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Technical notes on 520 4-lane

Capacity Constraints on the Existing SR 520 Bnidge
A Technical Memorandum
March 2010

Maurice B. Cooper, P.E.

There are many non-structural capacity-limiting constraints on freeway
traffic throughput; these include (1) visibility limits due to precipitation,
darkness and driving into direct sunhght (a particular problem on SRkR-
520 because of its east-west alignment, which means that, at rush hour,
half the traffic is usually driving directly into the sun), (if) 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 alsa certain structural factors which limit traffic capacity, such
as the physical condition of the pavement surface.

This memorandum is, however, limited to specilic and umquce features of
the existing SR-520 bridge which cause it to operate at below its possible
maximumni. These are basically ol three types:

1) On and oll-ramp design:
Both east and west end approaches to the brndge are severc botllenecks.

On the east side of the lake, the problems start &l the Bellevue Way on-
ramp, where drivers have particular trouble with the weave across the
HOV lanes to access the mainline, at a location where the roadway 1s
curving and trallic 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 1n the 3-mile SR-520 bridge
segment. In addition to the cross-1{OV weave, there is an immediate and
severe width constraint because of a solid bridge abutment, coupled with
the visibility limitation imposed by the bridge abutment itsell. The on
ramp leads 10 a frecway segment which, at this pont, suffers from both
unusually severe changes in vertical and horizontal alignment.
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On the weslt end of the bridge the first problem is caused by the
proximity of the merge between SOV and HOV traffic from Montlake
Boulevard to the merge between this traffic and the [reeway 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 poruon of the roadway transitions instantaneously to the Jow-level,
structural concrete viaduct portion of the bridge,

Off-ramp design for the 8R-520 bridge was handled considerably better
than on-ramp design, Neither off-ramps on the eastside, namely at 84th
Avenue 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 Boulevard 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 itsell.

2) Lane and Shoulder Width:

Lane width is frequently cited as a traffic-capacity limitation in the
literature. On the SR-320 bridge, lane width is adequate throughout.
Shoulder width is, however, totally inadequate. This causes driver
distraction because of fear of either touching the outside curb with a tire

curbs are not generally included n freeway design because of this
issue, and certainly not adjacent to traffic lanes as they are on 8SR-520
or. in the worst case, scraping the side of Lthe car on the inside concerele
Jersey barrier.

3) Horizontal and Vertcal Curvaturce

For Lhe majority of the length of the SR-520 bridge, the roadway is totally
straight. However the bridge curves both horizontally and vertically on
the approach and departure to/[rom the western high-rise structure over
the ship channel off the east shore of Madison Park, These curves are
significantly sharper than modern freeway design standards. The fact
that the curves are cffectively superimposed yiclds a distinet roadway
capacity imitation.

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

Freeway capacity is rated by tralfic flow in terms of the number of
vehicles per lane per hour. Under normal driving conditions, and without
any of the above three constraints, capacities can be expected Lo be in
the range of 2,100 to 2,200 vehicles per lane per hour. The three
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conditions cited above are 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 constrainls
are removed the lane capacity may reasonably be expected Lo rise
accordingly.

Bridge Re-Design Recommendalions and Associated Traffic Capacily
Gains:

The cost of re-building the bridge to remove the tralfic-limiting
constraints could be seen lo be a constraint in itsclf. Hence the question
becomes, in an engineering sensc, what modilications are appropriate
and sensiblc.

The horizontal and vertical curvature constaints are absolutely inherent
in the bridge design and would require & major cost commitment to
remove and hence, [rom an cfficiency perspective, should probably be lefi
alone.

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

The shoulder width issue is more complex becausc of the design of the
existing bridge pontoons. However a pragmatic rc-design is possible, by
removing the existing pedestrian walkway and lowering that section 1o
roadway grade, and by removing the putermost roadway walls and
attaching a new structural barrier to the outside walls of the pontoon box
structure itsell. This proposed modification would not yield the full gain
in capacity which could be realized through full-width shoulders, bul 1s
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, o increase the
capacily of the existing S8R 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 lull shoulders, and re-designed on and off-ramps, can be
expected Lo have an increased capacity of 40 percent,
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SR 520 Legislative Workgroup
Recommendations Report

This document was prepared in response to Engrossed Qubstitute House Bill (ESHB) 2211, Section 3
of this bill created the SR520 Legislative Workgroup to develop recommendations related to design
options and financing strategy for the SR 520 corridor. Their report was due to the Governor and

Legislature by January 1, 2010.

Project Managed by:

Workgroup Administrator:

With Staff Support from:

Document Prepared by:

lennifer Ziegler, Transportation Policy Advisor
Governor’s Executive Policy Office

Barbara Gilliland, Administrator
Parsons Brinckerhoff

Julie Meredith, SR 520 Program Director and
SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Program staff

Parsons Brinckerhoff
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Recommendations

Background

Passed in April 2009, Engrossed Substitute House Bill (ESHB) 2211 created the SR 520 Legislative
Workgroup. The Workgroup consisted of all the legislators from the 43rd and 48th districts; two
legislators from each of the 46th and 45th districts; the chairs of the legislative transportation
committee; two legislators outside the SR 520 corridor on the joint transportation committee
representing a legislative district outside the SR 520 corridor; the Secretary of the Washington State
Department of Transportation; and the member of the transportation commission representing King
County.

In July 2009, the SR 520 Legislative Workgroup (Workgroup) was formed with the following
membership:

Westside Members Eastside Members Other Members

Representative Scott White 46" District Senator Rodney Tom, 48" District Senator Mary Margaret

Workgroup Co-Chair Workgroup Co-Chair Haugen, Chair, Senate

Westside Subgroup Chair Transportation Committee

Senator Ed Murray 43" District Senator Eric Oemig 45" District Representative Judy Clibborn,
Chair, House Transpaortation
Committee

Senator Ken Jacobsen 46" District Representative Ross Hunter 48" District *Senator Dan Swecker Joint

Transportation Commitiee

Representative Frank Chopp Speaker of Representative Deborah Eddy 48" District Representative Dan Roach Joint

the House 43" District Transportation Committee

Representative lamie Pedersen, 43" *Representative Larry Springer 45" Commissioner Richard Ford

District District State Transportation
Commission

Secretary Paula Hammond
Washington State Secretary of
Transportation

*Also served on the Westside Subgroup.

Summary of Engrossed Substitute House Bill 2211 Requirements
ESHB 2211 directed the Workgroup to meet the following objectives:

Y Review and recommend a financing strategy, in conjunction with the Washington State
Department of Transportation, to fund projects in the SR 520 corridor that reflects the design
options recommended by the Workgroup. Base the financing strategy on a total cost of all the
intended projects in the SR 520 corridor, not to exceed $4.65 billion,

2> Recommend design options that provide for a full SR 520 corridor project that meets the needs of
the region's transportation system while providing appropriate mitigation for the neighborhood
and communities in the area directly impacted by the project;

¥ Form a Westside subgroup to conduct a detailed review and make recommendations on design
options on the west side of the corridor, which extends from the west end of the floating bridge to
I-5. The subgroup shall consult with neighborhood and community groups impacted by the
potential design options;

o5
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> Consider forming an eastside subgroup to review current design options on the east side of the
corridor, which extends from the east side of the floating bridge to SR 202;

™M

Consult with the governor and legislaters representing the primary users of SR 520; and

™M

Present a final report with recommendations on financing and design options to the legislature
and the governor by January 1, 2010. The recommendations will include the Supplemental
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS) process for the SR 520 corridor,

SR 520 Legislative Workgroup Recommendations

Draft Westside Design Recommendation

Sponsor: Senator Ken Jacobsen, State Senator, 46" District
Seconded: Representative Deborah Eddy, State Representative, 48" District

A motion of the SR 520 Legislative Workgroup recommending a Westside Design solution to inform
the selection of a preferred alternative in the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement for
SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Program.

Background

The SR 520 Legislative Workgroup was established in 2009 under ESHB 2211. The legislation directs
the Workgroup to recommend design options that provide for a full SR 520 corridor project that
meets the needs of the region's transportation system while providing appropriate mitigation for the
neighborhood and communities in the area directly impacted by the project.

Further, it recommended that a west side subgroup be formed to conduct a detailed review and make
recommendations on design options on the west side of the corridor, which extends from the west
end of the floating bridge to I-5. It directed the subgroup to consult with neighborhood and
community groups impacted by the potential design options.

Muotion

The Legislative Workgroup recommends adoption of the A+ Option (see Section Ill, Design
Recommendations), developed during the consultation with the communities during the Westside
Subgroup process as the preferred alternative for the Westside design. This aption is preferred for the
following reasons:

Y It meets the purpose and need of the project and complies with statutory requirements to
implement a six lane (four general purpose and two HOV lanes) bridge replacement project, and

> It meets the transportation needs of the corridor with the least impact to the surrounding
environment, and

™M

It can be constructed within the 54,65 billion financial threshold, and

™

The impacts are covered within the current Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement,
and

Y |t meets the needs of transit providers within the SR 520 corridor and on local surface streets, and
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> It has broad based suppaort fram local communities including the University District Community
Council, Ravenna Bryant, and Friends of Seattle’s Olmsted Park and regional organizations
including the University of Washington, Seattle Chamber, King County Metro, and the Eastside
Transportation Partnership.

Motion Passed: 11-2

Opposed: Representative Frank Chopp; Representative Jamie Pedersen
Absent: Senator Ed Murray; Representative Dan Roach

Non Voting member: WSDOT Secretary Paula Hammond

Drafi Financing Strategy

Sponsor: Representative Ross Hunter, State Representative, 48th District
Seconded: Representative Larry Springer, State Representative, 45th District

A motion of the SR 520 Legislative Workgroup recommending a financial strategy for funding the
54,65 Billion SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Program.

Background

The Legislature established the SR 520 Legislative Workgroup in 2009 under ESHB 2211. The
workgroup must review and recommend a financing strategy, in conjunction with the department, to
fund the projects in the SR 520 corridor that reflect the design options recommended by the
workgroup. The financing strategy must be based on a total cost of all the intended projects in the SR
520 corridor of no more than $4.65 billion.

Motion

The Legislative Workgroup recommends to the governor and legislature a financing strategy that
includes:

¥ Use of the base funding previously identified, including early tolling of SR520 per Scenario 7, and
Y The creation of, and early tolling of HOT lanes on 1-90 as soon as is practicable, and

Y The remaining gap to be filled by new FEDERAL or STATE revenue, to be identified in the next year
or two, and

> IF THAT DOESN'T HAPPEN, THEN general tolling of 1-90 to fill the gap starting no sooner than 2014.

The group also recommends the pursuit of cost savings by further refinement of cost estimates and
design.

Motion Passed: 12-0
Absent: Senator Ed Murray; Representative Frank Chopp; Representative Dan Roach
Non Voting member: WSDOT Secretary Paula Hammond

Minority Statement

Sponsor: Speaker Frank Chopp, State Representative 43rd District
Sponsor: Jaime Pedersen, State Representative, 43rd District

We do not support the recommendations on the design nor the financing strategy for SR 520. We feel
it is necessary to issue this statement because the recommendations do not accomplish the goal of
maximizing the region’s transportation and transit systems in a manner that adequately addresses the
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concerns of the communities most directly impacted by the project. Further, the deadlines set for the
completion of the supplemental draft environmental impact statement and the 2014 bridge opening
are artificial and do not encourage resolution of the issue. Absent a commitment to engage in genuine
discussion for a more viable option, we recommend that the Washington State Department of
Transportation (WSDQT) address the immediate safety concerns on the existing bridge and work with
the affected neighborhood communities and the City of Seattle to find a long term solution that better
serves the region.

Since 2007 we have been negotiating in good faith to make significant investments for a bridge project
that—in addition to addressing safety concerns and increasing capacity—would create effective
connections for bus rapid transit to the light rail station at the University of Washington. The design
option recommended by the Workgroup does not accomplish this goal. Option A+ depends on a
second bascule drawbridge crossing the Montlake Cut to provide transit connection to Montlake
Boulevard from the SR 520 corridor. Dependence on a drawbridge that is subject to unpredictable
openings for up to 18 hours a day interrupts the flow of traffic and can hardly be considered an
"effective connection" as required by RCW 47.01.408. To be effective, a transit solution must minimize
delays and maximize connectivity. Option A+ does neither. Rather it compounds the problem by
causing additional damage to the neighborhoods of our district.

In addition to our concerns about transit, we will point out that none of the options reviewed by the
Workgroup can be completely funded under the Workgroup’s recommended financing strategy. This
strategy is based on the hope that state and federal funds will materialize and also assumes that the
Legislature will vote to authorize high tolls on both SR 520 and Interstate S0. Even with high tolling,
financing for option A+ falls short, when the total cost of the project (construction and interest cost on
bonds) are taken into account. A complete and realistic financing plan will take time. Therefore, there
is no need to rush and move forward on a flawed design option based on artificial deadlines set by
WSDOT.

Finally, we are disappointed that the Workgroup missed the opportunity to reach a solution far SR 520
that is right for the region and respectful of those directly impacted by the project. The residents of
the communities we represent see the traffic jams every day. They are the ones who will live with
years of construction. Option A+ will not alleviate these concerns; rather it will bring adverse traffic,
noise, and environmental issues to the area. We can and should do better.

On behalf of the communities in our district we state our strong opposition to Option A+and
recommend that the immediate focus be placed on addressing the safety concerns via retrofit or
rebuild of the existing four-lane bridge from Madison Park to |-5. This can be done for less cost and
similar timing as the group’s recommended option. We will continue to work with the State, the City
of Seattle and the Governor to move forward on a final design that best ensures safety, neighborhood
protections, and transit integration.

We will provide additional information and materials to support our position.

E.  Why Now? SR 520 Program Schedule and Construction
Background
Since WSDOT published the Draft EIS for the SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Project in August
2006, a number of circumstances have changed. One key change is the 2007 legislation that
established the Westside mediation process (ESSB 6099) and the mediation group’s development of
three new 6-lane design options for the Seattle portion of SR 520,
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WSDOT decided to prepare an SDEIS to allow the mediation designs, which are substantially different
from those studied in the Draft EIS, to be evaluated fully before a decision is made on a preferred
alternative. The project limits of the SDEIS are set at I-5 on the west and Evergreen Point Road on the
east. The Evergreen Point Floating Bridge is included within these project limits.

In addition to the designs that resulted from mediation, the SDEIS contains additional detail and
analysis—including information on construction impacts, mitigation measures, and transit
operations—that was requested in public and agency comments on the Draft EIS. Including this
information in the SDEIS allows agencies, tribes, and the public to review and comment on it prior to a
final decision.

Legislative Workgroup

The Workgroup was established to develop recommendations to the legislature and governor on the
Westside design options and to develop a program financing strategy. The design option
recommendations will be considered as input into the SDEIS process.

The Workgroup has received extensive input from mediation participants, permitting agencies, transit
agencies, local jurisdictions and other local stakeholders about ideas for modifying the mediation
design options. These ideas were intended to reduce costs and/or to better achieve local interests,
goals and other project objectives. WSDOT has assisted with layout of the new concepts, but has done
only minimal engineering design on them. These revisions are more fully described in Chapter lll,
Design Recommendations. These revisions generally included:

> Madifying Option A to increase mobility by adding an eastbound HOV direct-access on-ramp from
Montlake Boulevard, adding a Lake Washington Boulevard eastbound on-ramp and westbound
off-ramp, and using the Option L roadway profile for improved stormwater management.

