\b

20»,,
\
W, InN

A

>
£

Tawy
Z\
K

LIGHT RAIL PERMITTING
ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING

Date: May 1, 2015
To: Light Rail Permitting Advisory Committee
From: Matthews Jackson (425-452-2729, mjackson@bellevuewa.gov)

Carol Helland (425-452-2724, chelland@bellevuewa.gov )
Liaisons to the Advisory Committee
Development Services Department

Subject:  May 6th, 2015 Advisory Committee Meeting

Enclosed you will find an agenda packet for your 31st Advisory Committee meeting next Wednesday,
May 6. We will begin at 3:30 p.m. in Room 1E-113 at Bellevue City Hall. The meeting will be chaired
by Doug Mathews and Marcelle Van Houten.

This packet includes:

Agenda

April 15t Meeting Minutes

City PowerPoint Presentation from April 15th

Draft CAC South Bellevue Segment Design and Mitigation Permit Advisory Document

CAC Comments Regarding the Draft South Bellevue Segment Design and Mitigation Permit
Advisory Document

agrwNRE

We will have hard copies of all electronic packet materials for you on May 6th. Materials will also be
posted on the City’s project web site at http://www.bellevuewa.gov/light-rail-permitting-cac.htm.

Please let us know if you have any questions prior to our meeting. We look forward to seeing you next
week.


mailto:mjackson@bellevuewa.gov
mailto:chelland@bellevuewa.gov
http://www.bellevuewa.gov/light-rail-permitting-cac.htm
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LIGHT RAIL PERMITTING
s ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING
<

Wednesday, May 6, 2015
3:30 p.m. - 5:30 pm ® Room 1E-113
Bellevue City Hall « 450 110th Ave NE

3:30 p.m.

3:40 p.m.

4:.00 p.m.

4:15 p.m.

5:20 p.m.

5:30 p.m.

Call to Order, Approval of Agenda, Approval of April 15t, Meeting
Minutes
Committee Co-Chairs Mathews and Van Houten

Public Comment
Limit to 3 minutes per person

East Link Project Update
Matthews Jackson

South Bellevue Segment Draft Design and Mitigation Permit Advisory
Document Continued Discussion- Action Item
Committee Co-Chairs Mathews and Van Houten

Public Comment
Limit to 3 minutes per person

. Adjourn

(TR).

Project web site located at: http://www.bellevuewa.gov/light-rail-permitting-cac.htm . For additional information, please

contact the Light Rail Permitting Liaisons: Matthews Jackson (425-452-2729, mjackson@bellevuewa.gov ) or Carol Helland
(425-452-2724, chelland@bellevuewa.gov ). Meeting room is wheelchair accessible. American Sign Language (ASL)

interpretation available upon request. Please call at least 48 hours in advance. Assistance for the hearing impaired: dial 711




CITY OF BELLEVUE

LIGHT RAIL PERMITTING
ADVISORY COMMITTEE
MEETING MINUTES
April 15,2015 Bellevue City Hall
3:30 p.m. Room 1E-113
MEMBERS PRESENT: Doug Mathews, Marcelle Van Houten, Susan

Rakow Anderson, Joel Glass, Wendy Jones, Ming-
Fang Chang, Don Miles

MEMBERS ABSENT: Siona van Dijk

OTHERS PRESENT: Matthews Jackson, Department of Development
Services; Kate March, Department of

Transportation; Kate Berens, City Manager's
Office; Paul Cornish, John Walser, Sound Transit

RECORDING SECRETARY: Gerry Lindsay

1. CALL TO ORDER, APPROVAL OF AGENDA, APPROVAL OF MINUTES
Co-Chair Mathews called the meeting to order at 3:36 p.m.

The agenda was approved by consensus.

Ms. Jones called attention to the fourth paragraph on page 9 of the minutes and the
discussion regarding insulating the front line homes along Bellevue Way and said it was

her recollection that the Committee reached consensus on that point.

Co-Chair Mathews said he remembered the conversation but did not recall that a general
consensus had been reached. Mr. Glass said he did not recall reaching a consensus either.

