CITY OF RENTON

DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY AND
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

REPORT TO THE HEARING EXAMINER, EXHIBITS

Project Name: Project Number:
Lake to Sound Regional Trail — Segment A LUA15-000257, ECF, SSDP, S-CUP, S-V
Date of Hearing Staff Contact Project Contact/Applicant Project Location
February 16, 2016 Kris Sorensen, Jason Rich, Capital 1.2-Mile Trail Corridor,
Associate Planner Projects; King County Naches Ave SW in Renton
DNRP/Parks to Fort Dent Tukwila

The following exhibits were entered into the record:

Exhibit 1:
Exhibit 2:
Exhibit 3:
Exhibit 4:
Exhibit 5:

Exhibit 6:
Exhibit 7:
Exhibit 8:
Exhibit 9:

Exhibit 10:
Exhibit 11:
Exhibit 12:

Exhibit 13:
Exhibit 14:
Exhibit 15:
Exhibit 16:
Exhibit 17:
Exhibit 18:

Exhibit 19:
Exhibit 20:

Exhibit 21:
Exhibit 22:
Exhibit 23:

Environmental Review Committee Report

Zoning Maps - Cities of Tukwila Renton and Tukwila

Shoreline Master Program (SMP) Vicinity Map

Permit Narrative and Justification, prepared by Parametrix, dated April 2015

Final Drainage Technical Information Report, prepared by Parametrix, dated April
2015
Final Critical Areas Report, prepared by Parametrix, dated April 2015

Stream Discipline Report, prepared by Parametrix, dated April 2015
Vegetation and Wildlife Discipline Report, prepared by Parametrix, dated April 2015

Draft Geotechnical Report - Black River Bridge, prepared by HWA GeoSciences Inct for
Parametrix, dated February 24, 2015
Environmental Checklist, prepared by Parametrix, dated April 17, 2015

Agency Comment; Muckleshoot Tribes, email dated May 13, 2015

Agency Comment; City of Renton Department of Community Services, dated July 23,
2015

Project Vicinity Map

Biological Assessment — Bridge, prepared by Parametrix, dated August 2015
Construction Mitigation Plan

Lake to Sound, 16-mile Conceptual Regional Trail Corridor

60% Construction Drawings, prepared by Parametrix, dated April 2015

NEPA Exemption Determination, Washington State Department of Transportation
document, dated September 12, 2012 and Addendum, WSDOT, dated November 3,
2015

Slopes Map, City of Renton

Black River Bridge Location, Site and Exploration Plan, prepared by HWA GeoSciences,
dated January 1, 2015

Wetlands Vicinity Map

Stream and Wetland Buffer Impacts Maps
Vegetation and Wildlife Study Area Map




Exhibit 24:
Exhibit 25:
Exhibit 26:

Exhibit 27:

Exhibit 28:

Exhibit 29:
Exhibit 30:
Exhibit 31:
Exhibit 32:
Exhibit 33:

Exhibit 34:
Exhibit 35:
Exhibit 36:
Exhibit 37:
Exhibit 38:
Exhibit 39:

Exhibit 40:
Exhibit 41:

Report to the Hearing Examiner, EXHIBITS, Page 2
LUA15-000257, ECF, SSDP, S-CUP, S-V
Project Drainage Basin Map

Floodplain Map; 1995 DFIRM

Response email to Muckleshoot Tribes Comments, email from Kris Sorensen, dated
December 10, 2015

Endangered Species Act No Effects Letter for Segment A, prepared by Parametrix,
dated October 24, 2011

Endangered Species Act No Effects Letter for Segment A Pedestrian Bridge, prepared
by Parametrix, dated September 30, 2011

Second Muckleshoot Tribes Comments, email December 28, 2015

Bridge Ground Improvements Limits, Plan, and Elevation
Landscape Plan and Mitigation Plantings Plan
Photos of Trail Route

Response to Muckleshoot Comments #2, email from Kris Sorensen, dated January 7,
2016
Floodplain Impact Area

WRIA 9 — Green/Duwamish and Central Puget Sound Watershed Habitat Plan Projects
Advisory Notes

Hearing Examiner Report
City of Renton Trails and Bicycle Master Plan, adopted May 11, 2009

City of Renton Comprehensive Plan, Shoreline Management Element and Appendix B
Public Access Objectives by Reach

Critical Areas Figure 3-1, prepared by Parametrix
Determination of Non-Significance Mitigated



DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY
AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW COMMITTEE REPORT

ERC MEETING DATE: January 11, 2015

Project Name: Lake to Sound Regional Trail - Segment A

Project Number: LUA15-000257, ECF, SSDP, S-CUP, S~V

Project Manager: Kris Sorensen, Associate Planner

Owner: City of Renton; City of Tukwila; Burlington Northern Santa Fe; Union Pacific

Applicant/Contact: King County Parks, Attn: Jason Rich, Capital Projects; King Street Center, 7 Floor; 201
S. Jackson St; Seattle WA 98104

Project Location: Black River Riparian Forest in City of Renton and Fort Dent Park in City of Tukwila

Project Summary: The applicant is requesting SEPA Environmental Review, a Shoreline Conditional Use

Permit, a Shoreline Variance, and a Shoreline Substantial Development Permit to
improve an existing informal 1.2-mile trail within the cities of Tukwila and Renton with
a 12-foot wide paved trail and new bridge over the Black River. The proposal is part of
a larger 16-mile Lake to Sound Trail that links Lake Washington to Puget Sound.
Additional approvals for the Tukwila portion of the trail are required. A Renton
Shoreline Variance from RMC 4-3-090.D.2.d.ix.f is required for the trail areas located in
wetland buffers because the proposal exceeds a 4-foot width and is paved. In Renton,
the trail is located on city owned and railroad owned parcels that are zoned
Commerecial Office (CO) and Resource Conservation {RC). In Tukwila, the trail is located
on private and public parcels that are zoned Heavy Industrial (Hl) and Low Density
Residential (LDR) land use designation. The trail area within Renton is located in the
Black River-Springbrook Creek 'Natural' shoreline and associated wetland buffers.
Within Tukwila, the trail is located within the 200-foot Green and Black River shoreline
buffer regulation areas. Parts of the trail are located in the 1995 FIRM Floodplain area.
1,500 cubic yards of grading and 3,000 cubic yards of fill are proposed. Trees would be
removed along the trail alignment and within shoreline buffer areas. 98,297 square
feet of mitigation and planting areas are proposed with native species. Other project
elements include a new pedestrian crossing at Monster Road, undercrossings of
railroad bridges, retaining walls, fences, signage, and stormwater improvements. Work
would be limited to specific times of the year based on reducing impacts to nearby
wildlife and overwater work for the new bridge. The project is anticipated to have no
net loss of ecological function of the regulated shoreline areas as required by state,
federal, and local regulations. Studies submitted include a Bridge Geotechnical Report,
Vegetation and Wildlife Discipline Report, Critical Areas Report, Stream Discipline
Report, Drainage Report, Endangered Species Act No Effect document, and NEPA
Exemption. Construction work would begin in spring 2016 and is anticipated to last 12
months.

Exist. Bldg. Area SF: N/A Proposed New Bldg. Area (footprint): 3.94 acres paved
Proposed New Bldg. Area (gross): 5.26 acres w/ shoulder
Site Area: 1.2 mile length in Total Building Area GSF: 5.26 acres w/ shoulder
Tukwila & Renton
STAFF Staff Recommends that the Environmental Review EXHIBIT 1
RECOMMENDATION: of Non-Significance - Mitigated (DNS-M).
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Zoninyg Districts, Overlays, and Sub-Areas
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City of Renton Shoreline Master Program Overlay

EXHIBIT 3

Legend
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i City of Renton
Environment Designations
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Shoreline Isolated High Intensity

s — ——————— O
953 0 477 953 Feet @ Shoreline Residential
O

WGS_1984_Web_Mercator_Auxiliary_Sphere Urban Conservancy
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. Information Technology - GIS This map is a user generated static output from an Internet mapping site and
Clty of is for reference only. Data layers that appear on this map may or may not be
RentonMapSuppori@Rentonwa.gov accurale. current, or otherwise reliable
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EXHIBIT 4

Entire Document
Available Upon Request

Lake to Sound Trail — Segment A
Permit Narrative and Justification

Prepared for
King County

kil
King County

April 2015

Prepared by
Parametrix



EXHIBIT 5

Entire Document
Available Upon Request

Lake to Sound Trail - Segment A
Final Technical Information Report
Drainage and Floodplain

Prepared for

King County

Division of Capital Planning and Development
Facilities Management Division, DES

King County Administration Building

500 Fourth Avenue, Room 320

Seattle, Washington 98104

Prepared by

Parametrix

719 2nd Avenue, Suite 200

Seattle, WA 98104
T.206.394.3700 F. 1.855.542.6353
www.parametrix.com

April 2015 | 554-1521-084 (A/3T2008)



EXHIBIT 6

Entire Document
Available Upon Request

Lake to Sound Trail—Segment A
Final Critical Areas Report

Prepared for

kil

King County

T

April 2015

Prepared by
Parametrix



EXHIBIT 7

Entire Document
Available Upon Request

Lake to Sound Trail—Segment A
Stream Discipline Report
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-

Prepared for

RECEIVED

m
CITY OF RENTON

APR 17 2015
PLANNING DIVISION King County

,

April 2015

Prepared by
Parametrix




EXHIBIT 8

Entire Document
Available Upon Request

Lake to Sound—Segment A
Vegetation and Wildlife Discipline Report

Prepared for

kil

King County

April 2015

Prepared by
Parametrix



EXHIBIT 9

Entire Document

DRAFT Available Upon Request

DRAFT GEOTECHNICAL REPORT
LAKE TO SOUND TRAIL, BLACK RIVER BRIDGE
RENTON, WASHINGTON

HWA Project No. 2010-100 T200

February 24, 2015

Prepared for:

Parametrix, Inc.

