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Chapter 4. Draft SEIS Comments and Responses 

4.1. Overview 
Chapter 4 of this Final SEIS contains responses to the written comments on the Draft SEIS provided 
during the comment period. The comment period for the Draft SEIS extended from February 6, 
through March 23, 2009. 

4.2. Public Comments 
The County received nine comment letters or emails from state and local agencies and eight public 
comment letters or emails during the comment period. Table 4-1 contains a list of the comments 
submitted, the author of the comment, and the date it was received by the County. Table 4-2 provides 
a response to the comments from each letter or email and a copy of each comment letter or email 
follows Table 4-12.  

Table 4-1. Docket XIII Draft SEIS Comment Letters–Paramount of Washington LLC 

Letter  
Number Date Received Author 

Public Agencies 

1.  February 24, 2009 Community Transit 

2.  February 13, 2009 Port of Edmonds 

3.  February 24, 2009 City of Shoreline 

4.  March 11, 2009 City of Shoreline 

5.  March 23, 2009 City of Shoreline 

6.  March 2, 209 Shoreline Fire Department 

7.  February 24, 2009 Town of Woodway 

8.  March 23, 2009 Town of Woodway 

9.  March 18, 2009 Washington State Department of Transportation 

Public Comments 

10.  February 16, 2009 Marcellus Buchheit 
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Number Date Received Author 

11.  March 23, 2009 Bob Ferguson, King County Councilmember 

12.  February 27, 2009 Gary Huff, Karr Tuttle Campbell 

13.  March 23, 2009 Gary Huff, Karr Tuttle Campbell 

14.  February 27, 2009 Douglas Luetjen, Karr Tuttle Campbell 

15.  March 14, 2009 Gary Reiersgard 

16.  February 23, 2009 Richmond Beach Community Association 

17.  March 10, 2009 Whitney Storm 

4.3. Responses to Comments 
The responses listed in Table 4-2 are numbered to correspond to the numbers shown in the left-hand 
margin of the comment letters. Comments that state an opinion or preference are acknowledged with 
a response that indicates the comment is noted. These comments will be forwarded to the appropriate 
decision-makers as part of the Final SEIS. Comments that ask questions, request clarifications, 
propose corrections, or are related to the Draft SEIS are provided a response that explains the 
approach, offers corrections, or provides other appropriate replies. 

Table 4-2. Responses to Comments 

Comment 
Number 

Response 

Letter #1:  Community Transit 

1.  The comment is noted. 

2.  The comment is noted. Analysis of impacts from adoption of Docket item GPP16 Fully Contained Communities (FCC) 
was included as a part of Addendum No. 13 to the FEIS for the Snohomish County GMA Comprehensive Plan 10-Year 
Update. Addendum No. 13 was issued February 9, 2009, relating to adoption of amendments to the General Policy Plan 
as part of Final Docket XIII, Batch 2. An Addendum to an EIS provides additional analysis and/or information about a 
proposal or alternatives where their significant environmental impacts have been disclosed and identified in previous 
environmental documents (WAC 197-11-600(3)(b)(ii)). No significant impacts beyond those identified in the County’s EIS 
for the 10-Year Update and the 2006 Supplemental EIS are expected to occur for this nonproject action. 

3.  The comment is noted. GPP17 Rural Population Target Reduction and GPP18 Rural Cluster Subdivisions (RCS) were 
included in Addendum No. 13. Please see response to Comment 2, this letter. GPP19, regarding Purchase of 
Development Rights (PDR), was not included in an environmental review because the Council and staff concluded that 
the existing GPP text allows creation of a countywide PDR program. 

4.  The comment is noted. Analysis of impacts from adoption of Docket item GPP2 Cathcart Area was included in 
Addendum No. 11. Please see response to Comment 2 of this letter.   

5.  The comment is noted. The transportation assessment presented in the Draft SEIS states that the build-out of mixed use 
development under the proposed zoning would be expected to provide adequate density to support transit service at the 
site. However, it also indicates that it is construction of a train station to support commuter rail is “not considered feasible 
in the foreseeable future.” Sound Transit did identify a potential “provisional” station at Point Wells as part of Sound Move 
(Sound Transit 2005). However, the provisional station was not carried into the Sound Transit 2 (ST2) Plan, which 
reflects the current plan through 2023 (Sound Transit 2009). Thus, for the 2025 transportation analysis reflected in the 
SEIS, it was determined that assumption of a high capacity rail station is not reasonable. Potential mitigation measures 
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have been added to Chapter 3.14 that indicate that before approval, future Urban Center proposals will clearly 
demonstrate how high-capacity transit meets an appropriate level of service and that Urban Center designation is 
contingent on providing all-day access to transit and a planning process involving surrounding jurisdictions. 

6.  The comment is noted. 

7.  The comment is noted. Please see response to Comment 5 of this letter. 

Letter #2: Port of Edmonds 

1.  The comment is noted. Boating facilities are an allowed use in the County’s Shoreline Management Master Plan Urban 
designation. Marinas are not listed as a permitted use in either the existing Heavy Industrial zone or the proposed 
Planned Community Business zone. However, the planning department may administratively approve a use not 
specifically listed if it is similar to other permitted uses. (SCC 30.22.040) 

2.  As commenter notes, The Town of Woodway’s Comprehensive Plan, LUP-21, indicates that a marina may be a potential 
use at the Point Wells site (Draft SEIS page 3.14-11). The object of the Proposed Action is to assure continued 
compliance with the GMA and Countywide Planning Policies; allow for a range of housing types affordable to different 
income levels; and provide for employment growth proportionate to population growth (Draft SEIS page 2-6). Potential 
impacts from a marina at the Paramount site were not addressed in the EIS, because a marina was not part of the 
Proposed Action and does not meet the objectives of the Proposed Action. However, this does not preclude a future 
proposal for a marina at this location. Please see the response to Comment 1 of this letter.  

