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April 15,2010

Jenifer Young

Environmental Manager

SR520 Program Office

600 Stewart Street, Suite 520

Seattle, WA 98101

SR520Bridge SDEIS@wsdot.wa.gov

' S N

Dear Ms. Young,
S-031-002 Enclosed is the analysis and comments of the SDEIS on the SR-520: Medina
bridge Replacement and HOV Project SDEIS on behalf of the Laurelhurst
Community Club which I am a Trustee for the Board.

e g o]

I respectfully submit my remarks with the hope that that will be reviewed
and answered in complete before the process of rebuilding SR520 begins.

Thank you for your attention to our comments and your diligent work on the

project.
Colleen McAleer

3137 West Laurelhurst Drive NE
Seattle, WA 98105

206 525-0219
billandlin@aol.com
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frosi-oot SDEIS Comments for SR520 Laurelhurst Community Club
) April 15,2010

) Introduction

1. Options included in the SDEIS
-lack of inclusion of Plan M and 4 lane
) - light rail imbedded not evaluated in plans
) -100 feet centerline to the north discrepancy

) 2. Noise issues-lack of inclusion for Laurelhurst

) -techniques for noise mitigation unacceptable and causing more
) - problems with sound deflection using one sided noise walls
)

)

)

3. Air quality-emissions effects on residential population
- health impacts within bridge vicinity
-report from Marcia Baker

4. Traffic-lack of inclusion of land use projects in NE Seattle filed by SDEIS
- LWB ramp problems in Plan A-all traffic routes north in A and L
- benefits of continuous flow with tunnel Plans K and M
-planned growth in the NE not included (attached)
- bascule bridge openings-non-peak impacts 50% increase waits

— R

) - 5. Pedestrian and bike access and safety
) -grade separated crossings -only with Option K

'_) -University of WA adding another surface pedestrian crossing

_ resulting in increased queues on Montlake Blvd

)

) 6. Transit connectivity and lack of access at new Sound Transit station-

? 7. Visual Quality-bridgé moving closer, blocking view sheds and Mt. Rainier.
) -Limited visuals included in SDEIS.

)

) 8. Wetlands, water quality and 4-f

: -Save Union Bay findings-fish,

) - Sidles report on waterfowl (see attached)

)

) 9. Construction issues-temporary bridges, lighting, barges

.] -Mundy report on noise, traffic, recreation restrictions for 7-10 years
) 10. Cultural disturbances-temporary and permanent-fish impacts shading,

) -artifact findings from native American tribes

)

; 11. Cumulative Effects-environmental, traffic, visual, noise and construction
)
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Exhibit Directory for SDEIS-Laurelhurst Community Club

April 15,2010
Exhibit 1 Capacity recommendations by Maurice Cooper
Exhibit 2 GPS 100 foot northern location of Floating Bridge Segment 1
Exhibit 3 LCC noise documents
Exhibit 4 List of affected Laurelhurst citizens -noise and visual impacts
Exhibit 5 SDEIS Comments from Bill Mundy
Exhibit 6 Marcia Baker-Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas
Exhibit 7 Traffic Modeling analysis Carl De Marken
Exhibit 8 Tilghman Transportation Analysis
Exhibit 9 Cumulative Development Land Use Projects in NE Seattle
Exhibit 10 Photos of Laurelhurst residence by Aaron Weholt-Legal Media
Exhibit 11 Photos -Webster Point residence (new bridge design) -Weholt
Exhibit 12 Save Union Bay analysis and Mitigation recommendations
Exhibit 13 Connie Sidles Expert Birding Inventory near Foster Island
Exhibit 14 Construction Discipline Report Analysis-Jean Amick
Exhibit 15 Muckleshoot Artifact Report-Judy Thorton
Exhibit 16 Cumulative Effects Discipline Report -comments by McAleer

Exhibit 17 Bascule Bridge Opening Data from 2008
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Laurelhurst Community Club
Comments on the SDEIS for SR520 Project
April 15,2010

Introduction

Laurelhurst Community Club (LCC), a 100 year old Seattle community organization, has
a long history of participating actively in the re-build of the SR520 bridge which defines
its southern border. Residents and the LCC Board had significant input on the RH
Thompson Expressway, the Trans-Lake Washington Study, The Trans-Lake Washington
Project and the State Mediation Process for the SR520 Bridge Replacement and HOV
Project.

The goals of the community have been consistent: the repair to ensure the safety of the
structure, provide for access, mobility and egress for residents to and around SR520,
minimize the footprint, reduce bridge noise, minimize visual blight, prohibit damage and
loss of natural resources such as parks and wildlife habitat, and achieve a design that
enhances the use of non-motorized travel.

The attached SDEIS comments fall into two primary categories.

-The first are notes on any omission of important information that is not included in the
environmental report itself.

-The second are notes on data that is incorrect, or manufactured as a "fact" to justify one
design advantage over another.

Laurelhurst Community Club has attended meetings for 13 years, and most recently has
been an official participant in the design process from State Mediation which developed
the three most recent options in the SDEIS.

While excellent public and community forums were held, many of the viable suggestions
were not incorporated into the final SDEIS. The Health Impact Assessment (September,
2008) was mandated by the State of Washington in SB # 6099. This widely distributed
booklet documents a range of health issues that are a direct result of the re-build of the
new bridge. However, the results are not necessarily incorporated in the optimal designs
and mitigation presented in the SDEIS.

Our community agrees with the problems in the challenging process of the SDEIS in the
Coalition for a Sustainable SR520 report submitted by Fran Conley on the group's
behalf.
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I. Options included in the study A, K and LL
A. Three options were carried into the SDEIS from the Mediation process.

Plan A and Plan K had support from groups of Westside stakeholders, while Plan L had
one supporter. Several times, LCC and Westside neighborhoods asked that Plan L be
dropped . Instead, WSDOT insisted upon carrying option L to the SDEIS, which lacked
community support in order to fulfill an obligation to the process, rather than include a
third viable option supported by Westside Communities mandated for the SDEIS.

The SDEIS omitted Plan M which was a slimmed down, less expensive and less
environmentally impacting tunnel plan under the Montlake Cut. Meaningful design work
was carried forward after Mediation on this design (M), and it was viable as an option
until that process was abruptly halted by WSDOT in the fall of 2009. The original
supporters of Plan K had abandoned it by that time in support of Plan M , a more
environmentally sensitive and less expensive option.

In addition, Plan A from Mediation featured a Montlake Interchange without ramps from
the east to Lake Washington Blvd. It was morphed quickly to Option A+ in the
Legislative Workshop which added the ramps back to relieve the traffic gridlock that
made Plan A dysfunctional. One of the key reasons for lack of support for Plan A was
that it created more gridlock on the Western side which requires LWB ramps, and thus,
its supporters opposed.

At press time for the SDEIS, there were no Westside communities who supported the 3
Design Options included for study. The exception remaining is Mark Weed who
represented the Seattle Chamber of Commerce's "transportation committee", supporting
Plan L alone.

There were no Seattle neighborhoods who supported any of the 3 options as
described in the SDEIS (Plans A, if it included the LWB ramps suboption, K or L).

This refutes the goals of the SDEIS (Page 24 in the Executive Summary) which states
that these 3 options met the Mediation "goals " and were carried into the SDEIS.

Thus, the objectives of SB#6099 were not met in spirit, but rather led into a truncated

decision process unsupported by the vast majority of stakeholders most impacted by the
new structure on the Westside.

B. Design Options Omitted from study: Plan M and Four Lane Options

SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Project
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1) Plan M (page 26 in the SDEIS Executive Summary) is given 2 sentences while in
reality, had support of Montlake, Portage Bay, Roanoke Park, Madison Park , the Boating
Community, North Capital Hill and Laurelhurst communities. This unprecedented
Westside consensus that morphed from the 3 years of interactive participation was cast
aside due to rules, artificial process and compressed deadlines. (See Conley's report on
process) in spite of the fact that the State of Washington lacked funding to build it.

2) Plan M description.

- It is the optimal design for SR520 which has a 700 foot underpass under the Montlake

Cut which increases mobility and has visual and noise benefits over other options.

Its design features include:

-a separation of local traffic on the Montlake Bridge for north/south travel

-a continuous flow of vehicles to access the SR520 bridge without the addition of 3
stoplights

- a grade separated crossing at the new Sound Transit Station linking directly to Metro
busses and to the University of Washington Campus and Hospital which increases
pedestrian/cyclist safety and reduces vehicular wait times.

- reduces noise due to lowering traffic noises below grade level

- reduces visual blight with lower profiles on the water, through neighborhoods and has a
berm to green up the Arboretum experience.

2). The 4 Lane Option
-With tolling and increased design, connectivity and improved access to transit, a Four
Lane alternative with HOV lanes and shoulders was not included in the SDEIS.

-The 4 lane alternative had major support from these Mediation communities on the
Westside: Madison Park, Portage Bay, Roanoke Park, Laurelhurst, the Boating
Community, Eastlake, The University District and North Capital Hill.

Including the "no build" was a glaring problem since the current structure was deemed
"unsafe" and not a viable option to evaluate in the SDEIS.

-See Maurice Cooper's report on " Capacity" (Exhibit 1)which describes enhancements
to a four lane design that can result in a 20% increase in capacity, rather than the addition
of 2 more lanes, with its ability to simply move the bottleneck to the interchange at I-5.

3) Capacity for light rail in the future.

Building light rail in 20-50 years will require center lanes to be imbedded with rails, and
pontoon structures to carry its added weight. The SDEIS does not include a rigorous
analysis of the potential addition for pontoons or center lane design.

C. Option discrepancies- location of the northern boundary of the bridge

One key bridge component resulting from Mediation was the location of the floating
bridge at the Western high rise.

Replacement and HOV Project
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- WSDOT's David Dye and Dave Warner acknowledged that The Laurelhurst
Community Club and The Madison Park Community Club had agreed that the centerline
for the new SR520 bridge would be moved 100 feet to the north of existing.

-The team of bridge engineers agreed on this feasibility on numerous meetings. The
SDEIS in Section 1, page 30 under "Floating Bridge area" states that "A new floating
span would be located approximately 190 feet north of the existing bridge at the west end
and 160 feet north of the existing bridge at the east end"

This location is not accurate for the agreements that were verified by Gary Stone
on his boat with the GPS coordinates given by WSDOT and agreed to for all option
by the Laurelhurst and Madison park Communities.

(Exhibit #2)Thus, this information is not accurate, and the design should be
corrected in the final draft.

D. Lighting on all bridge options have not been described. The SDEIS is incomplete

II. Noise issues and mitigation techniques
A. The Health Impact Assessment of September, 2008

This analysis was required by WA State SB #6099 and offers a comprehensive study of
the impact of noise from the SR520 project.

King County and Seattle Public Health Agencies list very serious side effects from
intense construction noise, and an increase of permanent noise resulting form a larger 6
lane SR520 bridge. (Page 56 "Noise")

1. Health impacts listed from the HIA

Specifically, serious physical negative impacts will result including:
Degraded Hearing or total loss

Cardiovascular Disease, including high blood pressure,
Communication interference from higher background noise

Sleep Disturbance caused by excessive road noise.

Impaired work and Learning performance degradation due to noise

The negative effects from excess noise emitted from the expansion and construction of
the SR520 bridge have been documented many times as a high priority for the
Laurelhurst and other surrounding neighborhood.

The Laurelhurst Community Club representative at the State Mediation process worked
in concert with neighborhoods surrounding the bridge from both East and West to
formulate strategies to reduce noise. The Noise Expert Review panel, City Council and
The Legislative Workgroup were also given a document which addressed concerns about
noise for the rebuild of SR520.

(see Exhibit #3)
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B. Why noise factors are significant

Chronic sound pollution can trigger the body’s stress response, and it also can cause
excessive stress hormones to be produced.

There are numerous studies conducted by Professor Gary Evans of Cornell University
which found that loud environmental noise interferes with children’s ability to learn. In
addition, researchers in Austria and Germany also concluded that children in noisier
neighborhoods experience marginally higher systolic blood pressure, greater heart rates
and higher overnight cortisol levels which indicate modestly elevated levels of
physiological stress. As a result, constant noise pollution can be linked to the later
development of high blood pressure, heart disease and stroke and the lowering of the
body’s natural immune system.

These studies added to Dr. Evans findings that children and adults (in later studies)
exposed to chronic noise can have serious health, learning and task motivation
impairments.

C. Analysis of the SDEIS

1.Measurement of noise

It is an egregious omission in the SDEIS that no noise mitigation for the Laurelhurst
neighborhood is specified. On page 20 of the Noise Discipline Report, the transmission
of sound is described in detail. Lines 1-6 state that sound travel across reflective surfaces

(e.g. the water on lake Washington) with minimal attenuation_(absorption). In addition,
weather can accentuate these conditions (lines 7-15) which states that noise levels can
increase during temperature inversions as the warmer air atop the trapped layer of cooler
air causes a deflection of skyward-bound sound waves back to the receivers (homes)at
ground level. This weather condition describes Seattle at least 60% of the year. To
dismiss this effect is an unacceptable in measuring noise from SR520 under "normal"
Seattle/Puget Sound area conditions.

2. The criteria for an acceptable noise level is defined as 66dBA in the Noise Discipline
Report (page 23) by FHWA and WSDOT. Page 27, lines 20-25, states that only
residences within 500 feet are considered (under WSDOT policy). However, this noise
(page 20) will carry across reflective surfaces such as water at the same noise level as
within 500 feet and this sound should be measured accurately and mitigated.

The report claims that 7 locations in Laurelhurst were "modeled"”, but SDEIS Exhibit 10
shows that only 2 locations were actually measured, and of that only 1 for 24 hours. No
weather conditions were described. The other location was a very short term one at
Belvoir Park, quite a long distance from the bridge, and read for only 15 minutes,
providing insufficient readings for total noise received. (page 41) The single reading of
57 dBAs is insufficient.

Attached( Exhibit #4) is a list of 70 residences who have complained about loud "bridge

noise" in this neighborhood, that interferes with their sleep and outdoor activities in their
yards.

SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Project
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3. Page 33 of the report notes that topography affects sound transmission. (lines 21-33).
Given that information, the report states that "Laurelhurst (page 34) has no noise
reducing features in its topography". In fact, the new location of the 6 lane bridge brings
it closer to Laurelhurst by 150 (190 feet in your SDEIS report) feet, to the north. These
factors will increase the noise transmission to residences located at the shorelines and at
the top of the hill which will carry the noise upwards as it deflects from the water.

4. Noise mitigation proposed by WSDOT for SR520 for Laurelhurst is absent.( SDEIS
exhibit 53) The report (page 103) states that "modeled" noise levels will not exceed
NAC. Even on the single measurement for one day, it is However, because a new 6 lane
bridge is physically closer by 150 feet and carries more traffic at a higher rates of speed,
all of these generate more noise to residents. Further, the noise walls proposed on the

southern side will create excess noise echo back to bikers, pedestrians and residences to
the north of the bridge.

D. Noise comparison to no build

The noise discipline report is not accurate when it states that the "no build alternative"
would result in more noise (page 69). This is not true due to increase volumes will result
in slower speeds and thus less noise emitted. The "no build" leaves the bridge in its
current location, rather than bringing more noise closer to the Laurelhurst neighborhood.

E. Construction noise impacts

1) Construction noises should be mitigated as a top priority. the project will take between
4-8 years of pile driving and the use of loud equipment. Pile driving (page 65) is
estimated to produce intense noise of 99 to 105 bBA. This is unacceptable to residences.
The 2009 "tests for pile driving techniques and its results are not ineluded in the
SDEIS for community impacts. This is a serious flaw in the noise discipline report, and
needs to be published for adjacent neighborhoods and park users.

2)Pages 172-174 list potential noise reducers during construction. All of these should be
required when the project goes out to bid. Monetary incentives should be part of the
contract to entice maximum noise reduction during construction. Such practices as
restricting use of "back-up" beepers and using spotters makes an enormous difference in
reducing annoying noise. Reducing noise from construction is of the highest value to
surrounding communities on both the Eastside and Westside to enable their citizens to
function more normally.

3) Refer to the Report from Bill Mundy (Exhibit #5), page 3 on construction noise:

There is a significant INCONSISTENCY between WSDOT maximum noise levels and
those of the City of Seattle and Washington State Labor and Industries.

® For Seattle:
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O Maximum sound level between 7:00am and 10:00pm is 55 dBA. This
would be for the permanent operation;

O The maximum exceedence during construction for heavy equipment is 25
dBA;

O Therefore, the total maximum noise level for the 54 month construction
period during any day would be 80 dBA (80 dBA is “moderately loud”
and equivalent to standing within two feet of an operating garbage truck).

® For WA. Labor and Industries:
O Noise cannot exceed 85 dBA over an 8 hour period. (WAC 296-817-300).

There is NO mention of pile driving noise in Exhibit 23, page 64. This is a serious
OMISSION because in Exhibit 22 it shows that pile driving results in the most serious
noise levels of all equipment and ranges between 99 to 105 dBA.

SDEIS Exhibit 26, page 67 and 68, shows pile driving noise level profiles. This exhibit
is INCORRECT. The exhibit DOES NOT include the area where the temporary bridge is
to be built. Even with this ERROR WSDOT’s noise profile exceeds City of Seattle and
WA L&I maximum noise limits. This is a serious OMISSION. Your documents show
that 2042 piles will be driven (Table 6.7.1) over the 54 month period. Exhibit 8, page 26
is a table showing relative loudness. The reference point is 80 dBA, the noise a garbage
truck makes when one is standing within two feet of it and this is not with an idling
engine. 100 dBA is 4 times louder, the equivalent to a jet taking off. 100 dBA is
classified as “very loud.” Interestingly, the noise effects on fish and mammals are
discussed, they are NOT discussed regarding humans.

SDEIS Exhibit 31 (approximately page 85). Noise Levels. The following are the noise
levels listed for NMP without sound walls: MP1-66, MP2-67, MP3-67, MP4-67. All of
these are right at NAC maximums and exceed City of Seattle maximums of 55 dBA.
Given that, Exhibit 33 is MISLEADING for it is based on the assumption of sound walls.
This is a “best case” scenario and extremely unlikely as sound walls are optional, not
required. Due to a lack of funds and WSDOT prior statements, it is more likely than not
that sound walls will NOT be constructed in the NMP segment. The SDEIS states
regarding mitigation:

e “measures must be considered;”

e “mitigation measures ... must be recommended (page 107).
This is NOT the same as requiring mitigation measures to reduce noise levels to an
acceptable level.
OMMITTED from the noise section is how the “beep beep beep™ of construction vehicles
and equipment, when they back up, is quantified. According to a person I interviewed
who lived on Mercer Island, in close proximity to the I-90 project, the “beep beep beep”
was so annoying that they had to move. And, it was something that went on for 24 hours
per day, often 7 days per week. If one has to listen to this for 54 months from 7:00am to
10:00pm it would, indeed, be annoying. It would be more than annoying for 24 hours per
day, seven days per week. Based on my review of the DSEIS this noise is not dealt with,
it is therefore an OMISSION. If it is dealt with please provide the reference or
documentation.

SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Project
2010 SDEIS Comments and Responses -- Comments Only

Page 639

For Internal Use Only -- 05/26/2011 14:11 PM



C-031

p5/26/ 2011 13:21 PM

3

031-020

031-021

)
)
);_
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
¥
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

)-031-022
J
)
)
)

ﬁ_t‘-_/ e

-031-023

G

Vibration
Vibration Mitigation (page 172).