Ms. Anderson referred to the last paragraph on page 4 and suggested that "things" in the
first sentence should be revised to read "noise concerns and questions."

Ms. Anderson said she recalled during the meeting asking if wall heights could be
graphed and that Sound Transit said they could do that. She noted that the request does

not appear in the minutes. She said she would like to see that done.

Ms. Anderson pointed out the need to change "bus barn" to read "train yard," and "buses"
to read "trains" on page 11 of the minutes.

A motion to approve the minutes as amended was made by Mr. Glass. The motion was
seconded by Ms. Anderson and it carried unanimously.

2. PUBLIC COMMENT
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Mr. Rob Johnson, executive director of Transportation Choices Coalition, 219 First
Avenue South, Suite 420, Seattle, said his organization has a little more than a thousand
members in Bellevue. He thanked the Committee members for their work on behalf of
the citizens of Bellevue. He encouraged the Committee to move the advisory document
forward. It has been six and a half years since the voters approved ST2 and the project
should be delivered not only in the right way but on time and on budget.

Mr. Bill Popp, 2020 Kilarney Drive SE, noted that he recently had sent all members of
the Committee his findings regarding the walls associated with the South Bellevue
section of the project. He said his findings were in the form of an edit to the aerial views
Sound Transit had presented to the group in January showing the guideway. Those plans
included the heights of the walls for each section. It appears Sound Transit was using the
60 percent design plan and they were showing only the noise walls. His edits are based
on the 90 percent plans and added the fence panels that will be on top of the lower walls.
Sound Transit's work did not show that because it is not technically a noise wall. The
figure included in the packet suggests that there are differences from what was previously
shown to the Committee. For instance, there is a 12-foot wall relative to the top of the
sidewalk that starts at the south end of the blueberry farm building running about 430 feet
to a seven-foot wall, then the wall drops four feet. Then there is a fence panel at the
seven-foot level. With the exception of the opening at the blueberry farm new retail
building, and at Winters House, there is a seven-foot high wall for the entire length.
Those driving by or walking along Bellevue Way will not be able to see into the park.
There are 37,000 daily vehicle trips on that street, at least 40,000 people, who will not be
able to look at the park. He said he shared his findings with the engineering staff on
April 14. The result of trying to do something to mitigate for the noise will result in the
loss of visual contact with the park. The Committee previously expressed a desire to
avoid the industrial look of the overhead catenary system, but it will be visible. In 2013 a
presentation was made to the Transportation Commission regarding traffic on Bellevue
Way that showed the HOV lane, which initially will operate as a general purpose lane,
will provide some traffic relief after the light rail project is operational. Once there is a
sufficient number of people in carpools the lane will be switched over to be a carpool
lane. With the HOV lane in place and operational from the park and ride to I-90, there
will be a queue back to the Y, and on 108th Avenue SE there will be a queue at about SE
22nd Street, then at about SE 3 1st Street the queue moves up half a block to SE 30th
Street, and then it extends along 112th Avenue SE up to the intersection across the park
and ride lot. With the new HOV lane in place, which is supposed to mitigate the
problem, the queue on Bellevue Way will still be there, and the queue on 108th Avenue
SE will drop down to about SE 28th Street. That slow-moving queue of traffic will be
going through the neighborhood as a result of having to put more traffic pressure on the
signal at the park and ride lot. Bellevue Way would operate like an expressway were it
not for the signal. Tripling the size of the park and ride lot will create a situation that
effectively will not be mitigatable, except by moving the park and ride lot elsewhere.
Moving the A2 station to the west side of Bellevue Way at [-90 and running the track in a
bored tunnel from that point on will mitigate all of the problems.
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Mayor Balducci expressed her appreciation for the effort, time and energy being put into
the process by all of the Committee members. She said the work means a lot to the
citizens of Bellevue. The Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) discussions that are
ongoing at the Council level will not change anything the Committee is doing or has
done.