> Revising Option K to develop a new Option M, which would keep a modified single-point urban
interchange (SPUI), add ramps, and replace the sequential excavation method tunnel with an
immersed tube tunnel that would be built by excavating across the Montlake Cut rather than
tunneling below it.

Another key change that has taken place since publication of the Draft EIS is the development of a
new project that would build pontoons to be ready to more quickly replace the Evergreen Point Bridge
should catastrophic failure occur. The SR 520 Pontoon Construction Project would construct new
pontoons that would be used to restore the existing traffic capacity of the Evergreen Paint Bridge in
the event of a catastrophic failure. WSDOT is preparing an EIS to evaluate the effects of building these
pontoons and storing them until they are needed. These pontoons cannot be transported and
assembled on the lake until either 1) a catastrophic failure occurs or 2) a decision is reached as part of
the I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project. Having pontoons ready for such a
catastrophic failure would allow the bridge to be restored several years faster than if the pontoons
were constructed in response to a disaster. This would, in turn, reduce adverse effects on traffic and
the regional economy. Two possible pontoon construction sites in Grays Harbor are being analyzed in
the EIS.

Maintaining the schedule of the SDEIS is critical to maintaining the schedule to replace the floating
bridge portion of the corridor. In January 2008, Governor Gregoire directed WSDOT staff to develop
an accelerated plan and schedule to replace the vulnerable SR 520 structures. That resulted in a letter
to the legislature from the governor in March 2008 indicating the need to move forward more quickly
and outlining how that would be achieved by opening the new bridge to drivers in 2014, That letter
supported legislative action that occurred in 2008 to move the project forward. Move forward with
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construction of the bridge replacement is tied to the completion of the SDEIS process on the |-5 to
Medina segment of the corridor. As a result, in order to meet the 2014 schedule a preferred
alternative must be selected by spring 2010 to complete the environmental process and begin
construction by 2012,

The graphic on page 11 outlines the schedule for the various projects that make up the SR 520 Bridge
Replacement and HOV Program. The critical path for work continuing across Lake Washington is the
I-5 to Medina; Bridge Replacement and HOV Project.

Next Steps

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) allows lead agencies to identify a preferred alternative
at the Draft EIS stage or to wait until the Final EIS is published. WSDOT has designated the 6-Lane
Alternative as the agency's preferred alternative. However, a preferred design option for the Westside
interchange has not yet been identified. The preferred option will not be identified until the Final EIS,
after agencies and the public have had an opportunity to comment on the choices and the legislative
work group has released its findings.

After publication of the SDEIS, a Final EIS and Record of Decision (ROD) will be prepared to:
Y Respond to comments received on both the Draft EIS and SDEIS
Y Identify a preferred alternative

> Provide additional detail on mitigation measures and commitments that would be incorporated
into project construction and operation

Preferred Alternative

Based on the current schedule, the co-lead agencies expect to identify a preferred design option for
the SR 520 project in early 2010.

The preferred design option may be one of those evaluated in the SDEIS, or it may be a minor
variation on, or combination of, the existing options. Should any new design variations with
significantly greater environmental effects be proposed, they would likely need to be evaluated in
another supplemental environmental document. This would change and extend the project schedule.

When the Workgroup's deliberations began, WSDOT was already well underway in its NEPA
evaluation of Options A, K, and L. Since designs for the modified options have not been fully
developed, it is difficult to say exactly how their environmental effects would compare with those of
the original design options. If a new or “hybrid” design option were chosen as an outcome of the
Workgroup process, WSDOT would reevaluate the SDEIS environmental analysis after publication to
determine whether its impacts are within the range already identified. If the changes are within the
range of the impacts already disclosed they would simply be described in the Final EIS. However, if the
changes resulted in new, substantive impacts that had not been previously evaluated, additional
supplemental analysis would be required.

Preliminary analysis of Option M suggests more time would be necessary to address the
environmental impacts of this option. The Independent Cost Expert Review Panel’s report states that,
“Nonetheless, because the Montlake Cut is an environmentally sensitive area, we believe the
permitting of Option M’s wetlands impacts will be very risky and very costly to mitigate. We also note
that Option M’s construction impacts do not seem to have been studied in any of the existing SEPA or
NEPA documents, so adopting Option M would require an immediate six-month delay to revise the
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environmental documents. And we believe there would be a high likelihood of a much longer delay
(12 to 24 months) in order to negotiate the permitting issue with the US Army Corps of Engineers.”

Final EISand ROD

When the Final EIS has been issued, FHWA will prepare a Record of Decision, which documents the
course of action it has decided upon as the federal lead agency. It will identify the selected alternative,
explain the alternatives considered, and specify an "environmentally preferable alternative.” It will
also explain how the lead agencies plan to implement mitigation measures and conservation actions in
compliance with NEPA and other laws.

The ROD is the conclusion of the NEPA process and signals the beginning of project implementation.
WSDOT will further develop the engineering design for the project, including additional detail on
project phasing, construction staging, and construction technigues. Having a preferred design option
will allow WSDOT to develop more specific designs for mitigation measures, which will be
documented in project permit applications. These designs will be prepared by WSDOT and FHWA, in
cooperation with the affected jurisdictions and resource agencies.

Financing

With the completion of the environmental documents the project will be ready to move ahead. Some
funding is currently available to begin that work. However, in order to continue progress towards
construction on the current timeline, additional funding will be necessary. As the schedule on page 9
notes, the ROD is expected in early 2011 on the I-5 to Medina segment. Full funding of this section is
needed at that time to move forward with the floating bridge replacement and final design and
phased construction of the 6 lane corridor.
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Process

The Workgroup held nine meetings — six meetings with the full Workgroup, including two working
sessions; and three meetings with the Westside Subgroup. In addition, two public meetings were held.
A community forum was held in Bellevue, sponsored by Representative Eddy, at the mid-point in the
process, and a Town Hall public meeting held in the University District to solicit public comments on
the draft recommendations. The Workgroup held their initial meeting in July 2009 to elect co-chairs
for the Workgroup, review a work plan, and set operating rules.

A copy of the approved Rules and Operating Procedures is included in the Appendix. The graphic on
page 17 summarizes Workgroup’s work plan and the public outreach that was conducted as part of
the process.

What did the Workgroup Hear?

The co-chairs recognized that there were multiple stakeholder perspectives and interests held by
interest groups and the neighborhoods related to improving the SR 520 corridor. They believed it was
critical to have a balanced and open process to allow all comments and opinions to be heard and that
it was time to make the decisions necessary to move the project forward. “Doing nothing is not an
option,” and a commitment to meeting the goals of the legislation was paramount.

As a result, the work plan was designed to bring forward the different perspectives and interests
throughout the corridor. Below is a summary of the groups that provided input to the Workgroup.

Neighborhoods

The Workgroup engaged the community and neighborhood advocates involved in the development of
solutions for the Westside design. This included neighborhoods immediately adjacent to the SR 520
corridor as well as communities to the north and south that rely on access to and from SR 520, The
advocates were afforded opportunities to present their priorities and goals to the Westside Subgroup
and the full Workgroup. All the advocates emphasized the importance of meeting the local and
regional transportation needs of the area by providing transit accessibility and reliability. Each
Westside design option contained different elements to meet the various constituent and community
concerns, but all recognized the need for increased mobility in the corridor and surrounding areas.
These conversations led the Workgroup to direct WSDOT staff to work with the proponent groups to
refine their options to address the goals of the Workgroup in identifying a design that fit within the
$4.65 billion cap.

WSDOT met with the Option K proponents five times and these discussions resulted in Option M and
met with the A and L proponents twice to refine Option A and L to the Option A+. These options are
more fully described in Chapter |ll, Design Recommendations.

Resource and Permitting Agencies

On September 22, 2009, the full Workgroup heard from nine agencies with jurisdiction in the SR 520
corridor. These included:

Federal Highway Administration

US Environmental Protection Agency

2

2

3> US Army Corps of Engineers

Y National Marine Fisheries Service
7

US Fish and Wildlife Service
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Washington Department of Ecology
Washington State Recreation and Conservation Office
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife

MMM M

Washington Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation

Each agency director or manager provided an overview of their agency’s responsibility for the
resources the project would affect. The area surrounding the SR 520 corridor is rich in natural
resources, many of which are protected through federal and state law. The laws and policies of all the
resource agencies require a project design to first avoid, then to minimize, and lastly to mitigate
impacts on environmental resources, Of particular note are the numbers of regulations over the
aquatic environment involving fish, fish habitat, and wetlands. The agencies with built environment
responsibilities described their historic, cultural, and park regulations.

Many of the agencies stated that, based on their current understanding of the design options, Option
A appeared to have the least impact on the resources within their jurisdiction. The US Corps of
Engineers highlighted that the in-water filling of aquatic resources associated with Option K would
render that option highly unlikely to be permitted, given that other available options would avoid
impacts.

Representatives from the federal agencies (US EPA, US Corps of Engineers, and the Services) explained
the connection between their permit processes and Tribal Government input. Tribal interests in the
project area include treaty rights to harvest fish in usual and accustomed fishing areas; in addition,
portions of the project have cultural significance, particularly Foster Island.

Transit

Many references are built into the legislation regarding transit accommaodation throughout the
corridor. There is an interest to build an effective connection with the new Sound Transit light rail
station at the University of Washington and in the future to not preclude the addition of high capacity
transit or light rail in the corridor. These elements have been covered in the following legislation and
documentation.

RCW 47.01.408

“(1) The state route number 520 bridge replacement and HOV project shall be designed to
provide six total lanes, with two lanes that are for transit and high-occupancy vehicle travel, and
four general purpose lanes. (2) The state route number 520 bridge replacement and HOV project
shall be designed to accommodate effective connections for transit, including high capacity
transit, to the light rail station at the University of Washington.”

RCW 47.01.405

. The state must take the necessary steps to move forward with a state route number 520
bridge replacement project design that provides six total lanes, with faur general purpose lanes
and two lanes that are for high occupancy vehicle travel that could also accommodate high
capacity transportation, and the bridge shall also be designed to accommadate light rail in the
future. High occupancy vehicle lanes in the state route 520 corridor must also be able to support
a bus rapid transit system."

RCW 47.01.410

“As part of the state route number 520 bridge replacement and HOV project, the governor's
office shall work with the department, sound transit, King county metro, and the University of
Washington, to plan for high capacity transportation in the state route number 520 corridor. The
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parties shall jointly develop a multimodal transportation plan that ensures the effective and
efficient coordination of bus services and light rail services throughout the state route number
520 corridor. The plan shall include alternatives for a multimodal transit station that serves the
state route number 520-Montlake interchange vicinity, and mitigation of impacts on affected
parties. The high capacity transportation planning work must be closely coordinated with the
state route number 520 bridge replacement and HOV project’s environmental planning process,
and must be completed within the current funding for the project. A draft plan must be
submitted to the governor and the joint transportation committee by October 1, 2007. A final
plan must be submitted to the governor and the joint transportation committee by December
2008."

In a letter from Secretary Paula Hammond to Governor Chris Gregoire in February 2008, WSDOT
confirmed that the design of lids and tunnels east of Montlake Boulevard will accommodate efficient
and effective bus rapid transit in the SR 520 corridor and will not preclude opportunities for transit in
the future.

Sound Transit and King County Metro Transit presented several times to voice their needs and
concerns. It was noted that approximately 60% of the transit riders in the area use local service
provided by King County on surface streets. This means that congestion on Montlake Boulevard is a
concern for providing effective transit service. In addition, funding for on-going operations will also be
needed to address the added service required from the removal of the Montlake Flyer stop.

Other Stakeholders

The Workgroup also heard from other stakeholders in the area including:

> Mayor of Bellevue, Grant Degginger

> Seattle City Council President, Richard Conlin

> US Coast Guard - regarding bridge opening restrictions

2

University of Washington Schaool of Forest Resources and Seattle Parks Department — regarding
management of the Arboretum collection

> University of Washington

Finance

The Workgroup identified and researched various funding options for the program. They also
reviewed the current state revenues and tolling funding already authorized and how it was being
used, including looking at the timing of when funding would be necessary to continue moving the
project forward. Starting on October 20, 2009, the Workgroup heard about:

Y Federal reauthorization including TIGER Grant requests

> State Legislature’s Joint Transportation Committee funding study

> Tolling optians

> Local and regional funding options including Transportation Benefit District and Regional
Transportation Improvement District options

Independent Cost Expert Review Panel

The Workgroup heard from an independent cost expert review panel (Cost ERP) led by Don Forbes,
former Secretary of the Oregon State Department of Transportation, and made up of geotechnical,
environmental mitigation, cost estimating, tunnel construction and mega project management
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experts. The Workgroup directed the panel to review the methodology used to produce the cost
estimates released by WSDOT in November 2008.

A summary of the review is included in Chapter 3, Design Recommendations. The panel stated that
the WSDOT cost estimation process is “well managed, with a good rationale” for the development of
costs. They identified areas for further investigation to reduce costs in all alternatives and noted there
were areas where costs may need to be increased.

In the Phase | review there were several risks identified with Options K and L. As a result the
proponent groups identified suggested changes that led to the creation of Options A+ and M. The
Workgroup requested that the panel review the preliminary cost estimate for these options as well. A
summary of the Cost ERP findings is contained in Chapter Ill, Design Recommendations.

WSDOT Support
WSDOT staff supported the Workgroup throughout the process in the following ways:
¥ Met with and provided technical assistance to the proponent groups.

> Provided data for and supported the independent cost expert review panel.

> Presented the Workgroup with information and answered questions regarding the program
schedule, environmental and operations analysis, and design elements of the Options A, K, L, A+
and M, tolling and funding.

> Participated in the mid-process Eastside Town Hall meeting, Seattle City Council Committee of the
Whole briefing and Workgroup Town Hall meeting.

¥ Responded to questions and data requests submitted to the Workgroup e-mail.
The technical information related to the design and the impacts for each option is summarized in the

Comparisan of SR 520 Westside Options tables on pages 18-21. These were provided to the
Woaorkgroup in order to compare information between options mare easily.
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COMPARISON OF SR 520 WESTSIDE OPTIONS: Cost and Desit
_ oPTIONA | oPTIONK | 0

Total Program cost

West side
I-5
Portage Bay Bridge
Montlake

West approach

Common to all

$4.526B - $4.802B

$2.0228 — $2.2388
$322m
3482M
3442M
$776M

$6.574B - $6.6728

$4.070B — 54.1686B
$322M
$414M
52.3468
5988M

 Lids at I-5 and 10th Avenue and Delmar Drive.
» A direct access HOVY ramp to and from I-5.
= The SR 520 and |-5 interchange ramps would be reconstructed with generaily the same rai

$5.0

525

treatment.

Options = Removal of the Montiake Freeway Transit Station and relocated function.
« Six-lane corridor with a 4+2 configuration (one HOV and two general-purpose lanes in eacl
» Lid in the Montlake area.
C « Replace with a seven-lane = Replace with a six-lane bridge s Replace w
Portage Bay Bridge hri(?ge (110 feet wide). R 0'{)1‘ feet wide). i {1%%' feet v
= The interchange would « A new depressed interchange would * A new elev
remain in the game location be constructed to the east of Montiake would be ¢
as today. Boulevard. of Montiake
= A new bascule bridge would « Ramps would be constructed to the » Ramps wo
Scatiie be constructed over the north through a sequential excavation the north a
Interchange Montiake Cut. method tunnel under the Montiake Cut bridge ovel
« Westbound transit off-ramp to and to the south near the Arboretum. to the soutl
Montlake Boulevard. + Direct HOV access ramps to and from » Direct HOV
the east on SR 520. from the ez
s The bridge structure wouidbe | » The bridge structure would be wider * The bridge'
wider and higher over Foster and the highway would be under a lid wider and |
Island than today. at Foster Izland. Island than
West Approach = Between Foster Island and the| = The tunnel approach ramps would + The slope ¢
floating bridge, the roadway iz require fill into Union Bay (boat have a gras
low and flat resulting in less section). slope to all
than desirable stormwater to land.