If a marina proposal is put forward in the future, it would have to be evaluated for physical, chemical, and biological 
effects. Construction of a marina would require some sort of breakwater and/or modification of the shoreline. These 
changes could influence currents and sediment transport, shading, and the distribution and quantity of marine habitat. If 
the proposal had an effect on local currents, the project would have to be evaluated for possible changes to sediment 
transport, shoreline scour and erosion. Additional analyses would be needed for the removal of the existing pier and 
replacement with the marina, including disturbance of potentially contaminated sediments and the effect of pile driving 
noise on fish and marine mammals.  Marina operations would likely be analyzed for potential impacts on water quality 
from vessels, including the potential for fuel and sewage spills. Alteration of marine habitat would likely require the 
development of a marine habitat disturbance minimization, mitigation, and monitoring plan. In addition, a marina would 
change the recreational opportunities at the site, which would likely require additional evaluation. 

3.  The comment is noted. Please see response to Comment 1 of this letter. 

4.  The comment is noted. 

Letter #3: City of Shoreline 

1. The comment is noted.  

2. The comment is noted. The Planning Commission considered the Paramount Draft SEIS oral and written testimony that 
was submitted during the Draft SEIS comment period and then deliberated at its March 3 and March 24, 2009, meetings. 
No recommendations were forwarded to the County Council. The County Council will consider the Final SEIS prior to its 
final decision.  

3. The comment is noted. Please see response to Letter 1, Comment 5. 

4. The comment is noted. The employment numbers were based on employment assumptions in the Snohomish County 
2007 Buildable Lands Report and the maximum employment that could develop under the Proposed Action. The actual 
number of jobs will depend on the final development plans. 

5. The comment is noted. This is a programmatic analysis that is reviewing the potential impacts associated with a change 
to land use and zoning designations. In order to disclose all potential impacts, this SEIS assumes the most intensive 
likely development scenarios and is not based on a specific development proposal. It is anticipated that any future 
specific development proposal would fall below the development levels described in this SEIS.  Also, please see 
response to Comment 4 of this letter.  

6. The comment is noted. The SEIS programmatically assesses the potential impacts of the proposed land use designation 
and zoning change. Because this is a non-project action, the intent is to provide an order-of-magnitude assessment of 
potential impacts and mitigation. If the proposed land use designation and zoning change were approved, a site-specific 
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development proposal would still need to be provided, which would be subject to detailed project-level environmental 
analysis. Project-level analysis would include a more detailed assessment of potential impacts, more detailed cost 
estimates of recommended improvements, the commitments of the applicant and local jurisdictions to fund future 
improvements, as well as any needed caps on development levels to ensure the balance between travel demand and 
infrastructure. Mechanisms would also be defined by which to ensure that the needed mitigation is implemented. It is 
expected that the County, applicant, and local jurisdictions would need to work closely together to determine the 
appropriate level of development, level of improvement needed to address impacts of a development proposal; and 
commitments by all involved parties. 

At the programmatic level presented in this SEIS, the majority of identified potential transportation impacts and mitigation 
measures are located in Shoreline. To address concerns raised by Shoreline, text has been added throughout Section 
3.11 to clarify the methods and assumptions that were applied; and to put the conclusions and recommendations more 
clearly into a programmatic context. 

In addition, supplemental analysis has been added for the Final SEIS (as Section 3.11.5) to test the sensitivity of the 
impact and mitigation conclusions to alternate trip distribution assumptions that are more in line with Shoreline’s 
expectations.  

7. The background traffic growth is derived from the travel demand model not from an annual traffic growth assumption. The 
modeling methodology reflects best practices in the industry and the land use assumptions used in the model are based 
on the most current available regional forecasts. The traffic volume forecasts in the No Action Alternative resulted from 
land use forecasts provided by the Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC) and are consistent what is used in the latest 
version of the regional travel demand model. The County model uses trip tables created by PSRC. PSRC’s land use is 
based on the adopted Comprehensive Plans for jurisdictions within the region. Outside of the County, PSRC projected 
land use was assumed. Inside the County, the County has adjusted land use distribution within forecast analysis zones 
(FAZs), but the total within each FAZ is comparable to PSRC projections. Text was added in Final SEIS Section 3.11.2 to 
clarify the source of the land use assumptions. 

Although the traffic volume projections were based on current land use forecasts, it is acknowledged that they are 
purposely conservative, in that they assume that future vehicle mode shares would be of similar proportion as they have 
been historically; and do not take into account possible future regional and/or local transit enhancements or demand 
strategies intended to reduce vehicle volumes. This allows the programmatic assessment to consider “worst case” 
cumulative conditions (No Action Alternative plus Proposed Action). Text has been added to the No Action Alternative 
sections of Final SEIS Section 3.11.2 and Section 3.11.3 to clarify this; and also to clarify that No Action Alternative 
impact and mitigation assessments are programmatic and do not represent any commitments by Shoreline. Text has also 
been added to clarify that if more detailed project-level analysis indicates that No Action Alternative volumes are lower 
than those projected in the SEIS, the result could be either (1) some impacts may not be triggered due to cumulative 
conditions being lower than what was programmatically evaluated; or (2) some impacts identified under the No Action 
Alternative may alternatively be triggered by the Proposed Action. Subsequent project-level analysis would be needed to 
determine the appropriate agency and applicant commitments to future transportation improvements, based on the actual 
proposed development levels and phasing, and to provide implementing mechanisms to ensure those commitments. 

8. Text has been added to acknowledge that projected increases in traffic volumes would also increase the potential for 
safety conflicts, particularly on Richmond Beach Road. It is not feasible at the programmatic level to provide detailed 
assessment of potential safety conflicts. However, text in Section 3.11.3 has been added to clarify that the mitigation 
measures identified to address operational issues in the SEIS would also need to be designed to address safety issues. 
In addition, some measures such as the addition of a traffic signal at Richmond Beach Rd/15th Avenue, would directly 
address potential safety issues. 

9. Although the SEIS acknowledges that the density evaluated in the SEIS would be sufficient to support direct transit 
service, the comment is correct that the trip generation assumptions did not consider a higher share of transit use than is 
already implicit in the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) trip generation rates, which reflect a low transit usage. 
This allows the programmatic assessment to consider “worst case” cumulative conditions (No Action Alternative plus 
Proposed Action). Please also see the response to Comment 7 of this letter. 

10. The comment is noted and is consistent with the assumptions used in the transportation analysis. Please see response 
to Comment 9 of this letter. 

