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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 10 

1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900 
Seattle, WA 98101-3140 

 
 

OFFICE OF  
ECOSYSTEMS, TRIBAL AND 

PUBLIC AFFAIRS 

    

October 23, 2009 
 

Ms. Elizabeth Phinney 
Washington State Department of Transportation 
State Rail and Marine Office 
P.O. Box 47407 
Olympia, Washington  98504-7407 
 
Re: Pacific Northwest Rail Corridor Program Environmental Assessment (EA) 
 EPA Project Number:  09-063-FRA 
 
Dear Ms. Phinney: 
 
 The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has reviewed the Pacific Northwest Rail 
Corridor Program Environmental Assessment (EA).  We are submitting comments in accordance 
with our responsibilities under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Section 309 
of the Clean Air Act. 
 

We find that the EA is well presented and readable and commend Federal Railroad 
Administration (FRA) and Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT) for their 
efforts to produce it.  We also appreciate having the opportunity to review it, even though the 
timeframe for doing so is unusually brief.  Our hope is that there will be opportunity for 
continuing dialogue to ensure the proposed new railway infrastructure is designed and 
constructed in harmony with the natural and human environment.   

 
The EA rightly states (p. 5-8) that the potential operational impacts resulting from faster 

and more frequent trains would be increased train/wildlife collisions.  The Biological 
Resources/Ecology section of the EA does discuss appropriate mitigation measures for impacts 
to wetlands, vegetation, fish habitat, etc.  However, we are concerned that the EA includes no 
potential mitigation for the train/wildlife collisions.  Over the past 20 years there has been a 
substantial increase in the level of knowledge, awareness, and action to address the habitat 
fragmentation effects and wildlife mortality associated with roadways.  Trains and railways also 
cause substantial wildlife mortality, which in some circumstances may rival those caused by 
roadways.   

 
Highway-wildlife interaction studies show that roadways and vehicular traffic cause 

substantial road avoidance behavior in wildlife as well as road mortality.  Study results of 
railway-wildlife interactions differ in that railways often tend to attract wildlife.  For example, 
spilled grain from freight trains provides an attractive food source for wildlife.  Animals killed 
by trains while feeding become a food source for other animals, which may also be killed by 
trains.  When trains are not present, railways also provide a relatively convenient travel corridor 
for animals, particularly where railway bridges, trestles, or tunnels facilitate movement across 
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challenging topography, such as, deep ravines, canyons, mountains, and water bodies and/or 
where the railway provides a cleared pathway, such as, through dense vegetation or deep snow.  
Rather than creating a movement barrier in the landscape, railways can become an attractant and 
mortality sink.   
 

Recommendation:  Collaborate with federal and state wildlife agencies to identify means 
to mitigate railway/wildlife impacts.  We recommend information gathering to inform this 
process, and that mitigation include appropriate siting, design, and construction of effective 
wildlife crossings and associated fencing to direct animals to safe crossing locations.  Suitable 
locations would likely include, but not necessarily be limited to areas such as, wetlands, 
stream/riparian corridors, forest and agricultural land interface areas, migration corridors, and so 
on.  Where bridges or large culverts are installed for aquatic features, these could be enlarged to 
span upland habitats as well to facilitate movement of terrestrial species. 
  
 Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the PNW Rail Corridor 
Program.  We would also like to review the environmental analyses for the individual Service 
Block groups of proposed projects as they become available.  If you have questions or would like 
to discuss these comments, please contact Elaine Somers of my staff at (206) 553-2966 or at 
somers.elaine@epa.gov. 
 
      Sincerely, 
 
 
      /s/ 
      Teresa Kubo, Acting Manager 
      Environmental Review and Sediment  
      Management Unit 
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 State of Washington 
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE 

600 Capitol Way N - Olympia, Washington 98501 - (360) 902-2598 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

October 16, 2009 

 

Washington Department of Transportation 

State Rail and Marine Office 

ATTENTION: Elizabeth Phinney 

310 Maple Park Ave SE 

PO Box 47300 

Olympia, WA 98504-7300 

 

Dear Ms. Phinney 

 

SUBJECT: Pacific Northwest Rail Corridor Program Environmental Assessment; 

WSDOT – Federal Rail Administration Proponent, BNSF Railway north-

south mainline from Vancouver, WA to Blaine, WA. 

