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March 2006  North Link Final SEIS 
Responses to Comments 

NL 155 Integrated Transport Research/Dick Nelson

NL 155-1 (ST)
Please see response to comment PP-1. 

NL 155-2 (ST)
As stated in Section 2.1 of the 2003 Draft SEIS, the No-Build Alternative includes funded projects in 

PSRC’s TIP for 2015 and all projects in PSRC’s MTP. The No-Build Alternative incorporates planned 

changes to land use and increases in population and employment consistent with PSRC forecasts. 

Appendix K conveys the future land use developments and transportation projects identified as part of 

PSRC’s forecasts. 

NL 155-3 (ST)
Please see response to comment NL 155-2. Bus service increases from the anticipated population growth 

are included in no-build as discussed in Section 3.2 of the 2003 Draft SEIS as well as Section 5.1.2 of the 

2003 Draft SEIS Transportation Technical Report. 

NL 155-4 (ST)
Please refer to Section 3.2.2, Service Coverage and Structure, of the 2003 Draft SEIS regarding bus 

service redistribution. 

NL 155-5 (ST)
Please see responses to common comment PP-1 and comments NL 155-2 through 4. 

The Purpose and Need for North Link is to develop light rail extensions. The No-Build Alternative 

provides a comparison of expanded bus service, including likely improvements and service expansion by 

King County Metro. 

NL 155-6 (ST)
Please refer to Section 3.2.3 of the SEIS regarding ridership. The No-Build Alternative includes ridership 

for the Initial Segment with an extension to South 200th in SeaTac. System-wide ridership extends north 

to Northgate and south to S 200th in SeaTac. While some riders may otherwise be bus riders without the 

project, North Link’s ridership increases result from improvements for existing riders as well as a 

competitive mode for new riders.  

NL 155-7 (PMX-King)
Section 5.6 of the 2003 Draft SEIS indicates that specific alternatives identified, the availability of funds, 

and the utilization of the other resource options listed will determine the phasing of project construction. 

Project impacts at each potential interim terminus are discussed throughout the document. See the 

discussion of University Link in Chapter 2 and 5 of the Final SEIS. 
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NL 155-8 (ST)
Comment noted. The 2004 Draft Baseline Financial Plan was available in fall 2003. However, the 

information in the Draft SEIS was based on the latest adopted financial plan, which was the 2003 

Baseline Financial Plan. The most current adopted financial plan is reflected in the Final SEIS. 

NL 155-9 (ST)
Since the publication of the 2003 Draft SEIS, Sound Transit has identified a Preferred Alternative and 

also made the 2004 Draft Baseline Plan available, and then issued the 2005 Draft SEIS, allowing for an 

additional public comment period. 

NL 155-10 (ST)
As discussed in Chapter 5, the purpose of the 2003 Draft SEIS capital cost estimates was to provide a 

financial comparison between the alternatives. The agency administration, program management, and 

fleet costs and requirements would not change with the various alternatives except to be non-existent in 

the No-Build. Chapter 5 of the Final SEIS provides more detailed cost information for the Preferred 

Alternative based on the additional level of design for this alternative. 

NL 155-11 (ST)
The North Link corridor is one of the highest ridership new rail corridors to be developed in the United 

States, and higher ridership levels translate into a higher rate of fare box recovery. Fare revenue estimates 

were reviewed and updated in the 2005 Final SEIS.  

NL 155-12 (ST)
Table 3.1-5 refers to person carrying capacity based on the theoretical vehicular capacity and North Link 

operation assumptions as stated in the table notes. How often full capacity will be needed is not at issue as 

this table is intended to demonstrate the overall increases in person carrying capacity with North Link, not 

ridership. Ridership is analyzed in Section 3.2.3 of the 2003 Draft and Final SEIS. 

NL 155-13 (ST)
Please see response to comment NL 155-10. Transit measures are discussed in Chapter 3. In addition, the 

cost-effectiveness measures used by Sound Transit are considered the most appropriate to compare 

alternatives at the EIS stage of the project. Chapter 6 of the Final SEIS provides the FTA measure of cost-

effectiveness for the Preferred Alternative. 