11. The comment is noted. 

12. Amount and Type of Park Facilities Required: As stated on page 3.12-4 of the Draft SEIS, current Snohomish County 
Level of Service Standards for parks call for one additional community park per 21,000 additional residents. The potential 
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population increase under the Proposed Action would require an additional 8.7 acres of parkland. Additional text has 
been added to clarify this discussion in Section 3.12.2. Please see Chapter 3 of this Final SEIS for additional information 
and corrections. 

Impact to City of Shoreline Park Facilities: The impact analysis in Section 3.12.2 has been amended with additional 
text regarding the potential for impacts on Shoreline park facilities, particularly Richmond Beach Saltwater Park. Please 
see Chapter 3 of this Final SEIS.  

Recreation Facilities and Programming: Section 3.12.2 has been amended to include additional mitigation for impacts 
on parks and recreation, including a requirement for the Shoreline Department of Parks, Recreation, and Cultural 
Services to be consulted during the design process for any future project. Additionally, a mitigation measure has been 
added requiring developments that increase the population of the site by a specified amount to provide active 
recreational opportunities on the site, which could reduce the potential for impacts on Shoreline facilities. 

13. The comment is noted. See response to Comment 12 of this letter. Additional mitigation requiring consultation with 
Shoreline has been added. See Section 3.12.2. 

Letter #4: City of Shoreline 

1. The comment is noted. Section 3.12.1 has been amended to note that the Shoreline Police Department provides first 
response police services under an existing Memorandum of Understanding with the County. Text has also been revised 
to state that Shoreline will discontinue first response police service to the Point Wells area when and if the site is 
redeveloped as an Urban Center. 

2. Adequacy of Sheriff’s Department Service: The Snohomish County Sheriff’s Department acknowledges that, due to 
the geographic isolation of the Paramount site and the current agreement with the Shoreline Police Department, few 
resources are currently available to provide police services to the area. In a letter dated May 19, 2009, the Snohomish 
County Sheriff’s Department expressed its readiness to assume police services for the Paramount site, both in the near-
term and on an ongoing basis. Additional text detailing the potential impacts on the department in terms of funding, 
equipment, and human resources has been added to Section 3.12.1, as well as potential mitigation measures to alleviate 
these impacts. 

3. The comment is noted. The Paramount site is in the Woodway MUGA. There is an expectation that property in an UGA 
will remain urban and eventually be annexed to its associated city. In this case, the site has been used as a high intensity 
industrial site for decades and is serviced by water, sewer, electricity, natural gas, solid waste disposal, 
telecommunications and fire and police services. Most of those services would need to be augmented to service a high 
density, mixed-use development and in some cases, capital facilities plans have included the potential for additional 
infrastructure at the site. Mitigation measures have been included in Section 3.12.1 stating that agreements for all 
services, including fire, emergency management, and police, would be required prior to future development approvals. 

Letter #5: City of Shoreline 

1. The trip distribution assumption for traffic generated at the proposal site was based on a trip distribution of an existing 
zone located close to the site that consists of mixed land uses, similar to what would occur under the proposal. This was 
considered to be a reasonable basis for the trip distribution assumption. It should also be noted that the origin-destination 
trip distribution graphics represent the shares of traffic coming in and going out of the project area, and not the actual 
routes used to travel. Regardless of the direction of the ultimate destination, all vehicles generated at the site are 
traveling through Shoreline either for local trips, or to access the regional transportation system. 

However, to address Shoreline’s concerns regarding site-generated trip distribution, a supplemental sensitivity analysis 
was completed for the Final SEIS, in which site-generated trip distribution was assumed to be split 50% to the north, and 
50% to the south. This was combined with an adjustment to the model output that maintained a higher volume of site-
generated traffic on Richmond Beach Road/196th/195th/185th, between Richmond Beach Drive and SR 99 (please also 
see response to Comment 4 of this letter). The result of combining these assumptions was an analysis scenario that 
reflected more intense impact on Richmond Beach Road/196th/195th/185th and SR 99, and a lower level of impact on 
alternate routes through north Shoreline and Edmonds. Planning-level cost estimates indicate that the total cost of 
mitigation would be slightly lower under this scenario, because recommended mitigation is decreased at three locations, 
and increased at one location. 

However, the results of the supplemental sensitivity analysis do not change the overall conclusions of the programmatic 
transportation analysis—that surface transportation impacts resulting from the proposal would be considerable, and 
would require a high level of mitigation; also that project-level environmental analysis would be required at the time site-
specific development proposal is developed, at which time potential impacts related to the development, appropriate 
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mitigation, and commitments by agencies and the applicant would be determined. 

The supplemental sensitivity analysis is provided in the Final SEIS as Section 3.11.5.  

2. The comment is noted. Please see response to Letter 3, Comment 7. 

3. Although the SEIS acknowledges that the density evaluated in the SEIS would be sufficient to support direct transit 
service, trip generation assumptions did not consider a higher share of transit use than what is implicit in the ITE trip 
generation rates, which reflect a low transit usage, for the reasons stated in this comment.  

4. The future traffic volumes used in the transportation analysis and presented in Appendix C of the Draft SEIS are based 
on the travel demand model developed for this project. Modeled streets primarily consist of those with functional 
classification of collector and above, and do not include many local streets. Because of higher volumes projected on 
SR 99, the model did project that a considerable amount of site-generated traffic would choose alternate paths on 
collectors and minor arterials within Shoreline to reach the regional roadway system. In addition, it showed that some 
traffic not related to the proposal would choose these alternate paths as a result of the increased traffic resulting from the 
proposal. This was considered a conservative assessment because it showed the potential for the project to increase 
congestion and adverse impacts on lower functioning roads, which in turn, is considered to be a more adverse impact 
than potential impacts on higher functioning roads such as SR 99.  

However, to address Shoreline’s concerns regarding site-generated trip distribution, a supplemental sensitivity analysis 
was completed for the Final SEIS, in which an adjustment was made to the model output that maintained a higher 
volume of site-generated traffic on Richmond Beach Road/196th/195th, between Richmond Beach Drive and SR 99. This 
combined a revised assumption that site-generated trip distribution would be split 50% to the north, and 50% to the 
south. Please see response to Comment 1 of this letter. 