L
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COMPARISON OF SR 520 WESTSIDE OPTIONS: Traffic Operat

Common to all

OPTION A

« Six-lane alternative provides a travel time benefit for transit and HOV.

OPTION K

TRAFFIC O

options « Added shoulder width improves corridor safety and reliability.

« Removal of the Montlake Freeway Transit Station and relocated function.

Local = [mproves overall local traffic operations | = Improves overall local traffic « Impro
compared to No Build. operations compared to No Build. opera

« Lowest volumes in the Arboretum. s Traffic volumes increase through the

« Highest diversion to other Arboretum compared o No Build.
neighborhoods. « Provides full access o SR 520 from
the north and south of Montiake Cut.

Transit « Drawbridge openings affect SR 520 + SR 520 buses bypass the drawbridge | « SR 52
buses and the local transit service openings during the off-peak hours. thus sl
during off-peak hours. » Local bus service adversely affected during

« Improved local transit fimes over No by increased focal congestion. « Local |
Build. by inci

Construction « Requires capacity improvements on « Requires capacity improvements on « Requi

Montlake Boulevard to the south. Montiake Boulevard to the south. Montie

+ Lowest number of construction truck « Highest number of truck trips « Highe:
trips. compared to all options. COMpE

» Closes NE Pacific Street during s Closes

construction. during

+ Redirects traffic to Pacific Place. « Redire

» High level of construclion delay. = High s

+ Removes bus layover space during « Remo'

construction. constr
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COMPARISON OF SR 520 WESTSIDE OPTIONS: Environmental

OPTION A OPTION K
ENVIRON
Impacts covered
in SDE1S? res e
» In-water construction and work bridges = In-water construction and work bridges | = In
would affect aquatic resources and would affect aguatic resources and W
wetiands. wetlands. w
s Access disruptions to parks and trails. » Access digruptions to parks and frails. » A
« Moise impacts on neighborhoods adjacent | « Moise impacts on neighborhoods = N
to the alignment (including pile driving). adjacent to the alignment (including pile a
Construction » Increased traffic congestion from haul and driving). di
Impacts detour routes. « Increased fraffic congestion from haul w Ir
and detour routes. a
= Additional disruption and noise in East sV
MontlakeMcCurdy Parks and along d
west shore of Union Bay due to
construction of boat section and
depressed interchange.
+ ‘Would dizplace three residences and the =« Would displace one residence and the s Wy
Museum of History and Indusiry in Seattle. Museum of History and Industry. M
» Would displace part of National Oceanic « Fill 1.8 acres of wetlands. S
and Atmospheric Administration facilities » Shade 2.8 acres of wetlands. » Fi
Permanent » Fill 0.1 acres of wetlands. « Fill 2.7 acres of open water. e S5
Impacts » Shade 3.2 acres of wetlands. « 7.6 acres of park land converted to s F
« Fill 0.5 acres of open water. right-of-way. s 7.
« 5.6 acres of park fand converied to T
right-of-way. s E
5

e
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I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project

COMPARISON OF SR 520 WESTSIDE OPTIONS: Data ¢

Cost

Traffic Operations (Year 2030)

Local Traffic (AM/PM Peak, bi-directional)

Environmental Resources-Construction Effects”

Crossing the Montlake Cut (vehicles per haur) 4500/6200 4300/6000 4300,"62;
In the Arboretum (vehicles per haur) 1800/1800 900/1200 1900/18
Average |local travel time (minutes) 25 10 g
Freeway Tralfic (AM/PM Pealk, bi-directional) |
Floating Bridge (vehicles per haour) {700/8700 8700/8700 9100/89
Portage Bay Bridge (vehicles per hour) 7500/7600 8000/ 7900 7600/74
Transil {(minules) == ﬂ
Local peak travel times (Madison-Mntlk Tri/Mntik Tri-McGraw) 4579 18/5 10/5
Peak travel lime lo/from SR 520/Maonllake Triangle 5/10 5/6 a/a
Non-vehlcular Reglon

Park Effect (Acres) 5.10 5.4
Section 6(f) Resource Effect (Acres) 2.99 2.99
Welland Fill Effect (Acres)” 0.6 0.5
Wetland Shade Effect (Acres) 6.4 6.93
Wetland Buffer Fill Effect (Acres)“ 2.80 3.00
Wetland Buffer Shade Elfect (Acres) 0.20 0.30
Open Water Fill Effect (Acres)’ 0.20 0.20
Open Water Shade Effect {(Acres)’ 13.40

Environmental Resources-Permanent Effects”
Park Effect (Acres) 5.6 :
Section 6(f) Resource Effect (Acres) 3.04 3.04
Section 6(f) Resource- Subterranean Easement (Acres)® 0.02 0.02
Wetland Fill Effect (Acres) 0.1 0.6
Wetland Shade Effect (Acres) 32 34
Wetland Buffer Fill Effect (Acres) 0.7 2.98_
Wetlancg Buffer Shade Effect (Acres) 4.3
Open Water Fill Effect (Acres)’ 0.5
Open Water Shade Effect (Acres)’ 14.5
Full Property Acquisitions (number of parcels)'” 7
Number of lanes on Portage Bay Bridge 7
Number of lanes at Marsn l1sland g

Method Lo cross the Montlake Cut

Bascule Bridge

Bascule Br
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B. Previous Legislative Direction

The Washington State Legislature has passed several pieces of legislation pertaining to the SR 520
Bridge Replacement and HOV Program. The Appendix contains a summary of all legislation related to
the SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Program. The Workgroup discussed the specific references
to the six lane configuration, transit connections, and tolling. Below is a summary of the references
that were discussed with the Workgroup.

Requirements Regarding Six Lanes and Transit Connections
ESHB 2211—Section 3(3)

“All design options considered ar recommended by the state route number 520 work group must
adhere to RCW 47.01.408."

RCW 47.01.408

“(1) The state route number 520 bridge replacement and HOV project shall be designed to
pravide six total lanes, with two lanes that are for transit and high-occupancy vehicle travel, and
four general purpose lanes. (2) The state route number 520 bridge replacement and HOV project
shall be designed to accommodate effective connections for transit, including high capacity
transit, to the light rail station at the University of Washington.”

Other Requirements Regarding Six Lanes
RCW 47.01.405

"The legislature finds that the replacement of the vulnerable state route number 520 corridor is a
matter of urgency for the safety of Washington's traveling public and the needs of the
transportation system in central Puget Sound. The state route number 520 floating bridge is
susceptible to damage, closure, or even catastrophic failure from earthquakes, windstorms, and
waves. Additionally, the bridge serves as a vital route for vehicles to cross Lake Washington,
carrying over three times its design capacity in traffic, resulting in more than seven hours of
congestion per day. Therefore, it is the conclusion of the legislature that time is of the essence,
and that Washington state cannot wait for a disaster to make it fully appreciate the urgency of
the need to replace this vulnerable structure. The state must take the necessary steps to move
forward with a state route number 520 bridge replacement project design that provides six total
lanes, with four general purpose lanes and two lanes that are for high occupancy vehicle travel
that could also accommodate high capacity transportation, and the bridge shall also be designed
to accommodate light rail in the future. High occupancy vehicle lanes in the state raute 520
corridar must also be able to support a bus rapid transit system."

Other Requirements Regarding Transit Connections
RCW 47.01.410

“As part of the state route number 520 bridge replacement and HOV project, the governor's
office shall work with the department, sound transit, King county metro, and the University of
Washington, to plan for high capacity transportation in the state route number 520 corridor. The
parties shall jointly develop a multimodal transportation plan that ensures the effective and
efficient coordination of bus services and light rail services throughout the state route number
520 corridor, The plan shall include alternatives for a multimodal transit station that serves the
state route number 520-Mantlake interchange vicinity, and mitigation of impacts on affected
parties. The high capacity transportation planning work must be closely coordinated with the
state route number 520 bridge replacement and HOV project's environmental planning process,
and must be completed within the current funding for the project. A draft plan must be
submitted to the governor and the joint transportation committee by October 1, 2007. A final
plan must be submitted to the governor and the joint transportation committee by December

2008."
- - . A
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Requirements for New Tolling Authority
RCW 47.56.820

“(1) Unless otherwise delegated, only the legislature may authorize the imposition of tolls on
eligible toll facilities. (2) All revenue from an eligible toll facility must be used only to construct,
improve, preserve, maintain, manage, or operate the eligible toll facility on or in which the
revenue is collected. Expenditures of toll revenues are subject to appropriation and must be
made only: (a) To cover the operating costs of the eligible toll facility, including necessary
maintenance, preservation, administration, and toll enforcement by public law enforcement
within the boundaries of the facility; (b) To meet obligations for the repayment of debt and
interest on the eligible toll facilities, and any other associated financing costs including, but not
limited to, required reserves and insurance; (c) To meet any other obligations to provide funding
contributions for any projects or operations on the eligible toll facilities; (d) To provide for the
operations of conveyances of people or goods; or (e) For any other improvements to the eligible
toll facilities.”

Requirements for Use of Bonds

ESHB 2211 —Section 2 (3) (i)

“(i) The issuance of general obligation bonds first payable from toll revenue and then excise taxes
on motor vehicle and special fuels pledged for the payment of those bonds in the amount
necessary to fund the replacement state route number 520 floating bridge and necessary
landings , subject to subsection (4) of this section.”

Page 982
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L1I.

Design Recommendations and Costs

A

Developing Options A+ and M

In 2008, under the direction of ESSB 6099, WSDOT supported a mediation process to determine
interchange options for the Montlake area. Through this process, community representatives
developed three west side interchange options known as Options A, K, and L. All of these options,
each with sub-options, are currently under analysis in the I-5 to Medina Bridge Replacement and HOV
project’s SDEIS.

The Workgroup and WSDOT staff worked with the proponents of Options A, K, and L from July
through November 2009 to develop the interchange option that best met the goals of the
communities and the goals set forth by ESHB 2211. Proponents of Options A and L combined the
various design elements to develop Option A+. The proponents of Option K refined design elements
that resulted in the development of Option M. Below is a summary of how the Workgroup and
WSDOT worked with the proponent groups to develop and refine these options.

Option A+

The Option A and L proponents developed Option A+ to meet the goals set forth by ESHB 2211, At the
September 22, 2009 meeting, the Workgroup invited the environmental resource and permitting
agencies to present feedback on the SDEIS Options A, K, and L. The proponents incorporated the
agency feedback that stated a constant rise profile is more desirable and mare likely to receive
permits than the other profiles under consideration. The US Army Corps of Engineers noted that of the
three options analyzed in the SDEIS, Option A would most likely be the least environmentally
damaging practicable alternative.

The estimated cost of Option A, released in November 2008, ranged from $4.526 billion to $4.802
billion. To meet the $4.65 billion cost cap set by the legislature in 2009, proponents reduced costs by
refining the design of the Portage Bay Bridge, the Lake Washington Boulevard ramp configuration, and
the west approach bridge and Foster Island connections to the Arboretum. The cost estimate was not
derived using the full cost estimation validation process (CEVP),

Option A+ differs from Option A in the following ways:

Y The specific false arch bridge type is removed and shorter span lengths are proposed for the
Portage Bay Bridge while maintaining aesthetic treatments to be defined in a design competition.

™M

Addition of a pedestrian connection under SR 520 at Foster Island.

M

Inclusion of ramp connections to Lake Washington Boulevard to and from the Eastside only (this
was a sub-option in Option A)

> Includes enhanced transit connectivity by providing an eastbound HOV direct-access ramp from
the Montlake Boulevard interchange and removes the flyover ramp in the Arboretum vicinity.

2 Provides for gravity flow stormwater treatment by using a constant slope profile to the west high
rise from the Montlake shoreline, which is the same profile as the SDEIS Option L.
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Summary of Meetings with Option A+ Coalition
Date Meeting Location Discussion

September 15, 2009 Whestside Subgroup Seattle Propanents of Option A presented Option A to the
Westside Subgroup highlighting it as a transit friendly,
environmentally sensitive, and affordable option.

September 22, 2009 Workgroup Seattle Proponents of Option A presented Option A to the
Workgroup highlighting it as a transit friendly,
environmentally sensitive, and affordable option.

September 30, 2009 Technical Coordination | Seattle Proponents of Option A and L met with WSDOT staff to
with WSDOT staff #1 discuss design and cost modifications to Option A.
October 8, 2009 Westside Subgroup Seattle Proponents of Option A and Option L jointly presented

Option A+ to the Westside Subgroup.

November 5, 2009 Working Session Seattle WSDOT presented a preliminary cost analysis provided by
the independent cost review panel. Chair of independent
Cost ERP reviewed cost analysis of the A+ and M options.

November 10, 2009 Westside Subgroup Seattle Subgroup members provided preliminary observations of
Option A+.
November 12, 2009 Technical Coordination | Seattle Proponents of Option A+ met with WSDOT staff, King
with WSDOT staff #2 County Metro, and Sound Transit representatives to discuss

transit operations and cost reductions. Qutstanding design
issues included the removal of the Lake Washington
Boulevard ramps.

November 17, 2009 Workgroup Seattle The Workgroup recommended Option A+ as a draft
recommendation for public comment.

December 8, 2009 Workgroup Seattle The Workgroup recommends Option A+ as a final
recommendation to be submitted to Gov. Gregoire and
Washington State Legislature.

SR 520 Legislative Work Group
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Option M

Option K supporters developed Option M to better meet the requirements of the resource and
permitting agencies and to reduce costs. At the September 22, 2009 meeting, the US Army Corps of
Engineers stated that permitting Option K was unlikely. This is due to the large amount of in-water fill
required for the permanent interchange configuration when there is a reasonable and feasible
alternative with significantly less in-water fill.

In addition to the permitting concerns, cost estimates released in November 2008 estimated the cost
for Option K from $6.574 billion to $6.672 billion nearly 52 billion over the $4.65 billion cost cap set by
the legislature. In an effort to reduce costs, proponents focused on the tunnel construction method,
the width of the freeway interchange as it extended into the Arboretum, and the Foster Island land
bridge/pedestrian connection,

Option M provides a savings of approximately $700 million based on a conceptual layout of the option
compared with Option K. This includes the new tunnel construction method ($350 million in savings)
and reconfiguration of the interchange ramps and Foster Island pedestrian connection ($350 million in
savings). This estimate does not capture the potential mitigation required for the alternate tunnel
method. This estimate also was not derived using the full cost estimation validation process (CEVP).

Option M differs from Option K in the following ways:

Tunnel construction method

2 Option K included a sequential excavation tunnel as a method to excavate the ground without
disturbing the Montlake Cut. Due to geotechnical investigation, the ground would need to be
frozen for this method of tunneling.

¥ InOption M, the proponents proposed an immersed tube tunnel in order to save costs. The
immersed tube tunnel would involve cut and cover dredging across the Montlake Cut in order to
create a trench in which to place the tube.