This discussed how noise might be mitigated. There is NOTHING on vibration
mitigation. This is an OMISSION.

The SDEIS states there is “no effective method to reduce vibration.” (page 174). Ifit
can’t be reduced how can “it be kept to a minimum.”?

If noise and vibration levels are above legal limits what can be done? “Vibration
monitoring” (page 61) will NOT cure the problem.

Noise and Vibration, Pile Removal.

The noise and vibration material deals with the 2042 piles that will be driven over the 54
month construction period. It does NOT deal with the process of removing the piles and
the noise and vibration that will result from the removal process. This is a serious
OMISSION for the experience at CS indicates that the noise and vibration resulting from
the removal of the piles is much greater than driving them. We have also discovered that
if piles cannot be removed through extraction (pulling them) they are cut off at the lake
bottom. The DSEIS does not deal with the debris that remains, for example the creosote
laden piles. This is a serious OMISSION, especially due to the remaining hazardous
material.

Not only will people be adversely affected by excess construction noise, it will severely
impact wildlife such as the bald eagle during its nesting season. (page 66)In addition, fish
will be disturbed as these noises actually transmit directly under water.

F. Noise Mitigation Recommendations

1. Mitigation for excess noise from the 6 lane bridge is incomplete ( Noise Discipline
Report, page 107).

Many suggestions listed are effective such as use of heavy landscaping and highway
design alignments. However, the exclusive use of noise walls by WSDOT for
mitigation is completely adverse to all of the recommendations made by adjacent
neighborhoods, parks and institutions.

2. The Noise Expert Review Panel published their findings dated November 24, 2008.
These meetings were attended by Mediation representatives and the results were
comprehensive.

Unfortunately, WSDOT has not integrated these comprehensive and efficient ways to
reduce noise into the SDEIS.

Only lids and noise walls are recommended (page 171, lines 28-29) The legitimate reason
given is that noise walls are the only federally approved mitigation used by WSDOT.
Because they are visually unacceptable and/or do not work effectively with the "bowl" of
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residences along the 520 spans, these noise mitigation techniques for SR520 should be
included in the SDEIS.

The Noise Expert Review Panel's recommendations included:

1. Installation of quieter pavements with periodic renewal of surfaces for effectiveness.
2. Reduce or eliminate use of studded tires on bridge.

3. Design of gentler grades.

4. Use of sound absorptive material on all safety barriers

5. Parallel transparent barriers on structure (with absorptive bases) for noise reduction
between vehicles and bike and pedestrians.

Use of short, opaque absorptive barriers, designed low to protect view sheds
Absorptive treatment/ textures on retaining walls.

Quieter expansion joints on bridge surfaces, especially on high rise segments.

. Use of under deck covering or coating with sound absorption materials.

10 Traffic calming of adjacent arterials.

11. Quieter pavement on adjacent arterials.

12. Use of absorptive materials on inside of lids

13. Dense vegetation on tops of lids or exterior of walls

14. Jersey barriers to be fabricated out of sound absorption materials

15. Prohibition of the use of compression brakes

16. Construction noise plan including penalties and incentives.

17. Addition of more lids and tunnels

© %0 N o

WSDOT has included speed, ramp and grade designs and use of lids in some areas.

The SDEIS falls short in the inclusion of these other effective measures to reduce
the negative health impacts on nearby residents and park and recreational users.

3. Noise walls as Mitigation

a) Pages 113-120 include the explanation of the placement and function of noise walls to
reduce noise from the highway. Most of the discussion is focused on the cost/benefit
analysis of sound reduction by standards set by WSDOT.

Page 116, lines 35-38 state, "Noise walls would only be constructed if WDSOT
determines that they are feasible and reasonable" and yet states that "WSDOT policy
also provides for local jurisdiction and community input to the process of assessing
mitigation measures"

This process for local input took place via the noise expert review panel, but the
results were not recommended in the SDEIS by WSDOT.

b) Page 119 discusses the effectiveness of noise walls with "above grade" receivers. This
type of topography is characteristic of most of the 520 corridor on the Westside

SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Project
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Laurelhurst, North Capital Hill , Portage Bay and Roanoke Park in a "bowl".

Lines 12-15 in the SDEIS states,

"Noise walls are less effective at reducing transportation noise at locations where
receivers are elevated above the roadway (such as North Capital Hill) because the
receivers are closer to noise that is diffracted over the top of the noise wall."

¢) Thus, residences over the proposed noise wall of 10 feet would have no benefit
from their inclusion as mitigation. Further, they could carry the sound further to
residences above the projection of the noise wall, even to greater distances, increasing
impacts.

4. Location of Noise Walls

a) Pages 129-138 and pages 148 and 159 specify which neighborhoods that qualify for
noise mitigation using sound walls.

SDEIS Exhibit 54 shows that noise walls would be erected on the south side of SR520
only along Madison Park (pages 135 and 136). The north side (which moves to the north
by 153 feet is not protected by installing the same noise walls.

This creates an "echo effect” for the cyclists and walkers and Laurelhurst residences
which is shown on USDOT noise wall illustration on page 115.

b) All traffic noises will bounce off the noise walls on the south side, and reflect back

to the north side which first hits the bikers and pedestrians right on the bridge.

Then the noise carries over the reflective surface of water to Laurelhurst residences,

increasing significantly the currently measured declbels Add to that, the increase in

noise due to cloud cover, and noise is magnified to warrant mitigation.

e e N N N N N S L N N N S S N ] —

c) Thus, the SDEIS falls short in evaluating the global effect of adding noise walls to
only the south side of the bridge. Magnification and reflection of more noise from the
south side back to pedestrians, bikers and residences to the north of the noise walls is not
measured nor mitigated adequately.

LT W S S W

€-031-025 Summary on Noise Impacts and recommended mitigation

In summary, the SDEIS Noise Discipline Report for SR520 is flawed in failing to
identify the complete range of impacted receptors of bridge noise, fails to include a range
of acceptable and effective mitigation measures and worse, includes techniques such as
one-sided noise walls which will create an increase of noise across to bikers, pedestrians.

R N T L N N

)c-031-026 III. Air Quality

' A. The SDEIS fails to address the full impact of air pollution increases that will result in
adding two more lanes of vehicular traffic in a new 6 lane SR520 bridge. The Executive
Summary (pages 33-34) states that" all options would meet air quality standards".

)

)

) . .

jc-0s1-027 B. The report inserted here by Marcia Baker (exhibit#6) details the goals of Seattle to
) reduce greenhouse gas emissions by 7% over 190 levels by 2012, and the goal of the
)
)
)
)
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Western Climate Initiative to which Washington State belongs is an overall emissions
reduction of 15% below 2005 levels by 2020.

Road transportation accounts for 52% of these emission and in Seattle it is 62%. Thus,
the SDEIS with adding 2 more lanes of vehicles and, each mile of new highway lane
(HOV or not) is projected to increase CO2 by about 100,000 tons over the next 50 years.
(This estimate includes optimistic estimates of projected increases in fuel efficiency.)

Adding 2 more lanes of traffic has negative health impacts on Seattle's neighborhood
residents who live so close to the newly expanded bridge. These are dense, urban
population centers.

Excess emissions will increase adverse health impacts. Asthma, cardiovascular disease
and cancers have been tied to more air pollution (see references from Marcia Baker's
comments on air quality).

C. Statements in the SDEIS that there will be no adverse air quality impacts are not true.
1. On page 88 of the Cumulative Discipline Report it states that air emissions and the
construction process will not change the baseline of NAAQS. The use of heavy
construction machinery, excavations and hauling alone will generate pollutants that will
be emitted onto residents in nearby neighborhoods, including Laurelhurst.

2. The SDEIS must address specific standards and require construction techniques in the
contracts to protect residents for the 4-8 years of continual construction.

Currently, the report omits these important health impacts identified in the Health Impact
Assessment Report.

3.The report included here by Marcia Baker notes that we cannot ignore the global
impacts of poor air quality and must recognize the commitments the validity of reducing
our carbon footprint which the SDEIS falls short.

D. Comments On Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Air Quality Sections of WSDOT
SDEIS by Marcia Baker

1. Assumptions. The SDEIS analysis of air pollutants and greenhouse gas emissions from
the various alternatives is completely dependent on their projections by 2030.
-Congestion will decrease relative to present levels over the entire area as a result of
HOV lanes and tolls.

-Average vehicular speed on 520 will be over 30mph

2. Comments on these assumptions

The projection that increasing the number of lanes open to vehicular traffic will reduce
congestion in the long term is not born out by most data in the analyses: on the contrary:
-recent data based reviews (Litman, 2009) show that in congested areas over 90% of
increased lane capacity is filled within 5-10 years.

-The period after which time savings due to added road capacity equals time lost during
road construction is estimated to range from 2.75 years to infinity. (on occasion, the
construction time lost is never recouped!)
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Y (1) Brugge et al (2007) Environmental Health vol 6, p 23
) (2) Buonocore et al (2009) American Journal of Public Health (2009) Supplement 3 p

) 5629 (Harvard School of Public Health and community groups analyzing such in

) particles in Boston neighborhoods )

)

) c-031-030 IV. Transportation and Traffic Analysis

)

) A. The obvious goal of not just rebuilding the SR520 bridge for safety, but also to
: enhance the mobility of the region, and plan for its future growth.

)

) The SDEIS reveals that the option presented do not achieve these goals for creating a
3 better transportation system.

) cosr-031 B. The geographic location of the Laurelhurst Community sets it apart from the
) other neighborhoods surrounding the SR520 bridge and its access to I-5, the primary

federal highway in the region. Laurelhurst is a peninsula, with only two ways to access
the major highways of SR520 and I-5:

-Egress from the 5 corners stoplight at NE 45th St and Mary Gates Memorial Drive, then
through to SR 513 (Montlake Blvd) to SR520, to points East or Westbound to I-5
-Egress from the 5 corners at NE 45th St and Mary Gates Memorial Dr westbound up the
2 lanes westbound, and 1 lane eastbound through 12 stoplights to I-5 north or south.
Thus, Laurelhurst residences value mobility as a top priority of SR520 and its access.

S g N e e p—

) c-031-032 C. Travel times

1. Data discrepancies

Throughout the Mediation process to determine travel times on .8 mile on Montlake
Blvd, the data was constantly changing. Every week, new reasons were given such as
"the model had new assumptions" and participants could not get an accurate number on
the actual predicted travel times between the 3 alternatives.

See critique in modeling methodology (Exhibit # 7) by Carl De Marken

Also see Tilghman Traffic Analysis (Exhibit #8)

C-031-033

2. Omission of planned development in NE Seattle within 3.6 miles of SR520 by 2020

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

) In addition, there significant data missing from the calculations, especially in NE Seattle

) from the addition of University Village, The QFC parcel for additional retail and adding

) 350 residential units, the addition of 400 more rooms at Seattle Children's Hospital, and
the expansion in recreational, restaurant and office facilities at Warren G. Magnuson

_} Park. All of these are detailed by permit numbers (Exhibit #9) which were clearly in the

) Seattle DPD process, several handed to the WSDOT team in person, but in the end

) omitted in their traffic analysis report:

)

)

)

)

)

)
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This data heavily impacts the accuracy of the SDEIS and requires that it be recalculated,
incorporating the additional daily trip generation.

D. Traffic and Transportation

In the goal of presenting 3 viable options for transportation solutions, the SDEIS

process falls short.

The Tilghman Transportation Group investigated the SDEIS for inconsistencies and
missing analyses. (See exhibit #8)

Some of the findings include:

1. The SDEIS (Chapter 4-3) is lacking in full disclosure and analysis of existing back ups
on City of Seattle arterials. Back ups "can" extend as far north as NE 25th Ave and to NE
45th Street, and NE Pacific Street. The SDEIS needs to expand on the domino effects of
mobility throughout the access points to SR520. Traffic congestion will be worsened by
cumulative growth effects, particularly in NE Seattle, and the SDEIS needs to widen its
picture of the impacts in it access points, both to the north and south to Madison Street.
2.The whole process of interconnection of the new SR520 with SDOT was almost non-
existence. The Westside communities and all Seattle residents were not represented in
developing optimal solutions during the 2006-2009 timeline when the 3 options in the
SDEIS were developed.

3.Under new mayoral leadership, more information and collaboration could be
accomplished in developing more optimal solutions for City streets and SR520.

4. Traffic access routes Options A, K and L in the SDEIS

a) Plan A shows a degradation in mobility for access to SR520 from the north and south
Westside residents. Without having the Lake Washington Blvd Ramp for access to
Seattle neighborhoods south of the SR520 (Montlake, North Capital Hill, Madison Park,
Broadmoor, and Madrona) all traffic north and south bound share one set of off ramps
routed to the north.

b) This shared off ramp does not have adequate capacity to handle a reasonable flow of
traffic for both directions. The result instead is a back up queue on SR520 westbound
and further gridlock created by Plan A on a ramp where there is minimal existing
congestion today.

c)_In addition, travel time and distance is increased for vehicles traveling south by
doubling the exit distance. This is a poor transportation design for Seattle residents access
to a new bridge, and creates a larger carbon footprint for more travel times than needed.

d) Plan L is also flawed as a transportation system.

Access to and from SR520 from all points south are routed first across the Montlake
bascule bridge, and then again as a loop onto another bascule bridge. The existing
condition of using a bascule bridge to access a major state highway has already proven ill
conceived. Adding another is a recipe for gridlock and congestion through the Montlake
Bridge Interchange. The SDEIS states that Plan L the Montlake intersection would still
operate at LOS service F (lowest possible rating) on page 29 of the Executive Summary.
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Thus, Plan L offers no improvement, rather creates more congestion and longer travel
times to access SR520 and should not be considered a viable Westside SR 520 option.

¢) Plan K is the only option offering key improvements as a transportation system:
-Vehicles accessing SR520 can enter directly via a tunnel under the Montlake Cut which
results in shorter travel times (15 minutes on Montlake Blvd). This is for both north and

south bound trips.
-Increases capacity on Montlake from the separation of SR520 traffic and local

north/south traffic will allow for expected growth in NE Seattle (see cumulative effects-
planned land use projects) which are projected to generate 3800 new trips daily by 2020.
-Grade separation at Pacific Place, the University of Washington Triangle bus stops and
the Sound Transit Light Rail Station allows two benefits not achieved by the other SDEIS

options. This reduces wait time at stoplights for vehicles as well as quicker crossings
from the transit centers for pedestrians.

Page 28 states that "the greatest effect on traffic volumes would occur at the Montlake
Blvd Interchange area", and Plan K (or omitted Plan M) offers a real solution to relieve

some of the anticipated congestion.

-031-037 E. Impacts of the Bascule Bridge on traffic and access to SR520

In the description of Plan A and Plan L, both designs include traversing a bascule bridge
from the north to access SR520 (page 29 in the Executive Summary).

The opportunity to eliminate such a travel impediment should be an overarching goal in
the design of a 6 lane SR520 for the following reasons:

1. The U.S. Coast Guard tracked the Montlake Bridge openings for the past 10 years
(page 124-Cumulative Effects on Navigation). There are close to 3,000 bridge
openings requiring 2 minutes each to clear, creating a backlog of vehicular traffic.

This data is not included in the traffic analysis in the SDEIS and it crucial to the
mobility around SR520. Non-peak travel is as important in NE Seattle access as any
other time of day.
- The University Village Shopping Center operates 7 days/week at "off peak"
hours, and is especially affected by bridge openings on the weekends when
recreation boats require opening of the Montlake Bridge
-Seattle Children's Hospital also operates 7 days a week, much during"'off peak"
hours.
-Warren G Magnuson Park's recreational facilities and large community events occur
on weekends, definitely defined as "off peak" hours.
-The University of Washington popular sporting events occur during "off peak"
hours and severely impact traffic around the Montlake Interchange
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X included to accurately evaluate the operations of Options A and 1 which include a bascule
J bridge inherent in their design.

e

Traffic mobility is equally important to citizens during "off peak' times, especially
weekends and must be analyzed in the SDEIS.

2. The U.S. Coast Guard estimates that the addition of a second bascule bridge in Plan A
or Plan L will increase by 50%, resulting in bridge traffic to be stopped 20 more minutes
per day from May through September.(Exhibit #17)

3. The SDEIS is deficient in omitting the critical off peak traffic studies, especially along
Montlake Blvd. which will be severely impacted by the use of a bascule bridge in Plans
A and L.

Plans K and M eliminate this design obstacle and should be evaluated "off peak"
performance as well.

C-031-038 V. Pedestrian and Bicyclist Access and Safety

Sty M had Moo bl S N hd A R St N

: The SDEIS (4-8) describes the current lack of bicycle and pedestrian access to existing
SR520.

A. The addition of a separated bike and pedestrian lane (14 feet) on the north side of the
new SR520 will achieve access that will encourage non-motorized crossing of SR520.
This will benefit all options, albeit this width seem excessively wide.

1.-Plans A and L will still require cyclists and pedestrians to mingle in more vehicular
traffic on bascule bridges from the Westside to go eastbound in their designs.

2. -Plan K (and M) have bicyclists follow traffic separated safer pathways aligned with
more connectivity through the Arboretum and existing bike trails- a safer approach..

B. Plans A and L have pedestrians at the new Sound Transit Station crossing traffic at

grade level SDEIS (4-8 and 4-9). This type of crossing is problematic for two reasons:
1)-pedestrians are exposed to safety hazards from traffic and stoplights which also

creates more "wait time" penalty

2)-vehicles attempting to access SR520 are adding to greenhouse gas with their wait time
emissions from longer stops at traffic signals.

031.035 C. The University of Washington is proposing to add an additional pedestrian crossing at
' Pacific Street across from the new Sound Transit Light Rail Station (SDOT 12/09) and
eliminate the skybridge as previously approved. The Tilghman Traffic Report (Exhibit 8)
analyzed this additional impact on mobility in the Montlake (SDEIS Report page
3,section H). Another stoplight added with longer crossing times and reduced available
space for vehicles to queue, results in degraded performances of travel times for Plan A

and L.
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Plan K avoids this due to due the design of grade separation of pedestrians and cyclists
over vehicular traffic and reduces wait time penalties which facilitate transit use.

VI. Transit connectivity

Senate Bill #6099 requires a Westside SR520 bridge design to ensure the optimal
connectivity of transit to the Sound Transit Light Rail Station.

A. Option A dees not accomplish this mandate, leaving a long 1200 foot distance
between bus service and the Light Rail station. With weather elements always in play, the
lack of direct connectivity creates a penalty, rather than an enhancement to encourage use
of transit.

B. Option L also leaves transit riders at a long distance from the new Sound Transit
Light Rail station.

Both options have pedestrians crossing at grade level, and transversing a bascule bridge
with its delays to connect to busses and onward to other destinations.

C. Both Option K and omitted Option M offer direct connections from Sound Transit
Light Rail to busses at the University Triangle. The ease of walking at a grade separated
crossing to the University without the delays of both Montlake Bridge openings and the
closer proximity of transit connections make this option the best choice.

Plans A and L fall short of the mandate of SB 6099 and should be eliminated.
Only options K and M will accomplish this goal for transit connectivity.

VIL. Visual Quality

The SDEIS insufficiently addresses the permanent visual impacts that will be left by the 6
lane options proposed. Impacts (pages 31-32 Executive Summary) are lumped together in
the statement, ""all options would affect visual quality as a result of the new lids and
wider bridges and roadways that would be shifted in some areas and lowered in other
areas". Photos reveal the completely unacceptable bridge height of 30 feet which
obscures view corridors. Neighborhoods were promised a "low profile" and clearly this is
not acceptable and destroys open space views.