HWA

HWA GEOSCIENCES INC.



EXHIBIT 10

Entire Document

Available Upon Reque
WAC 197-11-960 Environmental checklist. Up q st

ENVIRONMENT
Purpose of checklist:

The State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA), chapter 43.21C RCW, requires all governmental agencies to consider
the environmental impacts of a proposal before making decisions. An environmental impact statement (EIS) must be
prepared for all proposals with probable significant adverse impacts on the quality of the environment. The purpose
of this checklist is to provide information to help you and the agency identify impacts from your proposal (and to
reduce or avoid impacts from the proposal, if it can be done) and to help the agency decide whether an EIS is
required.

Instructions for applicants:

This environmental checklist asks you to describe some basic information about your proposal. Governmental
agencies use this checklist to determine whether the environmental impacts of your proposal are significant,
requiring preparation of an EIS. Answer the questions briefly, with the most precise information known, or give the
best description you can.

You must answer each question accurately and carefully, to the best of your knowledge. In most cases, you should
be able to answer the questions from your own observations or project plans without the need to hire experts. If you
really do not know the answer, or if a question does not apply to your proposal, write "do not know" or "does not
apply." Complete answers to the questions now may avoid unnecessary delays later.

Some questions ask about governmental regulations, such as zoning, shoreline, and landmark designations. Answer
these questions if you can. If you have problems, the governmental agencies can assist you.

The checklist questions apply to all parts of your proposal, even if you plan to do them over a period of time or on
different parcels of land. Attach any additional information that will help describe your proposal or its
environmental effects. The agency to which you submit this checklist may ask you to explain your answers or
provide additional information reasonably related to determining if there may be significant adverse impact.

Use of checklist for nonproject proposals:

Complete this checklist for nonproject proposals, even though questions may be answered "does not apply." IN
ADDITION, complete the SUPPLEMENTAL SHEET FOR NONPROJECT ACTIONS (part D).

For nonproject actions, the references in the checklist to the words "project,” "applicant," and "property or site"
should be read as "proposal," "proposer," and "affected geographic area," respectively.

A. BACKGROUND

1. Name of proposed project, if applicable:
Lake to Sound Trail, Segment A
2. Name of applicant:
King County Parks
3. Address and phone number of applicant and contact person:

Jason Rich, Capital Improvement Project Manager
King Street Center

201 South Jackson, 7th Floor

Seattle, Washington 98104

4. Date checklist prepared:
April 9, 2015



EXHIBIT 11

425-430-6593
ksorensen@rentonwa.gov

From: Karen Walter [mailto:KWalter@muckleshoot.nsn.us]

Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 2:43 PM

To: Kris Sorensen

Cc: Jill Ding

Subject: FW: City of Renton (SEPA) Notice of Application- Lake to Sound Trail - Segment A-LUA15-000257, ECF, CU-H,
SM, SMV

Kris,

We have reviewed King County’s proposed Lake to Sound Trail Segment A project referenced above and offer the
following comments in the interest of protecting and restoring the Tribe's treaty-protected fisheries resources:

1. The trail appears to be proposed within or adjacent to the area of the Green and Black Rivers that were identified
as a salmon habitat restoration project (LG-17 and LG-18) in the Green/Duwamish and Central Puget Sound
Watershed Salmon Habitat Plan (August 2005). ( see page 7-75 in
http://your.kingcounty.gov/dnrp/library/2005/kcr1876/CHAPTERS/Ch7-LowerGreen.pdf). How will the project
ensure that there are no conflicts with these proposed salmon habitat restoration project or alternatively what
alternative projects would be proposed in lieu?

2. Existing trees along the Green River should not be removed and fully avoided by this project to avoid causing
further reductions in shade and contributions to the existing temperature water quality violations in the Green
River that are contributing to pre-spawning mortality of adult Chinook salmon.

3. Any tree that is at least 4 inches in diameter and within 200 feet of the Black River should be placed back into the
Black River as partial mitigation for the loss of future wood recruitment function.

4. Trees should be replanted at a minimum 2:1 ratio to improve riparian functions along both the Green River and
the Black River.

We appreciate the opportunity to review this proposal and look forward to the City’s/applicant’s responses.

Thank you,
Karen Walter
Watersheds and Land Use Team Leader

Muckleshoot Indian Tribe Fisheries Division
Habitat Program

39015 172nd Ave SE

Auburn, WA 98092

253-876-3116

From: Sabrina Mirante [mailto:SMirante@Rentonwa.gov]

Sent: Thursday, May 07, 2015 3:01 PM

To: DOE; DOE (misty.blair@ecy.wa.gov); DNR; Erin Slaten; Karen Walter; Laura Murphy

Cc: Kris Sorensen; Jill Ding

Subject: City of Renton (SEPA) Notice of Application- Lake to Sound Trail - Segment A-LUA15-000257, ECF, CU-H, SM,
SMV

PLEASE SEE ATTACHED: ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST AND NOTICE OF APPLICATION.



EXHIBIT 12

City of

20O ¢

COMMUNITY St
DEPARTMENT

P
DN

MEMORANDUM

DATE: July 23, 2015

TO: Kris Sorensen, Associate Planner

FROM: Leslie Betlach, Parks Planning and Natural Resources Director
SUBJECT: Revised Lake To Sound Trail Review Comments

LUA15-000257

Upon further review of the Lake to Sound Trail project, the Community Services
Department would like to submit the following revised comments:

i,

There are several locations in the Plan Set where cottonwood and alder trees are
proposed to be removed along the trail with no indication about how the area is
to be restored. After reviewing the Final Critical Areas Report, only some of the
tree removal locations are proposed to be restored. It is recommended that all
disturbed areas noted in the Plan set be restored; more detail is required. In
addition, we recommend that the trunks of the trees that are to be removed, be
left on the ground. Stumps should be ground and the area re-vegetated.

There is no landscaping plan for planting along the trail. A landscape plan should
be submitted as a condition of approval for the CUP and that the replanting plan
be submitted prior to building permit issuance.

In areas identified with a 20’ tree removal area, a hierarchy of planting is
recommended starting from the outside edges of the gravel shoulders with
grasses/groundcovers , followed by densely planted shrubs and ending with
trees in the outer 20’ in order to minimize trail upheaval caused by tree roots.

The current plans call for Cottonwood trees only to be removed within the 20’
buffer. Five additional trees have been identified to be included for removal,
two of which are alder trees. Please add the additional five trees for removal.

In areas identified with a 10’ tree removal area from the paved edge of the trail
(treed section north of Naches), a hierarchy of planting is recommended starting
from the outside edges of the gravel shoulders with grasses/groundcovers
followed by densely planted shrubs.



Kris Sorensen, Associate Planner
Page 2 of 2
July 23, 2015

cc:

6.

10.

11.

Areas along the trail that have had clearing, tree removal, restoration, and at
rest stops should include a split rail-type fence to deter public access into the
riparian area. This should be noted on the plans; a detail of the fencing should
be included.

Temporary irrigation should be included for all areas that are to be restored and
for the duration of the 5 year monitoring plan. include plans and details.

Interpretive Signage, particularly at rest stops about the habitat at the Black
River Riparian Forest should be included as part of the design.

“Sensitive Area — “Please Stay on Trail” signage should be located at rest stops,
near the split rail fencing and other locations as determined.

A greater variety of plant materials should be added to the plant list such as
Ribes spp.- native currant, Vaccinium ovatum — Evergreen huckleberry and Rosa
spp.- single flowers native roses.

The City’s standard bollard and bench details should be considered.

Jennifer Henning, Planning Director

Vanessa Dolbee, Current Planning Manager

Terry Flatley, Urban Forestry and Natural Resources Manager
Todd Black, Capital Project Coordinator
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) EXHIBIT 14
Parametrix

ENGINEERING . PLANNING . ENVIRONMENTAL SCIEN

719 2ND AVENUE, SUITE 200 | SEATTLE, WA 98104 | P 206.394.3700

August 28, 2015

Mr. Kris Sorensen

i i ' F RENTON .
E(i:tc;n;rglé:n%;ommumty Development C‘:‘;é%E\\/ED v ‘Faéa
égi?osn?l&girii:m;\gos7 AUG 31 2015
Lake to Sound Trail Segment A — Biological Assessment RUILDING DIVISION
Hi Kris,

On behalf of Jason Rich, King County Parks, | am submitting the enclosed Biological Assessment (BA) for the Laketo
Sound Trail—Segment A project. This submittal responds to your email request dated August 18th. Please note that,
because the project has federal transportation funding, the BA follows the template and guidance used by the
Washington State Department of Transportation, and the Federal Highway Administration is the federal lead agency.
We've provided some additional language below intended to assist you with your floodplain compliance needs.