Reconfigures interchange ramps

> Option M removes the keyhole connection to the Arboretum and replaces it with ramp
connections to Lake Washington Boulevard to allow access to and from the Eastside only, in a
similar location to Option A+.

3 Replaces the 24™ Avenue East connection from Lake Washington Boulevard to the Museum of
History and Industry area with a westbound off-ramp to Lake Washington Boulevard.

The ramp connection to westbound SR 520 from the Arboretum is removed since this movement
is not provided for today,

s SR s

To reduce cost and the overall environmental impacts, there are no direct-access HOV and transit
ramps.

Y Raises the SR 520 mainline profile to the same elevation as Lake Washington Boulevard at the new
interchange in order to reduce wetland impacts.
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Summary of Meetingswith Option M Coalition

Date Meeting

Location

Discussion

September 15, 2009 Westside Subgroup

Seattle

Coalition for Option K presented a “Hybrid
Plan” to the Westside Subgroup in arder to
reduce costs and environmental impacts,
improve mobility to the south, and reduce
impacts to the Arboretum.

September 22, 2009 Waorkgroup

Seattle

Coalition for Alternative K presented a
“Hybrid Plan” to the Workgroup with specific
cost saving measures identified.

September 25, 2009 Technical
Coordination with
WSDOT staff #1

Seattle

Coalition for Alternative K met with WSDOT
staff to discuss ways to reduce costs,
environmental impacts, construction impacts,
improve north/south mobility, maintain
transit/HOV access, and maintain six-lane
Portage Bay Bridge.

October 1, 2009 Technical
Coordination with
WSDOT staff #2

Seattle

Coalition for Alternative K coordinated with
WSDOT staff on plan to be presented at Oct. 8
Westside Subgroup meeting. The Hybrid Plan
includes the removal of the boat section,
modifications to the single point urban
interchange, a ramp connection to Lake
Washington Boulevard, no left turn from Lake
Washington Boulevard ramps, an eastbound
off-ramp to northbound Montlake movement
will be routed into the tunnel and not on
Montlake Boulevard, shifting a local access
road, and a higher mainline profile at Foster
Island.

October 8, 2009 Westside Subgroup

Seattle

Coalition for Alternative K presented an
updated Hybrid Plan with associated design
modifications and cost reductions to the
Westside Subgroup.

October 15, 2009 Technical
Coordination with
WSDOT staff #3

Seattle

Coalition for Alternative K met with WSDOT
staff to discuss further design modifications
and cost reductions to the Hybrid Plan.

October 22, 2009 Technical
Coordination with
WSDOT staff #4

Seattle

Coalition for Alternative K met with WSDOT
staff, requested to be called Coalition for
Option M. Cealition discussed including
Option M in the SDEIS, preliminary traffic
operations, west navigation passage, west
approach profile, and stormwater issues.

October 29, 2009 Technical
Coordination with
WSDOT staff #5

Seattle

Coalition for Option M met with WSDOT staff
to discuss preliminary traffic operations, west
navigation passage, west approach profile,
and stormwater issues. Outstanding design
issues include the number of lanes in the
tunnel, the number of lanes on all the SR 520
ramps, the height of the west navigation
passage, the height of the west approach
bridge, the improvements necessary at the
Montlake and Pacific intersection and north
of the intersection, and the desired traffic
operation goals.
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Qummary of Meetings with Option M Coalition

Date

Meeting

Location

Discussion

November 5, 2009

Working Session

Seattle

Per request of Coalition for Option M, WSDOT
presented a preliminary cost analysis
provided by the independent cost review
panel. The chair of independent Cost ERP
provided a review of the cost analysis of the
A+ and M options.

November 10, 2009

Westside Subgroup

Seattle

The Westside Subgroup provided preliminary
observations of Option M.

November 17, 2009

Workgroup

Seattle

The Workgroup discussed Option M in
consideration of the draft recommendatjons
report.

SR 520 B& Jp&%%ent and HOV Project
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B. Independent Cost Expert Review Panel Executive Summary

Responsibility/ Purpose ofthe Cost Review Panel

The responsibility of the Cost Review Panel was to conduct a comprehensive evaluation of the SR 520
project cost estimate process, including review of the procedures used, level of accuracy, application
of the CEVP process, risks that were considered, and the level of development of the design options.
The Panel conducted its review in two phases. Phase | review included the mediated Options A, K, and
L. The Phase Il review focused on two modified options A+ and M (formerly K). The summary of
findings from both phases follows below.

Phase 1 Review:; SDEIS Options A, Kand L from Mediation

Findings

1.

The SR 520 team manages a strong, well-managed process with good rationale and easy retrieval
of support material

While there are opportunities to adjust the estimate of some individual items to reduce their
expected costs, these adjustments would not cause major changes in the total for any of the
options. (See also item 6 below.)

Options A, K, and L are all at a level of development to appropriately apply the CEVP process. That
is, the designs are sufficiently developed to evaluate and fairly compare the options.

The CEVP process has been fairly applied acrass options. Although CEVP is a valid way to compare
costs and schedules for options, it is not necessarily the only basis for selecting a project
alternative.

The Westside Cost Review Panel suggested the redistribution of some costs that had been
assigned to the (SEM) tunnel. Those redistributed costs resulted in an improved ability to compare
tunnel costs to similar tunnel costs elsewhere and also resulted in a modest overall cost reduction
of the K option

The CCI (Construction Cost Index) may be too optimistic (too low): While WSDOT policy
consistently uses the CCl projection of future inflation rates, the Westside Cost Review Panel is
concerned that the CCl projection of a nearly level 1.7% to 1.9 % per year construction inflation
rate for the next ten years may lower than what the actual inflation will be over the construction
period.

Impact of modeled (probability & impact) risks is comparable across options but the Panel is
concerned about un-modeled risks (which are still reall) e.g.

> Impact of locally preferred alternative [selection] by Spring 2009—which did not occur
> Availability of funding that matches the cash flow requirements of the project

> Permitting

> ‘Boat section’-construction, permitting, and mitigation

Decisions by the state and national resource agencies will have a substantial impact on the
schedules and costs as well as viability of the Options

> Permitting of Wetland fill and impacts: The Westside Cost Review Panel heard the US Army
Corps of Engineers expressed serious concerns about the viability of Option K because it has
more impacts on wetlands than Options A or L. The legal basis for the Corps concerns could
render Option K unpermittable.
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Y Permitting of the low road profile: Several agencies — the Corps, the National Marine
Fisheries Service, and the Washington State Department of Ecology — expressed concerns
about the shading impacts created by lowering the road profile to place it close to the lake
surface.

> Stormwater permitting: The Department of Ecology expressed concerns that stormwater
collection and treatment will be difficult and perhaps unreliable if the road profile is flat. They
would prefer a road profile that slopes from the water back toward the land, allowing
stormwater to flow by gravity to a land-based pollution control system.

Phase Il Review: Options A+and M
Introduction

Additional concept refinements by Option A and Option K support groups have changed overall costs
and risk profiles for both options.

Option A+ is essentially Option A with the addition of three Option A sub-options as established in the
mediation process: an eastbound Lake Washington Boulevard on-ramp; a westbound Lake
Washington Boulevard off-ramp; and an eastbound HOV direct access ramp at Montlake Boulevard.

Option K has been significantly modified and has become Option M. The major modifications include:
replacing the SEM (Sequential Excavation Method) tunnel with an ITT (Immersed Tube Tunnel),
elevating the grades through the tunnel section and the depressed SR 520 interchange sufficiently to
eliminate the “boat section”, and creating left hand on/off ramps from SR 520 mainline to the
Montlake Cut section. Option M still requires substantial lengths of cut-and-cover tunnel each side of
the water crossing. Because of the introduction of the new tunnel concept, the ITT, the Cost Review
Panel specifically evaluated the constructability, risk, and costs associated with this concept.

Findings

Y By changing tunnel concepts and raising roadway grades to eliminate the "boat section”, Option
M trimmed nearly $700 million from Option K expected costs, but the cost differential between
Option A+ and M is still significant (approximately $1.2 billion).

Option A+ still fits within the cost range for Option A (base costs plus sub-options).

™M

Y Optiaons A+ and M have comparable expected costs except for the Montlake Interchange segment.

The primary cost difference between A+ and M results from differences in complexity of
construction as well as the volume of materials consumed or excavated in the construction of the
options. See the enclosed table for highlights of the cost differences.

Y Byeliminated the “boat section”, Option M has significantly reduced one element of risk related
to permitting, but there remain significant risks related to construction permits for the ITT in the
Montlake Cut.

> Costs for Option M in the Montlake section divide into approximate thirds. One-third of the
expected cost is for tunnels, one-third is for the depressed interchange, and one-third includes a
variety of cost items such as right-of-way purchase, the construction of miscellaneous
components like the Pacific/Mantlake Lid, and engineering development costs.

¥ Although the A+ and M options have only been developed to approximately 10% of final
engineering and unknowns remain, the Westside Cost Review Panel is confident that major costs
have been appropriately accounted far. Given that Option M represents considerably more
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construction volume and complexity than Option A+, we do not see a way to materially reduce the
$1.2 billion cost differential between the two options.

> While there are operational differences between Options A+ and M, the overall traffic
performance of both options on the mainline is similar.

> Were Option M to be included in the environmental process, it would likely delay the
Supplemental Draft EIS (SDEIS) by 6 months. The final Record of Decision (ROD) would likely
be delayed by 12-24 months.

Highlights of Cost Differential between Options A+ and M at Montlake

Oplion Compsrisans In e Monllake Cul Seqment
Cost Components Option A+ Costs | Option M Costs
(M) (5m)
Construction Cost Components
Interchange
Structures {lids, walls, bridges, eic.) 5104 5442
Miscellonsous Highway Construetion S110 5154
Subtotal for Interchonge Construction Sna $596
Mantioke Cut Crossing
Bascule Bridge (224 fi) 581
Cut-ond-Cover Tunnels (1575 ft) 5452
immersed Tube Tunne! (350 ft) sun
Subtotal for Tunne! Construction $554
Other Highway Construction
Structures (lids, walls, et 539
UW Purking Allowarnce 5126
Misc Highway/Roadway Components s28 589
Subtotal for Other Highway Construction 528 $254
Subtotal Construction for Montloke Crossing 5109 4808
Total Estimated Construction Cost $323 $1404
 Right-of-Way, Mitigotion, and Englneering 5125 $3%
L Total Estimated Segment Cost $448| 51800

Key observations from the table include:

2

The tunnel across the Montlake Cut is composed of two tunnel types, an ITT with “Cut-and-Cover”
tunnels at each end. The combined tunnel cost (including inflation and risk) accounts for slightly
less than 1/3 ($554 million) of the $1.8 billion cost of the Montlake segment for Option M.

Y The cut-and-cover tunnel sections account for approximately 80% of the total tunnel costs
through the Montlake Cut. While, whereas the ITT only accounts for 20%.

The Montlake Interchange accounts for approximately 1/3 of the $1.8 billion segment cost for
Option M ($596 million).

Of the remaining $650 million of $1.8 billion cost for Option M, $396 million includes right-of-way
purchase and engineering development costs. Approximately $254 million includes roadway work
(not already accounted for), a lid at Pacific and Montlake, and work at the University of
Washington.
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> The Cost Review Panel conducted an independent evaluation of ITT construction costs. Our
evaluation yielded base costs (before inflation and composite risk factor) that differed by less than
1% from the base costs prepared by the SR 520 project team. The expected cost of the ITT is
comparable with similar installations in the US.

> The Panel also compared expected costs for the cut-and-cover tunnel section of three project
segments: Option M, Option K, and the Alaskan Way Viaduct. All three sections were of
comparable length and carry comparable expected costs. On that basis, we believe that the cut-
and-cover costs are fairly represented.

As noted earlier, the Cost Review Panel does not see a way to further reduce the cost of Option M by
a substantial amount. Further, the Panel is concerned that given the range of probable costs for
Option M, it is unlikely to fit within the legislatively established budget for the project. As shown in the
figure below, the most likely cost projection for Option M carries a price tag of $2.65 billion which
exceeds the west side budget (52.15 billion) by $500 million. This optimistic number only has a 10%
probability of occurrence. In other words, it has a 90% probability of being exceeded.

Option A+ and Option M cost ranges

T . {f 1“.
* . ‘ .
RV THOW (0N $11808 (Wiw) T LU
" i Iy &3
L ]
T S——1
ST ASHE |Vl 51 5258 (B0 )
§' 58 =208 g2 5B 5308 556 52 48 =38

I = Westsida Oplian M

[:r Westsida Oplign A+ 1
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IV. Financial Strategy

The Workgroup spent several meetings discussing the financing options available to meet the $4.65
billion funding target. They first discussed the current financial commitments for the program and the

remaining funding gap. The commitments are summarized below:

A. Current Financial Plan and Remaining Gap

SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Program — Program Costs and Existing Funding

FISCAL YEARS AMOUNT
PROGRAM NEED
Qverall Program Cost Thru FY 2031 $465B
Less: Deferred Payment of Sales Tax’ ($0.30 B)
Program Cost during Construction Period Thru FY 2017 54358
CURRENTLY FUNDED: FLOATING BRIDGE & LANDINGS
Floating Bridge & Landings Thru FY 2017 $2.118B
Paid from Toll Bond Proceeds (SR 520 Account) 5033 B
Paid from Federal Bond Praceeds (SR 520 Account) $066 B
Paid from All Other Funding Sources §1.23B
Less: Deferred Payment of Sales Tax’ ($0.11 B)
Program Cost during Construction Period $1.99B
PROGRAM FUNDING GAP $2.36 B

' Paid from toll revenues over fiscal years 2022-2031

B. Financing Options Considered

Tables 1A and 1B were provided to the Workgroup to identify the sources and possible revenue
generation that could be achieved using each source. These tables outline the feasible sources that
were identified. The Workgroup also reviewed the tolling scenarios considered by the Legislature’s
Joint Transportation Committee and the ability of each scenario to fill the $2.36 billion gap. Some
tolling options could fill the entire gap without additional revenue. However, the Workgroup
recommended that tolling beyond early SR 520 tolling and 1-90 high occupancy lane tolling only be

considered after other revenue sources were pursued,

smsocr G LSRG W e (%)