From the both Eastside and the Westside, neighborhoods have thrived and been built up
to enjoy the view sheds of Lake Washington, the Cascade mountains, Mount Rainier and
the Olympic Mountains. In urban neighborhoods the relief and value attributed to these
visual treasures can be measured by the more expensive land and taxable home values
that have these view sheds.

For Internal Use Only -- %5926/2011

Page 648
14:11 PM



)

C-031

05/26/2011 13:21 PM
s

3

——

. C-031-041

o

e e

CUPLE WP e

e

JC—i:l3 1-042

3

)
)
)
..»]
)
)
)
)

A. The SDEIS statement on Visual Quality is not accurate

1) All options create a wider footprint affecting EVERY neighborhood in its adjacency.
The new designs are more than double the current width, creating visual blight.

2) The 30 foot high profile across lake Washington for a new 6 lane bridge ranges from
a low profile of 12-15 feet in Plan K and M to a massive 30 foot profile in Plans A and L.

3 ) The addition of 15 foot noise walls in addition to any bridge design creates an even
higher visual barrier to be seen by nearby residents.

4) Option A has an additional bascule bridge which adds an enormous visual blockade to
the Monltlake neighborhood

5) Option A adds a seventh lane on the Portage Bay bridge, wiping out view sheds and
basic sunlight to the Seattle and Queen City Yacht Clubs, Portage Bay residents, and
house boat residents.

6) Option L erects a 40 foot high bascule bridge which obstructs view corridors from the

University of Washington, the Arboretum, Montlake, North Capital Hill , Madison
Park and Laurelhurst communities.

7) Option A with LWB ramps create a lid in Montlake cut into 2 parts with a freeway
ramp. The LWB ramps also create massive visual blight in Montlake.

Only plan K and M improve the visual impact of the 6 lane option by:
1) Lowering the floating bridge profile, preserving Lake Washington view sheds.

2) Covering the passage through the Arboretum with a berm.

3) Creating a pedestrian green passage at the University of Washington Light Rail
station

to the campus and bus routes.

4) Creating a land bridge to connect the experience for park users in the Arboretum.
5) Maximizing the size of lids spaces-not by dividing them into freeway ramps.

B. The photos depicting the visnal changes from the new design are not accurate.

1. The photos included in section 4.5, pages 34 and 35 are shot at an existing location
and not corrected to show the northern shift in the location of the bridge.

2. Attached (Exhibit #10 and 11) are photos that depict the changes in the Laurelhurst
neighborhood view sheds due to the new 6 lane bridge.

SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Project Page 649
2010 SDEIS Comments and Responses -- Comments Only For Internal Use Only -- 35126/2011 14:11 PM



2
JC—DSI

. \P5/26/2011 13:21 PM

)

\_-/I

+C-031-042

E—

R N T N N

C-031-043

pa—

SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Project
2010 SDEIS Comments and Responses -- Comments Only

The photos were taken in 2 residences on Webster Point in Laurelhurst.( 3008 East
Laurelhurst Dr NE and 3012 East Laurelhurst Dr NE)

The photos demonstrates the enormous impact of visual blight with corrections for;
-the location of the bridge 190 feet closer to the north

-30 foot high heights in the floating bridge section

-density of the new design on the new pontoon design

3. Clearly, these photos demonstrate a degraded view shed from residents who have paid
top dollar in real estate values to view Lake Washington, Mt. Rainier and the Cascade
and Olympic Mountains. This loss is unaccounted for in the SDEIS and should be
enumerated as a potential reimbursement to homeowners on both sides of the 6 lane
options. Lower real estate taxes from loss of real estate values are omitted from the
SDEIS. '

4. The SDEIS should be re-done to show quantitatively the real impacts of the new
footprint in proximity, width and height in all affected neighborhoods to show the real
loss of view sheds.

5. In addition, please refer to the Exhibit #4 which lists all residents who are impacted by
the new SR520 footprint in Laurelhurst.

VIII. Wetlands , Water Quality and Parkland (4-f)

The Laurelhurst neighborhood southern border is on Union Bay which is a precious
wetland area that has been nurtured from its near demise, back to a viable habitat for rare
and native wildlife and plants.

A. Union Bay Ecosystem
The organization, Save Union Bay Association (SUBA) has been active in maintaining
and restoring the ecological issues that have developed for the past 40 years.

In addition, Seattle City Council President, Richard Conlin, and Councilperson, Sally
Clark have been instrumental in helping SUBA become an entity under Seattle Public
Utilities for a lake management district, and obtaining resources to continue to restore its
viability.

Attached is the report from SUBA (Exhibit #12) which was written in conjunction from

Josh Wozniak from Herrera Consultants (water ecology experts ). The report outlines the
concerns about Union Bay, both during the construction phases, as well as the permanent
effects on the condition of the water quality of the bay and its wildlife habitat.

B. Mitigation
Avoidance of harm and mitigation is suggested in this report for Union Bay to enhance
its ability to replace the wetlands that will be eliminated with all of the Option A, L or K.
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The restoration of native habitat from damage from nutria invasion will help as well as
the reductions of invasive milfoil and waterlilies that are impediments to the viability of
Union Bay.

See Exhibit # 12 for the full report on Save Union Bay, co-authored all by scientists and
officers who reside in the proximity of SR520.

C. Water quality and 4-f Parklands

Changes in the turbidity, and quality of water in and around the new 6 lane option are
described in the report from SUBA

LCC has concerns that the full impact on water quality for fish, wildlife and recreational
uses by humans are not adequately vetted in the SDEIS. More data and mitigation plans
need to be delineated.

D. Exhibit #13 complied by Connie Sidles who is an expert birder, (Audubon member) is
an inventory of the birds that have been recently documented using the habitats of Foster
Island, Portage Bay and Union Bay. There are 85 species of birds who have been seen in
the environment affected by SR520. In addition, there are 18 rare birds and 7 very rare
birds who may never return unless an inviting habitat and wetland is provided.

To lose this irreplaceable wildlife in our ecosystem would be a shameful legacy of
destruction of their habitat by concrete and must be prevented.

The SDEIS must include a more extensive plan for these birds, and not limit its scope to
just the migrating ones required by federal law.

In addition to wetlands the LCC has great concern for the destruction of the extensive
network of parklands that surrounds the SR 520 project . The loss of parks is
unacceptable, and the law mandates that these impacts be avoided by another viable
option. See full report by Gerry Conley on 4-f issues.

IX. Construction issues

A. Impacts

The Laurelhurst Community will be heavily impacted by the re-build and expansion of
SR520 for a minimum of 8 years. Chapter 6 of the SDEIS attempts to describe the
construction impacts that will affect surrounding neighborhoods throughout the project.
1. Attached is our full analysis (excel Exhibit #14) compiled by Jean Amick.

2. In addition the adverse affects on residents of this prolonged project are listed by the
report by Bill Mundy (Exhibit #5) in regard to visuals and noise concerns:
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Effects During Construction (Chapter 6).

There is either NO or ONLY superficial discussions of construction affects on NMP
regarding boat access, noise, vibration and wildlife. (page 6-46 to 6-49). Also, see the
above comments relating to the Discipline Reports.

B.View Impacts during Construction

In Chapter 6 it states: ”Under all design options, the greatest temporary change to visual
character and quality would result from demolition of the Lake Washington ramps to and
Jrom the Arboretum and construction and presence of construction and detour bridges
because of their size and complexity. Vegetation would be removed in 30- to 60-foot-
wide swaths for the work bridges. Subsequent construction of the permanent new west
approach bridges would compound the effects. The combination of the construction
bridges, detour bridges, finger piers, and the existing and new bridges would result in
substantial degradation of visual character and quality of the south part of Union Bay.
The structures would block water- and ground-level view for viewers near the structures.
The viewers most affected by this change would be commuters crossing the bridges, park
users and boaters, and residents in north Madison Park. Views from the Broadmoor Golf
Course would be screened most of the year by tall trees along the shoreline.” (page 6-54
and 6-55). This statement:
¢ Isinconsistent (an ERROR) with your statement regarding views (Views, Volume

I, page 70) where it states: “possibly blocking views of Laurelhurst Hills but

revealing more open water in Union Bay.”

More"openwater” cannot be true with a bay covered in barges and work bridges!

Does NOT discuss mitigation, an OMISSION.

Noise. (re: page 6-65+)

The following is relevant information and comments from several tables in this section:
Table 6.7.1: Equipment — Pile Drivers, Noise Level — 99-105 dBA, Number of piles to be
driven: 1987 + 55 for Lake Washington Blvd or 2042 piles total.

Table 6.7.2: Maximum City of Seattle sound level, residential — 55 dBA.

Table 6.7.3: Maximum Exceedence:

Minutes/hour Exceedence
15 +5 dBA

5 +10 dBA

1.5 +15 dBA

For driving in and pulling out the 2042 pilings (that is 4084 operations) the maximum
noise criteria for the City, State, and federal government (NAC) will be exceeded. What
is the effective mitigation? The answer to this has been OMITTED.

Table 6.7.4.:Noise Levels that “should NEVER be exceeded.”

dBA Time Duration Exceedence Prohibited
90 Continuously*

93 20 minutes

96 15 minutes
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99 7.5 minutes
*I believe this is an error, for it means at 90 dBA or greater the noise level cannot be
exceeded.
Therefore, if any piles are driven the noise levels will be exceeded. But, this must
NEVER happen. What is the answer to this dilemma? It has been OMITTED.
In addition, just so we are on the “same page,” don’t suggest these noise levels will not
reach NMP. First, your noise profiles do not take into account the construction bridge.
Second, they do not take into account pile removal. Third, they do not take into account
the vibration index.

Vibration (reference page 6-69).

Data and analysis on vibration testing has been OMITTED.

Reference “Construction Vibration Effects” page 6-69. In the middle of the paragraph it
states “It is unlikely that vibration levels would exceed 0.5 inches per second at distances
greater than 100 feet from the construction sites.” In that regard:

¢ Distances from the construction bridge have been OMITTED;

¢ Data and analysis has been OMITTED regarding vibration tests and levels;

* Based on the experiences at Canterbury Shores regarding driving and pulling piles
the vibration level exceeded 1.27 inches per second. This data and the effects
have been OMITTED.

* Due to the poor quality of graphics in Exhibit 6.7-3 (at least on my CD), it is not
possible to tell where the noise contours are in relation to the land (i.e. shoreline,
land improvements, etc.). This must be an ERROR.

In addition to the above observations, work place lightening is not included in the
SDEIS.

Bright work lighting can have severe adverse affects on fish and wildlife, boaters, drivers
on the existing bridge and to residents who must look at bright lights during the
construction process.

Effects During Construction (Chapter 6).

There is either NO or ONLY superficial discussions of construction affects on NMP
regarding boat access, noise, vibration and wildlife. (page 6-46 to 6-49). Also, see the
above comments relating to the Discipline Reports.

View Impact.

In Chapter 6 it states: ”Under all design options, the greatest temporary change to visual
character and quality would result from demolition of the Lake Washington ramps to and
Jrom the Arboretum and construction and presence of construction and detour bridges
because of their size and complexity. Vegetation would be removed in 30- to 60-foot-
wide swaths for the work bridges. Subsequent construction of the permanent new west
approach bridges would compound the effects. The combination of the construction
bridges, detour bridges, finger piers, and the existing and new bridges would result in
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~031-053 substantial degradation of visual character and quality of the south part of Union Bay.
The structures would block water- and ground-level view for viewers near the structures.
The viewers most affected by this change would be commuters crossing the bridges, park
users and boaters, and residents in north Madison Park (underline mine). Views from
the Broadmoor Golf Course would be screened most of the year by tall trees along the
shoreline.” (page 6-54 and 6-55). This statement:
¢ Isinconsistent (an ERROR) with your statement regarding views (Views, Volume
I, page 70) where it states: “possibly blocking views of Laurelhurst Hills but
revealing more open water in Union Bay.”
e Does NOT discuss mitigation, an OMISSION.

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
Je-031-054 Noise. (re: page 6-65+)
)
) The following is relevant information and comments from several tables in this section:
. Table 6.7.1: Equipment — Pile Drivers, Noise Level — 99-105 dBA, Number of piles to be
) driven: 1987 + 55 for Lake Washington Blvd or 2042 piles total.
) Table 6.7.2: Maximum City of Seattle sound level, residential — 55 dBA.
b Table 6.7.3: Maximum Exceedence:
5 Minutes/hour Exceedence
’ 15 +5 dBA
) 5 +10 dBA
) 1.5 +15 dBA
) For driving in and pulling out the 2042 pilings (that is 4084 operations) the maximum

noise criteria for the City, State, and federal government (NAC) will be exceeded. What
) is the effective mitigation? The answer to this has been OMITTED.
) Table 6.7.4.:Noise Levels that “should NEVER be exceeded.”
) dBA Time Duration Exceedence Prohibited

90 Continuously*

) 93 20 minutes
) 96 15 minutes

99 7.5 minutes
*1 believe this is an error, for it means at 90 dBA or greater the noise level cannot be
exceeded.
Therefore, if any piles are driven the noise levels will be exceeded. But, this must
NEVER happen. What is the answer to this dilemma? It has been OMITTED.
In addition, just so we are on the “same page,” don’t suggest these noise levels will not
reach NMP. First, your noise profiles do not take into account the construction bridge.
Second, they do not take into account pile removal. Third, they do not take into account
the vibration index.

C-031-055 C. Vibration (reference page 6-69).

Data and analysis on vibration testing has been OMITTED.

Reference “Construction Vibration Effects” page 6-69. In the middle of the paragraph it
states “It is unlikely that vibration levels would exceed 0.5 inches per second at distances
greater than 100 feet from the construction sites.” In that regard:
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e e Distances from the construction bridge have been OMITTED;

Data and analysis has been OMITTED regarding vibration tests and levels;

Based on the experiences at Canterbury Shores regarding driving and pulling piles

the vibration level exceeded 1.27 inches per second. This data and the effects
have been OMITTED.

Due to the poor quality of graphics in Exhibit 6.7-3 (at least on my CD), it is not
possible to tell where the noise contours are in relation to the land (i.e. shoreline,
land improvements, etc.). This must be an ERROR.

[ ]

C-031-056 D. Lighting
The SDEIS must include a plan for construction lighting that is compatible with the
Health Impact Assessment from the SB#6099. There is no plan currently included.

031057 E. Traffic and Mobility

Another major concerns noted in Amick's comments for LCC during the construction
phase include mobility and transportation routes for access by vehicles, pedestrians and
cyclists during construction. Road closures and crossovers will have severe impacts on
NE Seattle access to SR520 and I-5. This is especially true with the cumulative effects of
planned land use development such as University Village Shopping Center, QFC retail
space and apartments and the addition of 400 more beds and 1200 more staff at Seattle
Children's Hospital, along with the completion of the Sound Transit Light Rail Station,
all within 1.5 milers of the SR520 project.

Thus, The SDEIS has omitted key information for construction impacts and lacks
concrete noise and visual mitigation techniques for building any 6 lane option.

X. Environmental Justice and fish stock quality

— e e e ‘-..#"-./\_.-'\-_«'-u-/'-._v‘\-_/‘-.ﬁx./\_/\_/

Jc-031-058 A. The Muckleshoot Tribe

This native American tribe has had long cultural ties to the region surrounding the SR520
bridge. The SDEIS describes the issue briefly in the Executive Summary( page 41)

1. Not only with the tribe have diminished access to fishing, but recently there has been a
finding of an archeological artifact in Union Bay, near Waterway #1 by Judith Thorton, a
University of Washington Professor. A rare mahogany red chert biface was unearthed.
Dr. Thorton is in contact with the Burke Museum and the Muckleshoot Tribe
archeologist, Laura Murphy to assess the implications of the

(See Exhibit #15) _

2. Itis essential that the SDEIS address the location of such potential important cultural
findings and ways to protect their demise in the construction of SR520. '

. " B e

c-031-059 | B. Fish Migration temperatures and shading impacts
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SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Project
2010 SDEIS Comments and Responses -- Comments Only

1. In regard to the enhancement of the environment for improving the quality of fish
stock, please refer to the report submitted by Maurice Cooper, an expert in the field of
fish migration and habitat and engineer. (Exhibit #16)

2. The SDEIS presents an erroneous assumption about the migration of salmon through
the Lake Washington passage and on through the Montlake Cut.

With the phenomenon of gradually increasing warmer waters in Lake Washnigton in the
summer , migrating salmon have been documented to travel under the bridge structure,
whose shaded effects provide cooler water streams that salmon prefer.

The SDEIS (page 46 in the Executive Summary) depicts the negative impact on fish
travel and habitat due to shading by each option.

3. Plan K has the lowest profile of the 3 options and that would enable the shading
needed to cool the water passages for the salmon.

Thus, the concept that shading is bad for fish is untrue, and not documented. This cooling
will become even more important as Global warming continues to raise the temperatures
in Lake Washington over the life of the new SR520.

Plan K with its lower profile best protects the fish stocks and should be the preferred
option. Plans A and L will produce a warmer temperature and less protection for the
summer migration of salmon.

XI. Cumulative Effects

A critique of the Cumulative effects in numerous categories is attached (Excel Exhibit
#16).

The document includes inaccuracies in the SDEIS and omissions. Most topics have been
addressed in the remarks above. but the page and report references are detailed.

Comments point out inaccuracies in the SDEIS as well as omissions.

Key issues are land use omissions, traffic effects, air quality, visual quality, greenhouse
gas, noise and water resources which will be affected by the 8 year project in dense urban
neighborhoods and in environmentally sensitive areas.

Specific pages are referenced in this exhibit and must be reviewed.

Summary

The Laurelhurst Community Club supports the re-build of a safer SR520 bridge that
meets the transportation goals and is built with a context sensitive design.

In addition, would like to continue active participation in is design and mitigation
processes as the final plan develops.

In analyzing the SDEIS, the current three options presented fail to meet the criteria that
offers the State of Washington an optimal design for the next 50-75 years.
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SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Project
2010 SDEIS Comments and Responses -- Comments Only

The lack of inclusion of Option M which included a short immersed tube tunnel under the
Montlake Cut is a glaring omission of a design solution which has the potential to
achieve the region's goals for greater mobility of transit, pedestrians, cyclists and
vehicles.

Plans A and L fall short on improving mobility in Seattle to and from SR520. Rather,
these plans will cause further traffic congestion by their inherently faulty designs.

An SDEIS design that provides for the future growth of the region must include features
(in Plan K) such an improved grade separated connection between transit modes to
facilitate transit use and reduce greenhouse gases.

Plans K or M with the tunnel feature under the Montlake Cut are the only designs that
include that logical provision.

Plans K and M were "fully loaded" in inclusive mobility and environmentally friendly
features from the start, including a berm in the Arboretum and safer pedestrian crossings.
However, after Mediation, excess costs including a $500,000,000 kickback to the
University of Washington for a parking garage replacement was added to the design
after the Mediation process ended.

The actual costs of the tunnel in option M is only $49.5 million, well within the budget
of the $4.65 billion total. Unfortunately, the actual cost analysis and data was buried in a
cost report that was only revealed on the date that the Legislative Work Group was
voting on their "preferred" option. Thus, the tunnel plan costs were over stated by a half
billion dollars (at the very least).