5. It is true that because the County model was refined to conduct this analysis, the countywide transportation 
improvements are documented in detail, whether or not they affect travel patterns in the study area. The future year 
model network does include the business access and transit (BAT) lanes on SR-99, which is the only future King County 
project identified that would affect traffic in the study area.  This information has been added to Appendix E of the Draft 
SEIS. 

6. Transportation analysis zones were defined at the size needed to ensure that all analysis intersections within the study 
area would be modeled. Shoreline comprehensive plan zones were split and sufficient network links are added to capture 
accurate forecasts. Defining zones at the size needed to reflect the transportation analysis network reflects best modeling 
practice. 

The existing Shoreline model zone structure, as defined in the Shoreline Comprehensive Plan transportation element, 
was used as the starting point for determining the SEIS model zone structure. SEIS intersection analysis locations 
consisted of locations identified in the current Shoreline transportation element, with additional analysis locations in the 
vicinity of the site, and additional locations requested by Shoreline. This resulted in Shoreline model zones closer to the 
project site being divided into smaller zones. The road network in Shoreline was developed to include all streets where 
intersection analysis was conducted; which were confirmed Shoreline staff prior to initiating the analysis.  

If the Shoreline zones had been further divided, this would have resulted in a greater dispersion of modeled traffic, 
potentially resulting in lower projected volumes at the analysis intersections and segments.  

This comment is in conflict with Comment 4 of this letter, which indicates a concern that the model shows greater 
dispersion onto local streets than is likely to occur. If smaller zones had been defined, they would have been inconsistent 
level with the analysis network, and too great a modeled dispersion of traffic to local streets could have resulted. 
However, by defining the zone sizes at the level consistent with the transportation analysis network, this risk was avoided 
in the SEIS analysis. 

7. Please see response to Letter 3, Comment 8. 

8. Please see response to Letter 3, Comment 6. 

9. The Draft SEIS indicates that the northern section of Richmond Beach Drive would require improvements to safely 
accommodate the amount of traffic generated by the Proposed Action. The list of recommended mitigation actions 
includes improving the northern section of Richmond Beach Drive to urban collector standards, with minimum 11-foot 
travel lanes and a separate pedestrian path. 

9.a. The comment is noted. The SEIS programmatically assesses the potential impacts of the proposed land use designation 
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and zoning change. Because this is a non-project action, the intent is to provide an order-of-magnitude assessment of 
potential impacts and mitigation. Since the action is a requested change in land use designation and zoning, and not a 
specific development proposal, the SEIS seeks to analyze the high end of the range of development that could be 
allowed under the proposal. It is not a development proposal. 

Please also see response to Letter 3, Comment 6. 

9.b. Please see response to Comments 1 and 4 of this letter and Letter 3, Comment 7.  

9.c. Please see response to Comment 9.a. of this letter. 

9.d. Please see response to Letter 3, Comment 8.  

10. Police and Fire Provision: Please see responses to Letters 4 and 6, all comments. 

11. Other Service Provision: Existing conditions and impacts to sewer service are discussed in Section 3.12.5.  

Regarding library service, the nearest branch of the Snohomish County Library System to the site is located in Edmonds 
at a driving distance of approximately 4 miles. The Shoreline branch of the King County Library System is approximately 
4.5 miles away. The two facilities are sufficiently equidistant from the Paramount site that no clear assumptions can be 
made as to which library residents of the Paramount site would use. 

Additional mitigation has been added to Section 3.12.1 requiring Snohomish County to provide code compliance services 
to any new development authorized under the Proposed Action. 

Please see the response to Letter 3, Comment 12 regarding parks and recreation facilities. 

Letter #6:  Shoreline Fire Department 

1.  Fire Service Existing Conditions: The comment is noted. Section 3.12.1 has been amended to clarify existing 
conditions, and Shoreline’s decision not to continue first response service under the Proposed Action has been 
incorporated into the impact analysis. Text has also been revised to state that Shoreline will discontinue first response 
fire and emergency medical services to the Point Wells area when the site redevelops as an urban center.  

2.  The comment is noted. 

3.  Fire Service Impact Analysis: Section 3.12.1 has been amended with additional information provided by Snohomish 
County Fire District 1 regarding capacity to serve the Paramount site if the Shoreline Fire Department chooses to 
terminate its contract with the property owner and additional mitigation measures for fire protection have been added. 

4.  The Paramount site is in the Woodway MUGA. There is an expectation that property in an UGA will remain urban and 
eventually be annexed to its associated city. In this case, the site has been used as a high intensity industrial site for 
decades and is serviced by water, sewer, electricity, natural gas, solid waste disposal, telecommunications and fire and 
police services. Most of those services would need to be augmented to service a high density, mixed-use development 
and in some cases, capital facilities plans have included the potential for additional infrastructure at the site. Mitigation 
measures have been included in Section 3.12.1 stating that agreements for all services, including fire, emergency 
management, and police, would be required prior to future development approvals. Also, please see response to 
Comment 3 of this letter. 

5.  The comment is noted. 

Letter #7: Town of Woodway 

1.  The comment is noted. In recognition that the Paramount site is in the Woodway MUGA, consistency with the town’s 
Comprehensive Plan was analyzed in Chapter 3.14 of the Draft SEIS. 

2.  As this letter notes in Comment 3, below, this is a programmatic analysis that is reviewing the potential impacts 
associated with a change to land use and zoning designations.  In order to disclose all potential impacts, this SEIS 
assumes the most intensive likely development scenarios and is not based on a specific development proposal.  It is 
anticipated that any future specific development proposal would fall below the development levels described in this SEIS.  