2010 SDEIS Comments and Responses -- Comments Only —

December 20

ge 995

For Internal Use Only -- 05/26/20%.1 14:11 PM



poday SUOHEPUSLULLIODSY

dnoig ypopy sanesibe] 0zs HUs

£ abegq
B500Z Jaqwaaag

NOITTIW LS3YYIN IHL O1 G3ANNOY SONNY OFLLINWOD "FLON

N 666°+S lejol
:
‘wesbold 026 1S o4l o pepuwios
VIN WiN N ¥iN ugaqg asey sasunos Buipuny jeoo) Jo |euoibal oy m
—
i
ZROT Ad niy pred jssieny fgg-| LOZ A W spaaocid puog -
{SPUOG LUODNOD GISZ U0 5560} 9181 18848l 250/ -
¥GE | = abeianog spuog 0o, abpaid ajdiy Jeak gf - FrR S0EaD0Id U0 0l { cdelass
ssuondwnssy Buoueuiy « il : m_
W 1558 r— St B RS = NORBIIIDD-t - pue s6ppg Bupeoyy o) pasm s gunonsy | 2
: (55 .Ennwv. syoy _u...c.:wa B9 M « JUSWHLLWED JUSLUND Joj paumba L ozs us | 5
Wil BUOU | | ZZ BHST Yum pals|qe1s3 «
puemio) [ LOZ A4 uopapdwossod j0L-110Z Ad Bugor vopadwoo-ald « S)|04 DG-NOA-SY-AEg § DUBUDOS
1w USUELLf+8 AOH "Bunial w04 Si0US “aNpayds oL s|geues «
spaacosd puog oy pue (of-nod-se-Aed) sanuenal jol Jo BopeLIQUICD) «
wois UORNGUILOS payslgeEIsE ASnona g papusdxa fpesie spund jeiapay Buipun sumin _HMMM
uawdedas
puot o) paBped 1ou Buipuny Jo04 ¥SIH, o) Wiy W 8115 Sepniou) - PSP IapUIBWRYN |004 ¥siy 5 weiBoid abpug
W 9ZZS A007 W aimeysifiay W Lina Joj pasnbas suan 1eiapad |edapad
ayy Ag pepwead Buipuny weibosy aBpug (eepad Uy ROLS SEPMDY) «
w
£Z0Z Ad nuy pred 1sasequ) t9L-E 107 Ad U Speeaoud puog - m
el j5a3IU1 %09 - {unooay 0Zs Ws)
= ’ ey b SIS [eapady o
N 8c9% *Q) = abiesanog mﬂ.._mnua“ﬂwwrmwﬂm%EM_:ﬂcc._ﬁu JUSLIND 10] paunbal auay pamy | FERAUdEER Buipun,j we:Baid d 1§ ..mmm_hwnn.ww L
- . B |
Bujpung euspay 1004 ssiy, 4] j0 uogsod speadoid puog « M
]
B WD
tebpng voneuodsuet) | LWE0OE S L Bumews 10§ painba uogoe - safesed Yol B YN
W 1558 uenb se papiacsd Bupuny Buielws ‘GOOZ Pus EO0Z W paysygesa sjunowy | ou lpapusdya feped Buipung g4l = -4
papuadya Apease Bupun) |ayoiN
UOINgQLUuoD paysygelsa Msnodmas PEpusdxa ApEsUR SpUT aley - a
WNES o 1 < oGy aRIuBA M”M__.m__
Isuenigy 41 Anug
- o 2 Sl SuUondun Pl =] o saonog Bumpuny
pajuio Buipuny R R Il 0] Aiessaoe SOV | gy ioqny 2

7294 — seaunog Buipung papiwio) — weiboid AOH pue juswadejday abpug 0Zs ¥S VI 378V.L

Page 996

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

R 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Project

10 SDEIS Comments and Responses -- Comments Only

o

wWd sz:eT THAz Mz /50

0F0-2



gg afied
600z 1equanaq

&)

Hoday SUQEpUSLUIWLOSEY
n:waan%m_m_mm._mmmxm

Page 997

SNOILAWNSSY DNIDNYNIA LON "TVILNILOd INNIATH NO 0ISvE STONVH DONIONNL ‘FALLIOTOY ATEYSSIDAN LON IHVY SONN4 40 SITHNOS ‘FLON

=
o
—
3
<
—
—
—
o
N
Gy Buipuog gLy - {1 La) 1201 (uBunSan) .
WEaLs o wWSGLs EL0Z Ad Ut HEps O] pawnssy - uapgepodsuel | jeuoifey junog | fAunon Buny NEN {1FAW) xeL S5100F H0wap, Jojopw B
funon Bury ul S3piyas passiBial |0 anea PESen KB [ENUUE 9410 « Bury £ wioj o} [eacsdde 1308 o
'
EOUNOS @NUBNE) BgRIpasd BN B JOU JUSWdoiEAep Sing Lo paseq paunbal | ON eAsudde | Auncs Bury : W.
Wil a0 pnom uonemaE] QgL £ o) pasn Eag jak jou SEY 32IN0S anuanas Sy | Jajon ‘apuw-uonampsuni agy peduy | SBID MEN -834 Joedul [2uIsnpul B LILIOD 8L c
ZLOZ A4 se Apea se ageyese Bupund « w
oney Bupuog Z1iL - |Ernuide sEos saanbaafag) Ajunaig Bury b o] %
WOLZS B WOOLS WLZTS = 00005 €108 "WIL'ES = 00018/ 5008 « sseaxa sead | ein Edes 1 somny MEN “xe) fusdoid QgL h =t
Wb MOWR A PUE It Ao Ana| ssacca =8 X8 Aadold o o m
SIUNH i 2pAID 'EWpBl PUEREY 'PuUoWwpaY 'BnrByag ‘Spieag S8 - a m
- i ® S
(G007 401 WE mﬂﬂmﬂw._m_a_.ﬂﬂmwhﬁ .MMLuM”o m:.”:”ﬂﬁ”-“_num.m __.__M__..mr_. M._:MM.M . BRI sahak Saimb) funon Bury .nﬂ S
N ] { 4 L {{ssead o o papwy) Apusuns) . MM (XB] &5 'F SHES 081 M =
MO MOLE L pUE JLOH 1'saD
. 2 ¥ ; g ; ®E) 25N PUEB SSES %,7°0 Q) €N !
SIUNK ‘[ AP0 BUIPEW DU PUCILpAY ‘ansajiag ‘ameas sanid -
Z10Z Ad sE Apee se sigeyese Burpung « [r—
oniey] Bupuog ZLy = Ja apam-uogmpsuni) feaodde sson fud By
WDELE ™ WOSLS Jead J8d Z £95 = 414 D0LS Jead Jed WB'ELS = TN DES - selinbes 831 (114 $-125 Eamdde :o_mumm____ MIN -84 asuea] spiush 0gL
W0 MOLE ) pUe g sean aanbar | QN SS0p apam a2
SjUn I BpAS "ewpal 'pueiiiy 'PUDWIPSY "BNABIKE "aNIEAS (SAND « uapmpsun aa) jenuue 24 o) dn
Pues) sacuapy jo 1sam Bugog Ydwexs psusly INOH RINEBYIS KoL S|GRUES «
$Z'E% 19-L1DZ Ad) vonaidwod-isod - =
eaudde I
WOLE'LS T IO (55 LOOZ) 0L PoUSH YESd Wel OB = O SN i o g INSWIHINI Buiol 20pua 06+
06-1 wo uo Buoy vonsdwoo-504 -
LI0E A4 suibieg Gulp) 06-1 «
wawdmbe |0y g suawaA0sd L SUB| D§-1 10y PApasw Buipun; (1o 3W0S «
Bw sad 55°0F = (§ L00Z) N2 06-| X2 - i
dde 5]
WDSZS W WOS Yenbess) g GOt-| USIMISG LOH 4 « i T SR A s INAWIHONI SeueT oL Ssaxhe3 06+
Aem yoea saue] 49 2 ¥ Bunoud onueudp g seue o) ssaidhIOH 2 -
“LWDZ A4 Ul uado 05e| U0 SAUB| LOH - -
0208 = (5§ £002) po | uawiag yead fd » Auone sunjipuadxa m
WELS n WO0S LL0Z A u Buwian pao) abipug jo apis 1oy uo sdi) Boys « aeudasdde o ainesba ;s ANINZHONI Bupoy juawibag 025 HS M
‘LHOZ A4 Y| sulBiaq Dupog 0ZS WS - ISSIE |10 |8S OF UOISSIWWOD)
pauB e Uandwsxa YSUBR | +E AQH =
ueds-piw abpug 1e Supoyjwod ayfus SNPSUDS (0] QEUEN = Auoyne sumpuadxs m.
WDZZE o WOS SE'GS = LORHHWOI-1S0d (1)'ES = Uonajdwoi-244 - aeudordde oy simejsiban =ES ANIWIHONI SH0L 0Z6 S Jeybiy (@)
(S8 L00E) SHOL pouad NEB Wd « “Saned |p0) 135 0l UOISSIWWoD )
pueaioy  LOE A uon2iduwsoa-sod (9L LOZ Ad Buton vonaptos-aid « m
“Burpuny 1oy cususes spoaloud ams 1sap pue £
WOooss W W oors pEwwos se Ajdde vopdwnsse Gupuewy pus Buyo) 2Wes JUNoSaY 02 ¥S BpISISET B4 95N Joy SpuUny Moje =Es B o §|Ewo%iw_wc02_ H.__H_WH."_ 5 m
B0 Ul pajesolje USeq Sey IEym puoiaq / oUELaos Wodl Bujpuny o) pasnun | o) ‘Z Uonoas '| |2z BHST PUBLY i (AL DR &8 O
o
fonpey se eofl yieules sejwis si ybiy uoersifa) w T o
WOoZZs o WSS BWNSSY "1 LOZ J0 0L0F Ut 33| UOREZUOUINESY U] £F SEM UogeZuoyne (siuonendosdde enuue fjlenusiod |eaRpay MAN REpad | 8 > 9
158 M wewues sleieay  uoipw 0Zzs Buieiol SUELLES o5 anpey, PUE |00 UOIEZUINE (EI8PE) MEN T m m
o [oR
- W Om-DNﬁ fL=] abues SpUSILIIDGR AN .m:...nmmm_mﬂnm 0zs Ms .Hﬂh__._UM._ spurng e = - T 0
W 058 o W 0Eg BULIE BOOZ JOQWSIUaS U PERILLGNS LoUELS 0SS IO} {29000Id RIS Buppuny jop voyssias 1OASA [E1EE JUBIS YID L emepay W m %
] =
YN B00Z sequads] anp Podal 'suondo 18 Buijoo) fpnis our uonesia) map ;NES man ses | d m .m
e £
=
- ; - %]
uiH — Moy : ‘ Az S g
- : SIUBLILOD) § SUONdWINSsy uswa i o) Aesseoan suonoy | oo umﬂn..umq__._ﬂE_ﬂ S o
{suolpyy 5) sBuesy Bupung | Buzuoyny S E
x £
. o
saoinog Bujpun4 jenuajog — weiboid AQH pue juswadse|day abpug 0zs ¥S ‘g1 319VL 2 S
29
n W
©a
Q0
n O
x 3

wd sz:eT TRz Mz /50
oro-3



Cc-040
05/26/2011 13:28 PM

SR 520 Legislative Work Group

SR SZ(EI?ﬁ(%gggpga%%%em and HOV Project ( 210 g Page 998
age L/ Reco mendaltmns R%;?ort )
2010 SDEIS Comments and Responses -- Comments Only — For Internal Use Only -- 05/26/2011 14:11 PM



C-040
05/26/2011 13:28 PM

SR 520 Bridge Replacement & HO\

Strategy / Description

Tolling
Phasa/Dates

SR 520 General Purpose Lane Tolling Only

Pre-Completion; S0,
Toll enly SR 520 during pre-completion at FY 2011-16 53
7 lower toll rates and during post- - :
completion at medium toll rates. Post-Completion: 50/
FY 2017 forward §3
Pre-Completion: 51
Toll only SR 520 during pre-completion at FY 2011-16 83
6" medium toll ratas and durnng post- e e —_—
completion at highest toll rates tested. Post-Completion; 0.
FY 2017 forward 85
Pre-Completion: 51.
Toll enly SR 520 during pre-completion at FY 2011-16 53
6.1" | mediurm toll rates and during post-
completion at highest toll rates tested. Post-Complation: 50.
FY 2017 forward $E
1 Toll enly SR 520 during post-completion
phase at medium toll ratas, Post-Completion: $0.
FY 2017 forward §3
. Pre-Completion: g1,
Toll only SR 520 during pre- and post- FY 2011-16 L
2 completion phases at lowest toll rates
tested. Post-Completion: 51.
FY 2017 forward $2
5 Toll enly SR 520 during post-completion | | |
at s fixad/Mat toll rate. Post-Completion: Fixed/
FY 2017 forward =

SR520G

| 1-90 Express Toll Lanes (FY 2017

NOTES

eneral Purpose Lane Tolling + Dua

Toll SR 6520 during pre-completion at
medium toll rates, post-completion at
highest toll rates tested; add post-
completion HOT lanes on |-90.

Toll SR 520 during pre-complation at
lower loll rates, post-completion at
medium toll rates; add post-completion
HOT lanes on 80

Pre-Camplation SR 520 only: 51
FY 2011-18 33
Post-Completion on Both Bridges: 50
FY 2017 forward 85
Pre-Completion SR 520 only: 30
FY 2011-186 %3
Post-Complation on Both Bridges: 50
FY 2017 forward 33

' Assumes variable-rate 1ofing, Whare 1oils vary by fime of day accarding o a ficed schedule, except as n¢
* On SR 520, segment talls apply lo short frips on corridors east and west of the main bridgespan; on 1-90

b

Transit vehicles are assumed lo exempl excepl In Scenario 6°
Abllily to mest Ihe 34 65 B SR 520 program cost based on exisling non-toll funding: note thal scenarios !

(2 = more than $1.5 B shorl; ™ = $1.010 1.5 B short; (B = $0.5 1o 1.0 B short: @ = less then $0.5 B she

Madified to reflect current assumplions regarding start dales foll colleclion points and/or exemplions.

s oo GETERLEARYS Mo e
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SR 520 Bridge Replacement & HOV Pr

Strateqy ! Description

Toliing
Phase/Dates

SR 520 + 1-80 General Purpose Lane Tolling

14+

-
N

- L =-.

NOTES

$0.75to

Pre-Completion SR 520:
Toll SR 520 and 1-80 during pre- and post- FY 2011-16 & 1-80: FY 2014-18" 53,25
completion at lawer toll rates; 190 pre- = -
compietion tolling begins FY 2014. Post-Completion on Both Bridges: 30.75t0
FY 2017 forward $3.26
Toll SR 520 and 1-80 during pre- Pre-Completion SR 520: 307510
compietion at lower toll rates and post- .__EY_2011-1E &1-80: FY 2014'1_6 = $3.26
completion at medium toll rates; 1-90 pre- Post-Gompletion on Bath Bridges: $0.7510
Comﬂetiﬂn to“ll'lg begiﬂs FY 2014, EY 2017 farward $3.80
Toll SR 520 and I-90 during pre- Pre-Completion on Both Bridges: $1.50t0
completion at medium toll rates, and sSmt— FY 2_'01 1‘_“? e L ?3:90
during post-completion at highest toll Post-Completion on Both Bridges: 5085 to
rates tested. FY 2017 forward $6.35
Toll SR 520 during post-completion st Pre-Completion SR 520 only: 8075t
lower toll rates and during post- FY2ai1-18 38.25
completion at higher tolis: toll 1-80 during Post-Completion on Both Bridges: $0.75to
post-completion at lower toll rates. FY 2017 forward $4.20
Pre-Completion SR 520 only: 5075t0
Toll only SR 520 during pre-complelion a FY 2011-16 $3.26
lower lofl rates; add I-90 lolllng durlng posi- — - — — ————
completion at lower fall rales, Post-Completion on Both Bridges: 5075te0
FY 2017 forward 5325
Toll SR 520 and 1-80 only during post-
completian phasa at lower tofl rates Post-Completion on Both Bridges: 5075to
FY 2017 farward $3.25
Toll SR 520 and I-80 only during post-
campletion, with higher tolls on SR 520
and lowsr tolls on -90, Past-Completion on Both Bridges: S0 751to
FY 2017 forward $4.20
Pre-Completion on Both Bridges: $1.00to
Toll SR 620 and 1-80 during pre- and post- FY 2011-18 $2.95
CDI'TIF‘H‘OI"I at lowest toll rates tested. Post»Cnmplntion on Both B"dgﬂs‘ %1.00 to
FY 2017 forward $2.85

Assumes varlable-rale taling, where folls vary by time of day according lo a fixed schedule, except as noled |n
On SR 520. segment lolls apply lo short Irips on corridors east and wesl of the main bridgespan. on I-90, hall ¢
Transit vehicles are assumed to exempt except In Scenario &7,
Abilty 1o mee! Ihe $4 65 B SR 520 program cost based on exisling non-loll funding; note thal scenarios with |-
O =more lhan $1.5 B short; = $101o 1.5 B short; B = $0.5 to 1.0 B short: @ = less than 505 B short; @
Modifled to reflect current azsumplions regarding start datez, loll callaction points and/or exemptions.
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V. Public Outreach

The public was provided many opportunities to provide comment to the Workgroup throughout the
process. Below is a summary of the public opportunities as well as a summary of the feedback the
Workgroup received on their draft recommendations.