In addition, the SDEIS process was hurried along at the end of the calendar year of 2009
by Legislators who were facing the worst budget deficit and recession in the history of
the State of Washington. Their mottos were "just get it done" and "go with the cheapest".
The results were that Plan A chosen as a preferred solution-easy to understand and the
cheapest estimate on the table.

Laurelhurst Community Club believes that the State and its citizens can do better
because we know better.

WDSOT can produce a more rigorous SDEIS and include more global and
environmentally sound options which should be driving this process and bridge design.

Looking back in 25 years from the ribbon cutting of the new bridge, the Governor, the
State of Washington, the Cities of Seattle and Bellevue and their surrounding
communities who will pay for it, should be able to look at the decision today, and know it
was an investment in a transportation system that provides solutions for mobility and
preserves the resources that are so valued by its citizens.

Report prepared by:
Colleen McAleer  ,
}//;7;4/0

Laurelhurst Community Club Trustee and State Mediation Representative for SR520
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Exhibit Directory for SDEIS-Laurelhurst Community Club

April 15,2010
Exhibit 1 Capacity recommendations by Maurice Cooper
Exhibit 2 GPS 100 foot northern location of Floating Bridge Segment 1
Exhibit 3 LCC noise documents
Exhibit 4 List of affected Laurelhurst citizens -noise and visual impacts
Exhibit 5 SDEIS Comments from Bill Mundy
Exhibit 6 Marcia Baker-Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas
Exhibit 7 Traffic Modeling analysis Carl De Marken
Exhibit 8 Tilghman Transportation Analysis
Exhibit 9 Cumulative Development Land Use Projects in NE Seattle
Exhibit 10 Photos of Laurelhurst residence by Aaron Weholt-Legal Media
Exhibit 11 Photos -Webster Point residence (new bridge design) -Weholt
Exhibit 12 Save Union Bay analysis and Mitigation recommendations
Exhibit 13 Connie Sidles Expert Birding Inventory near Foster Island
Exhibit 14 Construction Discipline Report Analysis-Jean Amick
Exhibit 15 Muckleshoot Artifact Report-Judy Thorton
Exhibit 16 Cumulative Effects Discipline Report -comments by McAleer

Exhibit 17 Bascule Bridge Opening Data from 2008
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N APPENDIXJ Cooper on 520 capacity

";) Technical notes on 520 4-lane

)

\ Capacity Constraints on the Existing SR-520 Bridge

) A Technical Memorandum

)

3 March 2010

B Maurice B. Cooper, P.E.

) There are many non-structural capacity-limiting constraints on freeway

- traffic throughput; these include (i) visibility limits duc to precipitation,

‘) Aeeelemane and driving inta direct sunlight {a particular problem on SR-

yosos2 Therc are many non-structural capacity-limiting constraints on freeway

) traffic throughput; these include (i) visibility limits due to precipitation,

- darkness and driving into direct sunlight (a particular problem on SR-

) 520 because of its east-west alignment, which means that, at rush hour,
D) half the traffic is usually driving directly into the sun), (ii) traffic mix,

) particularly the auto Lo truck ratio, and (iii) culturally conditioned driver
) behavior - for example, drivers in the U.S. are more inclined than those

- in Europe to be doing other things whilst driving.

)

) There are also certain structural factors which limit traffic capacity, such
) as the physical condition ol the pavement surface.

/ This memorandum is, however, limited to specific and unique features of
) the existing SR-520 bridge which cause 1t to opcrate at below ils possiblc
) maximum. These are basically of three types:

_)°'°31'°63 1) On and off-ramp design:

)

) Both cast and west end approaches to the bridge are scverc bottlenecks.
)

} On the east side of the lake, the problems start at the Bellevue Way on-

: ramp, where drivers have particular trouble with the weave across the

) HOV lanes Lo access the mainline, at a location where the roadway 1s

) curving and traflic slowing erratically because of the backup from the

) next on-ramp.

) . .

’ The next on-ramp is the access westbound from Medina at 84th Avenue
) Northeast. This on-ramp design is the worst in the 3-mile SR-520 bridge
) segmerit. In addition to the cross-HOV weave, there is an immediate and
) severe width constraint because of a solid bridge abutment, coupled with
) the visibitity limitation imposed by the bridge abutment itsell. The on-

_ ramp leads 1o a [recway segment which, at this point, sulfers from both
) unusually severe changes in vertical and horizontal alignment.

SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Project

)
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APPENDIXJ Cooper on 520 capacity

On the west end of the bridge the first problem is caused by the
proximily of the merge between SOV and HOV traffic from Montlake
Boulcvard to the merge between this traffic and the freeway mainline.

The second problem is caused by the abruptness of the end of the on-
ramp coming from Lake Washington Boulevard, where the at-grade, on-
land portion of the roadway transitions mstantancously to the low-level,
structural concrete viaduct portion of the bridge.

Off-ramp design for the SR-520 bridge was handled considerably betrter
than on-ramp design. Neither off-ramps on the eastside, namely at 84th
Avenuc Northeast nor at Bellevue Way Northeast have significant impact
on traffic flow. On the Westside, there is driver confusion because of the
proximity of the Lake Washington Boulcvard and the Montlake Boulevard
exits, but a greater limitation is the frequent backup of traffic down from
Montlake Boulevard caused by the equally frequent bascule bridge
openings on Montlake Boulevard itself.

2) Lane and Shoulder Width:

Lanc width is frequently cited as a traffic-capacity limitation in the
literature. On the SR-520 bridge, lane width is adequate throughout.
Shoulder width is, however, totally inadequate. This causcs driver
distraction becausc of fear of either touching the outside curb with a tire
curbs are nol generally included in freeway design because of this
1ssue, and certainly not adjacent 1o traffic lanes as they are on SR-320
or, in the worst case, scraping the side of the car on the inside concrete

~Jersey barrier.

3) Horizontal and Vertical Curvature

FFor the majority of the length of the SR-520 bridge, the roadway is wotally
straight. However the bridge curves both horizontally and vertically on
the approach and departure 10/ from the western high-rise structurc over
the ship channel off the east shore of Madison Park. These curves arc
significantly sharper than modern freeway design standards. The fact
that the curves are effectively superimposed vields a distinct roadway
capacity hmitation.

Typical freeway design docs not have any of the above limitations.

Freeway capacity is rated by traffic flow in terms of the number of
vehicles per lane per hour. Under normal driving conditions, and without
any ol the above three constraints, capacitics can be expected to be in
the range of 2,100 to 2,200 vchicles per lane per hour. The three

) SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Project

) 2010 SDEIS Comments and Responses -- Comments Only
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APPENDIXJ Cooper on 520 capacity
conditions cited above arc cach approximately responsible [or a
reduction in capacity of 200 vehicles per lane per hour, with the bridge
as constructed currently and normally operating at about 1,500 to 1,600
vehicles per lanc per hour. Hence if any or all of the design constraints
are removed the lane capacity may reasonably be expected to rise
accordingly.
Bridge Re-Design Recommendations and Associated Traffic Capacity
Gains:

The cost of re-building the bridge to remove the traffic-limiting
constraints could be seen o be a constraint in itsclf. Hence the question
becomes, in an engineering sensc, what modilications are approprate
and sensible. '

The horizontal and vertical curvature constaints arc absolutely inherent
in the bridge design and would require a major cost commitment to
remove and hence, from an cfficiency perspective, should probably be lelt
alone.

The bridge approaches and on and off-ramp configurations arc relatively
simple to modify and should therefore be modified, in order to capture
the available additional 200 vehicles per lane per hour capacity.

The shoulder width issue is more complex because of the design of the
existing bridge pontoons. Howcver a pragmatic re-design is possible, by
removing the existing pedestrian walkway and lowering that section (o

roadway grade, and by removing the outermost roadway walls and

altaching a new structural barricr to the outside walls of the pontoon box
structure itsell. This proposed modification would not vield the full gain
in capacity which could be recalized through full-width shoulders, but is
likely to yield half of that capacity increase, i.c. approximately 100
vehicles per lane per hour. '

In conclusion, it is readily possible, at modest expense, Lo increase Lhe
capacily of the existing SR 520 bridge by about 300 vehicles per lane per
hour, or by some 20 per cent,

For comparison purposes, a totally new, 4-lane bridge, in a straight
alignment, with full shoulders, and re-designed on and off-ramps, can be
expected to have an increased capacity of 40 percent.

SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Project
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Exhibit 2 GPS 100 foot northern location of Floating Bridge Segment 1

From: moz cooper <mozcooper@hotmail.com>
To: billandlin@aol.com; fran@roanokecap.com

Cc: ted@thomaslaneassoc.com; pmiller@arboretumfoundation.org; nbrainard@qwest.net;
seattlebelchers@comcast.net; jon@dubman.com; gbstone@comcast.net; jeanseattle@earthlink.net;
rosencrantz6@hotmail.com

Subject: RE: GPS segment A
Date: Mon, Jun 2, 2008 12:49 pm

Fran., etal.,

To reinforce Colleen's point, the main issue is unquestionably noise. Whatever happens, or doesn't happen with
the bridge, the installation of quiet pavement is paramount. The immediate issue in our neighborhood is, if early
folling is to be implemented, and soon, then what are we getting for it? Evidently quiet pavement would be the
fequest - maybe demand. Or maybe WSDOT will go blindly ahead thinking everyone is just happy as clams to be
faxed for no tangible benefit - the uproar may surprise them.

s to our new bridge issues, the key one is height. If the 4 to 5 feet above the water is committed by WSDOT,
then we will have less concern about the 100 versus 200 feet movement north of the alignment. The key word
pere is "if". I'm sure Colleen; Gary and Jean - our happy boaters on Saturday - would agree with this, and share
Madison Park’s height-of-the-bridge concern.

See y'all Thursday.

Maurice.

To: fran@roanokecap.com

Subject: GPS segment A

Date: Mon, 2 Jun 2008 12:59:15 -0400

From: billandlin@aol.com

CC: ted@ThomasLaneassoc.com; mozcooper@hotmail.com; pmiller@arboretumfoundation.org:
nbrainard@qwest.net; seattlebelchers@comcast.net; jon@dubman.com: gbstone@comcast.net;
jeanseattle@earthlink.net; rosencrantzé@hotmail.com

Hi Fran and all,

Of course we are absolutely a coalition-no overstepping boundaries intended here, but there is
some time saving delegation/specialization of some tasks when it does not change the overall
design,schedule or budget which affect the whole group.

On May 20th, David Dye asked specifically of our 2 neighborhoods directly affected by this part of
the bridge, to give him a "yes or no" if 100 feet" would be acceptable" so that WSDOT could nail
down the footprint under their very tight time constraints for creating the final documents. We
promised him a definitive answer by May 31st so the starting point A segment could be integrated in
the Parkway Plan drawings for the next meeting.

It appeared that only Madison Park and Laurelhurst was affected/interested to go out for the "look"
when Gary volunteered to direct the mission. As it turned out, we waited until Maurice to be on
board after his return from his trip and it was very helpful to experience the location from the bridge
and the land.

After our tour, we reinforced that all strongly agree that quiet pavement is still the most germaine
part of our Plan K (or any A Plan) for that matter, and hope that we can gather a symposium of
experts to make this work on 520-in some permanent way and form.

Cheersl!

Colleen

SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Project Page 662
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From: Fran Conley <fran@roanokecap.com>

To: billandlin@aol.com

Cc: ted@ThomaslLaneassoc.com; mozcooper@hotmail.com; pmiller@arboretumfoundation.ora:
nbrainard@qwest.net; seattlebelchers@comcast.net: jon@dubman.com; gbstone@comcast.net:
jeanseattle@earthlink.net; Robert Rosencrantz <rosencrantz6@hotmail.com>

Sent: Sun, 1 Jun 2008 10:18 pm

Subject: Re: New item and possible agenda items for 6/17

| think we need to ask other members of the coalition whether it's ok with them if
the center of the bridge is no greater than 100 feet north of the current location.
Reactions, people?,,... understanding that those most affected... Laurelhurst,
Madison Park, and the boating community... have agreed below.

Our next meeting is this Thursday, June 5, 2 PM at Solid Ground.

I'd like to ask everyone again to be sure to check in with each other, not just with
WSDOT, at our upcoming meeting. We are a coalition; we derive our power from
the fact that we hang together and support each other.

Fran

billandlin@aol.com wrote:

Hi Fran and all,

We can add one more item that was decided on Saturday morning to our list:

"The center line of the new bridge structure will be no greater than 100 feet north of
the current location."

Gary Stone gratiously took Maurice, Jean Amick and myself out to locate the GPS
points provided by WSDOT.,

It was extremely helpful and the difference in 200 vs 100 feet was enormous.

We all agreed that it should not be moved any farther north than 100 feet.

On another note, | will be on a conference call to suggest items for the 6/17 official
mediation.

Some points will be obvious:

-a review of the Parkway Plan K with various options
-a review of Plan A with various options

-is anyone serious about L?

Other topics:

-Report from the international tunnel experts-recommendations and findings-what is
our best option?

-Preliminary review/update from an indepedent transit consultant on mobility/ system
functioning for designs

-Traffic modeling scenarios for all options

-New budget data

-Requests for immediate mitigation for Westsiders from early tolling-quiet pavement?
-Preliminary report on Tribal issues

-Data from fish and environmental issues

That should cover 6 hours!

Let me know your feedback by Monday at noon.
Thanks,

SR 5340 Bridge Replaceegnéaen'g HOV Project
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To: Seattle City Council
Communities’ request to retain noise protection ordinance laws

Residences in the nearby proximity of construction projects request that existing noise
restrictions be of the highest priority in protecting the quality of life in Seattle’s dense
residential neighborhoods, The current laws are reasonable and we urge the Seattle City
Council to retain the regulations as they are written.

The affected neighborhoods adjacent to the 5 -6 year construction of 520 replacement
bridge include Madison Park, The Arboretum, Laurelhurst, Montlake, the University of
Washington, North Capital Hill, Eastlake and Roanoke Park to the west, and Hunt’s
Point, Medina and Clyde Hill to the east.

These citizens’ residences are the backbone of cities and towns’ established communities.
The Viaduct replacement will be on the borders of downtown, Belltown and lower Queen
Anne as well.

Seattle Children” Hospital will generate 20 years of noisy construction. A home should be
a haven away from the daily assault of the stress of congestion and noise expenenced
from the work day, rather than itself being a source of such.

The density of our urban growth has made the City rich in diversity, but the laws must
not be rescinded that protect their environment. -

Children should be able to play in their yards and neighborhood parks as well as seniors
at home sitting out on their patios without 24 hour noise assaults.

Kayakers in Union and Portage Bays, bicyclists, pedestrians and birders should be able to
enjoy a peaceful setting, connecting them more closely to nature. Some time must be
allocated for residents to enjoy a respite from the daily stress and noise to re-charge their
senses.

With our recent budget cuts and escalating unemployment to families, we must protect
the precious environment of the home, parks and public facilities.

Construction noise from repetitious pile driving and pounding carries loudly across Lake
Washington and Puget Sound. Jarring sounds from machinery of the structure create a
constant irritation to residents.

Trucks loading, unloading and traveling through residential streets are also a source of
noise.

These sources of constant pounding noises carry repetitive sounds even through the
double pane windows of nearby residences.

Concrete road surfaces amplify these road noises as well.

Seattleites keep their windows open in an effort to save their carbon footprint and will not
be able to be at home with comfortable temperatures if their windows must be closed
tightly to prevent intrusive construction noise.
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December 4, 2009
To: The Legislative Work group
From: Coalition for the Sustainable SR520
Montlake, Madison Park, Laurelhurst, Roanoke Park,North Capital Hill
and the Boating Community with respect to guidelines from the Arboretum
Re: Communities’ request for noise abatement for SR 520

I. Introduction

Citizens of Washington State whose residences are in the nearby proximity of SR 520
requested in the State Mediation process of 2007-08 that noise reduction be of the highest
priority in the design of the new bridge structure and its ramps. Noise reduction continues
to be the most important concern. It is not addressed in the current SDEIS SR520 Bridge
Design and we request that it be included as part of its integral design.

The communities directly affected by the noise impacts include Madison Park, The
Arboretum, Laurelhurst, Montlake, the University of Washington Hospital and Campus,
North Capital Hill, the University District, Eastlake and Roanoke Park to the west, and
Hunt’s Point, Medina and Clyde Hill to the east.

These citizens’ residences are the backbone of the cities’ established communities.

Bt definition, residences should be a haven from the daily assault of stress from
congestion and noise experienced from the workday, rather than be the source of such
bombardment.

For recreational users such as the kayakers in Union and Portage Bays, bicyclists,
pedestrians and birders in the Arboretum should be able to enjoy a peaceful environment,
connecting them more closely to nature without being blasted by SR520 bridge noises.
Fish and wildlife are also negatively impacted by greater decibels generated by the
expansion of this structure, and our goal is to promote better (not worse) habitats.

The high pitch noises from traffic on today’s 520 bridge carry loudly across Lake
Washington. Jarring sounds from vehicles (especially trucks shifting gears) as they
change speeds on the high rises of the structure create a constant irritation to residents,
particularly at night and on cloudy days. Windows must be closed tightly to block sound
rather than left open for fresh and cooler air on hot summer days and nights.

Expansion joints are also a source of constant pounding noises that carry repetitive
sounds even through the double pane windows of nearby residences.

Concrete road surfaces that wear poorly amplify these road noises, not mitigate them.

I1. Why is the noise generated from SR520 such an important issue?

Chronic sound pollution can trigger the body’s stress response, and it also can cause
excessive stress hormones to be produced.

There are numerous studies conducted by Professor Gary Evans of Cornell University
and currently with the Obama Administration, which found that loud environmental noise
interferes with children’s ability to learn.
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In addition, researchers in Austria and Germany also concluded that children in noisier
neighborhoods experienced measurable higher systolic blood pressure, greater heart rates
and higher overnight cortisol levels which indicate elevated levels of physiological stress.
As a result, constant noise pollution can be linked to the later development of high blood
pressure, heart disease and stroke and the lowering of the body’s natural immune system.
These studies added to Dr. Evans findings that children and adults (in later studies)
exposed to chronic noise can have serious health, learning impairment effects.

The playfield in Montlake sits adjacent to SR 520, the Madison Park public beach and the
Laurelhurst beach are within earshot of the bridge, as well as families’ back yards.

HI. What can be done to mitigate noise from such a structure? Can design features
reduce noise?

During the State Mediation process, WSDOT hosted 3 1/2 days of meetings with global
experts on sound mitigation. They suggested numerous proven techniques for noise:

A. Sound walls for noise reduction were suggested including various materials such as
clear, textured and using various heights.

Nearby communities however, have asked that these not be used on the westside of
SR520 for the following reasons:

-the sound wall will create more of a fishbowl affect which will likely magnify the noise.
-noise walls create a tunnel effect for the users of SR 520 as they drive over Lake
Washington especially for bicyclists, rather than a more aesthetic experience.

-noise walls will further obstruct views from adjacent residences who are already heavily
impacted with doubling the size, and it also appears, doubling the height of the bridge.

- noise walls add significantly more weight to the SR520 structure which will add more
costs to the overall project, requiring bigger pontoons to support them.

B. Westside communities are formally requesting that the Legislative Workgroup require
that WSDOT use alternate technigues in the construction of SR520 to reduce noise:

1. We request the use of quiet pavement (open grade friction course asphalt rubber) be
applied throughout the bridge and its ramps to create a quieter passage of vehicles. We
have the understanding that it will have a shorter lifespan of 5-8 years before replacement
is needed. Funds from tolling will have to set earmarked for this resurfacing.