NL 155-14 (PMX-King)
With these tables and the accompanying discussion in the 2003 Draft SEIS, Sound Transit provided a 

relative comparison between No-Build and the North Link alternatives as part of an evaluation of regional 

transportation factors such as average hours of service, service frequency, and vehicle miles and vehicle 

hours traveled. Neither the text nor the tables state that the level of improvement is substantial, but they 

are noted as improved compared to No-build. However, it should be noted that most projects achieve only 

an incremental change in conditions on a regional basis, however regional change is positive and 

beneficial.
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7. Comment Summary   

(denoted with “AA”), Segment B (denoted with “BB”), and overall project (denoted with “PP”). Common 
Comments and responses are provided below. 

7.6.1 Common Comments – Project 
The following are Sound Transit’s responses to common comments received on the project, but that were 

not specific to an alternative.  

PP-1. Purpose and Need. 
Light rail is too expensive. Sound Transit chose light rail as the preferred technology as a result of 

the Regional Transit Project (RTP), but the SEIS failed to acknowledge that bus transit has greatly 
improved since the time of the RTP conception.  

Response: The purpose of the Central Link project is to construct and operate an electric light rail system 
connecting the region’s major activity centers. The Central Link Project is an element of the Sound Move Ten-
Year Regional Transit System Plan adopted by the Sound Transit Board in May 1996. Voters within the 
Sound Move District authorized local taxes to implement the Plan in November 1996.  

North Link is the northern segment of the Central Link light rail project. A substantial history of planning 
and public decision-making has led to the selection of the alternatives for Central Link. This includes the 
original Regional Transit planning studies, which were part of the regional transportation planning program 
defined under the Metropolitan Transportation Plan. The publication of the 1999 FEIS for the project and the 
subsequent Record of Decision issued by the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), as well as all of the post-
FEIS legal decisions, have confirmed the decision-making process that led to the identification of Link 
Alternatives and the selection of the project to be built.  

All-bus and bus-transitway systems are not being considered for the North Link project and were 
previously screened out early in the process prior to the 1999 project-level FEIS for Central Link. The 1999 
FEIS specifically addressed similar comments on the 1998 Draft EIS. See FEIS Section 7, comment group 1, 
specifically comment 1.3.  

Through its future long-range planning and in other business lines such as Regional Express, Sound 
Transit is participating in ongoing regional planning programs, and is working with other governments and 
agencies that are moving forward with many of the strategies and approaches that have been suggested in the 
comments.  

The absence of a review of system alternatives in the light rail proposal presented to the voters and in the 
1999 FEIS was raised previously by project opponents in a NEPA lawsuit filed in federal district court. 
Following a review of the administrative record in the case and written arguments by the parties, the court 
concluded that the environmental review conducted by Sound Transit and the FTA, its timing, and the scope 
of alternatives and impacts analyzed was reasonable and adequate under the applicable legal standard. See 
Friends of the Monorail v. United States, No. C00-852Z (W.D. Wash. March 30, 2001); see also Save Our 
Valley v. Sound Transit, No. C00-715R (W.D. Wash. July 13, 2001). See also response to comment 1A. 

Sound Transit recently reaffirmed its decision to extend light rail beyond the Central Link corridor with 
the agency’s adoption of an updated Long-Range Plan (July 2005). A supplemental EIS was prepared 
updating the analysis of the 1993 EIS on the Regional Transit System Plan. The supplemental EIS evaluates 
alternatives and impacts, including BRT, monorail, light rail, and other technologies, outside of the Central 
Link corridor. Following the issuance of the final supplemental EIS (June 2005) and public review and 
comment on a draft plan, the Sound Transit Board adopted its Long-Range-Plan on July 7, 2005. The plan 
includes light rail in the Central Link corridor and beyond, and it includes BRT and other transit modes for 
various other corridors. 

As stated in the purpose and need section (Draft and Final SEIS Section 1.3), the North Link SEIS is a 
project-level review focused on route and station decisions for completing the Central Link light rail project to 
the north. Sound Transit is not reconsidering previous decisions regarding the selection of light rail for the 
Central Link corridor. The Central Link Final EIS has previously addressed prior decisions in Chapter 2, 
Alternatives. 