 

The Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) has reviewed the above-referenced 

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) document received on October 8, 2009, and offers 

the following comments at this time.  Other comments may be offered as the project progresses. 

 

WDFW appreciates WSDOT’s commitment to construct hydraulic projects in accordance with 

WDFW regulations (EA p.5-10).  It is WDFWs understanding that the May, 2008 MOA would 

be applicable to this project because the MOA covers all WSDOT programs.   

 

On page 7-3 of the EA document it references a WDFW Catalog of Washington Streams and 

Salmon Utilization (Volumes 1 and 2) from 1975.  This information is outdated and greatly 

underestimates the number of fish bearing waters.  We encourage WSDOT to use the most recent 

fish utilization information available such as the WDFW GIS database.  It is unclear if “Table 11. 

Miles of fish designated critical habitat located within 1,000 feet of the rail corridor” (EA p.5-7) 

was based on this outdated information or not. If so, then this table may underestimate the 

potential impacts to fish bearing waters.  WDFW is also concerned that only five species of fish 

were addressed.  The Hydraulic Code requires the proponent to provide for the protection of “fish 

life" which means all fish species, including but not limited to fresh and salt water food fish, 

shellfish, game fish, and other nonclassified fish species and all stages of development of those 

species. 

 

WDFW is concerned that the emphasis on avoiding impacts may not recognize that this will 

result in adverse impacts to fish.  WDFW does not concur with the conclusion that there are no 

impacts from the “No Build Alternative” in the Biological Resources/Ecology portion of the EA 

(p.5-7).  Maintaining an existing fish blockage is maintaining an adverse impact.  The No Build 

Alternative will continue these ongoing adverse impacts resulting in continued mortality and/or 
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lost habitat opportunities, decreased productivity of fish for both human use and as a critical 

component of the food chain and ecosystem.  In addition to impacts caused by maintaining 

existing water crossing barriers, other projects that may have adverse impacts on fish under the 

No Build Alternative include, but are not limited to, maintenance of marine and freshwater rip 

rap, bulkheads, bridge repair, and gravel or large woody material removal. 

 

Although WDFW has not conducted a comprehensive survey of BNSF water crossing structures, 

the WDFW TAPPS database has identified 61 culverts that are a barrier to 200 or more meters of 

fish habitat at each of these crossings.  WDFW requests the proponent inventory their water 

crossing structures and replace them with stream simulation culverts or bridges as appropriate per 

RCW 77.57.030. 

 

The EA (p.5-7) identifies “potential permanent impacts” to critical, suitable or available habitat 

as a result of the corridor service expansion alternative.  These impacts include potential loss or 

modification of habitat for fish and wildlife species.  We encourage the proponent to engage 

WDFW early in the process to identify opportunities to avoid, minimize, mitigate or compensate 

for these unavoidable permanent impacts. 

 

WDFW is concerned that a high speed train is likely to result in increased mortality to wildlife 

species as the opportunity for more frequent train/wildlife collisions would be expected to occur 

as a result of the operational impacts upon completion of the project.  The EA (p.5-8) states that 

the current rate of train/wildlife collision “occurs infrequently”.  WDFW does not have sufficient 

data to either concur or not concur with this conclusion.  Any potential increase in mortality is 

best evaluated in the context of additive mortality and cumulative impacts over the life of the 

high speed train project.  There are likely to be some hotspots for wildlife mortality along the rail 

and these are likely to correspond to adjacent habitats, migration/travel corridors, and/or human 

caused funneling of habitat.  The loss of lactating females and adult nesting birds often results in 

secondary mortality to dependent offspring.  Impacts to nesting birds can often be avoided by 

timing construction to occur outside of nesting season for state priority species.  Secondary 

mortality may not be readily apparent but should be factored into the overall estimate of 

increased mortality.  Upon completion of the project, WDFW would encourage the proponent to 

monitor high speed train/wildlife collisions and create appropriate wildlife crossings structures to 

avoid collisions when and where hotspots for mortality are identified. 