Mr. Joe Rossman, 921 109th Avenue SE, also thanked the Committee members for their
hard work. He said he has records going all the way back to 2007 in which city staff
have been asked to cooperate in meetings working with Sound Transit to complete plans
to make it extremely easy to make a connection to the Bellevue Way route so that East
Link can be easily extended to Issaquah across the south end of the Mercer Slough. Staff
never told anyone from any of the communities or even members of the Council that they
were asked to work on those kinds of plans, so the Mercer Slough Nature Park is being
set up to be decimated twice. The Committee should give weight to that consideration in
thinking about how to protect the west side of Mercer Slough.

Planning Manager Matthews Jackson took a moment to welcome Mr. Miles back from
his trip, and announced that Ms. van Dijk has given notice that she will no longer be
serving on the committee.

3. TRAIN OPERATIONS NOISE ANALYSIS

Deputy City Manager Kate Berens noted that the city has been working with Sound
Transit for some time around a MOU that was originally structured in 2011 as a financial
deal to allow for a tunnel in downtown Bellevue. The city's focus since that time has
been on decreasing its financial contribution to the project while keeping the tunnel as
part of the project. That work is culminating in amendments to the MOU that the
Council will need to approve. That legal document will not, however, affect in any way
what the Committee has been asked to do. The amended MOU addresses a few things
about noise as well as other mitigation issues that have been of concern, including
construction, traffic, and outreach and awareness issues.

Ms. Berens said the noise consultant focused on the various elements of train operation
that generate noise. The simple act of the train running on the track generates noise in the
same way a car's wheels make noise driving down a roadway. The recommended
mitigation includes wheel skirts; maintenance to keep the rails and train wheels operating
optimally; and ballasted tracks, which involves setting the tracks in gravel rather than
concrete. The track will be embedded rather than ballasted in parts of the Bel-Red
corridor because it has more of an urban look.

The Traction Power Substations (TPSS) are subject to the city's noise code. The way
Sound Transit is addressing them is to enclose them in a structure or surrounded by walls
to mitigate the noise.

Bells and warning devices generate noise as well. Ms. Berens said because they are
safety devices, the code says they must be as loud as they need to be in order to be
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effective. There are, however, conditions that will be established to limit the noise from
the warning devices to the areas where they need to be heard. Techniques will be
employed to shield and direct the noise, and adjustments will be made to the noise levels
during the nighttime.

Track switches and where tracks cross each other can also generate noise. Sound Transit
deals with that through good track design.

Ms. Berens noted that the Central Link line had issues involving wheel squeal created as
trains rounded the radius of curves. Sound Transit is dealing with that through
maintenance and by installing track lubricators on curves of a radius that tends to be
problematic.

The city's noise consultant identified a few mitigation requirements above and beyond
what was initially set for the federal review of the project. South Bellevue is the area that
has generated the most concerns given the adjacent residential areas. A number of noise
walls will be installed in that area. In some cases those noise walls have been extended
or made taller as a result of the review done by the consultant. The mitigation measures
relative to track and warning device noise will be utilized throughout the portion of the
alignment that passes through Bellevue.

Some acoustical panels will be erected adjacent to the track in the Lake Bellevue area to
mitigate noise. In the Bel-Red corridor the alignment will tend to be in the middle of
roadways and thus more difficult to create effective noise walls. There will, however, be
some requirements for new residential construction to limit noise decibels to set levels
inside sleeping areas. Some redevelopment may occur in the Bel-Red area ahead of the
East Link line construction and Sound Transit will make available information to provide
to developers to rely on in making sure they will be able to meet the requirements of the
noise code.

Ms. Berens said all of those things are being built into the permit conditions for the
project. The Council is very interested in enforcement issues and the permit is based on
assumptions going into a model about how loud the trains are and how well the
mitigations will perform. The Council expressed a desire to have additional strength
through the MOU to address any situation in which the assumptions are not correct and
the mitigations do not perform as expected. Specific monitoring requirements will be put
in place, including a three-year period during which Sound Transit will be testing and
monitoring noise levels along with the performance of all mitigation measures. The city
will be able to require revisions where things do not work as expected. The city is also
looking to add in more ongoing maintenance requirements on the assumption that a well-
maintained train on well-maintained tracks will keep noise down.