In addition to fulfilling the requirements for Endangered Species Act (ESA) Section 7 consultation between the Federal
Highway Administration and the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS),
the enclosed BA supports compliance with the terms of NMFS’ 2008 biological opinion for the National Flood
Insurance Program {NFIP). The City of Renton, as the local jurisdiction with permitting authority under the NFIP, is
required to demonstrate that the proposed project is not likely to adversely affect water quality, water quantity,
spawning substrate, flood volumes or velocities, or floodplain refugia for ESA-listed salmonids.

The project element with the greatest potential to affect ESA-listed salmonids or their habitat is the proposed
pedestrian bridge over the Black River. The potential effects of bridge installation and operation are the primary
subject of analysis in the BA. Documentation of the compliance of the Lake to Sound Trail—Segment A pedestrian
bridge with the terms of the NMFS NFIP biological opinion is presented in Section 6 (Floodplain Analysis) of the BA.
Potential effects of other elements of the proposed trail are addressed in Appendix A, October 2011 No-effects
Determination for Lake to Sound Trail—Segment A. In addition, as discussed in the April 2015 City of Renton Critical
Area Study for the Lake to Sound Trail—Segment A project, the project will result in no net fill below the elevation of
the 100-year floodplain. No compensatory storage is required or proposed.

The findings in these analyses support the determination that the Lake to Sound Trail—Segment A project is not likely
to adversely affect water quality, water quantity, spawning substrate, flood volumes or velocities, or floodplain
refugia for ESA-listed salmonids.

Please feel free to call me if you would like to discuss further or need additional information in order to advance the
processing of the shoreline conditional use permit application.

Best regards,

3
lenny Bailey

Consultant Project Manager

Cc: Jason Rich, King County
Jenny Bailey, Parametrix
File



Lake to Sound Trail—Segment A Pedestrian
Bridge

Biological Assessment

Prepared for
King County Parks

o

King County

T T I TSRy T T A S

August 2015

Prepared by
Parametrix



DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNI
AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPME

EXHIBIT 15

Construction Mitigation

Description

Planning Division
1055 South Grady Way-Renton, WA 98057
Phone: 425-430-7200 Fax: 425-430-7231

Construction Mitigation Description: Please provide 5 copies of a written narrative addressing each of
the following:

Proposed construction dates (begin and end dates)

Proposed construction dates are unknown and will be dependent upon permitting restrictions, fish
windows, seasonal rain conditions, and habitat restrictions for nearby nesting herons.

Hours and days of operation

Construction operations will be generally limited between Monday and Friday during an 8-hour
consecutive period between 7:00am and 6:00pm.

Any special hours proposed for construction or hauling (i.e. weekends, late nights)
Night, weekend and holiday work will not be permitted.
Proposed hauling/transportation routes

Haul and construction site access with be from Monster Road and Naches Avenue, depending on the
section of trail to be constructed.

Preliminary traffic control plan

Traffic control along Monster Road will generally include single-lane traffic and sidewalk closures using
flaggers and standard WSDOT Work Zone Traffic Control plans. Traffic control at Naches Avenue and
the trailhead will be limited to parking restrictions; this is a cul-de-sac and serves as parking for
infrequent trail users.

Measures to be implemented to minimize dust, traffic and transportation impacts, erosion, mud, noise,
and other noxious characteristics

Temporary erosion and sediment control measures from the King County Surface Water Design Manual
(2009), Appendix D, will be applied during construction to limit dust, erosion, mud, and noise and other
noxious characteristics of the construction.



EXHIBIT 16
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EXHIBIT 18

W"‘ Washington State NEPA Categorical Exclusion
/& opartment of Transpor Documentation Form

Federal Aid Project Number: Date: | intent of Submittal:

CM2017(110) 11/3/2015 [] pretiminary [] Final [X]Re-Evaluate

Agency: King County Department | Project Title:

of Transportation Lake to Sound Trail — Segment A

County: King County

Beginning MP: NA Township(s): 23N

Ending MP: NA Rangels): 4E
Miles: 1.1 Section(s): 13, 14

Part 1 - Project Description

The Lake to Sound Trail is a continuous, 16-mile-long regional corridor linking Lake Washington to Puget
Sound through the Cities of Renton, Tukwila, SeaTac and Des Moines. This project develops a multi-
purpose, nonmotorized route for "Segment A" of the Lake to Sound Trail and is 1.06 miles in length.
Tncluded in the project is a 114 ft. pedestrian bridge over the Black River. Segment A travels through the
Black River Riparian Forest from Naches Avenue SW (City of Renton), crossing Monster Road SW, to
arrive at Fort Dent Park (City of Tukwila).

Part 2 - Categorical Exclusion

Select one CE from 23 CFR 771.117 {CE Guidebook - Appendix A) that fits the entire project: )3

. W NEPA Approval Signatures
. l‘ 5 # - / L
RN — L 15
Locl:a] Agéncv Approving Authority Date
g / /
- g d o »
M 27— . /é% Z/x
Regional focal Pr r?{/ﬁngineer Date
Local Prtygrams Environmental Engineer Date )
’ 1 2 / y / 5
Federal Highway deinistration Date
’ Completed by (Print Official's Name): Telephone {include area code): | E-mail address:
g Lindsey Milter 206-477-3549 Lindsey.miller@kingcounty.gov
DOT Farm 140-100EF Page 1 of 9
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Part 3 - Permits, Approvals & Right of Way (ROW)

Yes No Permit or Approval

Yes No Permit ar Approval

[1 X corpsof€Engineers [ ] sec.10 [ ] Sec. 404
El Nationwide Type

[[] individual Permit Na.

Coast Guard Permit

Coastal Zone Management Certification

[ critical Areas Ordinance (CAO) Permit

Forest Practices Act Permit

[ Hydraulic Project Approval

D Local Building or Site Development Permits

[ rocal Clearing and Grading Permit

I:I National Poliutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) Baseline General for Construction

[ shoreline Permit

X] State Waste Discharge Permit

[] TESC Plans Completed

ppqupqmim

XOX

B Water Rights Permit

O Water Quality Certification — Section 401
Issued by

O Tribal Permit(s} (if any)

] other Permits (List) Right-of-way use permits,

City of Renton and Tukwila: Conditional Use

permit, City of Tukwila
D ROW acquisition required? If yes, amount

needed: 6,000 square feet
Il Is relocation required?
O Has ROW already been acquired for this project? If
yes, attach responses to Appendix F in the CE Guidebook.
| Has an offer been made or have negotiations begun
to acquire ROW for this project? If yes, attach responses to
Appendix F in the CE Guidebook.
[0 ™ Isadetour required? if yes, please attach detour
information.

federal agencies?

Other Federal Agencies - Does the project involve any federal properties, approvals or funding from other/additional
[ ves No If Yes, please describe.

Part 4 - Environmental Considerations

Will the project involve work in or affect any of the following? Identify pi‘oposed mitigation.
Attach additional pages or supplemental information if necessary.

Bicycle and pedestrian facilities.

ozone or PM 107

1. Air Quality - Identify any anticipated air quality issues.
e s the project exempt from Air Quality conformity requirements?
if Yes, identify exemption — please refer to Appendix G in the CE Guidebook for a list of exemptions.

o [s the project included in the Metropalitan Transportation Plan?
If Yes, date Metropolitan Transportation Plan was adopted: June 25, 2015

Yes [-] No

& Yes D No

e |s the project located in an Air Quality Non-Attainment Area or Maintenance Area for carbon monoxide,

Yes [ ] No

DOT Form 140-100EF
Revised 5/2015
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Part 4 - Environmental Considerations (continued)

2. Critical and Sensitive Areas
e Isthis project within a sole source aquifer [ Yes No
If located within a sole source aquifer, is the project exempt from EPA approval?
If Yes, please list exemption: '
If No, date of EPA approval:

e Wil this project impact Species/Habitat other than ESA listed species? [ ] Yes No Explain your answer.
The project area provides habitat to Great Blue Heron and Bald Eagles. No nests were observed
within the clearing limits of the bridge; the remainder of the project will occur in areas currently
improved gravel paths (old railroad). To minimize any potential for disturbance to breeding
herons outside of the immediate project area, activity restrictions will be implemented for trail
construction between January 15 and August 31. Additionally, noise in the surrounding area was
typical of an industrial area (Renton Concrete Recyclers, Stoneway Concrete Black River, and
Rabanco Black River Transfer Station).

To comply with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, the project will implement measures to minimize
impacts to nesting birds.

The Black River and nearby Duwamish river provides habitat for salmonids including coho,
sockeye, and chum. No in-water work will occur as part of this project. The new pedestrian bridge
over the Black River will be 14 feet wide. The portion of the bridge spanning the OHWM of the
river will be approximately 44 feet long, meaning approximately 616 square feet of the river will be
affetted by shading from the bridge. The bottom of the bridge deck will be at least 3 feet above the
elevation of the 100-year floodplain, which is approximately 10 feet higher than the OHWM. The
height of the bridge above the water will reduce the intensity of any shade-related effects. The
bridge will be oriented on a north-south axis, minimizing the amount of time that any given point
receives shade over the course of a day.