2. We request that the jersey barriers be made of sound absorption materials along the
guard rails and in the center median strip. They can be considered low “sound walls”.
3. We request the use of under the bridge quieting techniques such as ceiling tiles and
appropriate under coatings that absorb sound.

4. Sound absorption materials should be used at expansion joints to reduce noise in the
gaps and regular maintenance be given to these joints.

5. All utility and maintenance facilities associated with the bridge should use sound
absorption materials and maximum insulation

6. Vegetation barriers and dense plantings can be effective in noise reduction and should
be implemented especially in the Arboretum and they can also reduce visual blight.
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) Louise David Luthy 4505 N E 33rd St. 527-0214
) Laura Jim Donald - 4315 N E 33rd St. 985-9962
) Mary Bill Watts 4219 N E 33rd St. 524-5567
) Jennifer Dean Maher 3049 E Laurelhurst Dr N E 729.7797
) Diane Steve Adam 3131 E Laurelhurst Dr N E 522-0925
) Charlds _Charles _Evans 3012 E Laurelhurst Dr N E 525-1651
) Eva Lee Rogge 3042 E Laurelhurst Dr N E 524.2975
) Jana Dan Flinn 3112 E Laurelhurst Dr N E 523-2614
) Delney Gil Hilen 3011 E Laurelhurst Dr N E 525-7748
) Betty Reimert __Ravenholt 3156 E Laurelhurst Dr N E 5250503
) Diane Pat Colee 3120 E Laurelhurst Dr N E 528-9973
) Linda Kevin Wold 3054 E Laurelhurst Dr N E 522-0522
) Gracigla Rick Rutkowski 3125 E Laurelhurst Dr N E 522-7898
) Colleen Marty Taucher 3124 E Laurelhurst Dr N E 528-1964
) Tracy Terry Quigley 3033 E Laurelhurst Dr N E  524.6088
) Susan Kevin Barrett 3135 E Laurelhurst Dr N E 524-2033
) Alta Stan Barer 3048 E Laurelhurst Dr N E 5.27_(_5 122
) Jean Russ Amick 3008 E Laurelhurst Dr N E 525-7065
J Anne Northrup __ Ralph Hawkins 3141 E Laurelhurst Dr N E 525-7369
) Roellq Mickey Mc Coy 3023 E Laurelhurst Dr N E 524-3821
) Sherry Charlie Atterbury 3045 E Laurelhurst Dr N E 528-1230
) Dave Walter 3140 E Laurelhurst Dr N E 5237215
) Cathetine Jim Alichin 3038 E Laurelhurst Dr N E 522-8083
_-‘-' Joan Jim Bassingthwaite 3150 E Laurelhurst Dr N E 523-5056
) Anne Moudon ___ Jim Seferis 3310 E Laurelhurst Dr N E 524-5011
) Britta Kevin Steele 3128 E Laurelhurst Dr N E 525-2455
_) Margargt Rosenfield Dan Weld 3100 E Laurelhurst Dr N E 523_9(_'_5__3
) Meg Algnew ~ Steve Rupp 3145 E Laurelhurst Dr N E 525-9349
} Lisa Frenkel Jim Mullins 3134 E Laurelhurst Dr N E 528-1366
'_) Christina Koons 3302 E Laurelhurst Dr N E | 524.8946
) Anne _ Jason Totah 3151 E Laurelhurst Dr N E 528-1559
7) Patti Joyce Angelo Calfo 3303 E Laurelhurst Dr NE. 325-5095
) Heathbr Steve Murch 3018 E Laurelhurst Dr N E 525-5020
_-) Liz Mark Hoffman 3040 W Laurelhurst Dr N E 522-3266
) Phyllis Pete Dukes 3156 W Laurelhurst Dr N E 523-0022
) Leatrige Gutmann 3110 W Laurelhurst Dr N E 525.5092
: Ingrid' Stan Savage 302? W Laurelhurst Dr NE 522-1695
‘ SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Project

2010 SDEIS Comments and Responses -- Comments Only

)

A}

Page 667
For Internal Use Only -- 05/26/2011 14:11 PM



')C—DSI
)05/26/ 2011 13:21 PM

)
)
)

C-031-068

) %

East & West L’hurst Drive NE, Webster Pt Rd NE, & NE 33rd!

)

[ N

) 69 Names April 14, 2010

_) Robin Jim Walker 3022 W Laurelhurst Dr N E 524-6879
) Suzy Rick Titcomb 3115 W Laurelhurst Dr N E 523-9877
_) Joyce| Talbot 3119 W Laurelhurst Dr N E 522-2203
_) Betsy Dick Kirby 3155 W Laurelhurst Dr N E 523-0384
) Sally Jeff Fiorini 3132 W Laurelhurst Dr N E 522-5802
) Annick John Impert 3163 W Laurelhurst Dr N E 524-5987
) Debbip Arley Harrell 3109 W Laurelhurst DFNE___ 593.1107
) Chris Fran - _- Le Sourd 3143 W Laurelhurst Dr N E 524-3763
) Janing Dick Lowden 3144 W Laurelhurst Dr N E 527-9333
) Sylvial Jim Tupper 3126 W Laurelhurst Dr N E 523-7280
) Gay Scott Easter 3007 W Laurelhurst Dr N E 527-8979
) Riva Sheldon __ Biback 3201 W Laurelhurst Dr N E 523-5954
) Joanne Jim Plourde 3164 W Laurelhurst Dr N E 523-3541
/ Kathy Chris Nielsen 3150 W Laurelhurst Dr N E 729-6327
) Linda Rand Ebberson 3030 W Laurelhurst Dr N E 523-9825
? Jean Griffin 3151 W Laurelhurst Dr N E 5924-.1719
_-’ Barbarg Ferrante  Henry Popkin 3102 W Laurelhurst Dr N E 527-3366
) Heidi Rick Rasmussen 3211 W Laurelhurst Dr N E 527-4988
) Patricia Greg St James 3004 W Laurelhurst DrN E 770-5735
) Colledn Bill Mc Aleer 3137 W Laurelhurst Dr N E 5250219
) Steve Gould 3057 E Laurelhurst Dr N E 425-303-5084
) Tina John Jacobs 3033 W Laurelhurst Dr N E 329.2284
) Mathew Donna Bellew 3129 W Laurelhurst Dr N E 985-4014
) Michael Corliss 3101 W Laurelhurst Dr N E

) Helen Gurvich 3006 Webster Pt Rd N E 524-6224
) Shirley Gary Cummings 3005 Webster Pt Rd N E 522-5551
) Betty Bottler 3008 Webster Pt Rd N E 720-2142
) Marlene vy 3007 Webster PtRANE 525-2984
) Betty Don Kennedy 3002 Webster Pt Rd N E 525-5344
) Dave Dave Mc Callum 3001 Webster PtRdNE 525-1133
) Ginny Alvord 3004 Webster Pt Rd N E 708-0333
) Barbara Ferguson 3011 Webster Pt RdA N E 708-1113
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| Exhibit 5 SDEIS Comments from Bill Mundy

Bill Mundy, Ph.D., MAI
Chairman, Canterbury Shores SR520 Committee
2500 Canterbury Lane E., #301
Seattle, WA. 98112
bill@mundyfarms.com
mamundy(@comcast.net
April 1, 2010

Jenifer Young

SR520, I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project
Environmental Manager

SR520 Project Office

600 Stewart Street, Suite 520

Seattle, WA., 98101

Dear Ms. Young:

The following are comments from the Canterbury Shores Condominium regarding the
SR520 Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS), January 2010.
Canterbury Shores is a 92 unit condominium located on the Northern Shore of North
Madison Park. The comments that follow have been reviewed and approved by the
Canterbury Shores Board of Directors.

Attachment 7, Discipline Reports
Air Quality

Dust. Particulate Matter (PM). There is NO analysis of PM during construction and
operation on a seasonal basis. During summer months wind from the north significantly
increases PM along North Madison Park (NMP) and at Canterbu:y Shores (CS). Your
averages MISSTATE the seasonal effects.

Wetland
The amount of wetland that will be affected by construction is significantly
underestimated. Material in the DSEIS excludes the impacts of the temporary bridge
which will be built to the south of the existing bridge and the boat and barge traffic in this
very shallow wetland area. There is NO indication of the type and extent of mitigation.
Wildlife

Great Blue Heron.

The Great Blue Heron (Heron) is a state listed priority species. The DSEIS states there
are no species of special interest. The Blue Heron is NOT mentioned. Page 4-43 states
“No large trees would be removed therefore potential rockery habitat for the Great Blue

SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Project 1 Page 669
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Heron would not be affected.” Large trees are NOT a determinant. Heron roost in mid-
sized to small trees, especially in Arboretum Area 712 where their habitat will be
destroyed by construction activity. This is an OMISSION. -

Beaver.

Page 4-44 mentions and includes a photograph of one beaver lodge. Due to the nature of
the graphics it is NOT possible to determine the location of the cited beaver lodge.
However, in this vicinity there are three NOT one beaver lodge. The DSEIS text states
the beaver lodge would be destroyed and they would have to construct a new one. It is
highly likely that all three lodges would be destroyed as all three are in close proximity to
the existing SR520 right of way. Beavers are very protective of their environment. The
text states only their reproductive process would be affected.

How will their reproductive process be affected?

e Where could they build a new beaver lodge?

e How long will it take to construct replacement beaver lodges?

¢ Where and how will beaver exist as they are replacing the lodges?

How will the destruction of the lodges affect the beaver population?

There is NO discussion of these issues. There is NO discussion of mitigation.

Hazardous Material
Miller Street Landfill

The only site studied is the Arboretum Playfield. There is NO precise delineation of the
Miller Street Landfill. Historical and anecdotal reports indicate a large area between the
Arboretum and NMP was used as a landfill. The DSEIS cites a study (Ouet and Kiers,
2007) indicating methane gas was found. The precise location of their study is NOT
cited or shown. When canoeing and kayaking through this area (south of the bridge) “air”
bubbles rise to the surface therefore there is evidence of methane gas below the surface.

Sediments (page 36). Cited are two studies, 1992 and 2004, in Lake Washington and
Portage Bay. The text states these studies indicate there are relatively low concentrations
of PCB’s, PAH’s, and phthalates. There is NO indication of where these sites are. These
two studies are NOT consistent with a study carried out by Canterbury Shores. The
following indicates the CS study results:

The water sample was collected in a container provided by AMTEST Laboratories
Jollowing their directions. It was delivered to AMTEST on October 4, 2002. The sample
was analyzed by AMTEST and the results reported to us on October 24, 2002.

Diesel and Heavy Oil were found in significant quantities, as follows:

Diesel 1,500 parts per billion (ppb)
Heavy Oil 5,700 ppb

SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Project 2
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In both cases the EPA minimums, or clean up standards, according to AMTEST, are
1,000 ppb. Therefore, both diesel and heavy oil exceed the EPA minimums, the latter by
a considerable amount.

The SDEIS does NOT state how the extent and type of hazardous material will be dealt

with in the area extending between the western edge of the Arboretum to the eastern edge
of NMP.

Land Use, Economics and Relocation

Estimated Construction Time. The DSEIS states construction time in the NMP vicinity
will be 54 months (4.5 years). In numerous meetings with WSDOT personnel they have
stated construction time will be between five to seven years. Therefore the SDEIS
appears to be in ERROR.

Value Impacts. There is NO discussion in the SDEIS about the affect construction or the
permanent operation will have on the value of property in the SR520 corridor.

Noise

With tolling the amount of traffic on 520 will be less than without tolling in any of the
four cases (No Build, etc). Consequently vehicle speeds will be greater. Therefore the
noise level will be greater. This relationship is NOT stated in the SDEIS.

Mitigation is required for residential areas if exterior noise levels are greater than 67dBA
based on federal Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC). The following are the forecast noise
levels (page 32):

Canterbury Shores, Monitoring Location 35, 65 dBA

Edgewater, Monitoring Location 36, 66 dBA.
Statistically there is no significant difference between 65, 66 & 67 dBA. This is
especially true given the variability in measurements [time of day, weather, height of
receiving location such as building story (Canterbury Shores is a four story building),
person doing the measuring, the objectivity with which the measurements were taken (for
example, the noise experts were not retained by an impartial entity but rather by
WSDOT), etc.].
Throughout the DSEIS when dealing with noise mitigation and in particular noise walls,
which are the only feasible type of noise mitigation strategy for NMP, it does NOT state
noise walls will be constructed, rather it states they are “recommended.” History shows
that at the end of a construction project when funds are minimal or lacking the
“recommended” items are frequently NOT provided.

There is a significant INCONSISTANCY between WSDOT maximum noise levels and
those of the City of Seattle and Washington State Labor and Industries.
® For Seattle:
O Maximum sound level between 7:00am and 10:00pm is 55 dBA. This
would be for the permanent operation;

SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Project 3
2010 SDEIS Comments and Responses -- Comments Only

Page 671

For Internal Use Only -- 05/26/2011 14:11 PM



)

‘c-031

)5/26/ 2011 13:21 PM

)
N

'F—DS 1-069

A L

LU N

- —

R

P WP N S N W N W

/
)

)

) SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Project 4
) 2010 SDEIS Comments and Responses -- Comments Only

)

O The maximum exceedence during construction for heavy equipment is 25
dBA;

O Therefore, the total maximum noise level for the 54 month construction
period during any day would be 80 dBA (80 dBA is “moderately loud”
and equivalent to standing within two feet of an operating garbage truck).

e For WA. Labor and Industries:
O Noise cannot exceed 85 dBA over an 8 hour period. (WAC 296-817-300).

There is NO mention of pile driving noise in Exhibit 23, page 64. This is a serious
OMISSION because in Exhibit 22 it shows that pile driving results in the most serious
noise levels of all equipment and ranges between 99 to 105 dBA.

Exhibit 26, page 67 and 68, shows pile driving noise level profiles. This exhibit is
INCORRECT. The exhibit DOES NOT include the area where the temporary bridge is
to be built. Even with this ERROR WSDOT’s noise profile exceeds City of Seattle and
WA L&I maximum noise limits. This is a serious OMISSION, Your documents show
that 2042 piles will be driven (Table 6.7.1) over the 54 month period. Exhibit 8, page 26
is a table showing relative loudness. The reference point is 80 dBA, the noise a garbage
truck makes when one is standing within two feet of it and this is not with an idling
engine. 100 dBA is 4 times louder, the equivalent to a jet taking off. 100 dBA is
classified as “very loud.” Interestingly, the noise effects on fish and mammals are
discussed, they are NOT discussed regarding humans.

Exhibit 31 (approximately page 85). Noise Levels. The following are the noise levels
listed for NMP without sound walls: MP1-66, MP2-67, MP3-67, MP4-67. All of these
are right at NAC maximums and exceed City of Seattle maximums of 55 dBA. Given
that, Exhibit 33 is MISLEADING for it is based on the assumption of sound walls. This
is a “best case” scenario and extremely unlikely as sound walls are optional, not required.
Due to a lack of funds and WSDOT prior statements, it is more likely than not that sound
walls will NOT be constructed in the NMP segment. The SDEIS states regarding
mitigation:

e “measures must be considered;”

* “mitigation measures ... must be recommended (page 107).
This is NOT the same as_requiring mitigation measures to reduce noise levels to an
acceptable level.
OMMITTED from the noise section is how the “beep beep beep” of construction vehicles
and equipment, when they back up, is quantified. According to a person I interviewed
who lived on Mercer Island, in close proximity to the I-90 project, the “beep beep beep”
was so annoying that they had to move. And, it was something that went on for 24 hours

_per day, often 7 days per week. If one has to listen to this for 54 months from 7:00am to

10:00pm it would, indeed, be annoying. It would be more than annoying for 24 hours per
day, seven days per week. Based on my review of the DSEIS this noise is not dealt with,
it is therefore an OMISSION. If it is dealt with please provide the reference or
documentation.

Vibration
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Reference page 69, Vibration Effects. The DSEIS states it is: “Unlikely that vibration
levels would exceed 0.5 inches per second at a distance greater than 100 feet from the
construction site.” This is INCORRECT.

o First, there is NO quantitative data provided showing vibration levels were

based on the tests WSDOT did;

e We know WSDOT did tests for two reasons:

1. We gave WSDOT permission to place a “vibration meter” on our
property and we accompanied the person who placed it there;

2. We witnessed and experienced the tests, both putting in the piles and
taking them out (both which will occur as a part of the WSDOT
construction activity).

Page 61 contains a table that shows the effects of various vibration levels and it states:
the “threshold at which there is risk of architectural damage to normal dwellings — houses
with plaster ceiling and walls.” This is at a vibration level of 1.27 or greater.
Management and residents at Canterbury Shores experienced the pile driving noise and
vibration level tests.
¢ Regarding pile driving: it is highly likely that the levels for pile driving exceeded
1.27. During the tests there were many complaints about the noise levels to CS
management.
¢ For pile removal there is no doubt they exceeded 1.27. Homeowners stated that
objects on counters and shelves “jumped around.” In fact, vibration was so bad -
numerous governmental agencies were contacted, including WSDOT. Exhibit 1
shows the e-mails that resulted.

Vibration Mitigation (page 172).

This discussed how noise might be mitigated. There is NOTHING on vibration
mitigation. This is an OMISSION.

The SDEIS states there is “no effective method to reduce vibration.” (page 174). If it
can’t be reduced how can “it be kept to a minimum.”?

If noise and vibration levels are above legal limits what can be done? “Vibration
monitoring™ (page 61) will NOT cure the problem.

Noise and Vibration, Pile Removal.

The noise and vibration material deals with the 2042 piles that will be driven over the 54
month construction period. It does NOT deal with the process of removing the piles and
the noise and vibration that will result from the removal process. This is a serious
OMISSION for the experience at CS indicates that the noise and vibration resulting from
the removal of the piles is much greater than driving them. We have also discovered that
if piles cannot be removed through extraction (pulling them) they are cut off at the lake
bottom. The DSEIS does not deal with the debris that remains, for example the creosote
laden piles. This is a serious OMISSION, especially due to the remaining hazardous
material.
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Recreation

OMITTED from the SDEIS is an analysis and discussion of the effect of the temporary
construction bridge to the south of the existing alignment and bridge on boat access to
NMP water frontage property. The temporary bridge, barges and working boats will
severely and/or completely make ingress and egress impossible.

Transportation

OMITTED. An analysis of the effect on traffic at the Lake Washington Blvd and
Madison Street intersection.

View
Volume 1.

Regarding the West Approach Landscape Unit. This OMITS the view affect on NMP
homes (page 57). It MISSTATES how NMP views would be permanently affected:

“possibly blocking views of Laurelhurst Hills but revealing more open water in
Union Bay.” (page 70). See the following comments under Volume II.

Volume II.

Exhibit 2-17 and 2-18 show existing and Option A (and the 2 other options also) views.
Both exhibits are MISLEADING due to the INCORRECT way the photographs were
taken (using an incorrect camera lens that does NOT show what the eye actually sees).
Exhibit 2 shows what the view will actually be like from the north shore of NMP on a
before and after basis. Exhibit 3 shows what the views will look like from the Madison
Street pier, at the east end of Madison Street. These two exhibits were prepared by a
professional photographer, Mr. Aaron Weholt, Legal Media, Seattle, WA.

Water Resources

Referencing Page 69. OMISSION. There is no discussion of how the south one-half of
the bridge, the east-bound lanes, would be constructed. Also OMITTED is a discussion
of the temporary construction bridge that will be located south of the east-bound lanes.