Mr. Miles asked if anyone has talked about visual pollution resulting from attempts to
resolve noise pollution. Ms. Berens said the technical consultant gave the issue some
focus, particularly for the Bel-Red area, relative to the trade-off between noise
protections and visual pollution.
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Mr. Jackson said the position Sound Transit is taking is that they will be building walls at
the minimum level needed to mitigation for the expected noise generation. They are not
looking to build taller walls except where needed.

Co-Chair Van Houten asked if there will be any monitoring done by the city following
the three-year monitoring period Sound Transit will be required to undertake. Ms.
Berens said all maintenance issues will be part of the ongoing right-of-way agreement the
city will have with Sound Transit. Monitoring with respect to noise after the three-year
period would be addressed on a complaint basis only.

Mr. Miles said he was aware of a case in eastern Washington in which track lubrication
efforts ended up polluting a waterway. Ms. Berens said it was her understanding that
Sound Transit uses biodegradable lubricants.

Mr. Glass asked if the city's sound expert offered any comments on the methodologies
employed in Sound Transit's report. He noted that Sound Transit cited some exemptions,
and commented that the Committee has heard comments about some of the parks not
being sensitive receptors. He also pointed out that the expanded park and ride lot will
generate more car traffic which will generate more noise and asked if the MOU addresses
that. Ms. Berens said there has been a lot of discussion between the city's technical
consultant and Sound Transit's consultant about the methodologies used to demonstrate
compliance with the city's code. Those discussions resulting in employing a different
methodology from what Sound Transit used to meet the federal standards. Under the
federal standards noise is generally averaged over a 24-hour period, with some
adjustments made for the nighttime hours. The city's noise consultant voiced concern
over the fact that the 24-hour averaging tends to mask noise, particularly during the most
sensitive times of the day. Sound Transit agreed to employ a methodology that employs
averaging one-hour periods instead and compares them against the ambient levels. The
methodology drove the requirements to extend walls linearly and to increase their height
where deemed necessary.

With regard to the exemptions claimed by Sound Transit, Ms. Berens explained that they
were reviewed by the City Attorney's Office given that they are legal in nature rather than
technical. The exemptions apply in the Bel-Red area where the code evaluates and
regulates noise based on the land use district in which the noise generate is located and
the land use district in which the noise receiver is located. Both Bel-Red and the
downtown are commercial districts which allow for certain exemptions that do not apply
in residential areas.

Sensitive receiver areas is a concept under the federal regulations. The city asked Sound
Transit to model noise from a couple of different areas in the Mercer Slough that were
separate from where they evaluated noise for the federal process. The additional areas
included locations where people will be using trails. Mr. Jackson said additional
information was sought for four locations on the Slough side, and Sound Transit had
already done some analysis at Surrey Downs Park.
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Ms. Berens said the Council asked about the potential for increased traffic and staff are
working on those numbers. Under the city's noise code, traffic noise is exempt so there is
no mitigation standard that would be imposed through the permitting process for any
increased traffic trips.

Co-Chair Van Houten agreed that there is a fine balance between mitigating for noise
impacts and creating visual pollution. Very tall walls will tend to destroy the notion of a
grand entrance and Bellevue as a city in a park, especially where the walls will be tall
enough to cut off the view of the Mercer Slough Nature Park. The noise walls are
probably the only practical way of dealing with the sound, but they will trigger a visual
loss. Ms. Berens said the same comment was made by a Councilmember at the Council's
April 13 meeting. Staff was asked to explore the flexibility of timing relative to
constructing the noise walls after the train is operational to see if in fact the noise is less
than anticipated and the walls are not actually needed.

Ms. Jones asked if the noise study accounted for noise reflected from the sound walls and
the facade of the park and ride structure. Ms. Berens said the city's noise consultant was
tasked with looking at reflective noise issues. It has been accommodated in the
modeling. Mr. Jackson explained that based on amount of existing traffic noise and the
distance between where the noise wall will be, the noise from the existing traffic will be
greater than any reflected noise, and thus there will be no additional impact.