The effects of clearing (mostly invasive species) in the riparian area will be mitigated by replanting
native vegetation at a nearby location in the riparian area of the Black River. Over the long term,
the native grasses, shrubs, and trees planted at the mitigation site may provide greater ecological
function than the mostly non-native vegetation that will be affected at the project site.

Is this project within one mile of a Bald Eagle nesting territory, winter concentration area or communal roost?
Yes [ ] No
Please see the attached Bald Eagle Form for more information.

e Are wetlands present within the project area? Yes [_] No If Yes, estimate the impact in acres: 0 acres
Please attach a copy of the proposed mitigation plan.
Direct stream and wetland impacts have been completely avoided. Approximately 1 acre of native
species would be planted to compensate for stream and wetland buffer impacts.

DOT Form 140-100EF Page 3 of 11
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3. Cultural Resources/Historic Structures — identify any historic, archaeological ar cultural resources present within the
project’s Area of Potential Effects.
Does the project fit into any of the exempt types of projects listed in Appendix J of the CE Guidebook?
‘.:| Yes No If Yes, note exemptions helow.

If No: Date of DAHP concurrence: April 27, 2015 (original concurrence on 9-15-2011)
Date of Tribal consultation(s) (if applicable):
Adverse effects on cultural/historic resources? [ Yes No

If Yes, date of approved Section 106 MOA;

4. Floodplains and Floodways
Is the project located in a 100-year floodp!ain? Yes [] No
If Yes, is the project located within a 100-year floodway? Yes [] No
Will the project impact a 100-year floodplain? Yes [ ] No IfYes, describe impacts.

The proposed vertical alignment of the trail is adjacent to the Green and Black Rivers with a finished
grade as close as possible to existing grade while still providing smooth transitions for ADA
compliance and positive drainage towards the river. However, between A-Line Stations 1400 and
12+25, approximately 217 cubic yards of fill would be placed and approximately 242 cubic yards of
excavation would occur, for an overall net removal of approximately 25 cubic yards of material below
the floodplain elevation. This is the only fill and excavation activity below the floodplain elevation,
and the net difference will not impact floodplain storage or function.

DOT Form 140-100EF Page 4 of 11
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Part 4 - Environmental Considerations (continued)

5. Hazardous and Problem Waste - ldentify potential sources and type(s).
a) Does the project require excavation below the existing ground surface? Yes [ ] No
b} Will groundwater be encountered? ves [ ] No
¢} Will any properties be acquired as part of this project? Yes [] No
d) Isthis site located in an undeveloped area (i.e. no buildings, parking, storage areas or agriculture? [Jves X no
e) Isthe project located within a one-mile radius of a known Superfund Site?  [] Yes No
f)  Isthis project located within a %-mile radius of a site or sites listed an any of the following Department of Ecology
databases? [X] Yes [[] No IfYes, check the appropriate boxes below.
Voluntary Cleanup Program (VCP), State Cleanup Site (SCS), or Independent Cleanup Program (ICP)
Underground Storage Tank (UST)
Leaking Underground Storage Tank {LUST)
Confirmed and Suspected Contaminated Sites List (CSCSL)
g) Has site reconnaissance (windshield survey) been performed? Yes [ ] No(Please identify any properties
not identified in the Ecology or ERS database search as an attachment ~ name, address and property use).

In the September 2012 Lake to Sound Trail ~ Segment A Hozardous Materials Discipline Report, five Ecology
regulated sites, located adjacent to the proposed trail, were identified as having the potential to release
contaminants to shallow soils or surface water based on their generator status or active permits. The site
reconnaissance (conducted on November 2, 2015) confirmed that, with the exception of Multichem
Analytical Services, the regulated sites located adjacent to the project corridor were still in operation. No
spills or releases were identified for these facilities during the review of Ecology’s FSID database and no
evidence of spills or releases were observed during the site reconnaissance.

Based on the lack of regulated USTs and lack of suspected or confirmed spills or releases; the risk
of encountering contamination from these regulated and observed facilities, located adjacent to
the project corridor, is low.

h) Based on the information above and project specific activities, is there a potential for the project to generate,
acquire or encounter contaminated soils, groundwater or surface water? D Yes No

Pleasc explain: As part of the Hazardous Materials Discipline Report Addendum (dated November 3, 2015)
which expands the project scope to include the construction of the pedestrian bridge; King County conducted a
review of Ecology’s Facility/Site Identification System (F/SID) and compared the updated review to the original
screening (2012).

Based on a review of Ecology’s F/SID (http://www.ecy.wa.gov/fs/, accessed on October 15, 2015) no National
Priorities List sites (Superfund sites) were located within a one-mile radius of the project limits. A review of
Ecology’s F/SID revealed eight sites within ¥ mile radius of the project corridor that had documented
contamination. Seven of the eight sites were immediately eliminated from further consideration based on the
criteria described below:

e A hazardous materials and waste professional reviewed each site using a screening process to identify
sites of concern where it was likely that contamination would be encountered during excavation and/or
dewatering. A site may pose a liability to the project if the site is located within close proximity (adjacent
to the proposed project area), or hydraulically upgradient, or has a confirmed release of hazardous
materials or petroleum products to soils or groundwater (traditionally 1/2 mile or less in distance). A %-
mile search radius was selected because it was judged to encompass areas from which contamination

DOT Form 140-100EF Page 5 of 11
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could reasonably be expected to migrate to the project footprint.

s Seven of the eight sites (DIB Trucking — FS#2304, Arco Station & Mini Mart — F5#4552344, Anderson
Joseph B ~FS#8509656, , Becker Trucking Inc. Tukwila — FS# 17036781, Jumbo Deli —~ FS# 59337954, K& N
Meats — FS§72559666, and Southland Facility — FS# 99853513) were considered to have a very low
likelihood of adversely impacting the project and were eliminated from further consideration due to one
or more of the following reasons:

o the sites have been remediated to levels below MTCA cleanup levels, received a No Further Action
(NFA) determinations from Ecology, and were not immediately adjacent to the project ares;

o the sites resulted in impacts to soil only; and/or

o thesites were too far from the planned project area (and those activities that would encounter
groundwater) with respect to groundwater flow.

The eighth facility, Graphic Packaging International Inc. — FS# 14693954 — located at 601 Monster Rd, was
physically situated about 500 feet southeast of the pedestrian bridge foundations (which is the only location within
the project limits where project excavations will be deep enough to encounter groundwater and any contaminants
that have migrated from off-site sources). To further characterize the site, King County reviewed the City of
Renton permit history for the site (https://permitsearch.mybuildingpermit.com/SimpleSearch.aspx, accessed on
October 31, 2015) and historical aerial photographs at Historical Aerials by NETROnline
(http://www.historicaerials.com/ , accessed October 31, 2015), and contacted the Ecology Site Manager via e-mail
(November 3, 2015), and had a phone interview with the Tricia Sweat the Health, Safety, and Environmental

-

Manager of Graphic Packaging (November 3, 2015).

Based on a review of the available information, the underground vaults that resulted in a release to soil and
groundwater were abandoned in place in the Jate 1980s (about 700 feet southeast of the bridge foundations).
Between the early 1990s and 2001, a number of monitoring wells were installed on the site to determine the
extent of the groundwater contamination. The Ecology LUST database notes (as provided by Donna Musa Site
Manager for Ecology) stated that, in 1997, the petroleum hydrocarbon impacts appeared to be localized around the
abandoned oil/water separator (one of the underground vaults) and the adjacent monitoring wells, and that the
results from the perimeter monitoring wells suggested that the impacts were generally confined to the site. Ms.
Sweat reported that a contractor was hired in October 2015 to remove the abandoned vaults (including a sanitary
sewer lift vault and the oil/water separator and its associated waste tank) and the surrounding impacted soil (this
statement was confirmed by the City of Renton permit summary for the site). Based on the lack of off-site
migration of the detected groundwater contamination, the recent removal of the source of the groundwater
contamination, and the direction of groundwater flow (westerly); it is unlikely for the project to encounter
contaminated groundwater or soil as a result of off-site migration from this facility.

It is unlikely for WSDOT to assume liability for cleanup of contaminated soil or groundwater as part of this project
for the following reasons:

¢ None of the adjacent properties appeared to have evidence of routine spills or releases to surface water or
soils;

s None of the adjacent properties (regulated or otherwise) had documented releases to soil, surface water
or groundwater;

* The eight sites located within % mile of the project limits, that were identified as having a confirmed or
suspected release to soils or groundwater, were deemed unlikely to migrate contaminants into the project
footprint for the following reasons:

o the sites have been remediated to levels below MTCA cleanup levels, received a No Further Action
(NFA) determinations from Ecology, and were not immediately adjacent to the project area;

o thesites resulted in impacts to soil only;

o groundwater impacts were confined to the site and the source was removed; and/or

o the sites were too far from the planned project area (and those activities that would encounter

DOT Form 140-100EF ‘ Page 6 of 11
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groundwater) with respect to groundwater flow.

