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1.	How would the preferred trail alignment on the spur and mainline allow for transportation uses in the Totem Lake to Woodinville portion of the corridor?  What are some potential scenarios that would allow for a trail and transportation use to co-exist in that segment, especially in the on-railbed portion of the preferred alignment?


If a trail is constructed on the preferred alignment in the Totem Lake to Woodinville portion of the corridor, the most likely transportation developer – Sound Transit – would retain and be able to exercise its property interests to implement light rail or other transit development there.

First, Sound Transit could simply implement light rail along an elevated guideway (i.e., track on piers).  Using an elevated guideway would allow Sound Transit to place the guideway along steep slopes and other terrain around a County-developed trail. 

Alternatively, in the Totem Lake to Woodinville segment Sound Transit could choose to relocate the trail off the existing railbed and place a light rail guideway or bus rapid transit way where the railbed is currently.  Under Sound Transit’s High Capacity Transportation Easement, Sound Transit would be responsible for the cost to relocate the trail off the railbed in order to put light rail or a busway there.  Relocating the trail off the railbed could involve extensive engineering and improvements, as described in the Trail Master Plan and FEIS, but those costs would likely comprise a marginal capital expenditure in the context of a significantly larger expenditure to construct all-new light-rail improvements or a dedicated busway.

The risk of placing long-term high-capacity transportation improvements on the railbed in a railbanked corridor, of course, is that those investments could be at risk if the corridor were ever to be reactivated for interstate freight-rail service.  Sound Transit might actually prefer to place high capacity transportation improvements off the railbed in the Totem Lake to Woodinville segment in order to reduce the risk that those improvements could be lost or compromised in the event of freight-rail reactivation.

In the Valley segment (the spur) the preferred alignment varies between off railbed and on railbed depending on specific constraints and conditions present along the spur. As on the mainline, if Sound Transit wished to implement a transportation option on the spur, they could relocate the trail and mitigate the impacts to adjacent uses such as active freight, or the impacts to wetlands. Alternatively, an elevated track alignment could avoid relocation of the trail, continue to allow room for freight operation, and avoid numerous conflicts with driveways that the ERC crosses adjacent to SR202. 

2.	Besides the RFP process for excursion service in the Valley segment, what process would or might be available for a city or interest group to apply to either King County or Sound Transit to obtain the right to operate or contract for transportation uses in the corridor?  (This may be an Andy or David question, so I’ve copied them.)

The short answer is that in those parts of the Corridor covered by the Trail Master Plan and FEIS, the PSE and ST easements have project-consultation processes built into them, so that any third-party transportation use of the railbanked corridor (other than interstate freight-rail service) would be subject to review and approval by PSE and ST as well as King County.  All such uses would be subject to termination upon reactivation of interstate freight rail service, and potentially, subject to termination if King County, PSE or ST later wished to implement their rights in a way that might conflict with the authorized transportation use.

The slightly longer explanation is that subject to those easement consultation processes, a city or interest group that wished to use the Corridor for transportation purposes could seek permission from the County in the form of a special use permit, a use agreement, or a lease or easement, all as contemplated under the King County Code (see K.C.C. 4.56.150, -.140, and -.150; see also K.C.C. chapters 7.12 and 14.30).  The decision whether to grant such interests would be discretionary in the County and, depending on the scope and nature of the interest or the proposal, might also be subject to direct negotiation or to procurement processes as required by the code (RFQ/RFP, etc.).

We do not know what contracting or other processes Sound Transit might require if a third party were to approach them directly.  However, we do know that Sound Transit has broad authority to acquire transportation services, including by contract. See RCW 81.112.070. So, potentially, it could be possible for a third party to seek a contracting opportunity with Sound Transit.  Further information on the processes by which those possibilities could be implemented would have to come from Sound Transit.

