteristics, wetland and buffer impacts, and associated wetland mitigation requirements for
the Southeast Bypass project in Issaquah, Washington. The work was performed specifically to
evaluate wetland impacts and mitigation scenarios for the Alternative 5 – Modified Southeast
Bypass Alignment. This report is a revision of the March 11, 2005 Draft (Herrera 2005) that was
included in the CP3 document, which was commented on by the signatory agencies. The
following revisions were made to the report:















kwr

This report refers to a modified Alternative 5 alignment, which is identical
to Alternative 5 presented in the Supplemental Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (SDEIS) (FHWA et. al. 2004) but with the road shifted
west of Wetland GW to avoid wetland fill.
Additional reconnaissance of wetlands revealed additional upland area
within the boundaries of Wetland GW, which resulted in a revision to
Figure 1.
The hydrogeomorphic classification of Wetland GW changed from
riverine to depressional outflow.
Additional information is provided on surface water and piped water flows
between Wetland GW and Wetland VL.
A wetland functions assessment of Wetland GW, Wetland VL, and the
Hope Property Wetland was added.
The Ecology rating of Wetland GW changed from a Category I wetland to
a Category II wetland, based on a revised rating form completed by
Herrera in conjunction with Richard Robohm of the Department of
Ecology.
Because Wetlands VL and GW are considered the same wetland unit
according to the Ecology rating system, the rating of Wetland VL changed
from a Category III wetland to a Category II wetland.
The southern boundary of Wetland VL was re-delineated as shown on
Figure 1. The size of the wetland increased from 0.40 acres to 0.59 acres.
As a result, the fill impact to Wetland VL increased to 0.59 acres.
Permanent and temporary impacts to Wetland GW and the buffer changed
slightly based on minor design changes to the bridge.
The conceptual wetland mitigation approach was revised based on
guidance from Ecology including new potential mitigation areas shown on
Figures 2 and 3.
Preliminary mitigation goals and objectives were added.
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Wetlands in the project area were previously delineated in June and December of 1997 and the
findings, including wetland ratings were presented in a report entitled Jurisdictional Wetland
Delineation Draft Technical Report (Herrera 1998). Herrera performed field reconnaissance to
identify if there were significant differences in the outer boundaries of previously documented
wetlands, to determine the existence and delineate the extent of wetlands at the Hope property,
and to visually assess current habitat characteristics and fish usage in the North Tributary of
Issaquah Creek. Following the reconnaissance, Herrera evaluated wetland ratings in the project
area according to the Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology) 2004 Washington
State Rating System for Western Washington, and the City of Issaquah rating system.
Figure 1 shows delineated wetlands and estimated wetland and buffer impact areas and
Attachment 1 contains the Ecology rating forms. Table 1 summarizes the wetland conditions
observed in the Alternative 5 – Modified Southeast Bypass Alignment project area.
Table 1.

a
b
c
d
e

Summary of wetlands in Alternative 5 – Modified Southeast Bypass Alignment
project area, Issaquah, Washington.

Wetland
Name

Size
(acres)

USFWS Class a

Ecology
Category b

Ecology
Recommended
Buffer Width
(feet) c

GW
HS
VL
Hope Property

26.6
0.85
0.59
60+

PFO/PSS/PEM
PFO
PSS
PFO/PEM

II
II
II
II

110
110
110
110

City of
Issaquah
Class d

City of
Issaquah
Buffer Width
(feet) e

1
2
3
1

100
50
25
100

USFWS classification of wetlands is based on Cowardin et al. (1979): palustrine forested (PFO), palustrine scrubshrub (PSS), and palustrine emergent (PEM).
Ecology rating of wetlands is based on Hruby (2004). Ecology's rating system rates Wetlands GW, HS, and VL as
a single wetland unit.
Ecology recommended buffer widths based on Ecology (2005).
City of Issaquah classification of wetlands is based on Chapter 18.10.590 of the municipal code.
City of Issaquah required buffers are based on Chapter 18.16.630 of the municipal code.

Wetland Reconnaissance and Boundaries
On January 11, 2005, Herrera biologists performed reconnaissance of the project area to confirm
the wetland boundaries and hydrologic conditions of four wetlands previously delineated in the
project area (Wetland GW, Wetland VL, and Wetland HS). Herrera also delineated the
boundary of an existing wetland at the Hope property located along Front Street adjacent to the
North Tributary to Issaquah Creek (see Figure 1). Wetlands were assessed by walking along the
outer boundaries. Wetland boundaries observed in the field were compared to previously
delineated boundaries. A detailed CAD drawing showing the previously delineated wetlands
was used in the field to compare current and previous conditions. As a result, Herrera revised
the southern boundary of wetland VL. On May 24, 2005, a Herrera biologist performed
additional reconnaissance accompanied by a representative from Ecology to discuss wetland
kwr
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ratings (Robohm 2005). On September 19, 2005, a Herrera biologist performed additional
reconnaissance of Wetland GW in support of identifying suitable wetland mitigation
opportunities within previously disturbed portions of the wetland.
Wetland GW
Wetland GW is located at the base of Tiger Mountain and east of Front Street. Wetland GW is
approximately 21 acres in size. Wetlands in the vicinity of Wetland GW include Wetlands HS,
RD, and VL. An abandoned railroad grade separates Wetland HS from Wetland GW and SE
96th Street separates Wetland RD from Wetland GW. Sixth Avenue SE separates Wetland GW
from Wetland VL. Since these four wetlands are bisected by human-made features but have a
level surface water connection between them, they are rated as a single wetland unit based on the
2004 Ecology rating system (Hruby 2004).
The outer boundaries of Wetlands GW, HS, and RD are consistent with that indicated by the
1997 delineation. On September 19, 2005, an upland inclusion was observed within Wetland
GW located on the west side of 6th Avenue SE (Figure 1). In addition, the upland area within
Wetland GW on the east side of 6th Avenue SE and south of the church parking lot is potentially
larger than that shown in the 1997 delineation (Herrera 1998). If this area is pursued for wetland
mitigation purposes (see Proposed Mitigation section), formal wetland delineation will be
conducted.
The source of water for Wetland GW is ground water seeps along the base of Tiger Mountain.
Surface water in the northern and eastern portion of the wetland discharges directly to the North
Tributary to Issaquah Creek. At the south portion of the wetland, surface water flows along
ditches beside SE 96th Street and 6th Avenue SE, then flows through a culvert beneath 6th Avenue
SE, which discharges to Wetland VL. Flows exit Wetland VL via an unnamed ditched stream
that reenters Wetland GW and then flows into the North Tributary to Issaquah Creek. Surface
water also leaves Wetland GW near the south end of 6th Avenue SE via a stormwater pipe that
connects to the Front Street South stormwater system. That water discharges into the North
Tributary at the Front Street culvert crossing of that stream.
Wetland GW is a depressional outflow wetland containing three major plant communities
including mixed forest, scrub-shrub, and clearings dominated by emergent species. These
communities contain many native species including western red cedar, red alder, salmonberry,
lady fern, and skunk cabbage. Wetland GW is considered Category II according to the Ecology
rating system and Class 1 according to the City of Issaquah rating system (see Table 1).
Wetland VL
Wetland VL is located adjacent to the west side of 6th Avenue SE and is approximately 0.59
acres in size.
The boundary of Wetland VL is larger than that indicated by the 1997 delineation.

kwr
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The source of water for Wetland VL is ground water and surface water runoff from Wetland GW
via a concrete culvert located beneath 6th Avenue SE. A level surface water connection between
the two wetlands was observed. Surface water in Wetland VL discharges to Wetland GW and
the North Tributary to Issaquah Creek via an unnamed ditched stream that flows northwest
between several residential lots.
Wetland VL is a depressional outflow wetland containing one major plant community, scrubshrub, dominated by Sitka willow and red-osier dogwood. Wetland VL is considered Category
II according to the Ecology rating system, and Class 3 according to the City of Issaquah rating
system (see Table 1).
Hope Property Wetland
The Hope property is located along Front Street, adjacent to the North Tributary to Issaquah
Creek. A large wetland (approximately 60 acres) occurs adjacent to the north bank of the North
Tributary to Issaquah Creek. This wetland occupies approximately 4.4 acres of the Hope
Property with the remainder of the wetland located offsite to the north and west on mostly Cityowned properties. The boundary of the portion of the wetland located on the Hope property was
delineated during the reconnaissance and as shown on Figure 1.
The Hope property wetland is a riverine wetland that extends offsite westward to Issaquah
Creek. The wetland contains two major plant communities including forest dominated by red
alder and an emergent community dominated by invasive reed canarygrass. The Hope Wetland
is considered Category II according to the Ecology rating system and Class 1 according to the
City of Issaquah rating system (see Table 1).

Wetland Functions Assessment
The functions and values provided by wetlands in the project area were evaluated in order to
determine the appropriate level of mitigation required to compensate for temporary and
permanent wetland and wetland buffer impacts. The functions of Wetland GW and the Hope
Property Wetland were assessed using the method presented in Volume 1 of Methods for
Assessing Wetland Functions (Hruby et al. 1999). The wetland functions are described in the
following subsections, and a summary of functions provided by the wetlands in the project area
is presented in Table 2.
Scores for each function range between 0 and 10, with a 10 representing the highest level of
performance. A score between 1 and 3 is considered low performance, a score between 4 and 6
is considered moderate, and a score between 7 and 10 is considered high.
Wetland GW and Wetland VL were rated together as one functional assessment unit since there
is a level surface water connection between the two wetlands via a culvert. Wetland GW and
Wetland VL have moderate performance scores for most of the functions assessed. High
kwr
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performance scores include potential for reducing/decreasing downstream erosion, potential for
ground water recharge, habitat suitability for anadromous fish, and habitat suitability for resident
fish.
Table 2.

Wetland functional assessment scores for Wetland GW and Wetland VL and
the Hope Property wetland at the Alternative 5 Southeast Bypass Alignment
project area, Issaquah, Washington.