 

Fences, sound walls, railway buttresses, bulkheads and other vertical surfaces can impede 

migration/travel corridors for terrestrial wildlife and may result in fragmentation or isolation of 

certain wildlife species.  Vertical surfaces may decrease terrestrial wildlife travel corridors to 

fewer locations which could concentrate crossings of nearby roads resulting in potential rail and 

road kill hotspots.  WDFW encourages the proponent to avoid, minimize or otherwise mitigate 

habitat fragmentation, population isolation or the unintentional funneling of animals where it 

may be undesirable for wildlife or dangerous for humans.  Correctly located and properly 

constructed wildlife crossing structures should be evaluated and installed where appropriate.  In 

many cases, increasing the size of water crossing structures (such as bridges and culverts) can 

result in both improved fish passage and provide terrestrial wildlife underpasses. Indirect 

mortality caused by alterations to critical habitat (such as fragmentation caused by fencing 

without adequate wildlife crossings, incorrectly installed water crossing structures, and potential 

migration or dispersal barriers and isolation of some populations) may occur and should be 

evaluated for opportunities to avoid, minimize, mitigate or compensate for impacts as 

appropriate.   
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In addition to larger more visible wildlife species (such as deer and elk), the potential exists for 

the rails to become crossing barriers to smaller animals too such as amphibians, reptiles and 

small mammals.  Tracks that provide a space between the ties are less likely to impede small 

terrestrial wildlife species if they can crawl under the tracks.  A track with ballast material that is 

flush with the rail base between ties may result in a barrier to small wildlife.  Stormwater drains 

and oil-separator devices may function like pitfall traps, however, they may be installed or 

retrofitted with animal exclusion or escape in mind.  Smaller grate openings or screens can help 

exclude some animals.  Sloped roughened vault walls may allow some animals a way to exit the 

vault.  Without specific construction designs for the proposed rail it is not possible to provide 

more specific recommendations at this time.   

 

WDFW encourages the project proponent to locate construction and staging areas outside of 

critical/sensitive habitats whenever possible and fully mitigate unavoidable impacts.   

 

WDFW requests the opportunity to review and provide further comment on the project design as 

it is developed in order to both reduce adverse impacts and identify opportunities to benefit the 

public’s resource. 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide these comments.  If you have any questions, please 

contact me at (360) 902-2598. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

 

Steven W. Bell, M.S. 

WDFW MAPT Fish and Wildlife Biologist 

 

SWB:swb: EA comment high speed rail 

 

cc: SEPA Coordinator, WDFW 

David Brock, WDFW R4HPM 

Dave Howe, WDFW R5HPM 

Stephan Kalinowski, WDFW R6HPM 

MAPT, Bellevue 
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Megan White 
Director, Environmental Services Office 
WSDOT 
P.O. 47407 
Olympia, WA  98504-7407 
 
Dear Ms. White; 
 
On October 8, 2009 we received a NEPA Programmatic Environmental Assessment (EA) 
prepared and issued by your agency for the Pacific Northwest Rail Corridor, an Intercity 
Passenger Rail Program from Vancouver, BC. to Portland. As indicated in the EA, this Rail 
Program affects nearly 200 jurisdictions and agencies in the Northwest (NW) and has the 
magnitude of other regional transportation programs such as Sound Transit and I-405 Corridor 
Improvements Program.  In response to the EA our city along with cities of Black Diamond, 
Covington, and Maple Valley expressed several concerns that have subsequently changed. 
Therefore, the cities wish to retract and substitute this letter for the previous October 16, 2009 
letter. 
 
The reasons for these changes come from very productive meetings with Deputy Director 
Andrew Wood of WSDOT Rail & Marine, you, and others from WSDOT. We now better 
understand the “high speed” focus of the EA and appreciate the collaborative efforts between 
WSDOT and City of Auburn to derive the following language that will be included in an 
addendum to the EA: 
 

“In response to comments received on the Environmental Assessment, WSDOT wants to 
clarify how different station stops will be considered in the future.  This EA is in support 
of 25 Track 2 specific projects, none of which address alternate station stops.  WSDOT 
commits to exploring alternative station stops, including one in particular at Auburn, as 
plans for expanded service are developed.  (This will be done through collaboration with 
PSRC, Amtrak and the host railroad, Sound Transit, and City of Auburn and in 
consideration of the State-studied Diesel Multiple Unit service.)  A similar approach 
would be used when examining station stops elsewhere.  Locations will be evaluated in 
the future using a business case analysis.” 