3.  As the comment notes, future environmental review of a specific development proposal is required under SEPA.  

4.  The comment is noted. Please see responses to Letter 1, Comment 5 and Letter 5, Comment 3. 
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5.  The comment is noted. The Draft SEIS addresses land use compatibility issues in Chapter 3.13 and addresses aesthetic 
and design considerations in Chapter 3.9. The design guidelines proposed by Woodway in Letter 8 are part of the record.  
Potential measures to mitigate possible incompatible land uses are included in the Draft SEIS, page 3.13-7 

6.  The comment is noted. Please see responses to Comments 2 and 5, this letter. According to the GPP FLU map, the 
Urban Centers at I-5/128th, Street I-5/164th Street, and SR 527 have portions of their boundaries adjacent to designated 
and established single family residential neighborhoods. However, none of the Urban Centers are surrounded by single 
family areas.   

7.  The comment is noted. The County is planning a new set of development regulations and zoning classification to replace 
the Urban Centers Demonstration Program, which expires on November 29, 2009. There will be an opportunity to 
comment on the proposed regulations during the public comment period and at public hearings and perhaps in separate 
meetings between the County and adjacent jurisdictions.  

Letter #8: Town of Woodway 

1.  Please see response to Letter 7, Comment 2. 

2.  The design guidelines included in this letter are part of the record. Policies LU 4.B1 and 4.B.2 are included in the Draft 
SEIS (page 3.9-9) and a mitigation measure on page 3.13-7 recommends applying design standards or design review to 
minimize design incompatibilities with surrounding uses. Please see Letter 7, Comment 7.  

3.  The comment is noted. Please see response to Comment 2 of this letter. 

4.  The comment is noted.  Please see response to Letter 7, Comment 2. 

5.  The comment is noted. 

Letter #9: Washington State Department of Transportation 

1.  The model projections indicate that very few site-generated trips would travel through the SR 99/SR 104 interchange. 
This is because for vehicles traveling between the site and SR 104 east of SR 99, there are more direct routes that do 
not require travelers to backtrack (e.g., travel west to access the interchange, only to travel back east on SR 104). For 
the portion of SR 104 west of SR 99, site-generated traffic would not need to use the interchange, and is captured in the 
analysis of the SR 99/244th Street SW intersection. 

For the additional SR 99 and I-5 locations listed in this comment, model projections indicate that site-generated traffic 
would be dispersed by the time it would reach these locations, which range in distance between approximately 3.5 and 
5.5 miles from the proposal site, resulting in low percentages of expected traffic increase. Analysis indicates that with the 
planned Aurora Corridor Improvement in place, no significant impact is identified at SR 99/N 175th Street under either No 
Action or the Proposed Action Alternative. This is also the conclusion for the alternative trip distribution scenario that was 
completed for the Final SEIS, which assumes a higher proportion of site-generated traffic to travel between areas south 
and to travel on SR 99 rather than parallel routes (please see responses to Letter 5, Comments 1 and 4). It is expected 
that even lower numbers site-generated trips traveling through intersections to the south would not have a significant 
effect on operations at these locations.  

2.  The trip generation for residential units assumed an 80% occupancy rate of total potential dwelling units, which is 
consistent with County and regional modeling practice. As a mixed use land use designation can result in varying 
proportions of residential and commercial uses, a mix was defined for the purpose of the programmatic SEIS analysis 
that would result in a high end projection of total trips, to allow an order-of-magnitude assessment of potential impacts. 
This does not preclude a more detailed project-level environmental assessment that would be required at the time a 
proposed site plan is developed. At that point, sufficient information would be provided about the proposed level and mix 
of land uses, to allow more detailed trip projections to be completed, as well as subsequent detailed traffic analysis, 
based upon the actual proposed level and mix of development. 

3.  The trip generation calculation follows the ITE standard practice, and the presented estimate is a conservative and 
reasonable reflection of the proposed use. The Proposed Action would allow a mix of land uses in a compact 
development that will capture trips internally and encourage trips by non-auto modes. The analysis is based on the 
suggested adjustments to reflect the location and character of the development, as identified in ITE’s Trip Generation 
Handbook (March 2001). 

The ITE Trip Generation data are based on data collected at individual sites; in other words, it assumes that every use 
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would require vehicle trips to meet travel needs. Internal capture reflects reductions in auto trips between the uses. The 
development of a mix of uses at higher densities is often associated with increased numbers of pedestrian trips as the 
population is denser and more residents will live within walking distance to the proposed retail services and offices. We 
believe a 10% reduction for pedestrian trips is reasonable for this mixed-use development. The Trip Generation 
Handbook also identifies adjustments for pass-by trips. The 34% used in the study represents the average pass-by rate 
for the studies included in the ITE handbook. 

4.  Please see response to Letter 5, Comment 4. 

5.  Comment noted. Please see response to Letter 5, Comment 4. 

6.  Text has been added regarding WSDOT LOS standards on HSS facilities, and indicating that the WSDOT standard for 
urban HSS facilities is LOS D. It is noted, however, that for the Aurora Corridor Improvement Project between N 165th 
Street and N 205th Street in the City of Shoreline, the design is based on the City’s adopted standard of LOS E for that 
facility, which is reflected in the WSDOT-approved Transportation Discipline Report (City of Shoreline 2007) prepared for 
that project. In order to avoid inconsistency with the City’s WSDOT-approved design standard for the Aurora Avenue 
corridor, the SEIS analyzed to a standard of LOS E. The HSS location in Edmonds was analyzed to a standard of LOS D.  

7.  A correction has been made in the FSEIS to reflect the planned change in configuration at SR 99 / N 185th Street and 
SR 99/175th Street, resulting from Aurora Corridor Improvement between N 165th Street and N 185th Street (funded 
portion of N 165th Street–N 205th Street project). The result is a lower projected level of impact at both locations, under 
both the No Action and Proposed Action alternatives, than was reflected in the Draft SEIS. 

Letter #10: Marcellus Buchheit 

1.  The comment is noted. The impact of possible tsunami damage was not one of the subjects scoped in the SEIS. 
According to the City of Shoreline Hazard Mitigation Plan, there is no historical record of a tsunami in the Shoreline area. 
However, if a major earthquake occurred on the Seattle or Whidbey fault zones, low lying areas along the Puget Sound 
shoreline could be affected with very little warning. Potential impact (liquifaction) from seismic events is discussed in the 
Draft SEIS on pages 3.1-3 and 3.1-4  

Letter #11: Bob Ferguson, King County Councilmember 

1.  The comment is noted. Please see responses to comments in Letters 4, 5, and 6.  

2.  The comment is noted. Please see responses to Letter 3, Comments 6 and 8 and Letter 5, Comments 1, 8, and 9.  

3.  The comment is noted. Please see responses to Letter 1, Comment 5, particularly regarding new mitigation measures; 
Letter 3, Comment 9; and Letter 5, Comment 7.  