Wetland Function
Potential for removing sediment
Potential for removing nutrients
Potential for toxic metals and organic compounds
Potential for reducing peak flows
Potential for reducing/decreasing downstream erosion
Potential for ground water recharge
General habitat suitability
Habitat suitability for invertebrates
Habitat suitability for amphibians
Habitat suitability for anadromous fish
Habitat suitability for resident fish
Habitat suitability for wetland-associated birds
Habitat suitability for wetland-associated mammals
Native plant richness
a

Wetland GW and
Wetland VL Scorea

Hope Property
Wetlanda

6 (M)
5 (M)
5 (M)
6 (M)
8 (H)
7 (H)
6 (M)
6 (M)
6 (M)
7 (H)
7 (H)
4 (M)
5 (M)
6 (M)

8 (H)
8 (H)
7 (H)
8 (H)
8 (H)
4 (M)
9 (H)
8 (H)
6 (M)
7 (H)
9 (H)
10 (H)
6 (M)
8 (H)

"M" and "H" refer to moderate and high level of performance.

The Hope Property Wetland has high performance scores for most of the functions assessed.
Moderate performance scores include potential for groundwater recharge and habitat suitability
for wetland-associated mammals.

Stream Conditions
The North Tributary to Issaquah Creek (a.k.a., Lewis Lane Tributary and Hope Creek), including
the area of the proposed 6th Avenue SE bridge crossing, was visually assessed to document
current habitat characteristics and fish usage. The tributary has a channel approximately two to
three feet wide and six inches deep. The stream’s substrate is mainly silt and sand. The banks of
the tributary are well vegetated with native and invasive species. There is a seasonal surface
water connection between the tributary and Issaquah Creek during high flows. During low
flows, the North Tributary discharges to the Hope Property wetland and discharges to Issaquah
Creek through the ground due to blockages caused by past land use activities and beaver dams.
No fish passage barriers beneath Front Street were observed. A log weir observed in the stream
downstream of the culvert appeared to be fish passable.
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Salmonid species have been documented using Issaquah Creek for migration, spawning, and
rearing. Cutthroat trout are resident in the North Tributary. Juvenile chinook salmon use the
Hope Property wetland as refuge during flood events in Issaquah Creek, but encounter stranding
conditions. The Southeast Issaquah Bypass Biological Assessment (2004) indicates that
salmonids may use the lower reaches of the North Tributary but are unlikely to exist upstream.
According to the City of Issaquah rating system – Chapter 18.10.780 – the North Tributary is
considered a Class 2S Stream and would require a 100-foot buffer as it is used by salmonids.

Wetland Ratings and Buffers
Following the January 11, and May 24, 2005 reconnaissance, wetlands in the project area were
rated according to the Ecology (Hruby 2004) and the City of Issaquah rating systems. Copies of
the Ecology rating forms are included in Attachment A. Table 1 provides a summary of the size,
classification, and buffer requirement for each wetland identified.
The Issaquah Municipal Code specifies fixed buffer widths for wetlands depending on the class
of wetland. Ecology (2005) guidance provides a range of buffer widths between 50 and 300 feet
for Category II wetlands. The appropriate buffer width within this range is determined by
evaluating the wetland characteristics (e.g., habitat score based on the Ecology rating system)
and the impact level (low, moderate, or high) of adjacent land use. The recommended buffer
width for Wetlands GW, VL, HS, and the Hope Wetland is 110 feet because these wetlands have
a moderate score for habitat functions and are adjacent to moderate impact land use.

Wetland Fill Areas and Buffer Impacts
Wetland areas that will be filled and areas of potential buffer impacts within the project area
were evaluated by analyzing road design drawings provided by the City of Issaquah. The road
design conforms to Alternative 5 – Modified, which is identical to Alternative 5 in the SDEIS
(FHWA et. al. 2004) but with the road shifted west of Wetland GW to avoid wetland fill. Both
permanent and temporary impacts were identified. Table 3 tabulates the estimated permanent
and temporary wetland and buffer impacts shown on Figure 1.
Table 3.

Summary of wetland and buffer impacts for Alternative 5 – Modified Southeast
Bypass Alignment, Issaquah, Washington.
Permanent Impacts

kwr

Temporary Impacts

Wetland
Name

Wetland
(acres)

Buffer
(acres)

Wetland
(acres)

Buffer
(acres)

VL
GW
Total

(fill) 0.59
(shade) 0.32
0.91

–
0.36
0.36

–
0.20
0.20

–
0.21
0.21
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Alternative 5 - Modified will result in 0.59 acres of permanent fill impacts to Wetland VL and
0.32 acres of permanent shading impacts to Wetland GW. Permanent buffer impacts will affect
only Wetland GW and will total 0.36 acres. Temporary impacts include disturbance to 0.20
acres of wetland and 0.21 acres of buffer affecting Wetland GW.
The project will result in the following impacts to wetlands based on Cowardin Class:





Permanent fill impacts to 0.59 acres of PSS wetlands at Wetland VL;
Permanent shading of 0.32 acres of PSS wetlands at Wetland GW;
Temporary wetland impacts to 0.20 acres of PSS wetlands at Wetland
GW.

Impacts of Proposed Road Fill on Wetlands
The proposed project would place road fill in 0.59 acres of Wetland VL. The current source of
water for Wetland VL is ground water and surface water that flows from Wetland GW to the
west via a concrete culvert beneath 6th Avenue SE. Water currently flows out of Wetland VL to
the northwest via a ditched stream that empties into Wetland GW and the North Tributary of
Issaquah Creek. The surface water connection between Wetland GW and the North Tributary of
Issaquah Creek would be maintained via an open, restored stream channel through the South
Pond S-2 tract. Flows exiting Wetland GW would be kept separate from storm water flows to
and from the proposed South Pond S-2.

Mitigation Goals and Objectives
Mitigation for temporary and permanent impacts to wetlands and wetland buffers will strive to
meet several goals. Mitigation will re-establish palustrine forested communities. Wetland buffer
will be enhanced to replace lost wetland buffer. The North Tributary to Issaquah Creek will be
enhanced adjacent to the Hope Property to replace stream functions permanently lost upstream
due to shading caused by a proposed bridge over Wetland GW. Mitigation will replace wetland
functions lost as a result of the proposed project. Wetland acreage lost due to permanent impacts
resulting from the project will be replaced. Wetlands and wetland buffers temporarily impacted
by the project will be replanted and restored.
The primary goal of the project is to avoid and minimize impacts to wetlands and their buffers.
Impacts that are unavoidable will be mitigated. Goals and objectives for wetland mitigation for
the proposed project are presented below. In the final mitigation plan, these goals and objectives
will be refined and performance standards will be developed.
The goals of the SE Bypass wetland mitigation are to:
kwr
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Replace lost wetland area and functions of impacted wetland that are
proposed to be filled, consistent with Ecology guidelines, U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers Section 404 permit requirements, and City of Issaquah
Critical Areas Ordinance regulations.



Replace lost buffer areas that are proposed to be impacted, both
temporarily and permanently, consistent with Ecology guidelines and City
of Issaquah Critical Areas Ordinance regulations.

The objectives of the SE Bypass wetland mitigation include:

kwr



Replace unavoidable impacts to wetland area to ensure no net loss of
wetland area. Filled wetlands shall be compensated by creating new
wetlands that are lost due to project impacts, in an amount equal to the
wetland loss multiplied by a mitigation ratio that is applicable to the
wetland rating.



Replace unavoidable impacts to wetland functions. Filled wetlands shall
be compensated by creating new wetlands with equal or better function
than that lost due to project impacts.



Replace unavoidable impacts to wetland buffers. Impacted wetland
buffers shall be compensated by replacement with new buffers having
equal or better area and function.



Mitigate for temporary impacts to wetlands and wetland buffers.
Wetlands and buffers that are disturbed by construction activities shall be
mitigated through restoration and replanting of the disturbed area.



Reestablish appropriate native vegetation communities and processes.
Habitat functions can be maximized by selecting native vegetation that is
appropriate to the site conditions and natural processes.



Provide appropriate hydrology for wetland and buffer creation and
enhancements.



Maintain flood protection. Mitigation designs should not result in
increased flood impacts to neighboring properties.
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Proposed Mitigation
Table 4 summarizes the proposed mitigation for permanent and temporary impacts to wetlands
and buffers, and locations of mitigation sites are shown on Figures 2 and 3. These figures show
mitigation acreages that exceed the minimum required mitigation shown in Table 4, to provide a
factor of safety at this stage in the mitigation design process.
Table 4.

Summary of mitigation proposed for Alternative 5 Modified Southeast Bypass
Alignment, Issaquah, Washington.

Impact
Permanent wetland
fill – VL

Location on Figures

Area
Impacted
(acres)

Compensation
Ratio

0.59

3:1

Shade impacts – GW

0.32

3:1

Permanent buffer
loss – GW

0.36

1:1

Temporary wetland
and buffer
disturbance

0.41

1:1

Mitigation Description
1.77 acres of wetland reestablishment as part of
Option 1 or Option 2.
Existing wetlands would be
enhanced in conjunction with
wetland re-establishment
under both options.
0.96 acres of riparian habitat
enhancement.
0.36 acres of replaced buffer
area.
0.41 acres of wetland and
buffer restored and replanted.

Mitigation
Option 1

Mitigation
Option 2

2 and 3
(Figure 2)

7 and 8
(Figure 3)

6
(Figure 2)

6
(Figure 2)

1
(Figure 2)

9
(Figure 3)

4
(Figure 2)

5
(Figure 3)