 
This language goes a long way to addressing the cities’ needs.  We continue to believe that the 
rail program will “…accommodate future intercity travel, ensure state economic vitality, save 
energy, and protect the state’s quality of life demand” and trust that WSDOT will seriously 
consider distributing stops differently, especially to include a rail stop at Auburn for the 
following reasons:   
 

• Without adequate access to intercity rail service, the communities in South King County 
will be adversely impacted and inadequately served 
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• The State-studied Diesel Multiple Unit (DMU) service would directly connect to the 
proposed intercity rail service in Auburn thus serving South King County, one of the 
fasted growing areas in the state with over 500,000 people within 10 miles.  

• Auburn was an intercity passenger stop for over 80 years and should be a main stop again 
because Auburn is  

o a prime intermodal hub of major highways (SR167 & SR18), transit, rail, 
(Sounder, Amtrak, and BNSF),  airport, bicycle facilities and urban amenities 

o equidistant from Tacoma and Seattle, along the intercity line 
o home to an existing state of the art transit station with 600 parking spaces 
o currently a daily transfer point for 2300 bus passengers & 450 Sounder 

commuters and the 2nd busiest station on Sounder 
o a future east-west rail route from Spokane 
o located where the station has direct access to major SR18 
o a location that promotes energy efficiencies and reduced pollution  

 
Auburn remembers the agreement made many years ago about the rail service stop at Boeing 
instead of in the city.  However, times have changed and even if the information that determined 
this agreement had been realistic at the time, significant long-term changes to businesses, 
including the fact that Boeing is no longer at that location, and fundamental changes in the 
national economy since that time have made the schedules and number of trains and location of 
new stops important to re-evaluate 
 
We sincerely appreciate the efforts made and look forward to future discussions about a rail stop 
in Auburn.  
 

   
Pete Lewis, Mayor 
City of Auburn 

 David Johnston, City Manager 
City of Maple Valley 

   
Derek Matheson, City Manager 
City of Covington 

 Leonard Smith, City Administrator 
City of Black Diamond 

 
 
 
 
 
 
S Elizabeth Phinney 
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October 21, 2008 
 
Sent Via Email 
 
WSDOT  
State Rail and Marine Office 
PO Box 47407 
Olympia, WA 98504-7407 
phinnee@wsdot.wa.gov 
 
RE: Pacific Northwest Rail Corridor Program Env. Assessment 
 
Dear Ms. Phinney: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Program EA for the referenced project. As it 
appears, this project will be crossing through, or within buffer width, of many environmentally sensitive areas 
in our County; impacts to these critical areas, floodplains and shorelines will require in-depth reviews, 
potential mitigation and permitting.   
 
Once the additional review is underway for Cowlitz County, please don’t hesitate to call me regarding the 
County’s regulatory and permitting requirements; contact me at (360) 577-3052 or by email at 
hendriksenl@co.cowlitz.wa.us. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Lisa A. Hendriksen 
Planning Manager 
Cowlitz County 
 
 
 

 

 

DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING AND PLANNING 
207 Fourth Avenue North 
Kelso, WA 98626 
TEL  (360) 577-3052 
FAX (360) 414-5550 
 
www.co.cowlitz.wa.us/buildplan 

Board of County Commissioners 
Kathleen A. Johnson District 1 
George Raiter District 2 
Axel Swanson District 3 
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From: Mannelly, Brian [mailto:bmannelly@portoftacoma.com]  
Sent: Monday, October 19, 2009 3:15 PM 
To: Phinney, Elizabeth 
Cc: Reilly, Michael; St. Clair, Larry; Harner, Wayne; Mauermann, Sue 
Subject: Pacific Northwest Rail Corridor Program Environmental Assessment: Port of Tacoma Comments 

Elizabeth, 
 
The Port of Tacoma supports the Pacific Northwest Rail Corridor and WSDOT’s advocacy for more 
effective intercity passenger rail service and a more efficient comprehensive rail network serving 
Washington State. In reviewing the Program Environmental Assessment, we would like to offer the 
following comments for your consideration: 
 
Land Use Section 
         How will the Corridor Service Expansion Alternative impact/benefit businesses currently served by 

the TMBL or other short line providers along the corridor?  
         Does the build solution create any ripple effect that impacts freight rail service at a regional level? If 

so, how will this be mitigated? 
 
Social and Economic Section 
         Please provide specific discussion around operational impacts/benefits to freight rail along the 

mainline (and short line rail providers); as well as impacts or benefits to the industrial land uses in 
which these operations primarily serve. 