Construction Activities, Chapter 3, 1/5/2010.
The are NO graphics shown and there are NO specifics on the construction bridge to be

located south of the current and new east-bound lanes. The purpose of this “construction
bridge” is to demolish the existing bridge and build the new east-bound lanes. The

construction time period, according to the SDEIS, is 4.75 years. This time period may be

IN ERROR as WSDOT staff have indicated it will be between five to seven years. This
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is a very significant OMISSION for the construction affects from noise, vibration, view
blockage and water access will be huge.

Project Operation and Permanent Affects (Chapter 5).
Noise.

The SDEIS states “WSDOT’s practice is to work with the owners of these properties
(those where “noise abatement measures must be considered”) during detailed project
design to determine the mitigation measures that will be used.” (page 5-104). No one
from WSDOT, or any other public agency, has discussed this matter with CS
management or owners. This is an OMISSION.

As was stated earlier, there is NO assurance of mitigation. Noise walls are the only
mitigation proposed for NMP. All options state: “If noise walls are included ...” (page
5-107). This is NOT as assurance that noise will be mitigated.

North Madison Park is NOT mentioned for noise mitigation. (page 5-109 and 5-110).

Wildlife and Habitat.

Referencing the sentence “Remove a large beaver lodge ...” (page 5-140). There are at
least three (3) beaver lodges in or in very close proximity to the 520 right-of-way in the
arboretum. The SDEIS graphics DO NOT identify where any are located. There is NO

~ scientific analysis or discussion of the effect construction will have on the beaver

population
There are NO mitigation measures for wildlife. (page 5-146).
Navigation.

There is NO discussion on how navigation would be affected north of NMP and south of
520 during construction or permanently. (page 5-151).

Effects During Construction (Chapter 6).

There is either NO or ONLY superficial discussions of construction affects on NMP
regarding boat access, noise, vibration and wildlife. (page 6-46 to 6-49). Also see the
above comments relating to the Discipline Reports.

View Impact.

In Chapter 6 it states: ”Under all design options, the greatest temporary change to visual
character and quality would result from demolition of the Lake Washington ramps to and
Jfrom the Arboretum and construction and presence of construction and detour bridges
because of their size and complexity. Vegetation would be removed in 30- to 60-foot-
wide swaths for the work bridges. Subsequent construction of the permanent new west
approach bridges would compound the effects. The combination of the construction
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bridges, detour bridges, finger piers, and the existing and new bridges would result in
substantial degradation of visual character and quality of the south part of Union Bay.
The structures would block water- and ground-level view for viewers near the structures.
The viewers most affected by this change would be commuters crossing the bridges, park
users and boaters, and residents in north Madison Park (underline mine). Views from
the Broadmoor Golf Course would be screened most of the year by tall trees along the
shoreline.” (page 6-54 and 6-55). This statement:
¢ Isinconsistent (an ERROR) with your statement regarding views (Views, Volume
L, page 70) where it states: “possibly blocking views of Laurelhurst Hills but
revealing more open water in Union Bay.”
e Does NOT discuss mitigation, an OMISSION.

Noise. (re: page 6-65+)

The following is relevant information and comments from several tables in this section:
Table 6.7.1: Equipment — Pile Drivers, Noise Level —99-105 dBA, Number of piles to be
driven: 1987 + 55 for Lake Washington Blvd or 2042 piles total.

Table 6.7.2: Maximum City of Seattle sound level, residential — 55 dBA.

Table 6.7.3: Maximum Exceedence:

Minutes/hour Exceedence
15 ' +5 dBA

5 +10 dBA

1.5 +15 dBA

For driving in and pulling out the 2042 pilings (that is 4084 operations) the maximum
noise criteria for the City, State, and federal government (NAC) will be exceeded. What

is the effective mitigation? The answer to this has been OMITTED.

Table 6.7.4.:Noise Levels that “should NEVER be exceeded.”

dBA Time Duration Exceedence Prohibited
90 Continuously*

93 20 minutes

96 15 minutes

99 7.5 minutes

*I believe this is an error, for it means at 90 dBA or greater the noise level cannot be
exceeded.

Therefore, if any piles are driven the noise levels will be exceeded. But, this must
NEVER happen. What is the answer to this dilemma? It has been OMITTED.

In addition, just so we are on the “same page,” don’t suggest these noise levels will not
reach NMP. First, your noise profiles do not take into account the construction bridge.
Second, they do not take into account pile removal. Third, they do not take into account
the vibration index.

Vibration (reference page 6-69).

Data and analysis on vibration testing has been OMITTED.
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states “It is unlikely that vibration levels would exceed 0.5 inches per second at distances
greater than 100 feet from the construction sites.” In that regard:

) e Distances from the construction bridge have been OMITTED;

) * Data and analysis has been OMITTED regarding vibration tests and levels;

\ ¢ Based on the experiences at Canterbury Shores regarding driving and pulling piles
_ the vibration level exceeded 1.27 inches per second. This data and the effects

) have been OMITTED.

) ¢ Due to the poor quality of graphics in Exhibit 6.7-3 (at least on my CD), it is not
3 possible to tell where the noise contours are in relation to the land (i.e. shoreline,
land improvements, etc.). This must be an ERROR.

) Respectfully submitted,
3

;j Bill Mundy.

) Attachments: Exhibits 1, 2 & 3.
)
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Exhibit 6 Marcia Baker-Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas

COMMENTS ON GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS AND AIR
QUALITY SECTIONS OF WSDOT DEIS

MARCIA BAKER

1. ASSUMPTIONS

The DEIS analysis of air pollutants and greenhouse gas emissions from the various
alternatives is completely dependent on their projecting that by 2030

¢ Congestion will decrease relative to present levels over the entire area as a result of
HOV lanes and tolls.

e Average vehicular speed on 520 will be over 30 mph

2. COMMENTS ON THESE ASSUMPTIONS

The projection that increasing the number of lanes open to vehicular traffic will reduce
congestion in the long term is not borne out by most data based analyses; on the contrary,

o Recent data based reviews ( for example, Litman (2009)) show that in congested
areas over 90% of increased lane capacity is filled in 5-10 years, and

o the period after which time savings due to added road capacity equals time lost
during road construction is estimated to range from 2.75 years to infinity. (In the
latter case the time lost during construction is never recouped.)

3. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

In Chapter 5 the claim is made that by 2030 all the options will decrease greenhouse gas
emissions by up to 7% over those if we do not build. This projected reduction is highly
unlikely :

e Data based analyses show that adding highway lanes always increase greenhouse
gases over the long run, although they may decrease them in the short run. (E. g.,
Williams-Derry (2007)) Construction and maintenance for 50 years is estimated to
produce about 3500 tons of CO3 per mile, before counting emissions from vehicles.
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(3) Chang et al (2009) Occupational and Environmental Medicine vol 66, p 90

(4) Community Inventory (2008) www.seattle.gov/climate/docs/2008-community-inventory-
fullreport.pdf

(5) EPA (2006) www.epa.gov/pmdesignations/2006standards/index.htm

(6) Litman (2009) Generated Traffic and Induced Travel: Implications for Transport
Planning at http://www.vtpi.org/gentraf.pdf.

(7) Shendell and Boothe (2008) Journal of Environmental Health 70, no 8, p 33

(8) Williams et al (2009) Environmental Health Perspectives 2009 vol 117, no 3, p 373

(9) Williams-Derry (2007) www.sightline.org/research/energy/resyubs/analysis —
ghg — roads
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Exhibit 7 Traffic Modeling analysis Carl De Marken

From: Carl de Marcken <carl@demarcken.org>
Date: February 11, 2010 12:11:01 AM PST

To: Richard Dunn <richardrdunn@comcast.net>
Cc: Marina Meila <mmp@stat.washington.edu>
Subject: 520 transportation issues

Richard,

Here are two brief essays concerning the methodologies used in the SDEIS to forecast
traffic patterns in 2030 so as to evaluate the 6-lane option vs. the 4-lane option. One was
written by Marina and one by me, independently, but they both concern the same issues -
each makes a few points the other does not, though they overlap in many ways.

The (implicit) point is that the arguments for a wider highway are based on certain
predictions, and at least as can be concluded from the EIS document, these predictions
are suspect.

We are not signing these as professionals: the EIS as circulated is a summary and hardly
the kind of document to draw strong conclusions from. But if the lawyer wants to pursue
these issues further, he is welcome to get in touch with us.

Carl
METHODOLOGICAL FLAWS IN TRANSPORTATION ANALYSIS

Summary

The methodology used by the TDR team to evaluate design options may be
fundamentally flawed, because it assumes a particular transportation
demand model rather than acknowledging the fundamental uncertainties
about Seattle demographics and transportation demand in 20 years. In
particular, unrealistic assumptions are made that portray 6-lane

alternatives in a favorable light. A sound methodology would
acknowledge uncertainties and perform robust sensitivity analysis.

Contents

The SDEIS Transportation Discipline Report (TDR, hereafter) portrays
6-lane design alternatives in a favorable light [TDR 2-3]

1. Comparing the No Build Alternative with the 6-Lane Alternative,
year 2030 congestion and HOV travel times between I-5 and SR 202
would be reduced between an average of 2 to 8 minutes during the
morning peak period and 5 minutes during the evening peak

period. However, during the peak of the evening commute period,
the completion of the eastbound HOV lane could save both general-

SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Project
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adjusting parameters of a model to match a set of observations.
However, just as an infinity of curves can match a small number of
data points, an infinity of transportation models can fit a small set
of observations from October of 2008, and there is no guarantee that
whatever parameters selected by the calibration process will 2030
Seattle transportation well.

The possibility of a calibration stage fitting a set of observations

used for calibration but failing to predict the future well is so

likely that sound simulation modeling includes a post-calibration step
known as "validation", in which the simulation is used to predict
observed transportation data that was NOT used in the calibration
stage. [See for example "Discrete-Event System Simulation" (Banks et
alia), chapter 10, or most textbooks on fitting of statistical

models.] If the predictions do not match these "held-out"

observations, the results of other predictions can not be trusted.

But the TDR methodology diagram 4-4 does not show a validation step.
This completely undermines the credibility of all simulation results.

Further, step 3 of the TDR methodology, "Code future conditions into
CORSIM model", requires some particular future conditions to be
chosen. The TDR states:

The SDEIS 2030 No-Build & Cumulative Effects Definition Technical
Memorandum (SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Program 2008) and a
supplement to that memo issued by the project office on March 28,
2008, contain detailed information about these travel demand model
assumptions. They include all projects that were assumed to be
complete by 2030, planned transit service, and other assumptions coded
into the project’s travel demand model for the No Build Alternative.
Adjustments were also made to reflect expected changes in inflation
and land use, 1 specifically future population and employment growth
forecasts, for the year 2030. These elements are major factors that
influence travel behavior and patterns.

The last sentence is particularly telling: "These elements are major
factors that influence travel behavior and patterns."

In other words, particular assumptions were made about traffic demand
and transportation conditions in the year 2030, which strongly
influence conclusions. These include untested stated assumptions
about human behavior (in particular, that tolls will cause large

numbers of people to switch to HOV transport); demand (such as that
load remains heavily concentrated at peak periods); transportation
infrastructure (particular transport services existing such as light

SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Project
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rail across the lake); and many other implicit assumptions such as
that citizen pressure does not force HOV lanes to be opened for
general use. It would be fantastic if all these assumptions turned
out to be exactly true.

Sound method for modeling with suspect assumptions include various
forms of either "sensitivity analysis" (testing the change in results

for various changes in assumptions to derive confidence bounds) or
"worst-case analysis" (testing at the boundaries of plausible futures)

or 'model averaging" (combining results across a diversity of possible
future conditions). But the methodology described in the TDR does not
indicate that any of these were performed, and no results presented in
the TDR demonstrate any of these were performed.

Misleading presentation of results

The TDR states: "travel demand models are not intended to provide an
absolute traffic volume forecast", advising that forecasted traffic

flows should be used only for comparison between options, NOT for
estimating absolute conditions.

But in many places in the TDR and executive summary, this distinction
has been lost:

"Daily person trips across SR 520 would increase by up to 14,400
people (6 percent) because completing the HOV lane system
between I-5 and SR 202 and/or tolling the corridor would increase
carpools and bus use."

"General-purpose vehicle trips would decrease by up to 10,000
vehicles per day and general-purpose person trips would decrease
by up to 13,500 persons per day." '

Clearly, there is great appeal to the idea that the number of vehicles
crossing each day will decrease and the number of people crossing will
increase, but given that the TDR states only relative values are
meaningful, this conclusion should not be drawn and should not be in
the report.

Further, it is clear that certain assumptions, especially those -
surrounding the impact of tolling on usage of the HOV lane, will
affect the relative standing of 6-lane vs. 4-lane alternatives. Given
that no data has been presented demonstrating such assumptions are
reliable, and that no analysis is presented as to the sensitivity of
results to these assumptions, conclusions such as the two above are
highly suspect and misleading.
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Conclusion

It is impossible to conclusively evaluate the methodology used in
traffic forecasting even from such a lengthy document as the TDR,
given that it is but a summary of a vast amount of work performed by
the TDR team. However the statement of methodology presented in the
TDR, pointedly omitting any rigorous model validation procedures,
suggests the methodology may be flawed and unreliable. And since
results do not include any form of confidence bounds or other
indication of sensitivity to forecasting and traffic modeling
assumptions, they are highly misleading and should not be used for
policy decisions and should not have been included in a report for the
public.The draft EIS makes predictions about the comparative benefits of the
No-Build vs Build options. I am concerned about the accuracy and the
margin of error of these predictions.

The methodology for the obtaining those predictions is described in
the Transportation Discipline Report. The report does not give
evidence that errors at various levels in the model have been
estimated accurately, so that the forecasts are credible.

I see the following flaws with the estimation methodology.

1. The simulation model is chosen by PSRC, the model inputs
(demographic and land use forecasts) are established by PSRC, the
model validation is done by PSRC teams, and the goals for development
are also set by PSRC. There is no independent review of this process

at any step.

2. Models are calibrated from current data. This process sets the
models' internal parameters to values that best align the model
predictions with the observed data. The problem is that, for models
with many parameters, there can be many different parameter setting
that can fit the current data equally well. However, these parameter
setting will produce wildly different forecasts for the future, e.g

for 2030. The report does not explain how the choice was made.

A standard statistical validation technicque to avoid the catastrophic
ambiguity I described above is to test the model predictions on
existing data, but to employ for this purpose independent or fresh
data, which was not previously used in calibration. The accuracy of
the model on the fresh data ris a better estimate of the ability

of the model to represent the reality in the field.

3. The inaccuracies in the input variables (demographic, employment,
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and land use forecasts were not considered). Nor is it explained how
these inccuracies, which are unavoidable in any forecast, will
propagate through the model and will affect its predictions. In other
words, there is no evidence that the model used is "robust" to changes
in the input data. For instance, a 10% error in the population growth
may well translate into a 100% error in the traffic time estimate. The
document does not demonstrate that the errors of this kind have been
controlled for.

4. Another source of inaccuracies in the final predictions of traffic
time, traffic volume etc are the variations in model parameters. The
travel demand model has parameters for each of the 4 steps: trip
generation, trip distribution, mode choice, trip assignment. It is the
latter two steps that I want to discuss now. Essentially, the travel
demand model hsas an internal model for how people will choose to
travel in 2030, and by what route. At first glance, all the model
parameters are validated by predicting current data. However, the
current data is not detailed enough to guarantee that these parts of

the model are accurate even for the present. The validation method, as
it is explained in the document, only ensures that the model as a
whole predicts traffic patterns at certain points and across certain
screenlines, but does not guarantee that the model captures correctly
the mechanisms of mode choice and travel assignment that produce these
results. It is not known what the margin of error of the traffic
forecasts are with respect to such inaccuracies.

In summary, I feel that transportation forecasts produced may be

relied upon, only under the unlikely conditions when the economic,
demographic and land use forecasts are accurate, when people make
their choice in agreement with the model's step 3 and 4 parameters and
not otherwise, and when cars, gas consumption, gas prices also evolve
as forecasted. But that the current analysis does not cover

any other scenario. Thus it does not support the conclusion that the
benefits for transportation will continue to exist if the

circumstances of the future become different from what was assumed in
2009.

SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Project
2010 SDEIS Comments and Responses -- Comments Only

Page 684

For Internal Use Only -- 05/26/2011 14:11 PM



»

% C-031
)

)
)
)

—

o

T e

e

)

_) C-031-081

)
)
)
)
)
)
)

R e

) 05/26/2011 13:21 PM i Exhibit 8 Tilghman Transportation Analysis

TILGHMAN GROUP

TRANSPORTATION PLANNING

30 March 2010

Jenifer Young
Environmental Manager
SR 520 Program Office
600 Stewart St., Suite 520
Seattle, WA 98101

Dear Ms. Young:

| have reviewed the SR-520: I-5 to Medina Bridge Replacement and HOV Project SDEIS on behalf of The
Coalition for a Sustainable SR-520 and offer the following comments. My comments fall under four
categories:

¢ Corridor Traffic Operations
e Assumptions

* Needed Clarifications

e Conclusions of the SDEIS

1. Corridor Traffic Operations

A. The SDEIS ably describes traffic operations on SR-520 and at intersections but gives much less
attention to corridor operations on surface streets. While it indicates that congestion occurring
at one location may affect others, it does not provide a clear picture of how traffic operates or
will operate along corridors such as Montlake Boulevard, NE Pacific Street, or Lake Washington
Boulevard through the Arboretum. For example:

* The document (SDEIS 4-3) gives only nodding recognition to existing backups indicating that
they “can” extend as far north as NE 25" Avenue rather than saying that those long backups
occur daily, and that they often extend further back. The same is true for NE Pacific Street.

e The Transportation Discipline Report (6-24) notes for the No Build option that “Mountlake
Boulevard southbound would often be congested as far back as NE 45" Street”. Thatis
barely different than today’s conditions, despite the significant increase in volume by 2030
and longer delays at the intersection of Montlake Blvd/NE Pacific Street. How is that
possible?

e Similarly, for options K & L, “The increased congestion would affect adjacent intersection
operations to the north, south, and west” of the Montlake Blvd/NE Pacific intersection

Titghman Group
4618 44'" Ave South
Seattle, Washington 98(18
206-577-6953
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travel times be affected? How frequent will back-ups be?
e Option K’s turnaround at the new Montlake interchange is projected to operate slowly

during both morning and afternoon peak periods. Long queues occur for northbound traffic
in the Arboretum during the morning commute now (although they are not discussed in the

SDEIS), and volumes on Lake Washington Boulevard are projected to increase significantly
with Option K. How will the turnaround’s slow operation affect traffic driving through the
Arboretum? '

. B. Pedestrian and bicycle routes are identified for each option but important elements of the
user’s experience are not discussed. For example:

L ]

Option A creates a much wider intersection at Montlake Blvd./24"‘ Avenue East.
Pedestrians would cross 5, 6 and 7 lanes, where they now cross 3, 4 and 5 lanes. What
is the potential effect of wider crossings on pedestrian safety, walking time and
pedestrians’ willingness to walk?

Option A also creates a new signalized intersection on Montlake Bivd. at the 520
westbound ramps with a 5™ leg for buses. Pedestrians face additional crossings as well
as a wait at the new signal. How does this affect pedestrian safety and walking time
along the Montlake corridor?