Compensation for Permanent Wetland Fill Impacts
The conceptual mitigation plan identifies two options for compensatory mitigation of permanent
wetland fill impacts. Both options are considered on-site mitigation because they are in close
proximity to the project site and wetland impacts. Under both options, 0.59 acres of permanent
impact to Wetland VL would be mitigated at a 3-to-1 ratio, by re-establishing a minimum of 1.77
acres of wetlands. This mitigation ratio is recommended by Ecology (2004) when impacting
Category II wetlands, and greatly exceeds the City of Issaquah’s 1-to-1 replacement ratio
requirement for Class 3 wetlands.
Additional mitigation in conjunction with wetland re-establishment may include wetland
enhancement, buffer enhancement, or stream channel creation. Additional mitigation would be
implemented to increase the overall ecological success and functions of the mitigation site. This
additional mitigation would be considered mitigation above and beyond what is required
according to mitigation replacement ratios. For example, additional mitigation could involve
kwr
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enhancing existing wetlands on a mitigation site by replacing reed canarygrass with native
vegetation. This would prevent reed canarygrass from spreading to wetland re-establishment
areas, reduce maintenance costs in re-established wetlands, and support compliance of the
invasive plant cover performance standard.
Compensation for Permanent Wetland Shading Impacts
The proposed bridge over Wetland GW will shade plants underneath the bridge and prevent
growth of vegetation. Vegetation is expected to survive on both sides of the bridge and to some
extent underneath the bridge toward the outer edges. The 0.32 acres of permanent shading
impacts to Wetland GW will be mitigated at a 3-to-1 ratio by providing a minimum of 0.96 acres
of riparian restoration adjacent to the North Tributary to Issaquah Creek. The enhancement
activities would entail removing invasive reed canarygrass, Himalayan blackberry, Japanese
knotweed, and other non-native and invasive plant species to enhance riparian vegetation
characteristics, and replanting with native vegetation.
Restoration of Temporary Construction Impacts
Temporary impacts to wetlands and buffers will be mitigated by replanting and restoring
disturbed areas with native vegetation after clearing and construction is complete (Figure 2).
The 0.41 acres of temporary impacts to Wetland GW and the buffers of Wetland GW associated
with bridge construction along 6th Avenue SE will be mitigated at a 1-to-1 ratio by providing
0.41 acres of replanting and restoring disturbed areas with native vegetation after clearing and
construction is complete.
Compensation for Permanent Wetland Buffer Impacts
Permanent wetland buffer impacts of 0.36 acres would be mitigated at a 1-to-1 compensation
ratio by providing a minimum of 0.36 acres of buffer adjacent to wetland re-establishment on the
wetland mitigation site(s) selected (Figures 2 and 3). A 110-foot buffer is proposed on the
mitigation sites between wetland re-establishment or enhancement and adjacent roads or parking
lots.
Mitigation Plan Option 1 – Wetland GW
An upland inclusion within Wetland GW on the east side of 6th Avenue SE provides an
opportunity for wetland re-establishment. This area is designated as mitigation area 2 on Figure
2. This area represents historic wetland that was filled in association with past development.
Mitigation would involve re-establishing forested wetland conditions. The boundary of this reestablishment area is based on observations made in the field and aerial photograph
interpretation. If Option 1 were pursued, formal wetland delineations would be conducted to
delineate the wetland edge adjacent to this upland inclusion. If a minimum of 1.77 acres of reestablishment area is not available after delineations are conducted, additional wetland mitigation
kwr
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area will be provided at the Squak Valley Park (see Option 2) or elsewhere within the same
drainage basin within the City of Issaquah.
Existing vegetation within the wetland re-establishment area is dominated by Himalayan
blackberry, thistle, horsetail, and buttercup. The west, north, and eastern edges of the wetland
re-establishment area are contiguous with Wetland GW. Mature forested upland would abut the
south edge of wetland re-establishment. An existing patch of wetland within the reestablishment area would need to be enhanced because it is dominated by reed canarygrass. This
is identified as mitigation area 3 on Figure 2 and is approximately 0.22 acres. The owner of this
property (Wellington Park Pointe) has been contacted regarding this proposal. The owner is
supportive of using this property for SE Bypass mitigation. Purchase of this particular piece of
property for wetland mitigation would have the added benefit of providing long-term protection,
through public ownership, of a large portion of Wetland GW.
Implementation of Option 1 would involve providing a minimum 110-foot buffer between the
wetland re-establishment area and the proposed SE Bypass to the west and the existing church
parking lot to the north (Figure 2). According to Ecology (2005), a 110-foot buffer is
recommended between re-established Category II wetlands and moderate impact land uses. A
portion of wetlands proposed for re-establishment will lie within this 110-foot buffer. In
addition, existing Wetland GW and upland area within this buffer zone would be enhanced
where necessary by replacing invasive or exotic vegetation with native vegetation.
Mitigation Plan Option 2 – Squak Valley Park
Figure 3 provides a conceptual view of the Squak Valley Park site with its opportunities for
wetland re-establishment and enhancement. The City-owned Squak Valley Park site is located
between Issaquah Hobart Road and Issaquah Creek just south of SE 96th Street. The site is
located within the historic floodplain of Issaquah Creek, but was isolated from the stream by a
flood control levee that was constructed in the 1930’s. A small tributary flows along the
northern edge of the property before draining into Issaquah Creek. The now unmaintained levee
that is adjacent to the east side of Issaquah Creek prevents flooding on the site. The site was
likely covered by a large forested floodplain wetland prior to historical farming activities and
subsequent construction of the levee. Upland grasses dominate the site. Patches of emergent
wetland remain on the site and are dominated by reed canarygrass. The boundaries of existing
wetlands are based on a delineation conducted by the Army Corps of Engineers in support of a
stream restoration project that is proposed for the site. If Option 2 were pursued, re-assessment
of wetland boundaries will be necessary.
Restoration of the site provides wetland re-establishment and wetland enhancement opportunities
(Figure 3). These features would be designed to be compatible with the proposed stream
restoration project on the site, which involves breaching the levee and creating channels on the
site (at this time, the project is awaiting Federal funding). This would also re-introduce flooding
to the site.
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Approximately 3.20 acres of wetland re-establishment (see mitigation area 7, Figure 3) exceeds
the 1.77-acre obligation for mitigating impacts to Wetland VL. Should this site be selected as
the preferred mitigation site for the project, the stream restoration design that has been developed
would be modified to maximize the restoration and mitigation opportunities, consistent with the
objectives of both projects.
Existing patches of emergent wetland would need to be enhanced because they are dominated by
reed canarygrass. Approximately 1.16 acres of wetland enhancement are available on the site
(see mitigation area 8, Figure 3).
Implementation of Option 2 would involve providing a minimum 110-foot buffer between the
wetland re-establishment and enhancement area and Issaquah-Hobart Road. In addition, a buffer
would be provided adjacent to the south property boundary of the site. According to Ecology
(2005), a 110-foot buffer is recommended between re-established Category II wetlands and
moderate impact land uses. A portion of wetlands proposed for re-establishment will lie within
this 110-foot buffer. In addition, existing wetlands and upland area within this buffer zone
would be enhanced where necessary by replacing invasive or exotic vegetation with native
vegetation.
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ATTACHMENT 1

Department of Ecology Wetland Rating
Forms (Hruby 2004)

WETLAND RATING FORM - WESTERN WASHINGTON
Name of wetland (if known): Wetland GW / VL
Location:

SEC: 34

TWNSHP: 24N

Person(s) Rating Wetland:

KL

(attach map with outline of wetland
rating form)

RNGE: 6E
Affiliation: Herrera

Date of site visit: 5/24/2005

SUMMARY OF RATING
Category based on FUNCTIONS provided by wetland
I

II

III

Category I = Score >=70
Category II = Score 51-69
Category III = Score 30-50
Category IV = Score <30

IV
20
10
25
55

Score for Water Quality Functions
Score for Hydrologic Functions
Score for Habitat Functions
TOTAL score for functions

Category based on SPECIAL CHARACTERISTICS of wetland
I

Does not Apply

II

Final Category

(choose the "highest" category from above)

II

Check the appropriate type and class of wetland being rated.
Wetland Type

Wetland Class

Estuarine
Natural Heritage Wetland
Bog
Mature Forest
Old Growth Forest
Coastal Lagoon
Interdunal
None of the above

Depressional
Riverine
Lake-fringe
Slope
Flats
Freshwater Tidal
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Does the wetland being rated meet any of the criteria below?
If you answer YES to any of the questions below, you will need to protect the wetland
according to the regulations regarding the special characteristics found in the wetland.
Check List for Wetlands That Need Special Protection, and That Are Not
Included in the Rating
SP1. Has the wetland been documented as a habitat for any federally listed
Threatened or Endangered (T/E) plant or animal species?
For the purposes of this rating system, "documented" means the wetland is on
the appropriate state or federal database.
SP2. Has the wetland been documented as habitat for any state listed Threatened
or Endangered plant or animal species?
For the purposes of this rating system, "documented" means the wetland is on
the appropriate state database.
SP3. Does the wetland contain individuals of Priority species listed by the WDFW
for the state?
SP4. Does the wetland have a local significance in addition to its functions? For
example, the wetland has been identified in the Shoreline Master Program,
the Critical Areas Ordinance, or in a local management plan as having
special significance.

YES

NO

To complete the next part of the data sheet, you will need to determine the Hydrogeomorphic Class of
the wetland being rated .
The hydrogeomorphic classification groups wetlands into those that function in similar ways. This simplifies
the questions needed to answer how well the wetland functions. The Hydrogeomorphic Class of a wetland can
be determined using the key below. See p. 24 for more detailed instructions on classifying wetlands.
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Classification of Vegetated Wetlands for Western Washington
Wetland Name: GW / VL

5/24/2005

Date:

1. Are the water levels in the wetland usually controlled by tides (i.e., except during floods)?
NO - go to 2
YES - the wetland class is Tidal Fringe
If YES, is the salinity of the water during periods of annual low flow below 0.5 ppt (parts per
thousand)?
YES - Freshwater Tidal Fringe
NO - Saltwater Tidal Fringe (Estuarine)
If your wetland can be classified as a Freshwater Tidal Fringe, use the forms for Riverine wetlands. If
it is Saltwater Tidal Fringe, it is rated as an Estuarine wetland. Wetlands that were called estuarine in
the first and second editions of the rating system are called Saltwater Tidal Fringe in the
Hydrogeomorphic Classification. Estuarine wetlands were categorized separately in the earlier
editions, and this separation is being kept in this revision. To maintain consistency between editions,
the term "Estuarine" wetland is being kept. Please note, however, that the characteristics that define
Category I and II estuarine wetlands have changed (see p. xx).
2. Is the topography within the wetland flat and precipitation is only source (>90%) of water to it?
NO - go to 3
YES - the wetland class is Flats
If your wetland can be classified as a "Flats" wetland, use the form for Depressional wetlands.
3. Does the wetland meet both of the following criteria?
The vegetated part of the wetland is on the shores of a body of open water (without any vegetation on
the surface) where at least 20 acres (8 ha) are permanently inundated (ponded or flooded);
At least 30% of the open water area is deeper than 6.6 feet (2 m)?
NO - go to 4
YES - the wetland class is Lake-fringe (Lacustrine Fringe)
4. Does the wetland meet all of the following criteria?
The wetland is on a slope (slope can be very gradual );
The water flows through the wetland in one direction (unidirectional) and usually comes from seeps.
It may flow subsurface, as sheetflow, or in a swale without distinct banks.
The water leaves the wetland without being impounded?
NOTE: Surface water does not pond in these type of wetlands except occasionally in very small and
shallow depressions or behind hummocks (depressions are usually <3 feet in diameter and less than
1 foot deep).
NO - go to 5
YES - the wetland class is Slope
5. Is the wetland in a valley, or stream channel, where it gets inundated by overbank flooding from that stream or
river? The flooding should occur at least once every two years, on the average, to answer "yes." The wetland
can contain depressions that are filled with water when the river is not flooding.
NO - go to 6
YES - the wetland class is Riverine
6. Is the wetland in a topographic depression in which water ponds, or is saturated to the surface, at some time of
the year? This means that any outlet, if present, is higher than the interior of the wetland.
NO - go to 7
YES - the wetland class is Depressional
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7. Is the wetland located in a very flat area with no obvious depression and no stream or river running through it
and providing water? The wetland seems to be maintained by higher ground water in the area. The wetland may
be ditched, but has no obvious natural outlet.
NO - go to 8
YES - the wetland class is Depressional
8. Your wetland seems to be difficult to classify. For example, seeps at the base of a slope may grade into a
riverine floodplain, or a small stream within a depressional wetland has a zone of flooding along its sides.
Sometimes we find characteristics of several different hydrogeomorphic classes within one wetland boundary.
Use the following table to identify the appropriate class to use for the rating system if you have several HGM
classes present within your wetland. NOTE: Use this table only if the class that is recommended in the second
column represents 10% or more of the total area of the wetland being rated. If the area of the second class is less
than 10%, classify the wetland using the first class.
HGM Classes Within a Delineated Wetland Boundary