A. Public Outreach Opportunities

Y All Workgroup, Westside Subgroup and Working Session meetings were open to the public.
> Several meetings were broadcast by TV-W or the Seattle Channel.

> E-mail notifications were sent prior to all meetings using the SR 520 program and Workgroup
public e-mail list (3800 e-mail addresses), as well as a list of key jurisdictional, regulatory and
legislative individuals.

Media advisories were sent prior to all meetings.

Development and maintenance of the Legislative Workgroup Web site, including access to all
materials presented during the meetings.

Set-up and maintenance of a Workgroup phone number and e-mail address to accept comments.

M ™M M ™M

Open Community Forum was held on the eastside to provide the public with information on the
process and information available mid-way through the process.

B. Draft Recommendations Outreach

The Workgroup hosted a Town Hall meeting on November 24, 2009 that provided the public an
opportunity to review information developed during the process and specifically comment on the
Draft Recommendations. There were 115 people who attended the meeting and 28 individuals gave
verbal comments. In addition to the public meeting the Workgroup also gained input from:

> On-line comment form at the Workgorup Web site.
> Seattle City Council’s Committee of the Whole meeting held on November 24, 2009.

C.  Summary of Public Outreach Comments

The comments were reviewed and categorized into a simple database. All of the verbatim information
is available in the Appendix. In summary, a total of 479 individuals provide public comment during the
draft recommendations comment period
from November 20 — December 4™
These included:

DS g chps

Y 71 people provided oral comments at
the Workgroup Town Hall and the
Seattle City Council’s Committee of
the Whole meetings.

Y 377 individuals completed the online
comment form.

Y 31 people submitted handwritten or >
e-mailed comments through the ?
Workgroup e-mail.

s szo e RANEEASIE LG WovRroue (2) December 2008, 150,
ecommendations ego wr > P%%e ]
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SR 52

The comments received were distributed over a wide area with the largest concentration from the
Montlake zip code totaling 217 individual responses.
Comments on Westside A+ Design Recommendation

A total of 427 comments were received related to the design. They fell into three general categories
below. Some excerpts from some of the comments are included to give a sampling of the types of
comments that were received.

Opposition to Option A+ (291 commenls)

Neighborhood impacts — noise, proximity of the new bridge to private properties, visual impacts and

aesthetics

“Our homes, our livelihood, our neighborhood livability must be of the utmost priority in the
selection of your final plan.”

Traffic and mobility impacts

“It further splits the Montlake neighborhood, ...Adding a second bridge next to the existing
Montlake Bridge will destroy housing and forever change the demeanor of a wonderful family
neighborhood.”

“reduces values in the Montlake area due to noise and obstruction”

Impacts of a ramp connections to Lake Washington Boulevard

“Please avoid adding ramps to Lake Washington Boulevard and take out the existing ones . .
return this historical park road back to its original intent”

"Traffic should be put on Montlake Blvd. and 23 Avenue, a city street where it belongs”
Some comments mentioned the preference for other Options. Of the 66 who commented, 45
indicated a preference for Option M.
Support for Option A+ (88 comments)
Cost
“Option A+ has best design, and gets the job done within reasonable cost.”
Transit/mobility

“This option...coordinates well with the City of Seattle's objectives to encourage more people ta
use transit and HOV as a mode of travel.”

Environmental Impacts
“It seems to me that all the tunnel options are destructive of the Arboretum.”
Support for A+ but prefer no Lake Washington Boulevard Ramps

“Generally, | we agree with the A+ Option and reject categorically the exorbitant environmental
and financial costs of the other options listed. Nonetheless we have reservations about the new
Arboretum ramps to replace the Ramps to Nowhere,”

No Preference Identified (57 comments)
> Consider eight or more lanes to accommodate future population growth
Y Select an option that will accommodate future light rail

> Keep the Montlake Freeway Transit Stop in the new design
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Comments on Financing Strategies Recommendation

A total of 257 comments were received related to the Workgroup's financing recommendations. The
comments primarily related to tolling with a few other remarks. The majority (143 comments)
supported using additional tolling options to finance the new SR 520 carridor. The themes identified
that tolling encourages increased transit use and improves mobility; it is a fair method to increase
revenues; and it is a realistic and reliable solution. These respondents have different opinions about
what to charge and when to enact tolling on additional roads and under what circumstances,
However, they agree on the solution of additional tolling to address the funding gap. Those opposed
to tolling cite that it is unfair and that taxes should be the primary way to fund transportation
improvements.

Tolling (188 comments)

> Consider additional Tolling
“I' think you should go forward with tolling of both routes fully and right away”
“The only way for the cross-lake transportation system to properly work is to toll both 520 and
|-90”
“Toll 520 and 1-90! Those who use these roads should pay for 100% of the funding gap”
“Tolling on 520 and |-90. Whatever closes the gap fastest so the work can be started”

> Do not consider Tolling (45 comments)
“Tolling 1-90 to pay for 520 is dubious in my mind”
“I would rather see a gas tax added, This would encourage peaple to use less fuel and move to
mass transit”

Other remarks

> Support for pursuing maximum state and federal funding opportunities

> The vulnerable section of the bridge should be the anly segment replaced until future funds
become available to pay for the project.

Other Comments for Workgroup consideration

A total of 226 comments were received in this section. Nearly half (106 comments) focused on moving
the project forward. Respondents noted the time already invested in the SR 520 program and the
need to address the safety issues. Many comments were a summary of remarks already made related
to the Design and Financing recommendations. However, while respondents want a decision made to
improve the safety and traffic conditions of the corridor, there were varying responses as to what that
design decision should be.

“Let's get this project going. Seattle has now been declared to have the worst traffic in the
nation”

“I urge you to get this project moving along..We need mobility in this region..We need the
project to continue moving forward”

e =
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“Please ctonsider better options to mitigate traffic around the exit and entrance ramps of 520
into neighborhoods”

“Build only what you can afford to build with the money available”

“Replacement of 520 is predicated on safety first and foremost. Fund that with presently
available money and retrofit the existing bridge”

D. Jurisdictional and Agency Letters Received

The following are individual letters that were received related to the Workgroup recommendations.
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City of Seattle

@) seattle City Counci

December 4, 2009

Members of the SR 520 Legislative Work Group:;

We understand that in accordance with ESLHB 2211, you have arrived at a set of
recommendations related to the financing and west side design of the SR 520 Bridge
Replacement and HOV Project, On November 24, the City Council was briefed by WSDOT
staff on your review process and findings. Tn conjunction with the briefing, the Council
listened to public comment from hundreds of individuals later that morning. After many
years of deliberating over the future of the SR 520 corridor, we share your interest in
arriving at a preferred design alternative and financing model that will move this project
forward expeditiously,

In the coming weeks, the City of Seattle will thoroughly review the Work Group's
recommendations and compare them to the Council’s preferences as stated in previously
passed resolutions, It is our intent to provide the Governor and State Legislature with our
perspective on your work as well as the progress made in the last several years by WSDO'T
and the impacted communities in Seattle, The City has on several previous occasions
articulated financing and design guidance to the State with regard to the SR 520 project,
We will be reviewing your recommendations in the context of these prior policy positions.

As you are aware, the City is currently in a period of transition. With Mayor-elect Mike
MeGinn and Councilmembers-elect Sally Bagshaw and Mike O'Brien taking office in carly
January, we believe it is appropriate and necessary to engage these newly elected officials
on the SR 520 project before issuing a statement on the Work Gronp's recommendations.
Assessing the ongoing concerns being voiced by community members from neighborhoods
adjacent to the SR 520 corridor will also take us beyond your final Work Group meeting on
December 8. We intend to provide comments and recommendations early in the 2010
Legislative Session.

City Hall, 800 Fourth Avenue, Floor 2, PO Box 34025, Seattle, Washington 88124-4025
(208) 684-B888  Fax; (206) GB4-8587  TTY: (208) 233-0025
hitp:/iwww.cityofsealtie.govicouncil
An EEO employer. Accommodations for people with disabililies provided upon request.
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Page 2

Thank you for taking time to review the west side design alternatives for the SR 520 project.
This is a critical piece of transportation infrastrueture not only for our region but the entirve
state. We look forward to discussing this project with you and your colleagues in the State
Legislature in the weeks and months ahead.

Sincerely,
Couneil President Richard Conlin Councilmember Jan Drago

Chair, Transportation Committee

Councilmembegy Tim Burgess &memger Saily.l. Clark

Cou iemher ;& Godden (;ouncilmember Bruce Harrell
- v o
%Vﬁér,*- Ridaid 4i

Councilmember Nick Licata Councilmepfber

hard J. Mclver

C--*--.C;;;‘_Z?ém&_

Councilmember Tom Rasmussen

600 Fourth Avenue, Floor 2, PO Box 34025, Seattle, Washington 98124-4025
(206) 684-8888 Fax: (206) 6B4-8587 TTY: (206) 233-0025
Internet Address: http:/iwww cityofseattle.govicouncil

An EEO employer, Accommodations for people with disabilities provided upon request.
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City of Yarrow Point
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Town of Yarrow Foint

November 24, 2009

The Honorable Rodney Tam, Ca-Chair
The Honorable Scott White, Co-Chair
SA 520 Legislative Work Group

€00 Stewart Street, Suite 520

Seattle, WA 928101

Attn: Ms. Barb Gillilandg, Work Group Administratar

Re: Support for a west side design option for replacement of the SR 520 Bridge that keeps the
project on schedule and within budget, ensures safety, and moves forward on Eastside projects

Dear Senator Tom and Representative White:

We are writing to you as Mayors of Eastside cities that will be significantly impacted by the decisions
made by the SR 520 Legislative Work Group and the State of Washington for replacing the bridge and
rebullding the SR 520 corridor. We believe this project must be viable and affordable, and provide for
the safety and mobility of the residents, employees, freight-haulers and transit users that depend on a
well-functioning SR 520 carndor

The following key principles reflact our priorities for the SR 520 Bridge Replacement and Corridor
Improvement Praject:

» SR 520 is a vital corridor not only for our region but for the State of Washington. It has major
safety, seismic and mobility deficiencies. The State cannot afford further delay in replacing the
bridge and completing the corridar. Loss of the bridge would be devastating to the Statg’s
economy.

» The new bridge must he the six-lane configuration (four general purpose and two HOV)
previously agreed to by the Legislature.

* The State needs to ensure completion of the SR 520 Bridge and corridor by 2016 - which means
moving forward in 2010 with the bridge and the Eastside transit and HOV projects.
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* The State needs to make a decision on the west side design that can be constructed within the
financial constraints of the project budget; the Legislature set @ cap of 54.65 billion for the SR
520 project and financing even that amount will be challenging.

In light of these key principles, we believe Option A+ is the only viable and affordable option for the
wast side design of the project. With this letter, we underscore our strong support for this option and
the November 17 recommendation of the SR 520 Legislative Work Group for Option A+,

Sincerely,
= :
;’Z% Vol S b
I
Grant Degginger George Martin Fred McCankey
Mayor of Bellevue Mayor of Clyde Hill Mayor of Hunts Point

ap? D ey < PR Ware L

lames Lauinger Mark Nelson Jahn Marchione
Mayor of Kirkland Mayor of Medina Mayor of Redmond
David Cooper

Mayar of Yarrow Point
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King County Council Motion

» KING COUNTY 1208 King County Cowrthauss
516 Thurd Avenue
Seanfe, WA 0104
King County Signature Report
November 23, 2009
Maotion 13095
Proposed No.  2009-0610.2 Sponsors Hague, Gossett and Lambert

A MOTION expressing King County's support for a
preferred design of the State Route 520 bridge replacement

and high-occupancy vehicle program.

WHEREAS, the State Route 520 bridge 15 a vital transportation corrider between
job centers and growing communities around Lake Washington, carrying about one
hundred fifty-five thousand people per day, and

WHEREAS, the State Route 520 bridge is heavily congested during morning and
aflernoon commuie times, carrying twice as many vehicles as it was originally planned
to, and

WHEREAS, the State Route 520 bridge was built in the carly 1960s, without the
benefit of modern design and safety standards, and the structure's age and condition make
it vulnerable to seismic events or windstorms, and

WHEREAS, the state and the region have been studying the potential replacement
of the State Route 520 bridge for several years and have identified State Route 520 bridge
replacement and high-oceupaney vehicle ("HOV") program options (o replace the

existing floating bridge, enhance safety and provide transit and roadway improvements

men
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27
2%
29
30

3l

Motion 13095

throughout the comidor, with a total cost capped at four hillion six hundred fifty million
dollars, and

WHEREAS, the eastside transit and HOV project design components of the State
Route 520 bndge replacement and HOV program have been agreed upon and are ready to
move forward, and

WHEREAS, in 2009 the state Legislature created the State Route 520 Legislative
Waorkgroup to recommend a preferred westside design option (o the Legislature by
December 2009, and

WHEREAS, five westside design options are currently under consideration by the
legislative workgroup. and

WHEREAS, the impact on transit operations of the westside design options
should be highlighted for the legislative workgroup's consideration, and

WHEREAS, King County Metro transit service will play a key role in
accommodalting future growth und demand in the State Route 520 corridor, and this
service is crucial to making the new bridge and HOV program work for the communitics
on both sides of the lake both now and in the future, and

WHEREAS, the state Legislature recently provided King County with the
authority to levy a property tax that would support expanded (ransil service in the State
Route 520 comdor as envisioned in the federal urban partnership, which will help meet
growing demand for transit service in the corridor. The metropolitan King County
council, as part of its 2010-201 | bienmal transil budget deliberations, has levied this

property fax in a tax-neutral manner, and

(=]
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35
56

57

Motion 13095

WHEREAS., all of the westside design options include the removal of the
Montlake freeway bus station, which will adversely affect capacily through the corridor
unless an estimated three to five million dollars annually is provided to offset this loss,
and

WHEREAS, the King County department of transportation stated its preference,
atan October B, 2009, State Route 520 Legislative workgroup meeting, for option A with
specific suboptions as the besl means of meeting the transit design needs, and

WHEREAS, the cost estimate for westside design option A with suboptions most
closely aligns with the total program cost identified by the state in comparison to all the
other design options, and

WHEREAS, il is in the county's best interests 1f the legislative workgroup
recommends an option that meets the needs of transit now so that the project can move
forward on schedule without further delay and allow for a final decision on westside
design options by the siate Legislature m 201(), and

WHEREAS, the SR 520 Legislative Workgroup on November 17 recommended
that the A+ Hybnd Option be advanced for review in the supplemental draft
environmental impact statement, and

WHEREAS, the Eastside Transportation Partnership has expressed support for
\his proposed motion and the A+ Hybrid Option;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT MOVED by the Council of King County:

A. King County supports a State Route 520 bridge replacement and HOV
program design that is most affordable and includes the following transit design

components for the westside:
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Motion 13095

63 1. An eastbound and westhound HOV direct access ramip such as included in the

64 option currently defined as the A+ hybnd;

65 2, Bus layover space, passenger facilities and transit priority in the Montlake

66 triangle and bridge area in the vicinity of Husky Stadium;

67 3. Lake Washington Boulevard ramps to the eastbound State Route 520 and

68 from westbound State Route 520);

64 4. An eastside bus stafion designed (o accommodate buses passing vach other;

70 and

71 5. Compensation to King County Metro in the form of an ongoing operating

72 subsidy for the loss of direct service to the University District with the removal of the

73 Montlake Freeway bus station.

74 B. King County supports the A+ Hybrid option because of ils compliance with

75

d
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Motion 13095
T6 cosl and transit connectivity requirements, and ability (o improve overall mobilily in the
77 region,

8

Motion 13095 was introduced on 11/9/2009 and passed as amended by the Metropolitan
King County Council on 11/23/2009, by the following vote:

Yes: 9 - Mr. Constantine, Mr. Ferguson, Ms. Hague, Ms. Lambert, Mr. von
Reichbauer, Mr. Gossett, Mr. Phillips. Ms. Patterson and Mr. Dunn
Na: 0
Excused: 0
KING COUNTY COUNCIL,
EING COUNTY, WASHINGTON

Dow Constantine, Chair
ATTEST

(AN,

Amme Naris, Clerk of the Couneil

Attachments None
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City of Kirkland

November 18, 2009

Honorable Senator Rodney Tom, Co-chale
Honorable Representative Scott White, Co-chalr
SR 520 Legislative Working Group

600 Stewart Street, Sulte 520

Seattle, WA 98101

Dzar Senator Tom and Representative Whita:

Thank you for the work you are doing to determine a solution for the Westside of the SR
520 Bridge Replacement project.