Mr. Glass asked if the city's noise expert offered any comments on the sound wall
designs and whether or not more sound absorptive designs should be utilized. Mr.
Jackson said the consultant has provided information about different types of noise
attenuation, be it vegetation, a wood fence or a concrete structure, as well as what
additional lift can be obtained from including absorptive materials. Sound Transit has
been asked to apply sound absorptive materials to all freestanding noise walls, but the
city's expert was not tasked with answering that question.

Justin Lacson with Sound Transit said the possibility of incorporating sound absorptive
walls was looked into for the South Bellevue alignment. An in-house acoustician
indicated that typically sound absorptive walls are used where there are two walls
enclosing a highway or track guideway, and in situations where a roadway abuts a tall
building structure. Sound Transit's analysis concluded that neither of those situations
come into play in Bellevue.

Mr. Jackson said he conducted some research on his own and found a project in
Minnesota where sound absorptive materials are used on walls that parallel a highway.
In most other instances, sound absorptive materials are used to buffer enclosed
mechanical equipment. He said he found no examples of the material being used on
sound walls along arterials in cities.

Paul Cornish with Sound Transit said sound absorptive material was applied as part of the
Beacon Hill tunnel station in Seattle, including the wing walls going into the station. It is
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applied somewhat like a stucco. Accordingly, patterned walls and sound absorptive walls
are quite possibly at odds with each other. The wall in Minnesota is a metal structure that
incorporates a baffle system attached to a concrete wall. It is very industrial looking that
has been met with like and dislike by the public.

Mr. Jackson suggested that on the topic of where there are competing interests, sound
absorption versus the look of a wall, the Committee should weigh in. He added that the
process is currently focused on recommendations from the Committee. The issuance of
permits will come at a later date. Accordingly, the issue of noise for the South Bellevue
segment is still a work in progress.

Co-Chair Mathews said his take was that the Committee agrees that the walls should not
be any higher than absolutely necessary, especially on the east side so views out toward
the Slough can be retained. He said he was curious as to why the walls are shown as high
as they are in that stretch. Mr. Cornish said there will be sound walls on the elevated
guideway at the South Bellevue station. From there the track descends to where it runs in
the trench by the Winters House. The trench wall will have a two-and-a-half-foot-tall
concrete traffic barrier with a decorative fence on top of it for a total height of six and a
half feet, and a wire mesh structure to keep people from coming in contact with the
catenary system. Where the tracks comes back up to grade, the walls begin to get taller.

John Walser, senior architect with Sound Transit, said the systems in Seattle utilize a
chain link fence, something Bellevue does not allow. Accordingly, a black powder-
coated picket fence look will be used instead. While more visually appealing, it is less
transparent.

Co-Chair Van Houten asked if the city would reconsider its ban on chain link fencing.
Mr. Jackson said he highly doubted it, pointing out that in working with property owners
near Surrey Downs Park about how they will be protected in the interim before light rail
becomes operational, it has been very clear that people do not want chain link fences.
Co-Chair Van Houten commented that the look of a chain link construction fence is much
different from a nice powder-coated chain link fence. Where the view behind the fence is
worth seeing, some consideration should be given to at least exploring that type of fence.

Mr. Walser stressed that while an architect rather than an acoustician, absorptive material
may cut down on sound but may not cut down on the height of the walls.

Mr. Chang suggested the noise experts should look into changing the geometry or shape
of the noise walls as a way of limiting noise. Noise travels in the form of a wave and
changing the geometry can interrupt the wave or reflect it back to the track itself. That
possibly could help to reduce how high the walls need to be.

Ms. Jones said she would like to see a visual depiction of the length of the alignment

showing how the walls are to be configured, including height and the length of any gaps.
Mr. Cornish said the animation produced by Sound Transit does a good job of portraying
the route and the walls, particularly when it is slowed down. There is information on the
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Committee's website that identifies the wall heights. Mr. Lacson said Sound Transit has
plan view drawings and is working on visual renderings based on the 90 percent plans.