Class to Use in Rating

Slope + Riverine
Slope + Depressional
Slope + Lake-fringe
Depressional + Riverine along stream within boundary
Depressional + Lake-fringe
Saltwater Tidal Fringe and any other class of freshwater
wetland

Riverine
Depressional
Lake-fringe
Depressional
Depressional
Treat as ESTUARINE
under wetlands with
special characteristics

If you are unable still to determine which of the above criteria apply to your wetland, or you have more than 2
HGM classes within a wetland boundary, classify the wetland as Depressional for the rating.
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D

Depressional and Flats Wetlands

WATER QUALITY FUNCTIONS - Indicators that wetland functions to improve water quality.
D 1.

Does the wetland have the potential to improve water quality? (see p. 38)

D 1.1

Characteristics of surface water flows out of the wetland:
Wetland is a depression with no surface water outlet.
Wetland has an intermittently flowing, or highly constricted,
outlet.
Wetland has an unconstricted surface outlet.
Wetland is flat and has no obvious outlet and/or outlet is a ditch.

Points
1
Points = 3
Points = 2
Points = 1
Points = 1

D 1.2

The soil 2 inches below the surface is clay, organic, or smells anoxic (hydrogen sulfide or
rotten eggs):
YES
Points = 4
NO
Points = 0

4

D 1.3

Characteristics of persistent vegetation (emergent, shrub, and/or forest class):
Wetland has persistent, ungrazed vegetation ≤95% of area.
Wetland has persistent, ungrazed vegetation ≤1/2 of area.
Wetland has persistent, ungrazed vegetation ≤1/10 of area.
Wetland has persistent, ungrazed vegetation <1/10 of area

5

D 1.4

0

Characteristics of seasonal ponding or inundation.
This is the area of the wetland that is ponded for at least 2 months, but dries out sometime
during the year. Do not count the area that is permanently ponded. Estimate area as the
average condition 5 out of 10 years.
Area seasonally ponded is >1/2 total area of wetland.
Points = 4
Area seasonally ponded is >1/4 total area of wetland.
Points = 2
Area seasonally ponded is <1/4 total area of wetland.
Points = 0
NOTE: See text for indicators of seasonal and permanent inundation.
Add the points in the boxes above 10

Total for D 1
D 2.

Points = 5
Points = 3
Points = 1
Points = 0

Does the wetland have the opportunity to improve water quality? (see p. 44)
Answer YES if you know or believe there are pollutants in ground water or surface water
coming into the wetland that would otherwise reduce water quality in streams, lakes, or
ground water downgradient from the wetland. Note which of the following conditions
provide the sources of pollutants:
Grazing in the wetland or within 150 feet.
Untreated stormwater discharges to wetland.
Tilled fields or orchards within 150 feet of wetland.
A stream or culvert discharges into wetland that drains developed areas,
residential areas, farmed fields, roads, or clear-cut logging.
Residential, urban areas, golf courses are within 150 feet of wetland.
Wetland is fed by ground water high in phosphorus or nitrogen.
Other:
NO - multiplier is 1
YES - multiplier is 2
Multiply the score from D 1. by D 2.
Add score to table on p. 1

TOTAL - Water Quality Functions

Multiplier
2

20
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D Depressional and Flats Wetlands
HYDROLOGIC FUNCTIONS - Indicators that wetland functions to reduce flooding/stream degradation.
Points
D 3. Does wetland have the potential to reduce flooding/erosion? (see p. 46)
D 3.1 Characteristics of surface water flows out of the wetland:
Wetland has no surface water outlet.
Wetland has an intermittently flowing, or highly constricted,
outlet.
Wetland is flat and has no obvious outlet and/or outlet is a small
ditch.
Wetland has an unconstricted surface outlet.
D 3.2 Depth of storage during wet periods.
Estimate the height of ponding above the bottom of the outlet.
Marks of ponding are 3 feet or more above the surface.
The wetland is a "headwater" wetland.
Marks of ponding between 2 feet to <3 feet from surface.
Marks are at least 0.5 feet to <2 feet from surface.
Wetland is flat but has small depressions on the surface that trap
water.
Marks of ponding less than 0.5 feet.

Points = 4
Points = 2
0

Points = 1
Points = 0

Points = 7
Points = 5
Points = 5
Points = 3
Points = 1
Points = 0

D 3.3 Contribution of wetland to storage in the watershed.
Estimate the ratio of the area of upstream basin contributing surfae water to the wetland
to the area of the wetland itself.
Points = 5
The area of the basin is <10 times the area of the wetland.
Points = 3
The area of the basin is 10 to 100 times the area of the wetland.
The area of the basin is >100 times the area of the wetland.
Wetland is in the Flats class (basin = wetland, by definition).

D 4.

0

Points = 0
Points = 5

Add the points in the boxes above

Total for D 3

5

5

Does wetland have the opportunity to reduce flooding/erosion? (see p. 49)
Answer YES if the wetland is in a location in the watershed where the flood storage, or
reduction in water velocity, helps protect downstream property and aquatic resources from
flooding or excessive and/or erosive flows.
Answer NO if the water coming into the wetland is controlled by a structure such as flood
gate, tide gate, flap valve, reservoir, etc. OR you estimate that more than 90% of the water
in the wetland is from ground water.
Note which of the following indicators of opportunity apply:
Wetland is in a headwater of a river or stream that has flooding problems.
Wetland drains to a river or stream that has flooding problems.
Wetland has no outlet and impounds surface runoff water that might otherwise
flow into a river or stream that has flooding problems.
Multiplier
Other:
2
YES - multiplier is 2
NO - multiplier is 1
Multiply the score from D 3. by D 4.
Add score to table on p. 1

TOTAL - Hydrologic Functions

10
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These questions apply to wetlands of all HGM classes
HABITAT FUNCTIONS - Indicators that wetland functions to provide important habitat.
H 1.

Does the wetland have the potential to provide habitat for many species?

H 1.1

Vegetation structure (see p. 72)
Check the types of vegetation classes present (as defined by Cowardin) if the class covers
more than 10% of the area of the wetland or 1/4 acre.
Aquatic bed
Emergent plants
Scrub/shrub (areas where shrubs have >30% cover)
Forested (areas where trees have >30% cover)
Forested areas have 3 out of 5 strata (canopy, sub-canopy, shrubs, herbaceous,
moss/ground-cover)
Add the number of vegetation types that qualify. If you have:
4 types or more
Points = 4
3 types
Points = 2
2 types
Points = 1
1 type
Points = 0

H 1.2

Hydroperiods (see p. 73)
Check the types of water regimes (hydroperiods) present within the wetland. The water
regime has to cover more than 10% of the wetland or 1/4 acre to count (see text for
descriptions of hydroperiods).
Permanently flooded or inundated
4 or more types present Points = 3
Seasonally flooded or inundated
3 types present
Points = 2
Occasionally flooded or inundated
2 types present
Points = 1
Saturated only
Permanently flowing stream or river in, or adjacent to, the wetland
Seasonally flowing stream in, or adjacent to, the wetland
Lake-fringe wetland = 2 points
Freshwater tidal wetland = 2 points

H 1.3

Richness of Plant Species (see p. 75)
Count the number of plant species in the wetland that cover at least 10 sq. ft. (different
patches of the same species can be combined to meet the size threshold). You do not have
to name the species. Do not include Eurasian Milfoil, reed canarygrass, purple
loosestrife, Canadian Thistle.
If you counted:
>19 species Points = 2
5-19 species Points = 1
List species below if you want to:
<5 species
Points = 0

Points

4

2

2
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H 1.4

Interspersion of Habitats (see p. 76)
Decide from the diagrams below whether interspersion between types of vegetation
(described in H 1.1) or vegetation types and unvegetated areas (can include open water
or mudflats) is high, medium, low, or none.

None = 0 points

2

Moderate = 2 points

Low = 1 point

Points

[riparian
braided
channels]

High = 3 points
NOTE: If you have four or more vegetation types or three vegetation types and open
water, the rating is always "high".
H 1.5

Special Habitat Features (see p. 77)
Check the habitat features that are present in the wetland. The number of checks is the
number of points you put into the next column.
Large, downed, woody debris within the wetland (>4 inch in diameter and 6 feet
long).
Standing snags (diameter at the bottom >4 inches) in the wetland.
Undercut banks are present for at least 6.6 feet (2 m) and/or overhanging
vegetation extends at least 3.3 feet (1 m) over a stream for at least 33 feet (10
m).
Stable steep banks of fine material that might be used by beaver/muskrat for
denning (>30° slope) OR signs of recent beaver activity are present.
At least 1/4 acre of thin-stemmed presistent vegetation or woody branches are
present in areas that are permanently or seasonally inundated (structures for egglaying by amphibians ).
Invasive plants cover less than 25% of the wetland area in each stratum of
plants.
H 1. TOTAL Score - potential for providing habitat
Add the scores in the column above
Comments:

3

13
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H 2.

Does the wetland have the opportunity to provide habitat for many species?