4.  The comment is noted. Please see responses to Letters 3 and 4.  

Letter #12: Gary Huff, Karr Tuttle Campbell 

1.  The comment is noted. 

2.  The comment is noted. 

3.  The comment is noted. Please also see Letter 7, Comment 2. 

4.  The comment is noted. 

Letter #13: Gary Huff, Karr Tuttle Campbell 

1.  The comment is noted. 

2.  Draft SEIS Section 3.1.2 (page 3.1-9) has been amended to reflect that the asphalt plant has never been shut down. 

3.  Draft SEIS Section 3.1.2 (page 3.1-9) has been amended to clarify Mitigation Measures and Significant Unavoidable 
Adverse Impacts. 

4.  Draft SEIS Section 3.4.2 and Section 3.5.1 have been amended to clarify the risks of an oil spill under the Proposed 
Action.   
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5.  The comment is noted. Please see responses to Letters 3 and 5. 

6.  Section 3.13.1 has been amended to clarify the impacts from loss of industrially zoned land. 

7.  The comment is noted. Draft SEIS Section 3.14.4.includes a mitigation measure that could achieve consistency between 
the Proposed Action and LU Policy 5.B.12. Addendum No. 13 for Final Docket XIII Batch 2 Proposals, issued February 9, 
2009, analyzed the suggested language and determined it does not substantially change the analysis or conclusions of 
the December 13, 2005 Final EIS for the GMA Comprehensive Plan. Please see Letter 1, Comment 2. 

8.  Section 3.14.3 has been amended to clarify the analysis of consistency with The Town of Woodway’s Point Wells 
Subarea Plan. 

Letter #14: Douglas Luetjen, Karr Tuttle Campbell 

1.  The comment is noted. 

2.  The comment is noted. 

3.  The comment is noted.  

4.  The comment is noted. Please see response to Letter 1, Comment 5. 

5.  The comment is noted. 

6.  The comment is noted. Also, please see Draft SEIS pages 3.14-9 to 3.14-12 for a discussion of consistency with 
Woodway policies and pages 3.14-12 to 3.14-14 for a discussion of consistency with Shoreline policies. 

7.  The comment is noted. See page 3.12-5 for mitigation measures, including development impact fees and related park 
and/or open space dedication requirements. 

8.  The comment is noted. 

9.  As commenter notes, there is an opportunity restore the shoreline. Please see Draft SEIS page 3.4-6 for a discussion of 
potential shoreline restoration opportunities.  

10.  The comment is noted. The Draft SEIS, page 3.11-46, indicates that while a build-out of mixed use development would 
be expected to provide adequate density to support transit service at the site, construction of a train station to allow direct 
rail service at the site was not considered reasonable in the foreseeable future. At the present time, Sound Transit has no 
plans to build a station at a Paramount or Richmond Beach location. Please see response to Letter 1, Comment 5. 

An amendment to Goal LU 3 was analyzed as a part of Addendum No. 13 to the FEIS for the Snohomish County GMA 
Comprehensive Plan 10-Year Update to add the following underlined language: Establish compact, clearly defined 
mixed-use centers that promote a neighborhood identification and support the County’s sustainability goals.  

11.  The comment is noted. 

12.  The comment is noted. Please see updated SEIS section 3.12 in Chapter 3 of this Final SEIS. 

13.  The comment is noted. Please see updated SEIS section 3.12 in Chapter 3 of this Final SEIS. 

14.  The comment is noted. Also, please see Draft SEIS page 3.4-6 for a discussion of potential shoreline restoration 
opportunities. 

Letter #15: Gary Reiersgard 

1. The comment is noted. Responses to the specific comments follow. 

1.a. The County issued a scoping notice on November 14, 2007, and invited the public to attend three meetings held in 
different parts of the County. By the scoping deadline, written comments from 34 agencies and individuals were received. 
Those comments were considered in the preparation of the Draft SEIS. 

Per WAC 197-11-620 (1) scoping is optional for SEIS (as noted in the Draft SEIS Section 2.1.4). Non-project EISs should 
be general and broad and do not have to include specific courses of action; a rezone does not have to be included. If a 
scoping notice is issued, there is no requirement to provide notice of a scope revision per WAC 197-11-408(4). In this 
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case, the inclusion of the rezone action would not change the range of environmental topics or the nature of the analysis. 

2.a. WAC 197-11-442, Contents of EIS on nonproject proposals, says that if the nonproject proposal concerns a specific 
geographic area, site specific analyses are not required. It also states that the lead agency is not required to examine all 
conceivable policies but should cover a range of such topics. The EIS content may be limited to a discussion of 
alternatives that have been formally proposed or that are reasonably related to the Proposed Action.  

WAC 197-11-774 defines “nonproject” as actions which are different or broader than a single site specific project, such as 
plans, policies, and programs. WAC 197-11-704 defines a “project” action as one that involves a decision on a specific 
project, such as a construction or management activity located in a defined geographic area. The Proposed Action is a 
non-project action to change the FLUM designation and implementing zoning designation. It does not approve a private 
development action nor does it approve any site specific development conditions.   

2.b. A rezone request can be a nonproject action pursuant to WAC 197-11-704. Please see Comment 2.a., this letter. 

2.c. The comment is noted. Draft SEIS Chapter 2.2 has been amended as shown in Final SEIS Chapter 3 to make consistent 
references to the Proposed Action as including both a comprehensive plan amendment and a rezone.  

3.a. The comment is noted. Unavoidable Adverse Impacts are shown in Table 1-2. To make it clearer for the reader, the 
elements with no Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts have been amended to show “None” in this Final SEIS, 
Chapter 1, Table 1-2.  

3.b. Please see response to Comment 3.a. of this letter. 

3.c. The Determination of Significance indicated there was a potential for significant adverse impacts. The SEIS was required 
to analyze the potential significant adverse impacts. Also, see response to Comment 3.a. of this letter. 