4. SOUTH BELLEVUE SEGMENT DRAFT DESIGN AND MITIGATION
PERMIT ADVISORY DOCUMENT - Continued Discussion

Mr. Jackson noted that the changes made to the draft in the packet were made based on
direction from the Committee to focus on what has been talked about and for which
recommendations have been made without implying that the Committee is in full
agreement with all the decision criteria, the Comprehensive Plan policies, or the light rail
best practices report.

Mr. Glass noted that the application documents from Sound Transit walk through each of
the Comprehensive Plan policies and state how the agency believes it has complied.

City staff have used a similar process. He said he used the same format as well in
compiling his observations and recommendations for where Sound Transit should modify
its plans in order to come into compliance with the Comprehensive Plan policies. One
thing for sure is there should be discussion of sound packages for front line homes. He
said the document he produced was intended to serve as a starting point for a discussion
by the Committee.

Co-Chair Van Houten said she had read through the document but would like more time
to review it in finer detail. She said the document does a good job of capturing the
Committee's discussions on various points.

Co-Chair Mathews agreed that he also would want to take the time to compare the
document against the Committee's draft to see what the differences are.

Answering a question asked by Ms. Jones, Mr. Glass noted that early on during the
discussions about the route choices the city commissioned OTAC to do a wetlands study.
OTAC raised some concerns with the analysis of the wetlands and the Committee should
make sure they have been addressed in the final analysis.

Co-Chair Van Houten clarified that Sound Transit will be required to follow the Bellevue
critical areas ordinance. That means the concerns will be addressed. Sound Transit will
also need to obtain permits from the Corps of Engineers, a process that can take years
given the level of required analysis. The transmittal from the Committee should simply
include a statement of trust that the city will apply the highest standards of the critical
areas ordinance and the Corps of Engineers Section 404 permit requirements. Sound
Transit cannot be legally required to go above and beyond what the code calls for.

Mr. Jackson said a thorough analysis of critical areas will be included with each of the
permits. From an environmental standpoint, Sound Transit will be required to produce a

result that actually has a lift in environmental function.

Ms. Jones said there is policy in the Comprehensive Plan that calls for using the light rail
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best practices report, including the city's expectations of Sound Transit, to guide city
actions and advocacy in pursuit of the best community outcomes for developing and
operating light rail in Bellevue. Another policy calls for placing a priority on the use of
noise avoidance or absorption techniques over noise deflection for residential uses when
developing mitigation measures. The best practices document includes directs the city to
plan for and address the impacts of construction by mitigating negative impacts such as
noise and vibration. Based on that, new residential construction in the downtown and the
Bel-Red area will be required to have soundproofing. Efforts are under way to make sure
sound walls are up ahead of the major construction along 112th Avenue SE as a way to
protect those residences, and it can be assumed the same approach will be used in the
Lake Bellevue segment. There are about 44 homes that either directly abut Bellevue
Way or have nothing between them and Bellevue Way and they will have to put up with
construction over a period of five years. The Committee should recommend that those
homeowners be given the option of having a sound insulation package installed prior to
construction.

Co-Chair Mathews asked what measure should be used to determine which homes should
have the option of receiving the insulation package. Ms. Jones said it should be the
homes that have nothing between them and Bellevue Way.

There was consensus in favor of including that recommendation.

Mr. Glass suggested his laundry list of recommendations should be included at the end of
the report.

Ms. Anderson said her list of recommendations included: additional noise analysis for
impacts to the users of Mercer Slough as a sensitive receptor; sound panels on the east
side of the guideway as a mitigation for the users of Mercer Slough, including wildlife;
making sure Surrey Downs is listed as a sensitive receptor; address the noise impacts due
to additional traffic to and from the South Bellevue park and ride lot; evaluate noise
impacts along the east side of 112th Avenue SE for future development; analyze and
mitigate construction noise for the five-year duration of construction staging at the South
Bellevue park and ride and for the construction traffic along the corridor; include in the
noise analysis the additional night noise impacts from the OMSF; address air quality
along Bellevue Way; and address elderly/handicapped seat height accommodations and
flashing safety lights at the station.

Co-Chair Van Houten suggested that attempting to mitigate for road noise would be
opening Pandora's Box. Noise walls along Bellevue Way would not be recommended as
they would simply wall off Bellevue Way. Mr. Miles agreed.