H 2.1

Buffers (see p. 80)
Choose the description that best represents condition of buffer of wetland. The highest
scoring criterion that applies to the wetland is to be used in the rating. See text for
definition of "undisturbed."
100 m (330 feet) of relatively undisturbed vegetated areas, rocky Points = 5
areas, or open water >95% of circumference. No developed areas
within undisturbed part of buffer (relatively undisturbed also
means no grazing).
100 m (330 feet) of relatively undisturbed vegetated areas, rocky Points = 4
areas, or open water >50% of circumference.
50 m (170 feet) of relatively undisturbed vegetated areas, rocky
Points = 4
areas, or open water >95% circumference.
100 m (330 feet) of relatively undisturbed vegetated areas, rocky Points = 3
areas, or open water for >25% circumference.
50 m (170 feet) of relatively undisturbed vegetated areas, rocky
Points = 3
areas, or open water for >50% circumference.
If buffer does not meet any of the criteria above:
No paved areas (except paved trails) or buildings within 25 m (80 Points = 2
feet) of wetland >95% circumference. Light to moderate grazing,
or lawns are OK.
No paved areas or buildings within 50 m of wetland for >50%
Points = 2
circumference. Light to moderate grazing, or lawns are OK.
Heavy grazing in buffer.
Points = 1
Vegetated buffers are <2 m wide (6.6 feet) for more than 95% of Points = 0
the circumference (e.g., tilled fields, paving, basalt bedrock extend
to edge of wetland).
Buffer does not meet any of the criteria above.
Points = 1

H 2.2
Corridors and Connections (see p. 81)
H 2.2.1 Is the wetland part of a relatively undisturbed/unbroken vegetated corridor (riparian or
upland) at least 150 feet wide, has at least 30% cover of shrubs, forest, or native
undisturbed prairie, that connects to estuaries, other wetlands, or undisturbed uplands that
are at least 250 acres in size? (Dams in riparian corridors, heavily used gravel roads, and
paved roads are considered breaks in the corridor. )
NO = go to H 2.2.2
YES = 4 points (go to H 2.3 )

Points

4

4

H 2.2.2 Is the wetland part of a relatively undisturbed/unbroken vegetated corridor (either riparian
or upland) at least 50 feet wide, has at least 30% cover of shrubs or forest, and connects to
estuaries, other wetlands, or undisturbed uplands that are at least 25 acres in size OR a
Lake-fringe wetland, if it does not have an undisturbed corridor as in the question above?
NO = go to H 2.2.3

YES = 2 points (go to H 2.3 )

H 2.2.3 Is the wetland:
– within 5 miles (8 km) of a brackish or salt water estuary OR within 3 miles of a large
field or pasture (>40 acres) OR within 1 mile of a lake greater than 20 acres?
YES = 1 point
NO = 0 points
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H 2.3

Near or Adjacent to Other Priority Habitats Listed by WDFW (see p. 82)
Which of the following priority habitats are within 330 feet (100 m) of the wetland? (See
text for a more detailed description of these priority habitats. )
Riparian: Area adjacent to aquatic systems with flowing water that contains
elements of both aquatic and terrestrial ecosystems which mutually influence
each other.
Aspen stands: Pure or mixed stands of aspen >0.8 ha (2 acres).
Cliffs: Greater than 7.6 m (25 feet) high and occuring below 5,000 feet.
Old-growth forests: (old growth west of Cascade crest) Stands of at least 2 tree
species, forming a multi-layered canopy with occasional small openings; with at
least 20 trees/ha (8/acre) >81 cm (32 inches) in diameter or >200 years of age.

Points

1

Mature forests: Stands with average diameters exceeding 53 cm (21 inches)
dbh; crown cover may be <100%; decay, decadence, numbers of snags, and
quantity of large downed material is generally less than found in old-growth; 80200 years old west of Cascade crest.
Prairies: Relatively undisturbed areas (indicated by dominance of native plants)
where grasses/forbs form the natural climax plant community.
Talus: Homogenous areas of rock rubble (average size 0.15 - 2.0 m [0.5 - 65
feet]), composed of basalt, andesite, and/or sedimentary rock, including riprap
slides and mine tailings. May be associated with cliffs.
Caves: Naturally occurring cavity, recess, void, or system of interconnected
passages.
Oregon white oak: Woodland stands of pure oak or oak/conifer associations
where canopy coverage of the oak component is 25%.
Urban Natural Open Space: A priority species resides within or is adjacent to
the open space and uses it for breeding and/or regular feeding; and/or the open
space functions as a corridor connecting other priority habitats , especially those
otherwise isolated; and/or the open space is an isolated remnant of natural
habitat >4 ha (10 acres) and is surrounded by urban development.
Estuary/estuary-like: Deepwater tidal habitats & adjacent tidal wetlands,
usually semi-enclosed by land but with open, partly obstructed, or sporadic
access to open ocean; ocean water at least occasionally diluted by freshwater
runoff from land. Salinity may be periodically increased above that of open
ocean by evaporation. Along some low-energy coastlines, there is appreciable
dilution of sea water. Estuarine habitat extends upstream and landward to where
ocean-derived salts measure <0.5 ppt. during period of avg. annual low flow.
Includes both estuaries and lagoons.
Marine/estuarine shorelines: Include intertidal and subtidal zones of beaches;
may also include backshore and adjacent components of the terrestrial landscape
(e.g., cliffs, snags, mature trees, dunes, meadows) important to shoreline
associated fish and wildlife and that contribute to shoreline function (e.g.,
sand/rock/log recruitment, nutrient contribution, erosion control).
If wetland has:

3+ priority habitats = 4 points
2 priority habitats = 3 points

1 priority habitat = 1 point
No habitats = 0 points
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H 2.4

Wetland Landscape (see p. 84)
Choose the one description of the landscape around the wetland that best fits.
There are at least 3 other wetlands within 1/2 mile, and the
Points = 5
connections between them are relatively undisturbed (light grazing
between wetlands OK, as is lake shore with some boating, but
connections should NOT be bisected by paved roads, fill, fields, or
other development).

The wetland is Lake-fringe on a lake with little disturbance and
Points = 5
there are 3 other Lake-fringe wetlands within 1/2 mile.
There are at least 3 other wetlands within 1/2 mile, BUT the
Points = 3
connections between them are disturbed.
The wetland is Lake-fringe on a lake with disturbance, and there Points = 3
are 3 other Lake-fringe wetlands within 1/2 mile.
There is at least 1 wetland within 1/2 mile.
Points = 2
There are no wetlands within 1/2 mile.
Points = 0
H 2. TOTAL Score - opportunity for providing habitat
Add the scores in the column above
Total Score for Habitat Functions - add the points for H 1, H2, and record the result on p. 1

Points

3

12
25
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CATEGORIZATION BASED ON SPECIAL CHARACTERISTICS
Please determine if the wetland meets the attributes described below and choose the appropriate answers and
Category.
Wetland Type
Check off any criteria that apply to the wetland. Check the appropriate Category when the
appropriate criteria are met.
SC 1.

Estuarine Wetlands (see p. 86)
Does the wetland meet the following criteria for Estuarine wetlands?
The dominant water regime is tidal,
Vegetated, and
With a salinity greater than 0.5 ppt.
YES = Go to SC 1.1
NO

SC 1.1

Is the wetland within a National Wildlife Refuge, National Park, National Estuary
Reserve, Natural Area Preserve, State Park, or Educational, Environmental, or Scientific
Reserve designated under WAC 332-30-151?
NO = Go to SC 1.2
YES = Category I

SC 1.2

Is the wetland at least 1 acre in size and meets at least two of the following three
conditions?
The wetland is relatively undisturbed (has no diking, ditching, filling,
cultivation, grazing, and has <10% cover of non-native plant species. If the nonnative Spartina spp. are the only species that cover >10% of the wetland, then
the wetland should be given a dual rating (I/II). The area of Spartina would be
rated a Category II while the relatively undisturbed upper marsh with native
species would be a Category I. Do not, however, exclude the area of Spartina in
determining the size threshold of 1 acre.

Category

At least 3/4 of the landward edge of the wetland has a 100 foot buffer of shrub,
forest, or ungrazed or unmowed grassland.
The wetland has at least two of the following features: tidal channels,
depressions with open water, or continguous freshwater wetlands.
NO = Category II
YES = Category I
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SC 2.

Natural Heritage Wetlands (see p. 87)
Natural Heritage wetlands have been identified by the Washington Natural Heritage
Program/DNR as either high quality undisturbed wetlands or wetlands that support state
Threatened, Endangered, or Sensitive plant species.

SC 2.1

Is the wetland being rated in a Section/Township/Range that contains a Natural Heritage
wetland? (This question is used to screen out most sites before you need to contact
WNHP/DNR.)
S/T/R information from Appendix D

or accessed from WNHP/DNR web site

YES - contact WNHP/DNR (see p. 79) and go to SC 3.2

NO

SC 2.2

Has DNR identified the wetland as a high quality undisturbed wetland or as a site with
state Threatened or Endangered plant species?
NO
YES = Category I

SC 3.

Bogs ( see p. 87)
Does the wetland (or part of the wetland) meet both the criteria for soils and vegetations in
bogs? Use the key below to identify if the wetland is a bog. If you answer Yes, you will
still need to rate the wetland based on its function.
1.
Does wetland have organic soil horizons (i.e., layers of organic soil), either
peats or mucks, that compose 16 inches or more of the first 32 inches of the soil
profile? (See Appendix B for a field key to identify organic oils.)
NO - go to Q. 2
YES - go to Q. 3
2.
Does the wetland have organic soils, either peats or mucks, that are <16 inches
deep over bedrock, or an impermeable hardpan such as clay or volcanic ash, or
that are floating on a lake or pond?
YES - go to Q. 3
NO - is not a bog for purpose of rating
3.
Does wetland have more than 70% cover of mosses at ground level, AND other
plants, if present, consist of the "bog" species listed in Table 3 as a significant
component of the vegetation (>30% of total shrub and herbaceous cover consists
of species in Table 3)?
YES - is a bog for purpose of rating
NO - go to Q. 4
NOTE: If you are uncertain about the extent of mosses in the
understory you may substitute that criterion by measuring the pH of
the water that seeps into a hole dug at least 16" deep. If the pH is less
than 5.0 and the "bog" plant species in Table 3 are present, the
wetland is a bog.
4.