Riders transferring from the new SR-520 westbound bus stop under Option A to
southbound local buses would have a new route to reach the southbound bus stop.
Currently, riders can use the stairs and underpass to cross Montlake and then have only
one lane of traffic to cross to reach the stop. While the new route is a shorter distance,
it appears to require waiting at two signalized cross-walks. Would more time be
required to make such a transfer than occurs now? '

The SDEIS (5-28)calls Option A’s reduction of volumes on Lake Washington Blvd. a
benefit to cyclists and pedestrians but it does not characterize the effect of Option K &
U’s increases in volumes on cyclists and pedestrians on that road. What would the
effect be?

2. Assumptions

A. The area of influence identified for the Montlake interchange does not adequately cover roads
and intersections affected by traffic operations south of the interchange. While its influence
extends nearly a mile to the north, the south boundary is located at the SR-520 Arboretum
ramps. The boundary should extend further south to include 24™ Avenue at Boyer, Lake
Washington Blvd. at Boyer, and Lake Washington Blvd. at Madison. Given the identified shifts in

volume among the options, their effects on the Arboretum and streets serving it should be fully
understood.

B. Option A adds a second bridge across the Montlake Cut. Yet, the need for the second bridge is
not readily apparent. For instance, traffic performance between the No Build alternative and
Option SA (also known as Option A+ as preferred by the Legislative Working Group) differs only
by one letter grade at two intersections. Unfortunately, there is too little information in the

Tilghman Group
4618 44™ Ave South
Seattle, Washington 98118
206-577-6953
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SDEIS to indicate whether the LOS results reflect borderline ratings or more significant
differences in travel delay. Accordingly, the transportation benefit of the second bridge remains
obscure. Yet, its impacts to views, home displacements, and neighborhood character are
obvious. How was it determined that additional capacity across the Montlake Cut is required?
If it is, indeed, required, are there other options to provide extra capacity that have fewer
community impacts?

Transit demand modeling relied on an approach “not constrained by transit volume and service
forecasts” (Transportation Discipline Report 4-8). This approach produces an ideal but not
realistic transit demand forecast. How would a more realistic forecast reflecting transit
agencies’ service policies differ? To what extent did the unconstrained transit modeling result in
a mode shift from general purpose vehicles?

Future transit vehicle occupancy assumes an average of 65 passengers per bus (Transportation
Discipline Report 4-8) whereas today’s buses average just under 30 passengers (derived from
information in Transportation Discipline Report 8-3). That assumption exceeds the number of
seats on the largest buses currently in service and implies that all peak period bus trips would
operate with standing loads. How is such a vast increase in vehicle occupancy a reasonable and
appropriately conservative assumption? If the demand forecast is to be believed, then the
number of buses has most likely been understated. '

As the SDEIS notes, elimination of the Montlake freeway transit station will force riders between
the University District and Eastside to make transfers. Did the unconstrained transit demand
modeling account for the disadvantage of a transfer? If not, what is the effect on transit
demand and general purpose traffi¢ of doing so?

A number of recently proposed developments in the Montlake area would increase traffic on
study area streets. These projects include: University Village Shopping Center expansion; QFC
additional recreational facility development at Warren G. Magnuson Park. Traffic volume
forecasts used in the SDEIS need to be updated to include these specific projects. It should be
noted that the University Village, QFC and Seattle Children’s projects alone would account for
over half of the SDEIS’s background traffic growth on Montlake Bivd. north of NE Pacific P!I.

Pedestrian volumes were assumed to remain static (Transportation Discipline Report 4-15).

That assumption conflicts with all other assumptions about population and employment growth,
transit ridership increases, and traffic volume growth. Since pedestrian volumes at intersection
crosswalks affect traffic operations, intersection level of service analysis should incorporate
realistically higher pedestrian volumes at crosswalks.

A modified plan for pedestrian access to Sound Transit’s light rail station has been proposed by
the University of Washington. The proposal calls for a new surface crossing of Montlake Blvd.
between NE Pacific St. and NE Pacific Place rather than a pedestrian bridge. If this proposal
should be adopted, the SDEIS should be updated to include that crossing in its traffic analysis.

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

Tilghman Group
4618 44™ Ave South
Seattle, Washington 98i(8
206-577-6953
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3. Needed Clarifications

A.

For all options, it would he very helpful to know the changes in travel time along arterial streets.
That is a measure that readers can readily understand in comparing the effects of the options.
Comparisons should begin with existing travel times and then estimate future times for all
options, including No Build.

The analysis of SR-520 provides extensive information about variations in hourly volumes and
operations. The analysis of local arterials, however, deals only with the morning and afternoon
peak hour. How many hours experience similar levels of congestion now, and how many in the
future?

How would bridge openings affect future traffic operations? The SDEIS notes that mid-
afternoon openings can cause delay through the entire afternoon peak period now, so what
would the effects be for each of the options?

Under Ohtion A (including SA and A+), with a second bascule bridge, would the duration of
bridge openings differ from today’s times? If so, how would traffic be affected?

Option A claims a reduction in volumes on streets north of the Montlake Cut due to elimination
of the Lake Washington Boulevard ramps to SR-520. This seems speculative given that the
alternate routes of travel noted in the Transportation Discipline Report entail considerable out-
of-direction travel, congestion in the NE 45" Street corridor, and limited {-5 access capacity from
NE 45" Street. The volume reductions result in an improvement in LOS at Montlake Blvd NE/NE
Pacific Street and at NE Pacific Street/ 15" Avenue NE over No Build conditions (Transportation
Discipline Report 6-33). How realistic is such diversion? And how sensitive are the LOS results
to that reduction in volume?

Option A is shown to reduce volumes on Lake Washington Boulevard. How far south is that the
case? Does that reduction occur because of a diversion to E. Boyer Street to reach SR-520? If
50, what are the consequences for intersections on E. Boyer and on E. Boyer itself?

Option A includes an auxiliary lane on westhound SR-520 across Portage Bay. Yet, even with
that extra capacity, Option A has less westbound on-ramp throughput than other options. What
function does that lane provide? What would traffic performance be for Option A without the
auxiliary lane? Why would Option A+ have the auxiliary lane?

Option K would reconfigure Lake Washington Boulevard at the north end of the Arboretum.
However, the text and maps do no fully illustrate changes in circulation resulting from that
reconfiguration. :
* How would the intersection with E. Foster Rd. be configured? What would be its
operating quality?
e What is the change in volume on E. Roanoke Street with the one-way local access
scheme on Lake Washington Boulevard?

Tilghman Group
4618 44" Ave South
Seattle, Washington 98118
206-577-6953
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Exhibit 9 Cumulative Development Land Use Projects in NE Seattle

Summary of Cumulative Development in the DPD record for The City
of Seattle 2010-2030 within 3.6 miles of SR520 Interchange

1. Permit #3007521 Master Plan Expansion for Seattle Children's Hospital
4800 Sandpoint Way NE, Seattle , WA 98105
- submitted (corrected) on 08/03/07
Proposed expansion of 1.3 million additional square feet
by 2030, adding 400 additional patient beds and 1200 staff
Parking stalls to increase to 3100 on campus
Location: 2.0 miles from SR520 interchange
Status: Seattle City Council Ruling expected April 1, 2010-construction
anticipated 07/31/10

2. Permit #3008972 University Village Shopping Center Expansion
4500 25th Ave NE, Seattle, WA 98105
- submitted on 07-29-08
Proposed expansion of 105,000 square feet of retail and restaurant space
and additional 702 parking spaces
Location: .8 mile from SR520 Interchange
Status-in for permit approval-construction by 12/10

3. Permit #3009681 QFC retail and residential units expansion
2746 NE 45th Street, Seattle WA 98105
-submitted on 05-22-09
Proposed expansion of 31,000 square feet of new retail development and
350 new residential units and 700 new parking stalls
Location .9 miles from SR520 Interchange
Status-in for permit approval-construction by 3/30/11

4. Warren G. Magnuson Park recreation development
City of Seattle Parks and Recreation-approved 06/2009 and is under construction
7400 Sandpoint Way NE, Seattle, WA 98115

Arena Sports facility-80,000 square feet- 500 daily users projected

Tennis Complex-10 tennis courts and Clubhouse-100 projected users

Soccer and new lighted ball fields-12 fields X average 24 players= 288 users

North Shore Building #11- office/ daycare/ restaurant development 25,000 square feet
projected 120 daily users

Location is 3.6 miles from SR 520 Interchange

Status-construction in progress-anticipated completion by 12/2011

Total development is appmnmately 1,600,000 square feet, with increased daily
vehicular trips of 3808 additional on Montlake Blvd (conservative estimates)
(sources:Seattle Children's Hospital 1200, Retail 2100, and Recreation 508 trips)
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Exhibit 12 Save Union Bay analysis and Mitigation recommendations

Save Union Bay Association
Response Statement to SR 520 Project SDEIS

SUMMARY

We have reviewed the SDEIS for the 520 bridge replacement project and
appreciate the opportunity to discuss some topics within the SDEIS that we feel are
missing or not described in adequate detail for WSDOT or public analysis. These topics

are:
n

The wetland mitigation opportunities discussed, particularly aquatic bed
vegetation enhancement, do not include most of the aquatic bed areas
infested by milfoil in Union Bay, many of which are closer to, and more
directly affected by the proposed project.

The wetland and shoreline mitigation opportunities do not include or
discuss the damage to shoreline and wetland vegetation caused by the
invasive mammal, nutria.

The project, as described in the DSEIS, does not provide suitable refugia
for the fish and wildlife species that will be displaced, or will avoid the
project footprint during construction.

The DSEIS does not discuss the risk of releasing milfoil and other
invasive species from the project footprint during construction.

In order to adequately mitigate for the impacts associated with the proposed projéct, we
suggest that the following be considered as parts of the overall mitigation approach:

Enhance the aquatic bed wetlands that cover most of Union Bay by
reducing the coverage of milfoil and other invasive plants. This will
provide both wetland mitigation (enhancement), and, if conducted prior to
construction, will offset the effects to lake habitats and wildlife by
providing enhanced refugia for displaced species during and after
construction. Long-term control of invasive species will also offset the
permanent fish and wildlife habitat losses that will result from the project,
including effects on ESA-listed fish species.

Include restoration of shoreline areas damaged by nutria as part of the
shoreline and wetland mitigation approach.

Eradicate invasive species within the project footprint (which includes
boat and barge travel corridors, anchoring locations, temporary work
platforms, as well as the construction footprint, PRIOR TO
CONSTRUCTION. This will reduce the risk of releasing thousands of
milfoil fragments and other invasive species into the surrounding areas of
Union Bay and Lake Washington.
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Introduction

Save Union Bay Association (SUBA) is a neighborhood association consisting of
interested individuals and waterfront owners living on Union Bay. There are currently
120 members. Over the 35 years operating, we have dealt with issues of Union Bay
including milfoil, sewage spills, Green Lake pipeline, and eutrophication. We are
concerned about the disruption that construction of the new SR520 bridge will have on
Union Bay and want to work with DOT to offset this impact.

The SDEIS identified effects during construction within the Elements of Nature
(Chapter 6). We are concerned about the effects within the following elements during
construction on the overall ecosystem of Union Bay (UB): recreation, noise, air quality,
water resources, ecosystems, geology and soils, hazardous materials, and navigation.

Although the SDEIS did a good job of describing effects that will occur within the
520 work corridor along UB, there was no mention of the effects on the rest of UB. We
contend that there will be multiple effects throughout the UB environment and we want
the SR520 program to mitigate these impacts.

Our SDEIS Response statement begins with an overview of Union Bay, describing
both the general characteristics of the bay and also the recreational and wildlife usage.
We then describe the three most important problems threatening the integrity of Union
Bay (UB) and its fragile ecosystem:

o infestation of invasive aquatic plants;

o shoreline habitat degradation by nutria (an invasive mammal), and

o ashallow bay made worse by ongoing sedimentation from sewage overflows,

fertilizer use, and erosion.

These problems contribute to algal growth, high water temperatures, low oxygenation,
high phosphorus, and wetland degradation. These elements combine to hasten
eutrophication. Save Union Bay Association (SUBA) is in the process of developing an
Integrative Aquatic Vegetation Management Plan (IAVMP) for Union Bay. Our priority
is to preserve the health of the UB ecosystem by managing the invasive aquatic plants,
enhancing the habitat, and improving the aquatic ecology.

It is important to understand this situation in order to gain perspective. It is our
belief that bridge construction will result in increased use of the bay north of the work
corridor. All species will react to and cope with construction activities by moving away
from the construction zone. It is most likely that they will look nearby for suitable
habitat, migration routes, feeding and nesting grounds and recreation (humans). Hence,
they will be drawn to the north-northwest side of Union Bay because it closely resembles
the wetlands near SR520.

The current problems of UB (invasive aquatic plants, nutria denuded shoreline,
shallow depth and poor water quality due to recent CSO overflows) will make it more
difficult for species to use the bay. Many waterfowl and fish have deserted the wetlands
of UB north of SR520 because there is not access due to overgrowth of invasive aquatic
plants, and there is inadequate shoreline vegetation for protective cover from eagles and
other predators. It is important to understand how all of the features of the bay interact in
order to accomplish bridge construction while providing adequate resources for the
species impacted by the construction. For example, although restoration of UB wetlands
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may partially mitigate wetland loss near SR520, if the waterfowl and fish can not access
the wetlands due to milfoil and waterlily mats, then the habitat addition will be
meaningless. In the following statement, we respond to each of the Elements of Nature
described in the SDEIS which SUBA believes will have impacts on species, wetlands,
and recreation outside of the work corridor. There was no discussion in the SDEIS of
impacts beyond the work corridor in UB. Our suggestions for mitigation address the three
problems we believe are impacting the bay and thus, would affect movement of species
from the work corridor into the rest of the bay.

We suggest:

Before construction begins:

1. Eradicate the invasive aquatic plants within and near the work corridor so that
construction will not spread invasive plant fragments throughout Union Bay. We
are defining work corridor as that area within the project footprint fwhich
includes boat and barge travel corridors, anchoring locations, temporary work
platforms, as well as the construction footprint, from the southwest end of Portage
Bay to the east end of Lake Washington.

2. Provide alternate nesting sites for protected birds/waterfowl nesting within the
work corridor.

3. Improve wetlands in Union Bay (invasive species control) so that fish and wildlife
species can locate and begin to adapt to new habitat before construction displaces
them.

4. Improve water quality, wetlandsand shoreline at Waterway #1, Waterway #2,
University Slough, and Belvoir Place Park (north side of Union Bay) to facilitate
species use of these areas. (ie., decrease milfoil, waterlilies, and blue-green algae
in these areas.)

5. Decrease milfoil and other invasive aquatic plants between the work corridor and
Belvoir Place Park, Waterway #1, Waterway #2, and University Slough to ensure
that salmon can access this area and survive.

6. Several private residences have naturalized their waterfront and have included
shallow gravel beds for salmon nesting. Improve habitat access to these
residences so salmon can utilize them. (ie., decrease invasive aquatic plants)

During and/or after construction:
1. Monitor and eradicate invasive aquatic plants as necessary.
2. Monitor the UB wetlands’ and shorelands’ enhancements and evaluate
effectiveness regarding fish and other species.
3. Provide education and work with homeowners to reduce pollutants entering the
bay and to improve their shorelines to facilitate fish protection and nesting.

Overview of Union Bay Environment and Ecological Concerns

Union Bay is at the west side of Lake Washington where Lake Washington empties
into the ship canal. Union Bay (UB) is in a shallow glacially carved basin covered by a
deep layer of peat. It has a surface area of 985,000 squared meters and ranges in depth
from 3-12 ft except where it has been dredged to 30 ft in the navigation channel. Union
Bay has the largest green belt in the city along its shoreline; its shorelands provide rich

) SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Project
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habitat and yet half of this natural area sits on top of a toxic dump site. Over 2/3 of the
shoreline is state/city property. 100 residential properties also front Union Bay.

Union Bay is a favorite spot for recreation. Water sports enthusiasts crowd the
bay. People sail, canoe and kayak in UB to explore the inlets around the Arboretum and
the Union Bay Natural Area (UBNA); to observe birds and waterfowl; and for
enjoyment. Often UW students will rent canoes and paddle to a shaded shoreline to
picnic and swim. Hikers and bicyclists use the trails around Union Bay. The Arboretum
and Foster Island as well as the UBNA host many people from birdwatchers to sports
teams jogging down the paths. In the Laurelhurst neighborhood, there is public shoreline
access at Belvoir Park and Waterway #1. Many people launch kayaks or canoes from
these sites. Motor boats also fill the bay, whether anchored and enjoying water sports;
slowly moving while fishermen cast their lines; or traveling through the bay.

Union Bay and its shorelands host a variety of ecosytems from open water to
wetlands and from prairie to forest. It provides habitat for many species of mammals,
samphibians, birds, reptiles, and fish. There are several species federally listed as
threatened (ESA). Others are protected by the Migratory Bird Treaties. There are over
200 species of birds and waterfowl that either live here or migrate through on an annual
basis.

There are three major problems in Union Bay that have affected the ecology of
UB and hastened eutrophication. It is important to understand these issues to fully
appreciate the impact of the SR520 construction project.

Non-native invasive aquatic plants (Eurasian watermilfoil, Brazilian elodea,
fragrant waterlilies, and purple loosestrife) have changed the water quality, interfered
with recreational uses, and severely affected waterfowl and fish habitat in Union Bay.
Milfoil was first introduced into Lake Washington in 1974. By 1985, 50 acres of Union
Bay were infested with milfoil. By 2007, 75% of Union Bay contained well-established
milfoil stands. Dense stands of milfoil interfere with all recreational uses (sailing,
swimming, canoeing, motor boating) and destroy the natural ecosystem. In the summer,
their density in the water as well as floating fragment mats prevent adequate water
circulation, resulting in increased water temperature, decreased oxygenation, increased
algal blooms and degraded habitat for fish. This makes it very difficult for juvenile
salmon to survive throughout Union Bay.

Although milfoil is the primary invasive aquatic plant in Union Bay, fragrant
water lilies also heavily infest the bay. By 2007, they extended out 30 feet from the
western shoreline forming a thick dense mat. These plants interfere with recreational uses
and ecosystem balance due to their density. The thickly matted waterlilies create a threat
for waterfowl because it forces them to swim in open water, further from shore, making it
more difficult for them to hide among shoreline reeds and making them easy targets for
the eagles that nest along the shore. Waterlily mats also provide shelter for salmonid
predators.

A second problem area is erosion and destruction of the shoreline by nutria, a
non-native invasive rodent. They have eaten roots of native plants denuding the shoreline
of plants needed to hold the dirt in place. The loss of reeds, cattails and other native
wetland plants has had a devastating effect on the ecology of the area. The loss of plants
has meant a loss of shelter and nesting areas for waterfowl and birds. The increase of
erosion into the lake has decreased water habitat for fish.

SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Project
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The final problem is sedimentation which has resulted in the lake becoming
shallower. A large portion of sedimentation has occurred secondary both to milfoil and
waterlily mats binding into mud islands and also from nutria burrows and denuded
shorelines collapsing into the water. Sedimentation has also occurred because there are
several CSO outfalls that drain into UB and overflow during periods of heavy rain. For
example, measurements of the lake bottom during high water in June, reveal that directly
in front of the Belvoir outfall, there is no change in depth since 1980 but in the area
where the outfall currents reduce and dissipate, the depth has been reduced from 5ft to
2.5 ft. There have been two major sewage overflows into Union Bay. One (Belvoir
outfall), in 1988, released 5 million gallons of raw sewage into the bay. The second one
(University Slough), in 2008 released 8 million gallons. The frequent CSO overflows and
the major sewage spills have contributed to eutrophication because they have created a
nutrient rich environment for aquatic plants to flourish, have been responsible for algal
blooms (including cyanobacteria-toxic blue green algae), and have decreased the overall
depth of the lake. Run-off from residences and other property around the lake have also
increased the phosphorus load in the bay and contributed to water quality degradation and
sedimentation. .