3.d. Text in the summary table is excerpted from the detailed analysis in Chapter 3. The intent of the text referenced in the 
comment is to advise readers to read the full analysis for additional context and background information. Draft SEIS 
Section 1.4.4 has been amended to clarify the intention. 

3.e. This Final SEIS Chapter 1, Table 1-2, Air Quality, has been amended to delete Impacts paragraphs one and four through 
six because they are not impacts.  

Final SEIS Chapter 1, Table 1-2, Air Quality, has been amended to delete “No mitigation measures for air quality impacts 
would be required.”  

Final SEIS Chapter 1, Table 1-2, Wildlife and Vegetation,  has been amended to delete Impacts paragraphs two through 
four because they are not impacts.  

Final SEIS Chapter 1, Table 1-2, Wildlife and Vegetation, has been amended to include Unavoidable Adverse Impacts.  

Final SEIS Chapter 1, Table 1-2, Relationship to Plans and Policies, has been amended to delete references to policies 
that are consistent with the Proposed Action and, therefore, are not impacts. 

Draft SEIS Chapter 3.5, page 3.5-5 has been amended to add Unavoidable Adverse Impacts for Wildlife and Vegetation. 

4. The comment is noted. Please see response to Letter 2, Comment 2. 

5. A development proposal would follow the path outlined in SCC Chapter 30.34A, Urban Centers Demonstration Program, 
or as subsequently amended.  

5.a. The comment is noted. Please see response to Comment 5 of this letter. 

6. A request for a rezone can be approved as a legislative action and considered a non-project action under SEPA.  Please 
see response to Comment 3.e. of this letter. 

7.a. The comment is noted.  Please see response to Letter 2, Comment 2. 

7.b. While there would be no direct impacts on neighboring jurisdictions’ land use plans, the potential impacts of development 
pursuant to the proposed land use designation and zoning on land use compatibility with surrounding jurisdictions is 
discussed in Chapter 3.13. A review of the proposal’s consistency with neighboring jurisdictions’ policies is included in 
Chapter 3.14. Generally, the analysis indicates that discussions between the County, Woodway, and Shoreline regarding 
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development of the Point Wells site, e.g., design guidelines, provision of public services, transportation, need to occur. 

7.c. For specific responses to Appendix B referred to by the commenter, please see responses to Comments 11 through 16 
below. Comments regarding consistency or inconsistency of the proposal to these policies are included in these 
responses.  

8.a.i. The comment is noted. Chapter 3.14 has been amended to include analysis of the SMMP Urban Environment 
management policies. Briefly, the Proposed Action is consistent with SMMP Urban Environment management policies 1, 
and 7 through 10. The Proposed Action may be consistent with Policies 3, 4, 5 and 6 and potential mitigation measures 
have been included. The Proposed Action is not consistent with Policy 2 as it is not a water-dependent use. 

8.a.ii. The Shorelines of Statewide Significance management principles are listed in the Draft SEIS, page 3.14-2. The 
consistency analysis on page 3.14-4 addresses some of the ways in which the Proposed Action addresses the 
management principles such as providing opportunity for public access to the shoreline, allowing redevelopment where 
intensive use already exists, and reducing adverse impacts by potential restoration of the shoreline area  

8.a.iii. The comment is noted. Draft SEIS Section 3.14.3. has been amended to include the relevant master program elements 
goals and general development policies and consistency analysis. 

8.b.i. The comment is noted. In developing the Draft SEIS, the intention was to include the most relevant policies that would 
provide substantive information for the reader, while trying to keep the Draft SEIS clear and concise. Please see 
Comment 2.a. of this letter. However, based on the comments, we have incorporated the policies cited by the commenter 
either as a response in this chapter or as an amendment included in Chapter 3. Responses to specific comments follow.  

8.b.ii. According to the policy, a location for an Urban Center includes a “regional high capacity transit route,” which was 
interpreted as being reasonably similar to commuter rail. Please see Letter 1, Comment 5. 

8.b.iii. The Draft SEIS discussion notes that the policy is unclear and that the proposal may not be consistent with this policy. 

8.b.iv. As the commenter notes, there is no site specific information, so it is not possible to conclude whether the proposal 
meets site specific requirements. The policy consistency analysis in the Draft SEIS on page 3.14-6 states that the 
Proposed Action may not be consistent with policy LU 5.B.12. and mitigation was proposed on page 3.14-14.  

An analysis of impacts from the adoption of the proposed mitigation language for LU 5.B.12 was included as a part of 
Addendum No. 13 to the FEIS for the Snohomish County GMA Comprehensive Plan 10-Year Update. Addendum No. 13 
was issued February 9, 2009, relating to adoption of amendments to the General Policy Plan as part of Final Docket XIII, 
Batch 2. 

8.c.i. The SEIS analyzes the Proposed Action, which is the potential change to the FLUM designation and implementing 
rezone. The decision related to the docket criteria had already occurred through the County’s docketing process, as 
outlined in Section 2.1.2 of the SEIS. 

8.c.ii The comment is noted. Please see response to Comment 8.c.i. of this letter. 

8.d.i. The comment is noted. CPPs UG-5 and UG-6 are substantially covered in LU policy 3.A.2. Draft SEIS Section 3.14.4 has 
been amended to include a mitigation measure that proposes to address at a programmatic level the issue of transit, 
pedestrian and bicycle accessibility and connectivity. 

8.e.i. Woodway’s Land Use Goals LUG-9 and LUG-10 call for the town to work with appropriate jurisdictions to collectively 
implement the land use plan for Point Wells and to prepare development regulations that will implement the plan. Draft 
SEIS page 3.14-14 suggests a mitigation measure to achieve consistency with Woodway’s LUG-10. 

According to Comment Letter 7, the Paramount property owner apprised the Woodway’s Council of development plans 
over 2 years ago, although not at the density analyzed in this SEIS.  Please see response to Letter 7, Comments 2 and 
7.  

8.e.ii. Draft SEIS page 3.14-14 suggests a mitigation measure to achieve consistency with Woodway’s LUP-18. Also, please 
see response to Comment 8.e.i. of this letter. 