Category

Is wetland forested (>30% cover) with sitka spruce, subalpine fir, western
redcedar, western hemlock, lodgepole pine, quaking aspen, Englemann's spruce,
or western white pine, WITH any of the species (or combination of species) on
bog species plant list in Table 3 as a significant component of the ground cover
(>30% coverage of total shrub/herbaceous cover )?
YES - Category I

NO - is not a bog for purpose of rating
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SC 4.

Forested Wetlands (see p. 90)
Category
Does the wetland have at least 1 acre of forest that meets one of these criteria for the
Department of Fish and Wildlife's forests as priority habitat? If you answer Yes, you will
still need to rate the wetland based on its functions.
Old-growth forests: (west of Cascade Crest) Stands of at least 2 tree species,
forming a multi-layered canopy with occasional small openings; with at least 8
trees/acre (20/hectare) that are at least 200 years of age OR have a diameter at
breast height (dbh) of 32 inches (81 cm) or more.
NOTE: The criterion for dbh is based on measurements for upland
forests. 200-year-old trees in wetlands will often have a smaller dbh
because their growth rates are often smaller. The DFW criterion is an
"OR" so old-growth forests do not necessarily have to have trees of
this diameter.
Mature forests: (west of the Cascade Crest) Stands where the largest trees are
80 - 200 years old OR have average diameters (dbh) exceeding 21 inches (53
cm); crown cover may be less than 100%; decay, decadence, numbers of snags,
and quantity of large downed material is generally less than that found in oldgrowth.
NO

YES = Category I
SC 5.

Wetlands in Coastal Lagoons (see p. 91)
Does the wetland meet all of the following criteria of a wtland in a coastal lagoon?
The wetland lies in a depression adjacent to marine waters that is wholly or
partially separated from marine waters by sandbanks, gravel banks, shingle, or,
less frequently, rocks.
The lagoon in which the wetland is located contains surface water that is saline
or brackish (>.5 ppt) during most of the year in at leat a portion of the lagoon
(needs to be measured near the bottom ).
YES = go to SC 5.1
NO - not a wetland in a coastal lagoon

SC 5.1

Does the wetland meet all of the following 3 conditions?
The wetland is relatively undisturbed (has no diking, ditching, filling,
cultivation, grazing), and has less than 20% cover of invasive plant species (see
list of invasive species on p. 74).
At least 3/4 of the landward edge of the wetland has a 100 foot buffer of shrub,
forest, or ungrazed or unmowed grassland.
The wetland is larger than 1/10 acre (4,350 square feet).
NO = Category II
YES = Category I
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SC 6.

Interdunal Wetlands (see p. 93)
Is the wetland west of the 1889 line (also called the Western Boundary of Upland
Ownership or WBUO)?
YES - go to SC 6.1
NO - not an interdunal wetland for rating
If you answer Yes, you will still need to rate the wetland based on its
functions.
In practical terms, that means the following geographic areas:
y Long Beach Peninsula - lands west of SR 103
y Grayland-Westport - lands west of SR 105
y Ocean Shores-Copalis - lands west of SR 1115 and SR 109.

SC 6.1

Is wetland 1 acre or larger, or is it in a mosaic of wetlands that is 1 acre or larger?
NO - go to SC 6.2
YES = Category II

SC 6.2

Is the wetland between 0.1 and 1 acre, or is it in a mosaic of wetlands that is between 0.1
and 1 acre?
YES = Category III

Category

Category of wetland based on Special Characteristics
Choose the "highest" rating if wetland falls into several categories, and record on p. 1.
If you answered NO for all types, enter "Not Applicable" on p. 1.
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WETLAND RATING FORM - WESTERN WASHINGTON
Name of wetland (if known): Hope Property
Location:

SEC: 34

Person(s) Rating Wetland:

TWNSHP: 24N
GI, JW

RNGE: 6E

(attach map with outline of wetland
rating form)

Affiliation: Herrera

Date of site visit: 1/11/2005

SUMMARY OF RATING
Category based on FUNCTIONS provided by wetland
I

II

III

Category I = Score >=70
Category II = Score 51-69
Category III = Score 30-50
Category IV = Score <30

IV
20
22
20
62

Score for Water Quality Functions
Score for Hydrologic Functions
Score for Habitat Functions
TOTAL score for functions

Category based on SPECIAL CHARACTERISTICS of wetland
I

Does not Apply

II

Final Category

(choose the "highest" category from above)

II

Check the appropriate type and class of wetland being rated.
Wetland Type

Wetland Class

Estuarine
Natural Heritage Wetland
Bog
Mature Forest
Old Growth Forest
Coastal Lagoon
Interdunal
None of the above

Depressional
Riverine
Lake-fringe
Slope
Flats
Freshwater Tidal
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Does the wetland being rated meet any of the criteria below?
If you answer YES to any of the questions below, you will need to protect the wetland
according to the regulations regarding the special characteristics found in the wetland.
Check List for Wetlands That Need Special Protection, and That Are Not
Included in the Rating
SP1. Has the wetland been documented as a habitat for any federally listed
Threatened or Endangered (T/E) plant or animal species?
For the purposes of this rating system, "documented" means the wetland is
on the appropriate state or federal database.
SP2. Has the wetland been documented as habitat for any state listed Threatened
or Endangered plant or animal species?
For the purposes of this rating system, "documented" means the wetland is
on the appropriate state database.
SP3. Does the wetland contain individuals of Priority species listed by the
WDFW for the state?
SP4. Does the wetland have a local significance in addition to its functions? For
example, the wetland has been identified in the Shoreline Master Program,
the Critical Areas Ordinance, or in a local management plan as having
special significance.

YES

NO

To complete the next part of the data sheet, you will need to determine the Hydrogeomorphic Class of
the wetland being rated .
The hydrogeomorphic classification groups wetlands into those that function in similar ways. This simplifies
the questions needed to answer how well the wetland functions. The Hydrogeomorphic Class of a wetland can
be determined using the key below. See p. 24 for more detailed instructions on classifying wetlands.
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Classification of Vegetated Wetlands for Western Washington
Wetland Name: Hope Property

Date:

1/11/2005

1. Are the water levels in the wetland usually controlled by tides (i.e., except during floods)?
NO - go to 2
YES - the wetland class is Tidal Fringe
If YES, is the salinity of the water during periods of annual low flow below 0.5 ppt (parts per
thousand)?
NO - Saltwater Tidal Fringe (Estuarine)
YES - Freshwater Tidal Fringe
If your wetland can be classified as a Freshwater Tidal Fringe, use the forms for Riverine wetlands.
If it is Saltwater Tidal Fringe, it is rated as an Estuarine wetland. Wetlands that were called
estuarine in the first and second editions of the rating system are called Saltwater Tidal Fringe in the
Hydrogeomorphic Classification. Estuarine wetlands were categorized separately in the earlier
editions, and this separation is being kept in this revision. To maintain consistency between editions,
the term "Estuarine" wetland is being kept. Please note, however, that the characteristics that define
Category I and II estuarine wetlands have changed (see p. xx).
2. Is the topography within the wetland flat and precipitation is only source (>90%) of water to it?
NO - go to 3
YES - the wetland class is Flats
If your wetland can be classified as a "Flats" wetland, use the form for Depressional wetlands.
3. Does the wetland meet both of the following criteria?
The vegetated part of the wetland is on the shores of a body of open water (without any vegetation
on the surface) where at least 20 acres (8 ha) are permanently inundated (ponded or flooded);
At least 30% of the open water area is deeper than 6.6 feet (2 m)?
NO - go to 4
YES - the wetland class is Lake-fringe (Lacustrine Fringe)
4. Does the wetland meet all of the following criteria?
The wetland is on a slope (slope can be very gradual );
The water flows through the wetland in one direction (unidirectional) and usually comes from seeps.
It may flow subsurface, as sheetflow, or in a swale without distinct banks.
The water leaves the wetland without being impounded?
NOTE: Surface water does not pond in these type of wetlands except occasionally in very small and
shallow depressions or behind hummocks (depressions are usually <3 feet in diameter and less than
1 foot deep).
NO - go to 5
YES - the wetland class is Slope
5. Is the wetland in a valley, or stream channel, where it gets inundated by overbank flooding from that stream or
river? The flooding should occur at least once every two years, on the average, to answer "yes." The wetland
can contain depressions that are filled with water when the river is not flooding.
NO - go to 6
YES - the wetland class is Riverine
6. Is the wetland in a topographic depression in which water ponds, or is saturated to the surface, at some time of
the year? This means that any outlet, if present, is higher than the interior of the wetland.
NO - go to 7
YES - the wetland class is Depressional
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7. Is the wetland located in a very flat area with no obvious depression and no stream or river running through it
and providing water? The wetland seems to be maintained by higher ground water in the area. The wetland
may be ditched, but has no obvious natural outlet.
NO - go to 8
YES - the wetland class is Depressional
8. Your wetland seems to be difficult to classify. For example, seeps at the base of a slope may grade into a
riverine floodplain, or a small stream within a depressional wetland has a zone of flooding along its sides.
Sometimes we find characteristics of several different hydrogeomorphic classes within one wetland boundary.
Use the following table to identify the appropriate class to use for the rating system if you have several HGM
classes present within your wetland. NOTE: Use this table only if the class that is recommended in the second
column represents 10% or more of the total area of the wetland being rated. If the area of the second class is
less than 10%, classify the wetland using the first class.
HGM Classes Within a Delineated Wetland Boundary

Class to Use in Rating

Slope + Riverine
Slope + Depressional
Slope + Lake-fringe
Depressional + Riverine along stream within boundary
Depressional + Lake-fringe
Saltwater Tidal Fringe and any other class of freshwater
wetland

Riverine
Depressional
Lake-fringe
Depressional
Depressional
Treat as ESTUARINE
under wetlands with
special characteristics

If you are unable still to determine which of the above criteria apply to your wetland, or you have more than 2
HGM classes within a wetland boundary, classify the wetland as Depressional for the rating.

Hope property wetland rating form.xls

Wetland Rating Form - Western Washington

4

Herrera Environmental Consultants

R

Riverine and Freshwater Tidal Fringe Wetlands

WATER QUALITY FUNCTIONS - Indicators that wetland functions to improve water quality.
R 1.