For these reasons, it is concluded that no significant, unavoidable adverse impacts are expected to result from the
proposed project. No further investigation is warranted at this time. It is recommended that a HazMat Specialist be
contacted if additional project changes are made that can potentially alter the conclusions made in this updated
investigation; such as the addition of other project work that requires excavations below 10 feet bgs (local
groundwater elevation), realignment, or property acquisitions.

Please see the attached technical memo regarding hazardous waste property impacts dated
November 3, 2015 for more information.

If you responded Yes to any of the following questions {SA - 5C, 5F and 5H), contact your Region LPE for assistance as a “Right-
Sized” HazMat Analysis Report/Memaorandum most fikely will be required.

6. Noise
Does the project involve constructing a new roadway? ] Yes "No

Is there a change in the vertical or horizontal alignment of the existing roadway? [ Yes No

Does the project increase the number of through traffic lanes on an existing roadway? | [ Yes No

Is there a change in the topography? L__] Yes No

Are there auxiliary lanes extending 1-% miles or longer being constructed as part of this project? [ ves No
If you answered Yes to any of the preceding questions, identify and describe any potential noise receptors within the
project area and subsequent impacts to those noise receptors. Please attach a copy of the noise analysis if required.

Not applicable.

If impacts are identified, describe préposed mitigation measures.
Not applicable. i

Part 4 - Environmental Considerations (continued)

7. 4(f)/6(f) Resources: parks, recreation areas, wildlife refuges, historic properties, wild & scenic rivers,

scenic byways :};‘_Q W"J\ L'(%J\t‘/‘- u(cL\-v‘a— ¥v€ Con cveree \szmL

a. Please identify any 4(f) properties within the project limits and the areas of impacts.  [\aJes
The Black River Riparian Forest, a park property owned by the City of Renton; }L«Q cﬁe S\W
Fort Dent Park, a park property owned by the City of Tukwila; and an archaeological site,
located in the north end of Fort Dent Park, eligible for listing on the National Register of

Historic Places (NRHP). Please see the attached 4(f) documentation.
b. Please identify any properties within the project limits that used funds from the Land & Water Conservation Fund
Act.

None

1

c. Please list any Wild and Scenic Rivers and Scenic Byways within the project limits.

None

DOT Form 140-100EF Page 7 of 11
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8. Agricultural Lands — Are there agricultural lands within 300 feet of the project limits? [ ves No
If Yes, describe impacts:
Are impacted lands considered to be unique and prime farmland? [ ves No
If Yes, date of project review by Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS):
9. Rivers, Streams (continuous or intermittent) or Tidal Waters
a. Identify all waterbodies within 300 feet of the project limits or that will otherwise be impacted.
Green River (09.0001)
Black River (09.0004)
b. Identify stream crossing structures by type.
The Black and Green Rivers are both located in WRIA 9. The proposed trail alignment is
adjacent to the south side of the Black River and will cross over the Black River on a new
pedestrian bridge.
10. Tribal Lands — Identify whether the project will impact any Tribal lands, including reservation, trust and fee lands.
Please do not list usual and accustomed area.
Not applicable.
11, Water Quality/Stormwater
Will this project’s proposed stormwater treatment facility be consistent with the guidelines provided by either
WSDOT’s HRM, DOE’s stormwater management manual for eastern/western Washington or a local agency equivalent
manual? [ Yes [] No
If No, explain proposed water quality/quantity treatment for the new and any existing impervious surface associated
with the proposed project.
Amount of existing impervious surface within the project limits: 54,450 square feet (1.25 acres)
Net new impervious surface to be created as a result of this project: 37,424 square feet (0.86 acres)
The trail is considered a non-pollutant generating surface. It is exempt from flow control in both the
cities of Renton and Tukwila because the proposed land cover does not increase the 100-year peak
flow to equal to or greater than 0.1 cubic feet per second. The trail has been designed to direct
runoff to the river side of the trail for dispersion as sheet flow.
Part 4 - Environmental Considerations (continued)
12. Previous Environmental Commitments
Describe previous environmental commitments that may affect or be affected by the project - if any.
The cities of Renton and Tukwila will be responsible for long-term maintenance of the trail;
however, King County will maintain it until an agreement is reached (please see the Long-Term
Maintenance Commitment Letter dated and signed February 12, 2013).
DOT Form 140-100EF ’ Page 8 of 11
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13. Environmental Justice
Does the project meet any of the exemptions noted in Appendix L of the CE Documentation Guidebook?

O ves No
If Yes, please note the exemption and appropriate justification in the space below.

If No, are minority or low-income populations located within the limits of the project’s potential impacts?
Yes [ ] No If No, attach appropriate data to support findings. If Yes, describe impacts and attach appropriate

supporting documentation. Findings should be confirmed using at least two information sources. Please refer to the

CE Guidebook for more information.
King County reviewed Washington State Report Card and an EPA summary of United States Census Bureau
American Community Survey (ACS), 2008-2012, data for low income and minority populations within % mile of the
project limits. Based on the school data, 80.7 percent of the students at the closest elementary school qualify for
free or reduced price meals and the school has a total minority population of 95.9 percent. The ACS data indicated
that 80 percent of the study area population consisted minority populations and 24 percent of the population (5
years or older) speaks English “less than very well” (which is above the LEP threshold of 5 percent of the
population). Exceedance of the LEP threshold for people in the study area requires public outreach. As such, future
outreach will include: updates and information on the King County website and signs posted on site to
communicate the project details in Vietnamese, Tagalog, Chinese and Spanish.

Because the right of way acquisitions are from railroad companies, there are no relocations or detours, a public
outreach plan will be developed and implemented to include the needs of minority populations, and the project
will affect non-motorized users equally; King County does not anticipate any adversely high and disproportionate
effects from this project on any minority or low-income populations identified in the area. We conclude that the
project meets the provisions of Executive Order 12898 and Executive Order 13166, as supported by Title VI of the
Civil Rights Act of 1964. :

Part 5 - Biological Assessments and EFH Evaluations

1. Do any listed species potentially occur in the praject’s action area and/or is any designated critical habitat present
within the project’s action area? Yes [_] No Attach species listings.

2. Will any construction work occur | 3. Does the project involve blasting, pile
Affected ESA Listed Species within 0.5 mile of any of the driving, concrete sawing, rock-drilling
following? or rock-scaling activity within one mile
- of any of the following?
Oregon Spotted Frog proposed critical ] Yes No L] Yes No
habitat or suitable habitat?
Yellow-billed Cuckoo suitable habitat? [ Yes X No . U ves No
Spotted Owl management areas, ] ves No L] Yes No
designated critical habitat or suitable
habitat?
Marbled Murrelet nest or occupied stand, [ Yes J No ] ves No
designated critical habitat or suitable
habitat? .
Western Snowy Plover designated critical ] ves IX] No ] ves No
habitat?
is the project within 0.5 mile of marine ] Yes X} No . L ves No
waters? If Yes explain potential effects on

DOT Form 140-100EF Page 9 of 11
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Killer Whales and on Marbled Murrelet
foraging areas.
Killer Whale designated critical habitat? [JYes X No ] ves X No
Grizzly Bear suitable habitat? L] ves No 1 Yes No
Gray Wolf suitable habitat? ] Yes Xl No ] Yes No
Canada Lynx habitat? [] Yes X] No [ ves X No
Columbia White-tailed Deer suitable ] Yes X No [] ves X No
habitat?
Woodland Caribou habitat? []vYes X No ] Yes No
Streaked Horned Lark designated critical L Yes No [] ves X No
habitat or suitable habitat?
Taylor’s Checkerspot designated critical ] ves Xl No [] Yes X No
habitat or suitable habitat?
Mazama Pocket Gopher designated [1Yes X] No ] Yes IX] No
critical habitat or suitable habitat?
Eulachon designated critical habitat or E] Yes No D Yes No
suitable habitat?
Rockfish proposed critical habitat or [T Yes X No L] Yes No
suitable habitat?
A mature coniferous or mixed forest Yes [:I No Yes D No
stand?
4. Wil the project involve any in-water work? [ Yes No
5. Will any construction work occur within 300 feet of any perennial or intermittent Yes [ ] No
waterbody that either supports or drains to waterbody supporting listed fish?
6. Will any construction work occur within 300 feet of any wetland, pond or lake that Yes [ ] No
is connected to any permanent or intermittent waterbody?
7. Does the action have the potential to directly or indirectly impact designated critical D Yes No
habitat for salmonids (including adjacent riparian zones)?
8. Wil the project discharge treated or untreated stormwater runoff or utilize water X ves 1 nNo
from a waterbody that supports or drains into a listed-fish supporting waterbody?
9. Wil construction occur outside the existing pavement? If Yes go to 9a. Yes [ ] No
ga. Will construction activities occurring outside the existing pavement involve clearing, Yes I:I No
grading, filling or modification of vegetation or tree-cutting?
10. Are there any Federally listed Threatened or Endangered plant species located within ] Yes No
the project limits? If Yes, please attach a list of these plant species within the action area.
11. Does a mature coniferous or mixed forest stand occur within 200’ of the project site? Yes [] No
Analysis for No Effects Determination - If there are any Yes answers to questions in Part 5, additional analysis is
required. Attach additional sheets if needed.
An analysis under the Endangered Species Act determined that the project will have No Effect on listed
species or critical habitat, and No Adverse Effect on Essential Fish Habitat. The only listed species with
the potential to occur in the project area are salmonids which will not be present in the project area during
the summer months due to unfavorable river conditions. In addition, no in-water work is proposed. Effects
to critical habitat are not expected because riparian habitat in the pro ject area is poor quality, and effects to
this habitat during project construction have been minimized. Please see the attached analysis for
| additional details.