Mr. Jackson pointed out that if the redevelopment area along 112th Avenue SE includes
residential units, they will be required to mitigate for a maximum noise level in sleeping

rooms, the same as will be required in the Bel-Red corridor.

Ms. Anderson agreed the recommendation to analyze and mitigate the construction noise
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for the five-year duration of construction staging along Bellevue Way should be paired
with the recommendation to offer sound insulation packages to the front line homes.

Mr. Jackson pointed out that for every requirement put on the project, there must be a
demonstrable nexus to an impact the project is causing. Existing impacts not under the
control of Sound Transit cannot be included. The Committee has not been asked to go
through all of the decision criteria to ensure compliance, nor was there an intent to do so;
staff will, of course, need to be able to defend all of the criteria. If the Committee wants
to comment on each criterion, the documentation submitted by Mr. Glass can serve as a
place to start.

Mr. Glass said what Sound Transit has written implies that they are in full compliance
with the Comprehensive Plan. If the director believes the Committee is wrong, all he will
need to do is pull out the Sound Transit documentation and recite it as the nexus for
compliance. Mr. Jackson said it is common practice for major projects to ask the client to
offer an explanation for how they have addressed the decision criteria. Their positions
are not, however, always accepted at face value. He said in the end his name will be on
the staff report alongside that of the director. There may be areas where staff agree with
Sound Transit, and there may be specific disagreements. There will be no blind reliance
on Sound Transit's submittal.

Co-Chair Van Houten asked Mr. Glass if his intent was to include the discussion
paragraphs in the advisory document or just the recommendations. He said he felt it
would be helpful to include the discussions. Mr. Jackson said the first part of the
document addresses the decision criteria and the second part involves the response to the
standards and guidelines. He said he could see no reason not to just include the bulleted
list approach with the design guidelines and standards and more narrative with the
decision criteria.

Land Use Director Carol Helland said it will ultimately be her responsibility to sign off
on the document, taking into account the recommendations of the Committee. She noted
that the Committee was spending its third meeting working to refine the document and
asked for agreement that at the next meeting the document will be completed. If once the
Committee members are in agreement after reviewing the document provided by Mr.
Glass, it can be packaged as the Committee's recommendation.

Continuing, Ms. Helland said the roles of the Committee and the staff are completely
different. The role of the Committee is to indicate what is appropriate with respect to
context and the design guidelines. To the extent the Committee has other comments,
such as in relation to policy consistency, the staff will take them into account in
compiling the staff report. The Committee should not, however, be surprised to find staff
stating that certain roles belong to the staff and not to the Committee, or to find the staff
having a different opinion. The Committee should not be disappointed to find that not
every recommendation made is included in the final staff report; where things are left out,
a reason will be provided. For one thing, the language of the approval criteria will not be
changed even if the Committee believes it should be change. The actual language of the
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code will be used where it is quoted in the Committee's recommendation.

Ms. Helland said the language of the overlay provision includes no intent to have the
Committee stretch the approval process out over a longer period of time. The work of the
Committee is to fit into the work of the review as the review goes forward.

Ms. Helland clarified that the path that was chosen is administrative; the Council does not
in fact have a legislative role to play in the process.

There was agreement to submit all suggestions to staff by April 20 and to finalize the
document at the next Committee meeting.

3. PUBLIC COMMENT

Mr. Joe Rossman, 921 109th Avenue SE, praised the Committee for a superb meeting,
the kind of meeting the citizens have been hoping for. If the Committee disagrees with
anything said by the staff, the issues should be raised with Councilmembers Robertson
and Wallace. There is a difference between what the staff believes and what the
Councilmembers wrote into ordinance.

Mr. Bill Popp, 2020 Kilarney Drive SE, said the question asked by Ms. Jones about
seeing the wall from the street should be easily answerable by Sound Transit with graphic
drawings.