Does the wetland have the potential to improve water quality? (see p. 52)

R 1.1

Area of surface depressions within the riverine wetland that can trap sediments during a
flooding event:
Depressions cover >3/4 area of wetland.
Points = 8
Depressions cover >1/2 area of wetland.
Points = 4
Depressions present, but cover <1/2 area of wetland.
Points = 2
No depressions present.
Points = 0

4

Characteristics of the vegetation in the wetland:
Forest or shrub >2/3 the area of the wetland.
Forest or shrub >1/3 the area of the wetland.
Ungrazed, emergent plants >2/3 the area of the wetland.
Ungrazed, emergent plants >1/3 the area of the wetland.
Forest, shrub, and ungrazed emergent <1/3 area of wetland.

6

R 1.2

Points = 8
Points = 6
Points = 6
Points = 3
Points = 0

Add the points in the boxes above 10

Total for R 1
R 2.

Points

Does the wetland have the opportunity to improve water quality? (see p. 53)
Answer YES if you know or believe there are pollutants in ground water or surface water
coming into the wetland that would otherwise reduce water quality in streams, lakes, or
ground water downgradient from the wetland. Note which of the following conditions
provide the sources of pollutants:
Grazing in the wetland or within 150 feet.
Untreated stormwater discharges to wetland.
Tilled fields or orchards within 150 feet of wetland.
A stream or culvert discharges into wetland that drains developed areas,
residential areas, farmed fields, roads, or clear-cut logging.
Multiplier
Residential, urban areas, golf courses are within 150 feet of wetland.
The river or stream linked to the wetland has a contributing basin where
human activities have raised levels of sediment, toxic compounds, or nutrients
2
in the river water above standards for water quality.
Other:
NO - multiplier is 1
YES - multiplier is 2
Multiply the score from R 1. by R 2.
Add score to table on p. 1

TOTAL - Water Quality Functions

20

Comments:
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R Riverine and Freshwater Tidal Fringe Wetlands
HYDROLOGIC FUNCTIONS - Indicators that wetland functions to reduce flooding and stream erosion.
Points
Does wetland have the potential to reduce flooding/erosion? (see p. 54)
R 3.
R 3.1

R 3.2

Characteristics of the overbank storage the wetland provides:
Estimate the average width of the wetland perpendicular to the direction of the flow and
the width of the stream or river channel (distance between banks). Calculate the ratio:
(width of wetland)/(width of stream).
If the ratio is more than 20:
Points = 9
If the ratio is between 10 - 20:
Points = 6
If the ratio is 5 - <10:
Points = 4
If the ratio is 1 - <5:
Points = 2
If the ratio is <1:
Points = 1

4

Characteristics of vegetation that slow down water velocities during floods.
Treat large woody debris as "forest or shrub." Choose the points appropriate for the
best description:
Forest or shrub for >1/3 area OR emergent plants >2/3 area.
Points = 7
Forest or shrub for >1/10 area OR emergent plants >1/3 area.
Points = 4
Vegetation does not meet above criteria.
Points = 0

7

Add the points in the boxes above

Total for R 3.
R 4.

Does wetland have the opportunity to reduce flooding/erosion? (see p. 57)
Answer YES if the wetland is in a location in the watershed where the flood storage, or
reduction in water velocity, helps protect downstream property and aquatic resources
from flooding or excessive and/or erosive flows.
Note which of the following conditions apply:
There are human structures and activities downstream (roads, buildings,
bridges, farms) that can be damaged by flooding.
There are natural resources downstream (e.g., salmon redds) that can be
damaged by flooding.
Other:
(Answer NO if the major source of water to the wetland is controlled by a reservoir or
the wetland is tidal fringe along the sides of a dike.)
YES - multiplier is 2
NO - multiplier is 1
Multiply the score from R 3. by R 4.
Add score to table on p. 1

TOTAL - Hydrologic Functions

11

Multiplier
2

22

Comments:
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These questions apply to wetlands of all HGM classes
HABITAT FUNCTIONS - Indicators that wetland functions to provide important habitat.
H 1.

Does the wetland have the potential to provide habitat for many species?

H 1.1

Vegetation structure (see p. 72)
Check the types of vegetation classes present (as defined by Cowardin) if the class
covers more than 10% of the area of the wetland or 1/4 acre.
Aquatic bed
Emergent plants
Scrub/shrub (areas where shrubs have >30% cover)
Forested (areas where trees have >30% cover)
Forested areas have 3 out of 5 strata (canopy, sub-canopy, shrubs, herbaceous,
moss/ground-cover)
Add the number of vegetation types that qualify. If you have:
4 types or more
Points = 4
3 types
Points = 2
2 types
Points = 1
1 type
Points = 0

1

Hydroperiods (see p. 73)
Check the types of water regimes (hydroperiods) present within the wetland. The water
regime has to cover more than 10% of the wetland or 1/4 acre to count (see text for
descriptions of hydroperiods).
Permanently flooded or inundated
4 or more types present Points = 3
Seasonally flooded or inundated
3 types present
Points = 2
Occasionally flooded or inundated
2 types present
Points = 1
Saturated only
Permanently flowing stream or river in, or adjacent to, the wetland
Seasonally flowing stream in, or adjacent to, the wetland
Lake-fringe wetland = 2 points
Freshwater tidal wetland = 2 points

2

H 1.2

H 1.3

Points

Richness of Plant Species (see p. 75)
Count the number of plant species in the wetland that cover at least 10 sq. ft. (different
patches of the same species can be combined to meet the size threshold). You do not
have to name the species. Do not include Eurasian Milfoil, reed canarygrass, purple
loosestrife, Canadian Thistle.
If you counted:
>19 species Points = 2
5-19 species Points = 1
List species below if you want to:
<5 species
Points = 0

1
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H 1.4

Interspersion of Habitats (see p. 76)
Decide from the diagrams below whether interspersion between types of vegetation
(described in H 1.1) or vegetation types and unvegetated areas (can include open water
or mudflats) is high, medium, low, or none.

None = 0 points

Points

Moderate = 2 points

Low = 1 point

[riparian
braided
channels]

High = 3 points
NOTE: If you have four or more vegetation types or three vegetation types and open
water, the rating is always "high".

3

H 1.5

Special Habitat Features (see p. 77)
Check the habitat features that are present in the wetland. The number of checks is the
number of points you put into the next column.
Large, downed, woody debris within the wetland (>4 inch in diameter and 6
feet long).
Standing snags (diameter at the bottom >4 inches) in the wetland.
Undercut banks are present for at least 6.6 feet (2 m) and/or overhanging
vegetation extends at least 3.3 feet (1 m) over a stream for at least 33 feet (10
m).
Stable steep banks of fine material that might be used by beaver/muskrat for
denning (>30° slope) OR signs of recent beaver activity are present.
At least 1/4 acre of thin-stemmed presistent vegetation or woody branches are
present in areas that are permanently or seasonally inundated (structures for
egg-laying by amphibians ).
Invasive plants cover less than 25% of the wetland area in each stratum of
plants.
H 1. TOTAL Score - potential for providing habitat
Add the scores in the column above
Comments:

2
9
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H 2.

Does the wetland have the opportunity to provide habitat for many species?

H 2.1

Buffers (see p. 80)
Choose the description that best represents condition of buffer of wetland. The highest
scoring criterion that applies to the wetland is to be used in the rating. See text for
definition of "undisturbed."
100 m (330 feet) of relatively undisturbed vegetated areas, rocky Points = 5
areas, or open water >95% of circumference. No developed areas
within undisturbed part of buffer (relatively undisturbed also
means no grazing).
100 m (330 feet) of relatively undisturbed vegetated areas, rocky Points = 4
areas, or open water >50% of circumference.
50 m (170 feet) of relatively undisturbed vegetated areas, rocky Points = 4
areas, or open water >95% circumference.
100 m (330 feet) of relatively undisturbed vegetated areas, rocky Points = 3
areas, or open water for >25% circumference.
50 m (170 feet) of relatively undisturbed vegetated areas, rocky Points = 3
areas, or open water for >50% circumference.
If buffer does not meet any of the criteria above:
No paved areas (except paved trails) or buildings within 25 m (80 Points = 2
feet) of wetland >95% circumference. Light to moderate grazing,
or lawns are OK.
No paved areas or buildings within 50 m of wetland for >50%
Points = 2
circumference. Light to moderate grazing, or lawns are OK.
Heavy grazing in buffer.
Points = 1
Vegetated buffers are <2 m wide (6.6 feet) for more than 95% of Points = 0
the circumference (e.g., tilled fields, paving, basalt bedrock
extend to edge of wetland).
Buffer does not meet any of the criteria above.
Points = 1

H 2.2
H 2.2.1

Corridors and Connections (see p. 81)
Is the wetland part of a relatively undisturbed/unbroken vegetated corridor (riparian or
upland) at least 150 feet wide, has at least 30% cover of shrubs, forest, or native
undisturbed prairie, that connects to estuaries, other wetlands, or undisturbed uplands
that are at least 250 acres in size? (Dams in riparian corridors, heavily used gravel
roads, and paved roads are considered breaks in the corridor. )
NO = go to H 2.2.2
YES = 4 points (go to H 2.3 )

H 2.2.2

Is the wetland part of a relatively undisturbed/unbroken vegetated corridor (either
riparian or upland) at least 50 feet wide, has at least 30% cover of shrubs or forest, and
connects to estuaries, other wetlands, or undisturbed uplands that are at least 25 acres in
size OR a Lake-fringe wetland, if it does not have an undisturbed corridor as in the
question above?
NO = go to H 2.2.3
YES = 2 points (go to H 2.3 )

H 2.2.3

Is the wetland:
– within 5 miles (8 km) of a brackish or salt water estuary OR within 3 miles of a large
field or pasture (>40 acres) OR within 1 mile of a lake greater than 20 acres?
YES = 1 point
NO = 0 points