DOT Form 140-100EF Page 10 of 11
Revised 5/2015



Analysis for RRMP ESA 4(d) determination for NMFS — A local agency must be certified by the Regional Road
Maintenance Forum to utilize 4(d}.

Maintenance Category (check all that apply)
[] 1. Roadway Surface [] 6 Stream Crossings [] 11. Emergency Slide/Washout Repair
[:[ 2. Enclosed Drainage Systems [] 7. Grave!l Shoulders D 12. Concrete
[] 3. Cleaning Enclosed Drainage Systems [ s. street Surface Cleaning [] 13.Sewer Systems
D 4., Open Drainage Systems D 9. Bridge Maintenance D 14. Water Systems
[] 5. watercourses and Streams [ 10. snow and Ice Contro [] 15. vegetation

Describe how the project fits in the RRMP 4(d) Program:

Effect Determinations for ESA and EFH

If each of the questions in the preceding section rasulted in a “No” response or if any of the questions were checked “Yes,” but
adequate justification can be provided to support a “no offect” determination, then check “No Effect” below. If this checklist
cannot be used for Section 7 compliance (i.e., adequate justification cannot be provided or a “may effect” determination is
anticipated), a separate biological assessment document is required.

NMFS USFWS EFH Determination
No Effect | 1"73 A [ ;9// J~ No Adverse Effect
[J NLTAA- Date of Concurrence L/ L [] Adverse Effect - Date of NMFS
] L1AA - Date BO Issued ; concurrence
1 RRMP 4(d) '

Part 6 - FHWA Comments

DOT Form 140-100€F Page 11 of 11
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Local Agency Environmental

Washington State . .
'7’ Department of Transportation Classification Summary
Part 1 Project Daescription
Federal Aid Project Number | Route Date intent of Submittal
CM2017(110) Near State Route 900 | 9-12-2012 | [l preliminary B Finat ] Re-Evaluate
Agency Federal Program Title
King County Department of Transportation g 20.205 X1 Other
Project Title
Lake to Sound Trail - Segment A
Beginning MP Townships 23 N
Ending MP Ranges 04 E
Mites 1.1 Sections 13
County
King County

Project Description - Describa the proposed praject, including the purpose and need for the project.
This project develops preliminary engineering for the construction of a multi-purpose, non motorized route for
“Segment A” of the Lake to Sound Trail. Segment A travels through the Black Forest from Naches Avenue SW
(Renton) to arrive at Fort Dent Park (Tukwila).

Part 2 Environmental Claasification

NEPA SEPA
] Class 1 - Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) [ categorically axempt per WAC 197-11-800
B Class i - Categarically Excluded (CE)
CE Type (from 23 CFR 771.117) _(a)(3)

[ Projects Requiring Documentation
{Documented CE) (LAG 24.22)

Determination of Non-Significance (ONS)

3 Eenvironmental Impact Statement (EIS)

D O Adoption
Programmatic CE MOU ] Addendum
" } ) NEPA Approval Signatures
¢ - ’
7%277@2&“ BN pA e 7 / /7 //;2
Local Agency Approving Authority Date / {
) N 4
‘M [ oy e /Il
Regional Lacal Program/s Engineer Date S
,'T_.._-—-. . £ . )
/ o S 1Ys
ngh\ffays and Ldcal Programs Environmental Engineer Date /4 /
/ 2 Lol 15
— 4 [
Date
Complsted By (Print Official's Name) Telaphone (include area code) Fax {include area code)
Tina Morehead 206-296-3733 206-296-0567

E-mail
tina.morehead@kingcounty.

DOT Form 140-100 EF Page 1 0f8
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Part 3 Permits and Approvals Required

Yes No _ Permil or Approval Yes No__ Permil or Approval
O @ copsofEngineers [J Sec.10 [l sec.404 |0 Water Rights Permit
O Nationwide Type O Water Quality Certification - Sec. 401
[ individual Permit No. Issued by
O & coastGuard Permit O X Tribal Permil(s), (if any)
[ & coastal Zone Management Cenlification
B8 [ Critical Area Ordinance (CAQ) Permit
O B Forest Practice Act Permit ® [ Other Permits (List):
O & Hydraulic Project Approval Right of Way Use Permits - Cities of Rentun and
O & LocalBuilding or Site Development Permits T“k“'i:a' Conditional Use Permit - City of
® O vLocal Clsaring and Grading Permit R I ROW acqusiion requred? fyes, amount
®@ O nNational Pollutant Discharge Elimination System needed 6,000 SF
x SAd e e
(NPDES) Baseline General for Construction O & isrelocaton required?
B [ shoreline Permit . )
) ) [1 & Has ROW already been acquired for this project?
O & state Waste Discharge Permit 0 [ s adetourrequired? If yes, please attach
) [ TESC Plans Completed detour information.

Part 4 Environmental Considerations

Will the project involve wotk in or affect any of tha followlng? ldentlfy proposed mitigation,

1. Air Quality - (dentify any anticupated air qua!ity issues.
Is the project included in the Metropolitan Transporiation Plan? R ves CINo
If Yes, date Metropolitan Transpartation Plan was adopted.  10/1/10
Is the project located in an Alr Quality Non-Attainment Area or Maintenance Area for carbon monoxide,

ozone, or PM10? E ves CINo
Is the project exampt from Air Quality conformity requirements? X ves [INo

if yes, identify exemption, please refer to appendix H in the ECS Guidebook for the list of exemptions:
Air Quality: Bicycle and pedestrian facilities (ECS Guidebook, October 4, 2011)

2. Critical/Sensitive Areas - Identify any known Critical or Sensitive Areas as designated by local Growth
Management Act ordinances.

a. I this project within ~ anaquiferrecharge area [ Yes @ No
awellhead protection area [ Yes & No
a sole saurce aquifer dYes ENo
If located within a sole source aquifer, is tha project exempt from EPA approval?
If yes, please list exemption
If no, date of EPA approval

b. Is this project located in a Geolagically Hazardous Area? Oves ENo If yes, pleass describe

¢. Will this project impact Species/Habitat other than ESA listed species? Yes [INo Explain your answer

The project area provides habitat 1o Bald Eagle and Great Blue Heron. Impacts to habitat will be minimized by locating the
proposed improvements in the areas where paths and gravel ronds already exist.

s the project within Bald Eagle nesting territories, winter concentration areas or bald eagle communal roosts?

Rvyes CINo
Will blasting, pite driving, concrete saw cutling, rock drilling, or rock scaling activities accur within one mile of a Bald
Eagle nesting area? M Yes [JNo

NOT Enrm 140.100 EF Page 2 of 8



Part 4 Environmental Considerations - Continued

d. Are wetlands present within the project area? B yves [InNo 11 Yes, estimated area of impactin acre(s): 0.9
Please attach a copy of the proposad mitigation plan. -

3. Cultural Resources/Historic Structures - Identify any historic, archaeolagical, or cultural resources present within the
project's area of potential effects.

Does the project fit into any of the exempt types of projects fisted in Appendix C of the ECS Guidsbook
[Yes EINo If Yes, note examption below.

if No! Date of DAHP concurrence  9/15/11
Date of Tribal consultation(s) (if applicable) ~ 8/14/11
Adverse affects on culturathistoric resources?  [1Yes ENo
If Yes, date of approved Section 106 MOA

4. Floodplains and Floodways

1s the project located in a 100-year floodplain? Yes [INo
if yes, Is the project located in a 100-year floodway? B Yes CONo -
Will the project impact a 100-year floodplain? R vyes CINo i Yes, describe impacts.

The {lnodplains of the Green River und the Bluck River are located adjacent to the tmil ulignment from Station -+10 ot the connection to the Green
River Troil to Station 14 + 86 near Monster Rond. ‘The proposed tesign provides on-site compensatory storage thraugh a combination ol cut and till in
the lloodploin and additienal excavation adjacent to the existing trail. The project will provide a net cut of 58 cubic yards befow the tloodplain
clevotion. See the attached memo on Floodplain tmpuct Analysis dated October 2011,

5. Hazardous and Problem Waste - identify potential sources and type.
Does this project require excavation below the existing ground surface? & Yes [INo

Is this site located in an undeveloped area (i.e., no buildings, parking or storage areas, and agriculture (other than

grazing), based on historical research? Yes (INo
1 this project located within a one-mile radius of a site &a ConiH\ed or Suspected Contaminated Sites List (CSCSL)
maintained by Department of Ecology? Yes No

is this project located within a 1/2-mile radius of a site or siles listed on any of tha foliowing Department of Ecology
Databases? [ VYes [dNo Iif yes, check the appropriate box(es) below.

Voluntary Cleanup Pragram (VCP)
4 Underground Storage Tank (UST)
& Leaking Underground Storage Tank (LUST)

Has site reconnaissance {windshield survey) been performed? Eves CINo
if so identify any properties not identified in the database search that may affect the project (name, address and property
use).