6. ADJOURN

Co-Chair Mathews adjourned the meeting at 5:57 p.m.
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LIGHT RAIL PERMITTING
ADVISORY COMMITTEE

COMMITTEE MEETING
April 15-3:30PM | ROOM 1E-113



« 3:30

— Call to Order, Approval of Agenda, Approval of March 18t
Meeting Minutes — Co-Chairs Mathews and Van Houten

— Public Comment
* 4:00
— Train Operations Noise Analysis — Kate Berens, Deputy City
Manager

* 4:30
— Draft South Bellevue Segment Design and Mitigation Permit

Advisory Document Continued Discussion— CAC Co-Chairs
Mathews and Van Houten

« 5:20

- Public Comment

Light Raul Permitting Citizen Advisory

Committee



Operational Notse Along the
Alignment

Noise Source

Mitigation as part of Design and Mitigation Permit(s)

Train

LRT designed with wheel skirts (cover over wheel
wells) to reduce noise from rail-wheel interference
O&M program

- Rail grinding

- Vehicle wheel truing and replacement

- Vehicle maintenance

- Operator training, operate under speeds

used in noise analysis

Re-profile the rails to better match the wheels
Maximize use of ballasted track (quieter than
paved)

Traction Power Sub-
Stations (TPSS)

Subject to Noise Code Ch 9.18
Designed to be enclosed within structures or with
surrounding walls to mitigate noise

3




Operational Notse Along the

Alignment

City’s technical analysis concluded certain additional measures
were needed

South Bellevue

— Installation of noise walls as planned to meet Federal Transit
Administration (FTA) guidelines

— Add additional height and length to noise walls as necessary to
meet city code

— Ensures notise of light rail is at or below the existing ambient levels
Lake Bellevue

— Acoustic panels adjacent to the track per FTA to mitigate at or below
existing ambient levels

Bel-Red

— New residential construction along the alignment are required to
install sound proofing




8 Operational Mitigation

 Establishes:
— Noise and vibration monitoring plan
— Performance standards for light rail operations
— Should there be an exceedance, timely compliance and retesting




/‘ Revised South Bellevue Segment Design and

Mitigation Permit Draft Advisory Document

* Changes Made to the Draft Advisory Document Reflect
Comments From March 18t CAC Meeting

* Additional CAC Comments Post Meeting Provided in Desk
Packet

Light Raul Permitting Citizen Advisory

Committee



LIGHT RAIL PERMITTING
CITIZEN ADVISORY COMMITTEE

ADVISORY DOCUMENT - RECOMMENDATION TO DIRECTOR
SOUTH BELLEVUE SEGMENT DESIGN AND MITIGATION
PERMIT

MARCH13APRIL 10, 2015

Introduction

The Light Rail Permitting Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC) was appointed by the Bellevue City
Council consistent with the terms of the Light Rail Overlay regulations contained in the city’s
Land Use Code (LUC). Land Use Code section 20.25M.035.A describes the CAC purpose to:

1. Dedicate the time necessary to represent community, neighborhood and citywide
interests in the permit review process*; and

2. Ensure that issues of importance are surfaced early in the permit review process while
there is still time to address design issues while minimizing cost implications; and

3. Consider the communities and land uses through which the RLRT (Regional Light Rail
Train) System or Facility passes, and set “the context” for the regional transit
authority to respond to as facility design progresses*; and

4. Help guide RLRT System and Facility design to ensure that neighborhood objectives

are considered and design is context sensitive by engaging in on-going dialogue with
the regional transit authority and the City, and by monitoring follow-through*; and

5. Provide a venue for receipt of public comment on the proposed RLRT Facilities and their
consistency with the policy and regulatory guidance of paragraph 20.25M.035.E below
and Sections 20.25M.040 and 20.25M.050 of this Part; and

6. Build the public’s sense of ownership in the project*; and

7. Ensure CAC participation is streamlined and effectively integrated into the permit
review process to avoid delays in project delivery*.

* |dentifies the focus of this Advisory Document

Design and Mitigation Permit Review — 60% Design Development Phase

This phase of review is intended to provide feedback regarding effectiveness of design and
landscape development in incorporating prior guidance at context and schematic design stages.
This phase is intended to provide further input and guidance, based on the input and guidance