The City of Kirkland supports Option A as the best choice of the options that are
currently under consideration. The one important reason for our endorsement is that it
Is the only option that appears to be within the overall SR 520 project budget. We are
concerned that an overly expensive Westside project would reduce the funds available
to complete the improvements that have been agreed to for the Eastside. We note that
the King County Coundl, the King County Executive and the Eastside Transportation
Partnership also support Option A.

All the options under consideration would remove the heavily used Montlake flyer stop.
Therefore, it is critical that service be in place that would tie transfer points at Pacific
Avenue and Montlake Boulevard with the Evergreen Point freeway stop regardless of the
option that is selected. This service would mitigate the loss of transfer capability that
takes place today at the Montlake flyer stop,

Once again, thank you for your hard work on this difficult issue. The prospect of a
completed project is exciting and appears to be closer than ever,

By\ilarn L. Lauinger, Mayor

| Pttty Assiviin = W1k, Wishimgheo VHD I ATEE @ 425 W0 00 & 1Y A28 20 (L T R TR NI Wb
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Seattle King County Public Health

,—//\—‘\

pscleanair.org Public Health

Puget Sound Clean Air Agency Seattle & King County

MNovember 30, 2009

The Honorable Members of the SR520 Legislative Work Group:

We are delighted to present you with a summary of the SR 520 Health Impact Assessment
report for your consideration and final report. This Health Impact Assessment was required by
Engrossed Substilule Senate Bill 6099. The report's goal is to assist the SR 520 Medlation
Group, the Washingten State Department of Transportalion, and the Washington Legislature in
making decisions on the SR 520 project design based upon potential health impacts. Important
health issues, from chronic disease and mental well-being to climate change, are closely linked
to how our cities are bullt, including our transporiation system.

This report recommends elements that will be important in any alternative selected. These
elements include increased and improved options for transit use, bicycling and walking;
landscaped roadway lids and green spaces; design features that reflect the communities'
resources and aesthetics; and, attention to the health-related impacts from the long construction
stage. More specifically, the following recommendations have been made in the SR 520 Health
Impact Assessment:

Transit, Bicycling and Walking

More and better transit service, combined with bicycling and walking facilities, will provide
multiple health benefits by reducing greenhouse gas emissions and other pollutants and
providing opportunities for more physical activily.

1. Increase and improve transit service to meel increased demand, attract more riders, and
reduce air pollution

2. Install connected walking and bicycling facilities throughout the corridor
3. Create a common way finding system

Landscaped Lids and Green Spaces

Proposed landscaped freeway lids and green spaces will reconnect neighborhoods, reduce
noise, and support vegetation that contributes to better air quality.

1. Include six landscaped freeway lids throughout the full corrider (I-5 to 1-405)

2, Use landscaping materials throughout the SR 520 corridor, along adjacent rails and
roadways, and at transit stops

3. Improve and preserve the integrity of the Washington Park Arboretum, and the ability of
visitors to enjoy It and ather green spaces and naturals areas

4. Preserve access to the waterfront for water-related activities

. P N
om0 s ARAEREIID ook e @ Decenter 2 s
2010 SDEIS Comments and Responses -- Comments Only -\‘_’5 For Internal Use Only -- 05/26/20%.1 14:11 PM



C-040
05/26/2011 13:28 PM

November 30, 2009Design Features

A primary public annoyance with roadways is noise, which can be alleviated with avaiabla
materials and good design. Art incorporated into transporiation corridors can help enhance
adfacenl neighborhouods’ visual character. Storm water management practices are an Important
strategy lo reduce water polfution.

1. Reduce noise throughout the corridor
2. Add to the adjacent communities’ visual character with arl and design
3. Utilize innovative storm water management practices

Construction Period Management

The SR 520 replacement is expected o require seven or more years to build. The construction
period can produce detrimental health effects due to exhaust emissions, congestion, and longer
travel times.

1. Reduce construction-related pollution
2. Increase traffic management
3. Provide for construction noise control

Health Impact Assessment Project Guiding Principles
Ensure health elements are integral to the project plan
Support all recommendations even in difficult budgel times for optimal health benefils

We recommend the final design should be selected based on which option can most effectively
and efficiently incorporate all of the health elements into its specific design. All of these
elements are integral to the project and only through incorporating these measures will the air
quality and heaith benefits be fully realized. More specific recommendations are shown in the
full report available at hitp:. ingcounty.qovihealthservices/health/ehs/hia.aspx. A hard
copy of the report is also avallable.

The Puget Sound region has a unique opportunity to rebuild a SR 520 corridor that helps to
create healthy places to live, work and play while moving people throughout the region. We
would be happy to answer any questions you have about the report and would welcome an
invitation lo present this report to you. We hope to be able to work you with on more
transportation planning projects in the fulure.

Sincerely,
. — ‘,f {

S = el g@%xf
,./ = % .
(

David Fleming, MD Dennis McLerran

Director & Health Officer Executive Director

Public Health — Seattie & King County Puget Sound Clean Air Agency
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Sound Transit

& SOUNDTRANSIT

November 13, 2004

Senutor Rodney Tom

Co-chair, SR 520 Legislative Workgroup
220 John A, Cherberyg Building

PO Box 40448

Olympiia, WA 98504-0448

Representative Scott White

Co-chair, SR 520 Legislative Workgroup
321 John L. O'Brien Building

PO Box 40600

Olympin, WA 985040600

Dear Senator Tom and Representative White;

This is in regard to your concern about how the SR 520 Westside Options serve
eransit and light rail riders at the Montlake Multimodal Center

Sound Transil, King County Metro, WSDO'T and the University of Washinglon
worked diligently to develop a high capacity transit plan and a Montlake Multimodal
Center Plan thal were responsive 1o cach of the three alternatives being developed for
the Westside Montlake mterchange, Our analysis determined that none of the
allernatives denied transil accessitlity or the ability lo make a direct connection (o
the Montlake Multimodal Center in the Montlake “iriangle” area and the new Sound
Transil light rail station. We also recognize that there are different transit markets in
question: those traveling scross SR 520; those utilizing SR 520 1o access the
Umversity of Wishington or other deshinations 1 the vicinily; and those transil users
crossing the comidor on Montlake Boulevard, whether or pot they are making a
(ransfer to a SR 520 route. All the Westside options provide aceess 1o local and
regional bus service and light raul at the same location, at the Montlake Multimodal
Center.

Each is & chstinel market and each s alTected differently under the vamous
mterchange alternabives. Additionally, transit operalions are only one of many
consyderations in making u decision on & preferred allerative. To date we have seen
developing analysis from WSDOT as the allernatives have evolved and we look
forward to reviewing the final analysis once the alternatives have been fully defined
and studied, While we remain committed 1o working with our partners and the
communily on transil issues, needs and concerns, Sound Transit will defer
commenting on interchange preterences until the full analysis has been conducted
and the draft supplemental environmental impact statement 1s released for corment
Once a preferred interchange design 15 adopted we will work with WSDOT and our

Cermral Puget Saurnd Regional Trana Aatiomy * tman Sation
A01 5 Jackson St o Seatle, WA 981042826 « Recepton (206) J98-5000 = FAX: [206) 336 5429 + wwnsoundianiiLorg
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puriners o make sure s optimized for transit operations 1o the fullest exient possable.

ook forward 1o oblaining more mbormation sbout Option M and bow it works [or transit [Cappears (o combine
transit, HOW and general purpose uaffic nlo single lane on-and ofl-ramps to the twnnel under the Montlake Cul,
I this 18 the ease T would expect the WSDOT analysis to show the resulting detrimental impaet (o transit us
operations are slowed, resultitg in decreased speed and reliability.

I'hank you lor the ppponunity to provade input on the SR 520 project.

Sincerely,

1 | I
.J i \\. e
Cregory A. Walker, AICT

Planning and Development Direetor
Sound Transit
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University of Washington

UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON

LIrer of Recional ReLATions
Thereu Dohievei. dssistant Vice Presidonir

November 24, 20009
Senator Radney Tom
Representative Scott White
Co-Chairs. SR 520 Legislative Workgroup

RE: University of Washington prefers Option A+
Dear Senator Tom and Representative White,

The Umversity of Washimgton has been an active participate 1 the ongoing discussions
regarding the westside design options currently under review by the SR 520 Legislative
Waorkgroup. As recently as December of 2008 President Emmert wrote the attached letter
regarding “A, K and L™, This letter, along with letters from each of the other 33 mediation
members, was included in a report titled “SR 520 Project Impact Plan™ and was submitied to the
2009 Legislature.

While the University of Washington can and will work with any one of the westside
design options chosen by the Governor and the Legislature, the University's preference is
option A+. Option A+ has the least impact on our resources and assets. [t1s preferred by our
transit partner King County Metro because it provides the best transit connectivity on the local
roadways and as Metro™s largest client; we want an option that works for them. Option A+
causes less environmental damage to the Washington Park Arboretum which is both a City park
and n research laboratory for our faculty and students and managed jointly by the University and
the City. Lastly, we are very concerned about rebuilding this eritical transportation corridor
before Mother Nature takes it out in a winter storm. Option A+ is at or under the budget cup for
the project and according to the environmental agencies testifying at recent meetings, it is an
ophion that could be permitted and built,

Thank vou for taking the time to hear from your constituents on this critical issue.

Sineerely

Theresa Doberty
Assistunt Vice President for Regional Relations

225 Lierbending Hall Hox 351243 beatile, Wishinglon YK195-)243 20622 ]- 26000 P AX: 6chX3-1 201
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UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON
OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

Mark A, Enmmert, Presiden
December 23, 2008

Governor Christine Gregoire
Joint Transportation Committee

RE: SR 520 Project Impact Plan
Dear Governor Gregoire and Legislative Members of the Jaint Transportation Commirtec:

I'he University of Washington is a world-class institution that is an essential assel to our
community and our state. Granting over 12,000 degrees annually, we have numerous highly
rated academic programs, including bivengineering, drama, microbiology. computer science and
enginecring. medicine. and much more. We win more research funding than any other public
university in the nation, more than §1 billion annually. Our pantnerships with business and
industry have spawned more than 200 startups out of the intellectual property that has flowed
from our laboratories and our research. Additionally. the University is home 1o one of the top ten
hospitals i the nation, serving all patients regardless of where they come from or their
socioeconomic background,

The University is also a national leader in environmental stewardship. Through our
aggressive Transportation Management Plan more than 75 percent of the campus population
commutes to campus in a greener mode than driving alone, Despite a 24 percent growth in
employee and student population since 1990, today’s University-related peak hour traffic
remains below 1990 levels. Furthermore, we have commitied to reducing greenhouse gases by
signing the Seattle Climate Partnership Agreement. We are a sirong partner tn managing the
internationally renowned Washington Park Arboretum, which offers recreation and educational
opportunities for citizens stute-wide,

The Stale’s investment in SR 52015 critical to the region’s continued prosperity. SR 5210
and its connection to Montlake Boulevard is one of the principal gateways to the campus, But we
cannot allow the investment in the SR 320 infrastructure 1o adversely affeet the investment that
already exists at the University of Washington. With proper mitigation, we could accept any of
the alternatives being considered so long as they:

301 Gerberding Hall Box 351230 Scaule. Washinglon 981951230 206-543-5010 FAXD 206-616-1784
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Governor Christine Gregoire
Joini Transportation Committee
December 23, 2008

Page Two

« Allow the University 1o grow in the future by retaming the building
capacity of vur property south of Husky Stadium,

«  Fund the needed transit service and facility enhancements that result from
remaval of the Montlake Flyer Stop,

= Maintain the campus parking supply by replacing parking lost due to
construction or permanent [acilities,

« Do not degrade traffic operations through the Montlake Boulevard
corridor.

+  Protect the University's assets, including UW Medical Center. Husky
Stadium, Washington Park Arboretum, and Waterfront Activities Center,

Altached are the University's comments on the SR 520 Project Impact Plan. These reflect
specific elements that we believe need to be included in the varnouns plan options in order to
mitigate the project impacts o the University, Any final plan must commit 1o fully funding
mitigation of University concerns, Otherwise. a project meant o solve transportation problems in
the region may permanently damage one ol the state’s greatest assels.

Sincerely vours,

Mark Emmenrt
President. University ol Washington

Enclosures

———
™
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SR 52

ATTACHMENT

UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON COMMENTS ON THE
SR 520 PROJECT IMPACT PLANS

The University of Washington has been an active participant in the SR 520 Mediation process and has
considered the questions posed to all 34 members of the SR 520 Mediation Panel,

A, Which west side interchange Option do you prefer and why?
B, Are there changes that could be made to the other Opnions that would make them more
acceptable?

The Umversity has no position regarding u west side interchange option. Any ol them could work 1f
properly mitigated 10 address the UW's concerns. There is no question that Option A hos the least
impact on University of Washington property. The other two options (K & L) would require
extensive mitigation to retain the UW's building capacity and parking i the irea south of Husky
Stadmm, Our nubigation requirements are outlined m (hese five pages, The linal page presents a
mutrix of our requirements for all three options.

OPTION A REQUIREMENTS:

= Retain the SR 520 ramps to Lake Washington Boulevard, WSDOT s analysis shows that
climinaung these ramps would increase congestion at the SR 520/Montlake Boulevard
Interchange, but would nol substantially reduce traffic through the Arboretum,

* Implement traffic calming through the Arboretum. The project should provide design
treatments in the Arboretum to slow traflic and enhance mobility for non-vehicular modes.