8.e.iii. Draft SEIS page 3.14-14 suggests a mitigation measure to achieve consistency with Woodway’s LUP-19. Also, please 
see response to Comment 8.e.i. of this letter. 

8.f. Shoreline’s transportation goals and policies direct the city to coordinate and work with its neighbors, regional partners, 
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and Sound Transit to implement its transportation system and study a commuter rail stop in Richmond Beach/Point 
Wells; to develop interlocal agreements with neighboring jurisdictions; and to pursue methods of reducing impacts on 
Richmond Beach Drive and King/Snohomish County line. Draft SEIS pages 3.14-14 and 15 include a mitigation measure 
to achieve consistency with Shoreline’s goals and policies. 

9.a. WAC 197-11-060(3)(b) states that proposals are closely related and shall be discussed in the same environmental 
document if they: 1) cannot or will not proceed unless the other proposals (or parts of proposals) are implemented 
simultaneously with them; or 2) are interdependent parts of a larger proposal and depend on the larger proposal as their 
justification or for their implementation. In this case, the proposed designation of the Point Wells site could proceed, but 
would result in an internal inconsistency in the County’s GPP.  The policies are reviewed and discussed as possible 
mitigation in this SEIS.  

Impacts of other proposals included in Docket XIII were analyzed in Addendum 11 (GPP7, SW7, SW45, Brookside 
Village, and NPDES); in Addendum 12 (GPP2 Cathcart); Addendum 13 (GPP16 FCC, GPP17 Rural Population 
Allocation, GPP18 Rural Cluster Subdivisions, and Urban Centers); Addendum 14 (Forest Transition Area Overlay); 
Addendum 15 (FCC stakeholder GPP policy amendments, FCC stakeholder Code amendments); and a Draft SEIS for 
SW UGA infill proposals SW39, SW42, and SW46.   

9.b. The comment is noted. Please also see response to Comment 9.a. of this letter. 

10.a. The No Action Alternative and Proposed Action bracket the range of possible land use designation options and allow a 
conservative analysis of potential impacts. Analysis of a higher density alternative does not preclude adoption of a less 
dense action. A marina was not part of the proposal and was not analyzed. Please also see response to Letter 2, 
Comment 2. 

10.b. The comment is noted. Please also see response to Comments 10.a. of this letter and Letter 2, Comment 2. 

11. A Transit/Pedestrian Village has not been proposed as part of this Urban Center. If, at a future date, the County decides 
to designate a Transit/Pedestrian Village as part of the Urban Center, it would be subject to policy, environmental, and 
regulatory review at that time.   

12. The locations of pedestrian and bicycle facilities in the surrounding areas are listed in the Draft SEIS pages 3.11-16 and 
3.11-17. It is expected that the implementation of the Proposed Action will support the need to coordinate with 
surrounding jurisdictions to enhance the connectivity. One of the mitigation strategies identified in the transportation 
section involves upgrading the northern part of Richmond Beach Drive to urban collector road standards with the creation 
of a separate pedestrian path. Also, please see response to Comment 8.d.i. of this letter. 

13. The comment is noted. Amendments to the Comprehensive Plan may be made annually through the docketing process; 
they do not need to wait for a major update. At the time of a development application for a mixed use development, the 
County may require bicycle and pedestrian connections for adjacent properties under county jurisdiction to provide the 
type of interconnectivity Policies LU 3.H.1 and LU 3.H.2 encourage and require. Also, please see response to Comment 
8.d.i.of this letter. 

14. The Proposed Action is consistent with HO 1.B and HO 1.B.4 as it would allow mixed-use development providing high-
density housing. Additional high-density housing would offer additional housing options. GPP Goal LU 3 states: Establish 
compact, clearly defined mixed-use centers that promote a neighborhood identification and Objective LU 3.A states: Plan 
for Urban Centers within unincorporated UGAs consistent with Vision 2020 and the CPPs.  

15. Housing Objective HO 2.B relates to LU Policy 3.A.2., which calls for high-quality urban design. The Proposed Action is 
consistent with HO 2.B.2, which says the County shall facilitate the development of urban centers in appropriate locations 
within UGAs. 

16. The comment is noted. Please see response to Comment 8.b.i. of this letter. All of the transportation policies noted by the 
commenter have been added to Draft SEIS Chapter 3.14.3 along with consistency analyses and mitigation measures, if 
warranted. Based on the existing Comprehensive Plan Transportation Element, SCC 30.66B (Concurrency and Road 
Impact Mitigation) and the Urban Center requirements for multi-modal transportation access, the Proposed Action is 
consistent with the transportation policies. See Chapter 3 of this Final SEIS. 

Letter #16: Richmond Beach Community Association 
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1.  The comment is noted. The Richmond Beach Community Association is a party of record. 

2.  The comment is noted. The Draft SEIS was issued and available on the County’s website on February 6, 2009, pursuant 
to SEPA Rules (WAC 197-11-455). 

3.  Please see Draft SEIS page 3.11-37 for a discussion of impacts on Richmond Beach Drive and Chapter 3 of this Final 
SEIS for additional information and corrections. Please also see responses to Letters 3 and 5. 

4.  The current use of the site is allowed in the County’s Heavy Industrial zone and the owner may expand that use as long 
as further industrial development meets the County’s bulk regulations (coverage of site, setbacks, building height and 
similar regulations). There would be no restriction on the amount of traffic coming from an existing, already permitted use. 
The site owner must continue to meet Ecology regulations and permitting that monitor contamination on the site. 

5.  The comment is noted. Please also see Letter 7, Comment 2.  

6.  The comment is noted. 

7.  The comment is noted. 

8.  The comment is noted. Please also see responses to Letter 4 and Letter 6.  

9.  The comment is noted. 

Letter #17: Whitney Storm 

1.  The comment is noted. Please see Letter 7, Comment 2 regarding the number of units. The development of a marina 
was not considered in this SEIS. Please see response to Letter 2, Comment 2. Also, please refer to Draft SEIS Chapter 
3.9 for a discussion of the impacts of light and glare under both the Proposed Action and No Action Alternative. 

2.  The comment is noted. 

 
























































