         As passenger and freight rail utilize shared corridor resources, how are arterial roadway connections 
impacted (furthering economic and air quality impacts as cars and trucks potentially idle behind at-
grade rail crossings throughout the region? 

 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the document, 
Brian 
 
Brian Mannelly AICP, LEED AP | Port of Tacoma | Director, Planning | PO Box 1837, Tacoma, WA 98401-1837 | (253) 428-8671 
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Elizabeth Phinney 
WSDOT State Rail & Marine Office 
P.O. Box 47407 
Olympia, WA  98504‐7407 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to review the Environmental Assessment.  Although the official comment 
deadline has passed, I hope that the Washington State Department of Transportation will consider the 
following comments: 
 

1.       The rail corridor parallels the Puget Sound shoreline through most of Snohomish County and, as 
such, has the potential to impact aquatic habitat along its length.  We would encourage DOT to 
consider adding to its program a plan for targeted habitat improvements to its plans—not just 
mitigation for new impacts, but projects and actions that could reduce impacts that have 
occurred over the years.   

2.       In areas where the rail corridor separates bluff areas from the Sound, in particular, the 
Meadowdale Park area of south Snohomish County, sediment transport from the bluffs to the 
Puget Sound has been restricted to culverts only, reducing critical material transport into the 
Sound.  We would encourage and support an analysis or project to increase the sediment 
transport from one side of the tracks to the other. 

3.       Your report (Page 5‐16) mentions the need for wetland mitigation in Snohomish County, with a 
possible purchase of adjacent farmland to convert into wetland as compensation.  Snohomish 
County has a strong legacy of supporting continued agricultural uses of Agricultural‐zoned land, 
and, while recognizing that the rail lines run in the floodplains adjacent to these Ag properties, 
 we would encourage DOT to look at other options for wetland mitigation.  We also encourage 
you to work closely with the Ag community in any plans to convert Ag land to wetland 
mitigation in Snohomish County.  It may be possible to work together on a wetland banking 
scenario or other option that may be of benefit to this project while preserving valuable 
farmland. 

4.       Your report (Page 5‐8) also mentions impacts to fish habitat.  The County (Public Works Surface 
Water Management) has a strong habitat enhancement program and would be happy to discuss 
coordination of potential habitat enhancements with you. 

5.       Your report (Page 5‐2) mentions fill in the floodplain of the Snohomish River, with the 
statement “As the fill areas are in the large floodplains of the….Snohomish River, the added fill 
areas are not anticipated to make a noticeable impact to the capacity of this floodplain.”  You 
may be aware that the County recently enacted Critical Areas Regulations that include more 
stringent requirements for construction in floodplains, including compensation for loss of 
floodplain storage.  We recommend that you consider using raised rail beds (trestles, etc.) or 
other methods to limit or eliminate any floodplain fill in this area. 

6.       It appears that these improvements may provide many opportunities for coordination of 
habitat and Agriculture‐related impacts and improvements with Snohomish County, and we 
welcome the opportunity to discuss these with you as your plans move forward. 

 
Karen R. Kerwin, P.E., 
Drainage Supervisor 
Snohomish County Surface Water Management 
 
 

Candice Soine, Environmental Review Coordinator 
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Snohomish County Public Works 
TES - Environmental Services 
3000 Rockefeller, 5th Floor Admin West 
Everett, WA  98201 
  
(425) 388-3488 extension 4259 
candice.soine@co.snohomish.wa.us 
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CITY OF SUMNER 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
 

1104 Maple Street, Suite 250, Sumner WA 98390-1423   •   253-299-5520   •   Fax: 253-299-5539   •   www.ci.sumner.wa.us 

 
 
October 15, 2009 
 
 
WDOT State Rail and Marine Office 
PO Box 47407 
Olympia, WA 98504-7407 
Via facsimile 
 
 
RE: Comments regarding Pacific Northwest Rail Corridor Program Environmental 
Assessment 
 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above referenced document. 
 
The City of Sumner supports efficient multi-modal transportation alternatives and understands 
that improved passenger rail service along the northwest rail corridor is a key component of 
accomplishing legitimate regional transportation goals. We believe that improvements such as 
those discussed in the Pacific Northwest Rail Corridor Program Environmental Assessment can 
be accomplished in ways that enhance quality of life in the region while preserving those same 
values in individual communities along the corridor. 
 