Please see the attached technical memo regarding hazardous waste property impacts dated
September __, 2012.

Based on the information above and project specific activities, is there a potential for the project ta generate contaminated
soils and/or groundwater? OvYes KINe

Please explain:

No raportad ralasss silss were identified edjacent 1o the project corridor in the reguiztory agency database search. Dus to distanca of requlated sitas from [ha projact comdor, lack of

reguisied USTs and suspected or confinm sﬁl‘ﬂa of rolaases, and mwruma) amount of ground excavation, the nsk of encauntering cantamination is low. Ses tha aftached
Matenals Discipline Report dated Seplember 2012,

If you responded yes to any of the above questions contact your Region LPE for assistance before continuing with this
form.

DOT Form 140-100 EF Page 3 of 8
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Part 4 Environmental Considerations - Continued

6. Noise
Does this project invalve construcling a new roadway? Oves Bno
Is there a change in the vertical or horizontal alignment of the existing roadway? [ Yes WNo
Does this project increase the number of through traffic lanes on an existing roadway? O ves Bno

Is there change in the topography? [ Yes B No
Are auxiliary lanes extending 1-1/2 miles or longer being constructed as part of this project? Oves BNo

If you answered Yes to any of the preceding questions, idantify and describe any potential noise receptors within the project
area and subsequent impacts to those noise receptors. Please attach a copy of the noise analysis if required.

Not applicable.

If impacts are identified, describe propased mitigation measures.
Not applicable.

7. Parﬁh%e&l)'eation Areas, Wildlife Refuges, Historic Properties, Wild and Scenic Rivers/Scenic Byways,
or .

a. Please Identify any 4(f) properties within the project limits and areas of impacts.

The project would use portions of two Section 4(f) properties, the Black River Riparian Forest and Fort
Dent Park. Please see the attached Lake to Sound Segment A Section 4(f) Evaluation.

b. Pleasas Identify any 6{f) properties within the project limits and areas of impact.
None

¢. Please list wild scenic rivers and scenic byways.
None

8. Resource Lands - identify any of the following resource lands within 300 feet of the project limits and those otherwise
impacted by the project.

a. Agricultural Lands Oves BRINo Iifyes, piease describe all impacts.
Not applicable.

if present, is resource considered to be prime and unique farmland? OvYes CINo

If Yes, dats of approval from Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS)
b. ForestTimber B Yes [JNo Ifyes, please describe all impacts.

The project is located udjacent 1o the Black River Ripartan Forest, a relatively undisturbed riparian hardwood furest. Approximately 0.9 acres of
riparian-wetland arca will be cleared, however this area is largely free from trees and is not expected to reduce species diversity or result in
substantial reduction in plant cover in the §8-acre study area,

c. Mineral [JYes BINo Ifyes, please describe all impacts.
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Part 4 Environmental Considerations - Continued

9. Rivers, Streams {Continuous, Intermittent), or Tidal Waters
a. ldentify all waterbodies within 300 feet of the project limits or that will otherwise be impacted.

Fisheries WA Stream No. Ecolagy 303d Repart Na.
{if known)

Reason for 303d listing
Date of Report  1/1/08
Waterbody commonname  Black River and the Green River
b. ldentify stream crossing structures by type.

The Green and Black Rivers are both in WRIA 9. The project will create non-motorized improvements on
the east side of the existing Monster Road Bridge over the Black River (WRIA 09.0004).

Fecal coliform

c. Waler Resource Inventory Area (WRIA) No. & Name 9

Duwamish-Green ________
10. Tribal Lands - Identify whether the project will impact any Tribal lands, including reservation, trust and fee lands.

None.

11. Visual Quality

Will the project impact roadside classification or visual aspects such as aesthetics, light, glare ar night sky.
O ves R No If Yes, please identify the impacts.

12. Water Quality/Storm Water

Has NPDES municipal general permit been issued for this WRIA? B Yes [INo
Amount of existing impervious surface within project limits: 3,450 square feet (1.25 acres)

Net new impervious surface ta be created as a result of project; 36,344 square feet (0.83 acre)

Will this project’s proposed stormwater treatment facility be consistent with the guidelines provided by either

WSDO0T's HRM, DOE’s western or eastern Washington stormwater manuals, or a local agency
equivalentmanual? B Yes [INo

If no, explain proposed water quality/quantity treatment for new and any existing impervious surface associated with
proposed project.

The trail is exempt from flow control in both the cities of Renton and Tukwila because the proposed land
cover does not increase the 100-year peak flow of equal to or more than 0.1 cubic feet per second. However,

the trail has been designed to direct stormwater to the river side of the trail for dispersion as sheet flow. The
trail is considered a non-pollutant generating surface.

DOT Form 140-100 EF Page 5of 8
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Part 4 Environmental Considerations - Continued

13. Commitments

a. Environmental Commitments
® pescribe existing environmental commitments that may affect or be affected by the project - if any.

None.

b. Long-Term Maintenance Commitments

® |dentify the agency and/or depariment responsible for implementing maintenance commitments associated with
this project. :

The cities of Renton and Tukwila will be responsible for long-term maintenance of this t;aW
[y Coentl, bl madsze o Ul o— 8-

2z

14. Environmental Justice

Does the projact meet any of the exemptions, as noted in Appendix F of the ECS Guidebook Yes [INo
if Yes, Please nate exemption and appropriate justification in the space below. Findings should be confirmed using at

Jeast two information sources. Refer to ESC Guidebook for more Information.

Exemption 7: Installation of bicycle and pedestrian lanes, paths and facilties within the existing right of way
limits.

If no, are minority and/or low income populations lacated within the limits of the project’s potential impacts?

{Jves [ONo ifno, attach appropriate data ta support finding. |f yes, describe impacts and attach
appropriate supporting dacumentation.

Part 6 Blological Assessment and EFH Evaluations

1. Do any listed species polentially occur in the project's action area and/or is any designated critical habitat within the
project's actionarea? D Yes [INo Please attach species listings.

2. WIll any construction 3. Does the project involve blasting, pile
Affacted ESA Listed Species wark occur within 0.5 driving, concrete sawing, rock drilling, or

miles of any of the rock scaling activities within 1 mile of any
fnﬂowing: of the foltowlng?

Spotted Ow! management areas (CSAs, MOCAs,

designated critic;al habitatf. and/or gotentially

suitable nesting/roosting/foraging habitat?

i ¢ 9 D Yes No D Yes X No

Marbled Murre:et nestor occgpied stand,

designated critical habitat and/or potentially S

suitable habitat? Oves KINo Oves Bno

Western Snowy Plover designated critical

habitat? o s Oves BnNo OvYes BnNo

Is the project within 0.5 miles of marine waters? If

yes explain potential effects on Killer Whales and

Steller's Sea Lion, and on Marbled Murrelet

Foraging areas. Oves BNo Oves BnNo

Killer Whale designated crilical habitat? Oves BNo Ovyes ENo

Grizzly bear potentially suitable habitat? Oves BInNo Oves BNo
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Part 5 Biolggical Assessment and EFH Evaluations - Continued

Gray Wolf potentiaily suitable habitat? Oves BNo Oves BNo
Canada Lynx habitat [ ves BNo Oves BNo
Columbia White-tailed Deer patentially suitable
habitat? Oves BNo OvYes ENo
Woodland Caribou habitat? COves BNo Ovyes ®No
A mature coniferous or mixed fixed forest stand?
& Yes CINo Hvyes CINo
4, Wil the project invelve any in-water work? O Yes No
5. Will any construction work occur within 300 feet of any perennial or intermittent waterbody that
either supports or drains to a listed fish supporting waterbody? & vYes CINo
8. Will any construction work accur within 300 fest of any wetland, pond, or lake that is connected to
any permanent or intermittent waterbody? B Yes CINo
7. Does the action have the potential to directly or indirectly impact designated critical habitat for
salmonids (including adjacent riparian zones)? Rvyes Tno
8. Will the project discharge treated or untreated stormwater runoff or utilize water from a waterbody that
supports or drains into a listed fish-supporting waterbody, wetland, or waterbody? Oves BNo
9. Wil construction work occur outside the existing pavement? If Yes, go o 9a. Yes [CINo

9a. Will construction activities occuming outside the existing pavement invalve clearing, grading,
filing, or modifications of vegetation o tree cutting? Ryes Cino

10. Are there any Federal listed, threatened or endangered plant species located within the project

limits? Oves BNo
If yes, please attach a list of plant species within the action area.

Determination

tf each of the questions in the preceding section resulted in a "no” response or if any of the questions were checked “yes", but
adequate justification can be provided to support a “no effect” determination, then check “No effect” befow. if this checklist
cannot be used for ESA Section 7 compliance (i.e., adequate justification cannot be provided or a “may affect” determination is

anticipated), a separate biological assessment document is required, o
NOAA Figheries USFWS Essential Fish Habitat Determination:
. | / .
No Effect // !/ 7 No Adverse Effect

D NLTAA Date of Cancurrence

D Adverse Eflact. Date of NOAA
] LTAA Date BO lssued Cancurrence

Analysis for No Effects Determination - If there are any "yes” answers to questions in Part 5, additional
analysis is required. Please attach additional sheets if needed.