Points

3

2
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H 2.3

Near or Adjacent to Other Priority Habitats Listed by WDFW (see p. 82)
Which of the following priority habitats are within 330 feet (100 m) of the wetland?
(See text for a more detailed description of these priority habitats. )
Riparian: Area adjacent to aquatic systems with flowing water that contains
elements of both aquatic and terrestrial ecosystems which mutually influence
each other.
Aspen stands: Pure or mixed stands of aspen >0.8 ha (2 acres).
Cliffs: Greater than 7.6 m (25 feet) high and occuring below 5,000 feet.
Old-growth forests: (old growth west of Cascade crest) Stands of at least 2
tree species, forming a multi-layered canopy with occasional small openings;
with at least 20 trees/ha (8/acre) >81 cm (32 inches) in diameter or >200 years
of age.
Mature forests: Stands with average diameters exceeding 53 cm (21 inches)
dbh; crown cover may be <100%; decay, decadence, numbers of snags, and
quantity of large downed material is generally less than found in old-growth;
80-200 years old west of Cascade crest.
Prairies: Relatively undisturbed areas (indicated by dominance of native
plants) where grasses/forbs form the natural climax plant community.
Talus: Homogenous areas of rock rubble (average size 0.15 - 2.0 m [0.5 - 65
feet]), composed of basalt, andesite, and/or sedimentary rock, including riprap
slides and mine tailings. May be associated with cliffs.
Caves: Naturally occurring cavity, recess, void, or system of interconnected
passages.
Oregon white oak: Woodland stands of pure oak or oak/conifer associations
where canopy coverage of the oak component is 25%.
Urban Natural Open Space: A priority species resides within or is adjacent
to the open space and uses it for breeding and/or regular feeding; and/or the
open space functions as a corridor connecting other priority habitats ,
especially those otherwise isolated; and/or the open space is an isolated
remnant of natural habitat >4 ha (10 acres) and is surrounded by urban
development.
Estuary/estuary-like: Deepwater tidal habitats & adjacent tidal wetlands,
usually semi-enclosed by land but with open, partly obstructed, or sporadic
access to open ocean; ocean water at least occasionally diluted by freshwater
runoff from land. Salinity may be periodically increased above that of open
ocean by evaporation. Along some low-energy coastlines, there is appreciable
dilution of sea water. Estuarine habitat extends upstream and landward to
where ocean-derived salts measure <0.5 ppt. during period of avg. annual low
flow. Includes both estuaries and lagoons.
Marine/estuarine shorelines: Include intertidal and subtidal zones of
beaches; may also include backshore and adjacent components of the
terrestrial landscape (e.g., cliffs, snags, mature trees, dunes, meadows)
important to shoreline associated fish and wildlife and that contribute to
shoreline function (e.g., sand/rock/log recruitment, nutrient contribution,
erosion control).
If wetland has:
3+ priority habitats = 4 points
1 priority habitat = 1 point
No habitats = 0 points
2 priority habitats = 3 points

Points

3
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H 2.4

Wetland Landscape (see p. 84)
Choose the one description of the landscape around the wetland that best fits.
There are at least 3 other wetlands within 1/2 mile, and the
Points = 5
connections between them are relatively undisturbed (light
grazing between wetlands OK, as is lake shore with some
boating, but connections should NOT be bisected by paved roads,
fill, fields, or other development).

The wetland is Lake-fringe on a lake with little disturbance and Points = 5
there are 3 other Lake-fringe wetlands within 1/2 mile.
There are at least 3 other wetlands within 1/2 mile, BUT the
Points = 3
connections between them are disturbed.
The wetland is Lake-fringe on a lake with disturbance, and there Points = 3
are 3 other Lake-fringe wetlands within 1/2 mile.
There is at least 1 wetland within 1/2 mile.
Points = 2
There are no wetlands within 1/2 mile.
Points = 0
H 2. TOTAL Score - opportunity for providing habitat
Add the scores in the column above
Total Score for Habitat Functions - add the points for H 1, H2, and record the result on p. 1

Points

3
11
20
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CATEGORIZATION BASED ON SPECIAL CHARACTERISTICS
Please determine if the wetland meets the attributes described below and choose the appropriate answers
and Category.
Wetland Type
Check off any criteria that apply to the wetland. Check the appropriate Category when the
appropriate criteria are met.
SC 1.

Estuarine Wetlands (see p. 86)
Does the wetland meet the following criteria for Estuarine wetlands?
The dominant water regime is tidal,
Vegetated, and
With a salinity greater than 0.5 ppt.
YES = Go to SC 1.1
NO

SC 1.1

Is the wetland within a National Wildlife Refuge, National Park, National Estuary
Reserve, Natural Area Preserve, State Park, or Educational, Environmental, or Scientific
Reserve designated under WAC 332-30-151?
NO = Go to SC 1.2
YES = Category I

SC 1.2

Is the wetland at least 1 acre in size and meets at least two of the following three
conditions?
The wetland is relatively undisturbed (has no diking, ditching, filling,
cultivation, grazing, and has <10% cover of non-native plant species. If the
non-native Spartina spp. are the only species that cover >10% of the wetland,
then the wetland should be given a dual rating (I/II). The area of Spartina
would be rated a Category II while the relatively undisturbed upper marsh
with native species would be a Category I. Do not, however, exclude the area
of Spartina in determining the size threshold of 1 acre.

Category

At least 3/4 of the landward edge of the wetland has a 100 foot buffer of
shrub, forest, or ungrazed or unmowed grassland.
The wetland has at least two of the following features: tidal channels,
depressions with open water, or continguous freshwater wetlands.
NO = Category II
YES = Category I
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SC 2.

Natural Heritage Wetlands (see p. 87)
Category
Natural Heritage wetlands have been identified by the Washington Natural Heritage
Program/DNR as either high quality undisturbed wetlands or wetlands that support state
Threatened, Endangered, or Sensitive plant species.

SC 2.1

Is the wetland being rated in a Section/Township/Range that contains a Natural Heritage
wetland? (This question is used to screen out most sites before you need to contact
WNHP/DNR.)
S/T/R information from Appendix D

or accessed from WNHP/DNR web site

YES - contact WNHP/DNR (see p. 79) and go to SC 3.2

NO

SC 2.2

Has DNR identified the wetland as a high quality undisturbed wetland or as a site with
state Threatened or Endangered plant species?
NO
YES = Category I

SC 3.

Bogs ( see p. 87)
Does the wetland (or part of the wetland) meet both the criteria for soils and vegetations
in bogs? Use the key below to identify if the wetland is a bog. If you answer Yes, you
will still need to rate the wetland based on its function.
1.
Does wetland have organic soil horizons (i.e., layers of organic soil), either
peats or mucks, that compose 16 inches or more of the first 32 inches of the
soil profile? (See Appendix B for a field key to identify organic oils.)
NO - go to Q. 2
YES - go to Q. 3
2.
Does the wetland have organic soils, either peats or mucks, that are <16
inches deep over bedrock, or an impermeable hardpan such as clay or volcanic
ash, or that are floating on a lake or pond?
YES - go to Q. 3
NO - is not a bog for purpose of rating
3.
Does wetland have more than 70% cover of mosses at ground level, AND
other plants, if present, consist of the "bog" species listed in Table 3 as a
significant component of the vegetation (>30% of total shrub and herbaceous
cover consists of species in Table 3)?
YES - is a bog for purpose of rating
NO - go to Q. 4
NOTE: If you are uncertain about the extent of mosses in the
understory you may substitute that criterion by measuring the pH of
the water that seeps into a hole dug at least 16" deep. If the pH is less
than 5.0 and the "bog" plant species in Table 3 are present, the
wetland is a bog.
4.

Is wetland forested (>30% cover) with sitka spruce, subalpine fir, western
redcedar, western hemlock, lodgepole pine, quaking aspen, Englemann's
spruce, or western white pine, WITH any of the species (or combination of
species) on bog species plant list in Table 3 as a significant component of the
ground cover (>30% coverage of total shrub/herbaceous cover )?
YES - Category I

NO - is not a bog for purpose of rating
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SC 4.

Forested Wetlands (see p. 90)
Category
Does the wetland have at least 1 acre of forest that meets one of these criteria for the
Department of Fish and Wildlife's forests as priority habitat? If you answer Yes, you
will still need to rate the wetland based on its functions.
Old-growth forests: (west of Cascade Crest) Stands of at least 2 tree species,
forming a multi-layered canopy with occasional small openings; with at least
8 trees/acre (20/hectare) that are at least 200 years of age OR have a diameter
at breast height (dbh) of 32 inches (81 cm) or more.
NOTE: The criterion for dbh is based on measurements for upland
forests. 200-year-old trees in wetlands will often have a smaller dbh
because their growth rates are often smaller. The DFW criterion is an
"OR" so old-growth forests do not necessarily have to have trees of
this diameter.
Mature forests: (west of the Cascade Crest) Stands where the largest trees
are 80 - 200 years old OR have average diameters (dbh) exceeding 21 inches
(53 cm); crown cover may be less than 100%; decay, decadence, numbers of
snags, and quantity of large downed material is generally less than that found
in old-growth.
NO

YES = Category I
SC 5.

Wetlands in Coastal Lagoons (see p. 91)
Does the wetland meet all of the following criteria of a wtland in a coastal lagoon?
The wetland lies in a depression adjacent to marine waters that is wholly or
partially separated from marine waters by sandbanks, gravel banks, shingle,
or, less frequently, rocks.
The lagoon in which the wetland is located contains surface water that is
saline or brackish (>.5 ppt) during most of the year in at leat a portion of the
lagoon (needs to be measured near the bottom ).
YES = go to SC 5.1
NO - not a wetland in a coastal lagoon

SC 5.1

Does the wetland meet all of the following 3 conditions?
The wetland is relatively undisturbed (has no diking, ditching, filling,
cultivation, grazing), and has less than 20% cover of invasive plant species
(see list of invasive species on p. 74).
At least 3/4 of the landward edge of the wetland has a 100 foot buffer of
shrub, forest, or ungrazed or unmowed grassland.
The wetland is larger than 1/10 acre (4,350 square feet).
NO = Category II
YES = Category I
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SC 6.

Interdunal Wetlands (see p. 93)
Is the wetland west of the 1889 line (also called the Western Boundary of Upland
Ownership or WBUO)?
NO - not an interdunal wetland for rating
YES - go to SC 6.1
If you answer Yes, you will still need to rate the wetland based on its
functions.
In practical terms, that means the following geographic areas:
y Long Beach Peninsula - lands west of SR 103
y Grayland-Westport - lands west of SR 105
y Ocean Shores-Copalis - lands west of SR 1115 and SR 109.

SC 6.1

Is wetland 1 acre or larger, or is it in a mosaic of wetlands that is 1 acre or larger?
NO - go to SC 6.2
YES = Category II

SC 6.2

Is the wetland between 0.1 and 1 acre, or is it in a mosaic of wetlands that is between 0.1
and 1 acre?
YES = Category III

Category

Category of wetland based on Special Characteristics
Choose the "highest" rating if wetland falls into several categories, and record on p. 1.
If you answered NO for all types, enter "Not Applicable" on p. 1.
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ATTACHMENT 2

Department of Ecology Functional
Assessment Forms (Hruby 1999)