The City has the following comments: 

1. The Assessment notes in general terms that the Corridor Service Expansion Alternative 
provides for an increase of service level for Amtrak trains to eight round trips per day. 
The City does not see an indication of the approximate schedule that these trips would 
occur on. Please provide as much information as practical describing train schedules. 
While Assessment correctly notes that land uses immediately adjacent to the rail corridor 
in Sumner are industrial and commercial, it should also be noted that significant 
residential neighborhoods are very near the corridor as well. The timing of train passage 
through Sumner will have impacts not only on traffic associated with all land uses, but on 
the peace and repose of residents in their homes. The City cannot adequately understand 
these potential impacts without better information on train schedules. 

2. The discussion of noise impacts within the assessment includes very little information on 
noise due to sounding of locomotive horns at crossings. The City requests additional data 
regarding the effect of more frequent and higher speed trains on the duration of train horn 
soundings and the total number of soundings in a given period. While the City notes  
brief mention of the possibility that wayside horns might be a mitigation technique that 
could be considered at certain crossings, a more detailed discussion of; the level of 
Amtrak or WSDOT participation in the cost of wayside horns; the general process that 
might be put in place to decide where wayside horns would be appropriate; and  perhaps 
a general discussion of the types of criteria that could be developed to decide where 
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wayside horns should be placed, would greatly aid the City of Sumner’s ability to 
respond to the Assessment. 

3. While the Assessment generally indicates that trains would transit the corridor at higher 
speeds, there is no attempt to describe the potential range of speeds that might be possible 
under the Corridor Service Expansion Alternative. Additional information in this area 
would also be helpful to communities- including Sumner. 

 
Once again, we appreciate the opportunity to comment. Good luck with your project. 
 
 
 
Paul Rogerson, AICP 
Community Development Director 
City of Sumner 
 
 
cc:  Mayor Dave Enslow 

John Doan, City Administrator 
Bill Pugh, Public Works Director 
Ryan Windish, Planning Manager 
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CITY of UNIVERSITY PLACE 

3715 Bridgeport Way West    University Place, WA  98466 
Phone (253) 566-5656    FAX  (253) 460-2541 

 
October 19 2009 
 
 
 
Ms. Elizabeth Phinney 
Washington State Department of Transportation 
P.O. Box 47407 
Olympia, WA 98504-7407 
 
 
RE:  Pacific Northwest Rail Corridor NEPA Program Assessment 
 
 
Dear Ms. Phinney: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Program Assessment for the Pacific 
Northwest Rail Corridor.  The City of University Place recognizes the importance of 
planning for the region’s transportation demands today and into the future.   
  
The City of University Place is primarily a residential community.  A principal goal of our 
comprehensive plan is to protect existing single family neighborhoods from impacts 
associated with growth.  The Pacific Northwest Rail Corridor Program Environmental 
Assessment indicates that Point Defiance Bypass will reroute existing Amtrak service 
through Tacoma’s Nally Valley and Lakewood, bypassing the segment of BNSF rail line 
that runs under Point Defiance Park and along the University Place waterfront.   
 
We understand that the bypass would eliminate Amtrak service on the Point Defiance 
rail line segment together with the associated volume, noise and safety concerns.  
However, the assessment does not address whether this would result in an increase in 
freight volume, speed, noise and associated safety concerns.  While Amtrak trains are 
relatively short and quiet, freight trains tend to be longer and much louder. 
 
Removing the Amtrak trains from the Point Defiance segment could result in significant 
impacts to the residential uses in proximity to the tracks.  While these impacts may not 
make the residences unusable, an impact is significant if is significantly alters elements 
of the natural and built environment.  If removing Amtrak service from the Point 
Defiance segment will result or likely result in higher freight volumes or speed the 
Environmental Assessment needs to address the associated impacts and discuss 
mitigation.  
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Please let us know if our concerns regarding increase volume or speed of freight trains 
on the Point Defiance segment are valid and if so how do you intend to address the 
potential significant adverse impacts.   Should you have any questions regarding these 
comments, please do not hesitate to contact me at (253) 460-2519 
 
Sincerely,  
 

David Swindale 
 
David Swindale 
Planning and Community Development Director 
 
Copy: City Council, Executive Staff 
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