Save Union Bay Association is addressing the problems of invasive aquatic plants
and shoreline destruction by nutria. Since 2009, we have been working with USDA
Wildlife Division to eradicate nutria from UB. Over 250 nutria have been removed from
the bay. The USDA is also doing research into shoreline restoration of the areas damaged
by nutria. In February 2010, SUBA received a grant from the Washington State
Department of Ecology to develop a plan to reduce and manage milfoil and other
invasive aquatic vegetation in UB. We contracted with Herrera Environmental
Consultants to perform an aquatic plant survey and to write an IAVMP (Integrative
Aquatic Vegetation Management Plan). This integrative lake management plan will
provide an overview of the problems of UB and their interrelationships and present an
on-going solution. It will provide a template for ecological stewardship of UB. The plan
should be completed by August 2010. We will then apply for an implementation grant
from DOE.

SDEIS Omissions

There was no mention in the SDEIS of impacts of bridge construction or lane
alternatives on the ecosystem of Union Bay outside the work corridor. (We are defining
work corridor as the entire project footprint which includes boat and barge travel
corridors, anchoring locations, temporary work platforms, as well as the construction
footprint,) Our position is that the entire bay area will be affected by many of the
elements described in the SDEIS. The SDEIS described impacts from construction on
species inhabiting or migrating through the work corridor but it did not discuss how the
species will cope with the 7-10 year construction project. SUBA contends that, as habitat
near SR520 is impacted, the species using that area will move to other areas of Union
Bay where similar wetland habitat exists. These wetland areas are degraded more than
the southern shore within the SR520 corridor because there is less water mixing, less boat
traffic, and more invasive species. The north residential shoreline contains some
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shoreline habitat restoration but the salmon are unable to nest there due to the area in
front of these properties being clogged with milfoil, waterlilies, and algae.

In addition, not mentioned in the SDEIS is the impact simply from construction
itself- the movements and voices of people and machines creating noise, waves, and air-
ground movement. These activities will frighten many species and result in their
distancing themselves from the source of this activity. (e.g., Currently, waterfowl on the
bay may be content to swim or nest near SR520 despite the car movement on the bridge
but, as people and machines line the sides of the bridge or during pile driving, these
species will seek calmer waters.)

The SR 520 project FEIS should contain information about the impacts to all of Union
Bay and proposed mitigation to facilitate species continued existence on UB.

Impact of Bridge Construction on SUBA’s Three Priority Areas

Save Union Bay Association has identified the major problems in Union Bay and
is working to manage and solve them. Our top priority is to reduce the infestation of
milfoil. We believe that, when the density of invasive aquatic plants is reduced, then the
water will circulate better improving oxygenation, temperature, and nutrient load.
Improving the aquatic ecosystem should make UB more hospitable to fish- especially to
salmonids- which currently are unable to travel through most of the bay due to thick
aquatic plant growth and high water temperature. The direct impacts of bridge
construction on our priority areas are:

1. Invasive aquatic plants. The SR 520 work corridor is choked with milfoil. Milfoil
spreads and re-roots from stem fragments. As work is undertaken in this area,
these plants will be disturbed and fragments will float to other parts of UB and
propagate. Barges and other boats bringing in supplies for bridge construction
will probably bring in milfoil fragments from Lake Union and will probably break
off stem fragments from the milfoil in Union Bay. This disruption will also create
more milfoil infestation in UB.

2. Shoreline-habitat destruction. Nutria and beaver live near SR520. SUBA is
currently undertaking a nutria eradication program to deal with the shoreline
destruction caused by this invasive mammal. As their habitat is
destroyed/impacted by SR520 construction, they will seek new habitat away from
this area- most likely along the University of Washington shoreline. We have
already eradicated the nutria from this area and are now focusing our efforts on
the Arboretum and Portage Bay. Movement of nutria back to the UW will result
in more shoreline destruction. There are three beaver dams in the work corridor.
The USDA biologists believe that the beaver were impacted by human activities
on Foster Island and moved their dam to a more remote location between the
cattails in this same general area. Every time beaver move, they take down many
more trees to build their home. Bridge construction will impact the beaver living
next to SR520 such that it is likely they will move again. The closest habitat is in
UB north of the work corridor.

) SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Project
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3. Lake biochemistry and sedimentation. SUBA is concerned about the rich nutrient
substrate in Union Bay. The spongy peat bottom is indirectly impacted by any
nearby construction vibration and weight. Sedimentation, run off and spills impact
the lake’s biochemistry and contribute to algal and invasive plant growth. Because
Union Bay is shallow with poor water quality in many areas, SR520 construction
is likely to have a greater impact on UB than Lake Washington.

Proposed Additions to the SDEIS and Requested Mitigation

Save Union Bay Association’s primary concern is the environmental impact of

bridge construction on Union Bay. Construction of any of the 6 lane alternative options
will impact the environment, slightly more or less depending on the option eventually
chosen. Our perspective is that, given the problems currently facing Union Bay, without
intervention, the bay will not be able to support the changes engendered by SR520
construction. We need to improve habitat throughout UB and improve access to the area
north of the work corridor before bridge construction occurs to enable species to relocate
and thrive during construction. SUBA is concerned that construction of SR520 will have

) bay wide impacts within the following elements of the environment:

1. Recreation
Construction will impact water recreation by limiting small craft access to

wetlands around SR520. Canoeists and kayakers will probably explore the wetlands
north/northwest of SR520 instead. Larger boats will also be impacted because many
of them anchor along the 520 corridor during UW football games or simply during
warm summer days. The logical response of boaters during construction is to motor
north of the construction area. Large boats as well as small craft will probably move
to the N-NW side of UB to be further from the noise, dust, vibration, glare, and
accidental damage from construction equipment. Construction will also impact
people enjoying nature on the south shore (Arboretum, Foster Island, Montlake Park).
Some of these paths will be closed during construction. People visiting the open areas
along the Arboretum shoreline will be impacted by noise, dust, vibration, and reduced
visual quality. Most people will visit the UBNA on the northwest shore of Union Bay
instead. At UBNA, they can have a similar experience as they would have had at the
Arboretum (hiking, biking, bird watching, viewing the lake and mountains). People
will also utilize the other shoreline parks/access areas on the north shore (Belvoir
Place Park, Waterway #1, Waterway #2). More people using UBNA and these other
areas will result in more auto traffic in the neighborhood and more degradation to the
land and shoreline as people utilize the area.

Mitigation: Improve boat access throughout Union Bay. Work with UW/UBNA
to maintain the integrity of their restoration efforts. Work with Seattle Parks Dept and
DNR to maintain integrity of the other areas and to improve boat access to them.

2. Noise

) SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Project
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Noise and vibrations will impact all species in the area. Despite all efforts at
noise reduction, noise will still be loudest at or near the construction site dissipating
with distance. All species will seek habitat areas/migration routes that are further
from the source of the noise and vibration

Mitigation: Improve access and habitat on the N-NW side of Union Bay. Provide
gravel areas for Chinook salmon nesting and provide access to these areas (ie.,
decrease milfoil, waterlilies, and blue-green algae). Recommended areas for habitat
enhancement are described under the “ecosystem” element. Improve N-NW areas
frequented by people who are avoiding the southern shoreline.

3. Air Quality

People (boaters, trail walkers) and other species will be affected by air
quality/dust close to the construction site. They will seek areas further from the site,
most likely the north and NW side of Union Bay. (e.g., UBNA, Belvoir Park,
Waterway #2 and Waterway #1).

Mitigation: Improve access and habitat on the N-N'W side of UB.

4. Water Resources

Construction will result in increased water turbidity at the construction site.
Sediments may be removed from the bay as part of the construction activities such as
dewatering. Fish and other swimming/diving species will be affected by the turbidity
and will move away fromthe construction in search of cleaner water and to escape

predators.

Mitigation: Improve access and habitat in UB

5. Ecosystems

Construction and implementation of any option will reduce or disturb fish
habitat, displace state and federally listed bird species, and affect wildlife by
removing vegetation. Loss of wetlands, shading from the new bridge, removal of
vegetation, and pile driving will all reduce wildlife habitat. Night lights, vibrations,
and run off contaminants will affect water quality, species survival and salmon
migration. In addition, these changes will cause disorientation and stress in all species
and can alter their natural behavior. Species will disperse to similar habitats located
in UB.

Mitigation: To decrease the impact of SR520 construction on species and
wetlands, it is suggested that you mitigate the ecosystem affects before bridge
construction begins. In this way, species can begin to adapt to new environments
under favorable conditions. Specific mitigation suggestions include:

1. Preserve nesting sites of protected migratory birds and waterfowl. It is
suggested that you create new, compensatory nesting sites and put these in
place by 2011- before construction begins. It is suggested that you help train
the species to relocate to these new sites. In this way, they will be able to learn
new behaviors in a relatively stress free environment. Trying to discover a
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new nesting site while construction is occurring- with noise, new obstructions,
dust, and humans in the 520 work corridor would be very difficult for the
migratory Canada geese and cliff swallows and would probably result in death
of several birds. SUBA would like SR 520 Mitigation Specialists to work with
USDA (Justin Dayton and Aaron Loucks) and other knowledgeable experts to
determine appropriate relocation sites and nesting areas.

. Reduce milfoil in the 520 work corridor from Portage Bay to the east end of

Lake Washington. Milfoil and other invasive aquatic plants are a major
problem within Union Bay. Milfoil spreads by plant fragments whereas
waterlilies spread by root deposits. Construction will cause
disruption/uprooting to these invasive plants located within the SR520 work
corridor. Plants will be loosened by actions ranging from pile driving to water
transportation of materials around the site. It is pointless for SUBA to work at
reducing milfoil in the center of UB (to improve access and habitat throughout
the bay) if, at the same time, SR520 construction is increasing milfoil
fragments. It is recommended that SR520 program eliminate invasive aquatic
plants in the 520 work corridor and adjacent environment before construction
activities begin. It is recommended that SR520 continue to work with SUBA
during construction to monitor milfoil and assist in removal of invasive
aquatic plants.

. Preserve habitat, migration, and reproduction of federally listed migratory

fish. Because of construction effects of noise, turbidity, vibration, human

activity, shading, and wetland destruction, it is reasonable to assume that the

fish will alter their migratory/ habitat routes through UB to the N-NW of the

construction. Because construction is a 7 year endeavor, there will be long-

term effects on fish if they are not enabled to survive in the N-NW waters of

UB. Due to the current conditions of UB, survival would be limited. High

water temperature, low oxygenation, overgrowth of milfoil, shallow water,

and poor habitat make the N-NW area of UB inhospitable to salmon. To

improve the viability of salmon in UB, it is recommended that SR 520 project:

e Reduce milfoil and other invasive plants.

¢ Improve the wetlands, including the islands in the NW corner of UB. It is
quite likely that, in some areas of nutria-denuded shoreline, shallow gravel
areas could be created to provide spawning grounds for Chinook Salmon.
This NW corner used to connect to streams up which the salmon would
migrate.

e Present an education program to waterfront owners describing the effects
of their shoreline on fish nesting/predator protection.

e  Work with homeowners to modify their shoreline to establish beach
areas/shallow gravel areas for salmon spawning grounds.

e Improve access to the private property shorelines that have been restored
to provide salmon spawning areas. (reduce milfoil)
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e Improve access to Waterway #1 that has been restored to provide salmon
nesting areas. (reduce milfoil, waterlilies, blue green algae, and other algal
growth.)

e Improve access to the University Slough up which salmon migrated in the
past. (reduce milfoil, waterlilies, blue green algae, and other algal growth.)

e Modify the shoreline and dock of Belvoir Place Park and naturalize it so it
can provide salmon habitat.

e Improve access, wetlands, and shorelands along the south shore of Union
Bay near Madison Park

4. Compensate for wetlands lost during SR 520 construction. Most of Union Bay
north of the shipping lanes is considered wetland due to the shallow depth
(less than 6 feet) and vegetated cover. The entire Bay should be under
consideration as a wetland mitigation site. The removal of invasive species
would be similar to the wetland enhancement opportunities discussed in the
SDEIS. The only change would be to extend the boundary of the wetland
mitigation sites under consideration to the shipping lanes (towards the project
area).

5. Restore Shorelines damaged by Nutria. On the NW corner of UB is a small
inlet that closely resembles the wetland area near SR520. This wetland is
currently devastated due to nutria damage. It is suggested that this wetland be
restored so that species can find suitable habitat located nearby during SR520
construction. Without the wetland vegetation, this area is no longer safe for
nesting because it is too accessible for eagles and other predators. It is
recommended that you work with USDA, DNR, and UW shoreline restoration
experts to improve the shoreline vegetation and to improve aquatic access to
this area.

6. Geology and Soils

Cofferdams, pile driving, and other construction activity will cause sediments to
spread within UB. Union Bay is very shallow. An increase in sedimentation will
hamper aquatic species survival.

Mitigation: It is recommended that any sediments removed from the bay not be

replaced. Improve access throughout Union Bay so aquatic species can avoid the
dangers associated with shading and turbidity.

7. Hazardous Materials :

Contaminated sediments exist in Union Bay.
Mitigation: It is recommended that any hazardous sediments encountered during
construction be removed from UB.

8. Navigation

Construction along the shipping lanes in Union Bay will cause many motorboats
to travel slightly further to the north of the construction corridor. Union Bay is very
shallow and infested with milfoil. It is likely that boats will have their motors clogged
with milfoil or get stuck as they attempt to distance themselves from construction
effects (noise, activity, barges).
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Mitigation: Reduce milfoil and improve accessibility to UB north of the
construction area. Maintain navigable channels through UB.

Conclusions

Currently, Union Bay is facing several problems that are increasing
eutrophication. The construction of the SR520 bridge will add to the degradation that the
bay is experiencing by destruction of habitat on the southern shorelands and relocation of
species to the north of the work corridor. In order to accomplish construction with
minimal impacts, it is important first to improve the aquatic ecology of UB. All habitat in
Union Bay will be impacted to some extent by noise, vibration, light, and activity within
the construction zone. As species distance themselves from the noxious intrusions within
the construction area, they will seek habitat nearby- north of the work corridor. Because
UB is so heavily infested with milfoil, it will be difficult for aquatic species to survive in
the shallow, warm waters of the center-north side of UB. The highest priority to
compensate for bridge construction is to reduce the milfoil that is choking the bay. The
second priority is shoreline restoration to improve wetland habitat inUnion Bay and
improve the natural shoreline along the north shore private residences and parks.

Save Union Bay Association wants to work with the SR520 Mitigation Specialists
to find ways to minimize ecosystem impacts during bridge construction and to maintain
and improve the aquatic environment once the new bridge is in place.

Save Union Bay Association Board of Directors
Susan Holliday, PhD, President

Bill Watts, MD, Secretary

Steve Sulzbacher, PhD, Treasurer

Colleen McAleer, MBA, Mediation Representative
Bruce Carter, PhD

saveunionbayassn@gmail.com

Susan Holliday
3909 NE Surber Dr

- Seattle, WA 98105

206-523-6809
susanholliday@mac.com
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Exhibit 13 Connie Sidles Expert Birding Inventory near Foster Island

BIRDS OF FOSTER ISLAND, Union Bay and Portage Bay (4/11/10)

(as prepared by Connie Sidles, Seattle Audubon master birder, in

collaboration with other master birders of the state)

Pied-billed Grebe

Horned Grebe

Western Grebe

Double-crested Cormorant
Green Heron (rare on the lake)
Greater White-fronted Goose
Canada Goose

Trumpeter Swan (very rare)
Tundra Swan (very, VERY rare)
Wood Duck

Gadwall

Eurasian Wigeon (rare)
American Wigeon

Mallard

Blue-winged Teal

Cinnamon Teal (rare)

Northern Shoveler

Northern Pintail

Green-winged Teal

Canvasback

Redhead (very rare)
Ring-necked Duck

Greater Scaup

Lesser Scaup

Bufflehead

Common Goldeneye (rare)

Hooded Merganser

Common Merganser

Ruddy Duck (rare and getting rarer)
Short-eared Owl (very rare in the city)
Osprey

Bald Eagle (on the endangered list, I believe)
Red-tailed Hawk

Cooper’s Hawk

Sharp-shinned Hawk (getting rarer, especially in the city)

American Coot
Killdeer

Mew Gull
Ring=billed Gull
California Gull
Herring Gull
Thayer’s Gull (rare)
Glaucous-winged Gull
Caspian Tern

Rock Pigeon

Band-tailed Pigeon (rare away from old-growth forest)

Common Nighthawk (very, very rare)
Black Swift (rare)

Vaux's Swift

Belted Kingfisher

Downy Woodpecker

Northern Flicker

Western Wood-Pewee

Willow Flycatcher
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Warbling Vireo

Steller's Jay

American Crow

Tree Swallow

Violet-green Swallow

Northern Rough-winged Swallow
Cliff Swallow

Barn Swallow

Black-capped Chickadee
Bushtit

Brown Creeper (unusual away from conifer forest)
Bewick's Wren

Marsh Wren

Ruby-crowned Kinglet
Golden-crowned Kinglet
Western Tanager (getting rare in the city)
American Robin

European Starling
Orange-crowned Warbler
Black-and-white Warbler (very, very rare)
Yellow Warbler

Yellow-rumped Warbler
Black-throated Gray Warbler
Townsend's Warbler

Common Yellowthroat

Wilson's Warbler

Spotted Towhee

Savannah Sparrow

Fox Sparrow

Song Sparrow

Golden-crowned Sparrow
Red-winged Blackbird

Total 85 species
18 rare
7 very rare
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Exhibit 15 Muckleshoot Artifact Report-Judy Thorton

Cultural resources Union bay

-—-Original Message———-

From: Judith Thornton <thornj0@comcast.net>
To: SR520Bridge_SDEIS@wsdot.wa.gov

Cc: billandlin@aol.com

Sent: Tue, Apr 13, 2010 10:46 am

Subject: Cultural Resources on Union Bay

TO: Jenifer Young

SR520 Environmental Manager
SR520 Project Office, Suite 520

600 Stewart Street

Seattle, WA 98101

or e-mail
SR520BridgeSDEIS@wsdot.wa.gov.

Dear Ms. Young:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the need to protect valuable archeological sites
during the re-building of Highway 520. | am a neighbor on Union Bay who happened to discover
an archeological artifact, a mahogany red chert biface, in my garden above Waterway 1 on Union
Bay. From this discovery, the Friends of Waterway 1 learned that Waterway 1 and many other
locations on Union Bay are important sites of pre-contact historical resources. We are working
with archeologists at the University of Washington and Burke Museum, with the Muckleshoot
Tribe archeologist, Laura Murphy, and with Washington Department of Natural Resources
aquatics archeologist Maurice Murphy to identify and preserve valuable cultural resources. We
ask that WSDOT assure similar protection to cultural resources in its plans for Highway 520.

Thank you for your efforts on behalf of the historical and cultural resources of the city.

Judith Thornton
Friends of Waterway 1
and volunteer for Laurelhurst Community Club

cc. Colleen McAlleer,
Laurelhurst Community Club
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Exhibit 17 Bascule Bridge Opening Data from 2008
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