Please see the attached No Effects Letter dated October 24, 2011 for an analysis of effects. The proposed project
will have no effect on bull trout, Chinook salmon or Puget Sound steelhead because: The project will not result in
additional pollutant generating impervious surface within the action area; there will be no alteration of peak flows
or base flows in the project area; and there will be no in-water or over-water work and appropriate Best
Management Practices will be implemented to eliminate the risk of erosion and thechance of sediments entering the

action area waterbodies. Temporary Erosion Sediment Control and Spill Prevention Control Plans will be prepared
and implemented.

DOT Form 140-100 EF Page 7 of B
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Part 6 FHWA Comments

Use Supplement Sheet if additional space is reqtiired to complete this section.
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EXHIBIT 26

253-876-3116

From: Kris Sorensen [mailto:KSorenser.wiciiwiivwa.guy
Sent: Thursday, December 10, 2015 1:32 PM
To: Karen Walter

Subject: RE: City of Renton (SEPA) Notice of Application- Lake to Sound Trail - Segment A-LUA15-000257, ECF, CU-H,
SM, SMV

Hi Karen,

For the Lake to Sound Trail - Segment A (Renton LUA15-000257) project, | am providing King County’s responses to the
four comments you provided in the May 13 email below. Please let me know if you have further comments on these
responses by December 28, 2015. Thank you.

1. Comment: The trail appears to be proposed within or adjacent to the area of the Green and Black Rivers that
were identified as a salmon habitat restoration project (LG-17 and LG-18) in the Green/Duwamish and Central
Puget Sound Watershed Salmon Habitat Plan (August 2005). (see page 7-75 in
http://your.kingcounty.gov/dnrp/library/2005/kcr1876/CHAPTERS/Ch7-LowerGreen.pdf). How will the project
ensure that there are no conflicts with these proposed salmon habitat restoration project or alternatively what
alternative projects would be proposed in lieu?

#1 Response: KC remains committed to the restoration of salmon habitat in the Green/Duwamish and Central Puget
Sound Watershed. A portion of the trail project is in the vicinity of the salmon habitat restoration project LG-18 but
does not conflict with it. The trail design includes replacement of trees removed during construction. Replacement
trees will be planted in the 50 foot wide riparian buffer on publicly-owned property along the bank of the Black River in
the project vicinity. In addition existing plantings from the 2005 volunteer effort will be protected during construction.

2. Comment: Existing trees along the Green River should not be removed and fully avoided by this project to avoic
causing further reductions in shade and contributions to the existing temperature water quality violations in the
Green River that are contributing to pre-spawning mortality of adult Chinook salmon.

#2 Response: The trail has been sited to minimize the number of trees that need to be removed. Where tree removals
are required great effort has been taken to have these be as far away from the river as feasible. Trees removed by the
project will be replaced at a 2:1 ratio (requested below in question #4) or as directed by local permitting requirements
whichever is greater.

3. Comment: Any tree that is at least 4 inches in diameter and within 200 feet of the Black River should be placed
back into the Black River as partial mitigation for the loss of future wood recruitment function.

#3 Response: The project has committed to replanting trees in the riparian buffer and revegetating areas disturbed by
construction, There are no plans for placing wood debris in the river as mitigation for this project because it already
meets the overall criteria of no net loss of ecological processes and functions.

4. Comment: Trees should be replanted at a minimum 2:1 ratio to improve riparian functions along both the Greet
River and the Black River.

#4 Response: We have determined that there is adequate space and we will accommodate this request.

Kris Sorensen

Associate Planner, Planning Division

Department of Community & Economic Development
City of Renton
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m ENGINEERING » PLANNING » EN! Entire Document

411 108th AVENUE NE, SUITE 1800 i
BELLEVUE, WA 98004-5571 Available Upon Request

T. 425« 458, 6200 F. 425 . 458 . 6363

wwwipaamarix.com

October 24, 2011
PMX No. 554-1521-084 (A/2T300F)

Jason Rich

King County Department of Natural Resources and Parks
Parks Division

201 South Jackson, 7th Floor

Seattle, WA 98104

Re: No Effects Letter
Lake to Sound Trail Improvements — Segment A

Dear Mr. Rich:

King County is proposing to develop a 1.1-mile segment (Segment A) of what will ultimately be the 16-mile Lake
to Sound Trail. The project is a non-motorized trail located in the jurisdictions of Renton and Tukwila in King
County, Washington. Segment A, as well as the longer Lake to Sound Trail, is part of a Regional Trail System
that provides non-motorized, alternative transportation and a recreational corridor for multiple trail users,
including bicyclists, pedestrians, skaters, and others. A goal of the Lake to Sound Trail is to provide non-
motorized transportation facilities to economically disadvantaged communities in southwest King County that
have been historically underserved by such facilities.

We have prepared this assessment on behalf of the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) in response to the
current U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) Endangered
Species Act (ESA) listings. We also evaluated the presence of Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) as indicated in the
Magnuson Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (Magnuson Stevens Act). The federal nexus for
this project is federal-aid funding provided by FHWA, as administered by the Washington State Department of
Transportation (WSDOT) Highways and Local Programs Division. This evaluation was prepared in accordance
with section 7(c) of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973, to determine whether species listed or proposed
for listing as threatened or endangered and potentially occurring in the project vicinity will be affected by project
construction or operation. Effects upon critical habitat, as applicable, are also evaluated.

The USFWS and NMFS species lists were accessed on their websites on September 15, 2011 (attached). Based on
information provided at those websites, the following ESA-listed species could occur within the action area:

e Chinook salmon (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha) Puget Sound Evolutionarily Significant Unit (ESU)
(Threatened)

e Steelhead trout (O. mykiss) Puget Sound ESU (Threatened)
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Entire Document
Available Upon Request

. ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT EVALUATION:
| NO EFFECT DOCUMENTATION

Lake to Sound Trail—Segment A
Pedestrian Bridge

Prepared for

King County Department of Natural Resources and Parks
201 South Jackson, 7th Floor

Seattle, WA 98104

and

Washington State Department of Transportation

Local Programs Division

PO Box 47390

Olympia WA 98504

Prepared by

Mike Hall

Parametrix

719 2nd Ave, Suite 200
Seattle, WA 98104

September 2015



EXHIBIT 29

Kris Sorensen

__
From: Karen Walter <KWalter@muckleshoot.nsn.us>
Sent: Monday, December 28, 2015 2:30 PM
To: Kris Sorensen
Subject: RE: City of Renton (SEPA) Notice of Application- Lake to Sound Trail - Segment A-
LUA15-000257, ECF, CU-H, SM, SMV
Kris,

Thank you for sending us the applicant’s responses to our comments to the Lake to Sound Trail Segment A project. We
have reviewed them and offer follow-up comments as noted below:

i,

With respect to the proposed salmon habitat restoration projects LG-17 and LG-18 and the trail, the applicant has
only partially responded to the concern. We specifically requested information about how the trail is avoiding any
conflicts with these restoration projects. The responses should include further discussion about how the trail was
located or designed to avoid the proposed habitat restoration areas and how the trail is compatible with habitat
restoration designs. In our experience, the location of trails and their uses can very much affect the remaining
areas to do restoration as well as the types of restoration. The responses describe plans for tree
removal/restoration and avoidance, but does not address these other issues. For example LG-17 involves a
potential levee setback which could be constrained by the location of a trail that may not otherwise be

relocated. The descriptor in the WRIA 9 plan for this project says:

“Set back the Fort Dent levee to the maximum extent possible to create a low vegetated bench between
river miles 11.7 to 11.4, right bank, without affecting the existing soccer fields or trail. Plant native riparian
vegetation and add large woody debris along the toe of slope and on the created bench.”(LG-17)

The existing trail already limits the extent of levee setback and likely the creation of a low vegetated bench for

juvenile salmon.

Similarly, LG-18 involves creating a marsh at the confluence of the Black River and the lower Green River, which
may be limited in size and scope because of the trail. The trail may limit the restoration components of these
projects because of the increased use by people, dogs, etc disturbing salmon using these restored areas. A more
detailed analysis and response is needed to show that the trail will not limit or preclude these restoration projects.

The applicant needs to explain how the project is meeting “no net loss” for riparian functions with respect to the
removal of trees within 200 feet of the Green or Black Rivers and temporal losses to future wood recruitment.
Neither of these waterbodies are close to having their natural wood loading rates that we would expect based on
the data from Fox and Bolton (2007). The removal of trees that could otherwise recruit to these rivers through
wind, snow/ice, natural decay, flooding, etc. will not be “instantly” replaced by planting 1-2 gallon sized

trees. The lack of wood in these rivers is a key habitat limiting factor per the WRIA 9 habitat limiting factors
report. Further information and analysis is needed to support the claim that this project is fully mitigating for its
impacts to riparian functions.

We appreciate the opportunity to continue coordination with the City to resolve our concerns with this project. Please let
me know if you have questions regarding these follow-up comments.

Thank you,
Karen Walter
Watersheds and Land Use Team Leader

Muckleshoot Indian Tribe Fisheries Division
Habitat Program

39015 172nd Ave SE

Auburn, WA 98092
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