« Construct the auxiliary westbound lane on SR 520 between the Montlake Boulevard On-
vamp and the Roanoke Street/1-5 Off-ramp. WSDOTs analysis shows that this auxilury lane
would drmatically improve affic operations of Option A through the Montlake corridor. The
lane would require very litthe addinonal pavement width on the Portage Bay Viaduct since mueh
of the width would be required for the ramp transitions at each end. The operational benefits of
this slight widening warrant including the auxiliary lane in Option A.

+ Construct the second Montlake Bridge, The second bridge allows transit lanes o be provided
across the Ship Canal, which would improve transit reliability to the W,

OPTION K AND L REQUIREMENTS

+ Rerain future building opportanities. Construction of the new wmnel/depressed roadway south
of Husky Stadium must maintain the UW's potential development capacity of that area, which is
the lurgest remaining building area on campus near the Medical Center, Options to maintain
development capacity could include reliet of development regulations such as increasing the
height, reducing set bucks and other optioms, It must also include allowances for future
development over and under the tunnel/depressed roadway, and increased cost of building over
this tunnel.
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ATTACHMENT

= Depress and lid the Montlake Blvd/Pacific Street intersection to accommodate unencum-
berved, at-grade pedestrian crossings. Creating a four-leg intersection at the Montlake
Boulevard/ Pacific Street intersection (the new tunnel connection would be the new cast leg)
requires that pedestrion crossings be grade-separated. This provides the needed eapacity at the
intersection and improyes pedestrian safety, Unlike other lids in the plan, this hd is required for
the system o lunction and cannot be eliminated as a cost-trimming measure.

*  Replace parking displaced by construction. Parking that is temporarily eliminated during the
multi=year construction period must be replaced prior to construction, There are about 1,600
parking spaces in the stadium area parking lots, Replacement parking could be swcomplished with
anew parking structure somewhere south of the stadium or elsewhere on the southeast portion of
the campus, such as an underground parking facility beneath Rainer Vista, near the Medical
Center, or along side the stadium in a tiered garage as initially shown in the stadium renovation
drawings compieted by HOK Architects.

* Do not degrade operations on Montlake Boulevard between Pacific Street and Wahkiakum
Lane. The Pacific Street Extension will become the higher-volume route across the Ship Canal.
The design should provide a dual-left-tum lane from southbound Montlake Boulevard to
eastbound Pacific Streel to optimize the capaeity and reduce potential queuwes for this route, Ths
iy be accomplished without tor with limited) widening of Montlake Boulevard. Operations
with Option K or L should be no worse that expeeted for the No Build condition,

s Provide direct access from Pacific Street Extension. After construction is complete, any
vehieular parking facility focated south of the stadivm must have access 1o all directions of the

including the ability to unload the garage in a imely manner after events, must be retained

*  Rersin pedestrian access (o Husky Stadium from new parking facilities, Replacement parking
laeilities must retain pedestnan access during construction,

& Relocate the Waterfront Activities Center, moorage docks und Climbing Rock.

« Indemnify UW for potential structural damage to Husky Stadium saod historie Canoe
House, Excavaton and dewatering m the vicinity of Husky Stadium has the potential to affect the
foundation and structural integrity of the stadium. A plan to monitor and remedy potential settling
and damage during construction must be developed in association with the UW

REQUIREMENTS THAT ARE THE SAME FOR ALL OPTIONS

= Fund improvements recommended by the High Capacity Transit (HCT) Plan. All three
Westside mterchange options propose eliminating the Montlake Flyer Stop (o deerease the widih off
1-5 through the Montlake neighborhood. Replacing the function of the Montlake Flyer stop will
require significantly inereased bus service hours between the Eastside and the University Distier, as
well as improvements to the Montlake Multimodal Center to handle the increase in passengers and
transil layover.

* Implement the Rainier Vista Concept Plan by lowering Pacific Place at Rainier Vista to
improve pedestrian movements and accommodate transit layover. Elimmation ol the

=
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SR 52

ATTACHMENT

Montlake Flyer Stop on SR 5200 will increase bus transit (rips to the UW from the Easlside
Additional bus lavover space may be needed 1o sccommodate added bus transit mps, The UW
hes proposed a plan 1o lower Pacilie Pluce between Pacific Street and Montlake Boulevard 1o
provide for grade-sepurated pedestrion crossings s well as 10 increase the curb space available
for transit layover This focation would also be a logical transit wansfer point due to its proximity
to the planned Link Light Rail station.

Minimize dust and noise impacts on the UW Medical Center during construction. WSDOT
must develop a plan subject to UW Medical Center (L'WMC) requirement to minimize dost and
noise impacts on the UWMC. This would be simttlar to the requirements thar LWMOC imposes on
its own eonstiuetion, and were also imposed on Sound Transit construction.

Retain emergency aceess to the UWMC from Pacific Street. The existing driveway (o the
hospital’s emergency unit is located off Pacific Street. Aceess to and from both directions on
Pacific Street must be maintained.

Signalize driveway at Montlake Boulevard/WahKiakum Lane. Increased capacity across the
Ship Canal and mereased volumes Montlake Boulevard would require that the intersection be
signalized.

Provide bicycle parking displaced by removal of the Montlake Flyer Stop, 1t is expected that

removal of the flyer stop will increase bicyele parking in the vicinity of the Sound Transit station.

Provide for additional event management staff during construction, Construction sdjacent (o
Husky Stadium will ereate confugion for vehicular and pedestnan ageess, Additional event
manpgement and waffic control sl will likely be needed.
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SR 520 Project - Summary of University of Washington Requirements

Alternative

Mitigation Element A K L
Featires that Must be Ineluded

h

Retain SR 520 ramips to Lake Washmgion Blvd

Construct 2™ Meptlake Bridoe with transit carpool lanes

Construct Direct HOV Access Romps 1o Montlake Blvd

Provide two-lune on-ramp with auxiliary lane to westbound SR 320

< || s

Improve ransit service and facilities in the vicinily of the Montlake
Suition

Retain futre building opportumities on E-1 VE-12 jots

Depress and lid the Montlake Blvd Tacific Streer intersection m
accommodate unenvumbered, ai-grade pedestrian crossings

Replace parking from E-11/E-12 displaced by construction v

Provide direct access from Pacific Street Extension to parking replaced v
im E-11/E-12 lots

Retain pedestriun aceess o Husky Stadium (rom new replacement 3 iy
parking facilisies in E«}1F«12

Relocate the Waterfront Activities Center, moomge docks and v
Climbing Rock

Relain access to Walerfront Activities Center and Climbing Rock +

Indennify UW for potential strociural damage 10 Husky Stadivm due v v
Lo el ling snd/or trenching

Indermnify LW for polential structursl damage (o hisionie Canoe House v

Munimize dust and noise impacts on the U'W Medieal Center dunng v v v
LCONSIrUCHen

Retain emergency access ko the LI'WMC from Pacific Strest L -' v

Do not degrade opermtions on Mantlske Boulevand berween Pacific v v v
Street and Wahkiskum Lane

Signalize drveway al Montfake Boulevard/'Wabkiakum Lane (access v v v
to Maoritlake Parking lot)

Lower Pacific Place ot Ramer Vista Lo improve pedestrian movemenis v v L
and accommodate transit lavover

Pravide bicyele parking displaced by removal of the Montlake Flyer v v ¥
Stop

Provide Tor additional event management siaif dunng construction o ] v
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Appendix

CD Documents

Table of Contents
|. Legislative Workgroup Recommendations Report — December 2009

Il. Workgroup Operations
1. Rules & Operating Procedures
2. Workgroup Plan
3. Public Qutreach and Engagement Plan
4. Member Roster

I1l. Workgroup Meetings and Materials

A. Workgroup Meeting #1 - duly 29, 2009 11 a.m.-12:30 p.m.

Sound Transit - Union Station
Ruth Fisher Board Room
401 South Jackson Street, Seattle

Agenda Summary
1. Report on ESHB 2211 Requirements
2. SR 520 Program Overview
3. Action [tems
«  Election of co-chairs
*  Workgroup operating rules
*+  Woestside subgroup members
*  Proposed work plan
*  Proposed outreach plan
4. Next Steps

Materials Presented

1. Letter from Governor Christine Gregoire

2. Letter to Governor Christine Gregoire from Paula Hammond
3. Presentation Slides

Meeting Minutes

s 520 81 RS

2010 SDEIS Comments an

fasmsos o pree (2)
mendations Repo s
Responses -- Comments Only L

December 2Bg 1027
Afsnendlx-
For Internal Use Only -- 05/26/2011 14:11 PM



C-040
05/26/2011 13:28 PM

B. Westside Subgroup #1 - September 15, 2009, 9 a.m.-12 p.m.
Seattle Center Northwest
Fidalgo Room, Seattle

Agenda Summary

1. SR 520 Independent Cost Review

2. Community Presentations on Westside Interchange Options

3. Discussion on Option Refinements

4. Summary of SR 520 Project Environmental Effects

5. Follow-up and Next Steps

Materials Presented

1. Background Materials, I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project Transportation and
Design Information

2. Option A Community Presentation Materials

3. Option K Community Presentation Materials

4. Presentation Slides

Meeting Minutes

C Workgroup Meeting #2 - September 22, 2009, 10 a.m. -1 p.m.
Puget Sound Regional Council Board Room
1101 Western Avenue Suite 500, Seattle

Agenda Summary

SHRLED R AU b

Report on 9/15 Westside Subgroup Meeting

Community Presentations on Westside Interchange Options

Environmental Regulatory Requirements and Westside Interchange Options
SR 520 Independent Cost Review

SR 520 Finance Plan Update

Process for Developing Recommendations

Follow-up and Next Steps

Materials Presented

L
2
3.
4.

Option A Community Presentation Materials
Option K Community Presentation Materials
Option L Community Presentation Materials
Presentation Slides

Meeting Minutes

SR 52%??(?%%@ ?ac%%ent and HOV Project
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D. Westside Qubgroup #2 - October 8, 2009, 1 p.m. -4 p.m.

The Center for Urban Horticulture
3501 NE 41" Street, Seattle

Agenda Summary

1

it

Transportation Operations for Westside Options
Community Design Update

QOption K Hybrid Conceptual Design

9/15 Subgroup Meeting Follow-up

* Montlake Bridge Openings

*  Arboretum Overview

* Transit Operations

City of Seattle Update

Eastside Update

Preliminary Observations and Discussion
Follow-up and Next Steps

erials Presented

Option K Community Presentation Materials
Seattle City Council Update

Mat

1. Option A and L Community Presentation Materials
2

3;

4,

Presentation Slides

Meeting Minutes

E Working Session #1 - October 20, 2009, 10a.m. -2 p.m.

Sound Transit - Union Station
Ruth Fisher Board Room
401 South Jackson Street, Seattle

Agenda Summary

R (g

6. Joint Transportation Committee Funding Study

7. Preliminary Observations and Discussion

8. Follow-up and Next Steps

Materials Presented

1. Supporting Materials — Taxing Authorities & Project Eligibility
2. Presentation Slides

Current Funding — SR 520 Delivery Plan

Financial Phasing and Timing

Federal Reauthorization

Local Transportation Benefit District (TBD) Overview
Tolling Options

* SR 520 Only

*  1-90 Options

Meeting Minutes

men
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F.  Working Session #2 - November 5, 2009 1 p.m. =4 p.m.
University of Washington Waterfront Activities Center
3900 Montlake Boulevard NE, Seattle

Agenda Summary
1. Finance Follow-up
= Tolling Policies and Current Practices Related to I-90
*  Arboretum Ramp Tolling
* Transportation Benefit Districts
2. Funding Options
*  Q&A Follow-up
*  Committed Funds/Financing Overview
*  Future Funding Scenarios
Current Options Review
University of Washington Update
Cost Overview
Independent Expert Review Panel Update
Preliminary Observations and Discussion
Follow-up and Next Steps

ol ol o S

Materials Presented

1. Letter to Governor Christine Gregoire from Mark Emmert; President, University of Washington
2. E-mail to Sen. Oemig from constituent

3. Presentation Slides

Meeting Minutes

G. Westside Subgroup #3 - November 10, 2009 9 am-12pm
University of Washington
Waterfront Activities Center
3900 Montlake Boulevard NE, Seattle

Agenda Summary
1. Design Elements Review of Options A, K, L, A+ and M
Member Observations and Comments
* Design
* Operations
*  Environmental Impacts
* Costs
2. Finance Follow-up
*  Funding Scenario Chart
3. Key Observations Overview

)
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Materials Presented

56 100 SRk Ty RS (U IRa e

e
[ =

Cost Estimate Comparison Summary
Detailed Option A Cost Map
Detailed Option K Cost Map
Detailed Option L Cost Map

Detailed Option A+ Hybrid Cost Map (see updated version presented 11/17)

Detailed Option M Estimate Cost Map (see updated version presented 11/17)

Comparison of SR 520 Westside Options: Cost and Design
Comparison of SR 520 Westside Options: Traffic Operations
Comparison of SR 520 Westside Options: Environmental
. Comparison of SR 520 Westside Options: Data Sheet
. Comparisons of SR 520 Westside Options: Considerations (in development)

(see updated version presented 11/17)

Meeting Minutes

Workgroup Meeting #3 - November 17, 2009 10am-2pm

Sound Transit - Union Station
Ruth Fisher Board Room
401 South Jackson Street, Seattle

Agenda Summary

1.

&

M
1
2
3.
4.
5
6
7
8
9

10.

Finance Plan Update

*  Funding Decision Timeline

* Tolling Scenarios

*  Funding Sources Matrix
Transit Agency Update

Westside Subgroup Observations

* Statute Review

Design Option Update

*  Westside Option A+ Cost Update
*  Retrofit Options

*  West Approach Profile

Design Option Recommendations
Finance Plan Recommendations
Next Steps and Public Involvement

aterials Presented

Floating Bridge and Landings Critical Path Elements
SR 520 Program Funding Requirements

Tolling Scenarios Analysis

Potential Funding Scenarios

Letter from Sound Transit

SR 520 Statutory Provisions

4-Lane Retrofit Options

West Approach Profile Options: Draft

Detailed Option A+ Hybrid Cost Map

Detailed Option A Cost Map
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11. Detailed Option K Cost Map

12. Detailed Option L Cost Map

13, Detailed Option M Cost Map

14. Comparison of SR 520 Westside Options: Cost and Design
15. Comparison of SR 520 Westside Options: Traffic Operations
16. Comparison of SR 520 Westside Options: Environmental
17. Comparison of SR 520 Westside Options: Data Sheet

18. Presentation Slides

Meeting Minutes

Workgroup Meeting #4 - December 8, 2009 10am-12pm
Sound Transit - Union Station

Ruth Fisher Board Room

401 South Jackson Street, Seattle

Agenda Summary

1. Overview of Public Comments on Draft Recommendations
2. Agreement on Design and Finance Plan Recommendations
3. Review Draft Workgroup Report

Materials Presented

1. Draft Recommendations Report
2. Public Comment Summary

3. Minority Statement

4. Presentation Slides

Meeting Minutes

IV. Other Meetings and Public Outreach

A. SR520 Rep. Deborah Eddy Community Forum - October 6, 2009 7pm

Bellevue City Hall
450 110" Avenue NE, Bellevue

B. Seattle Gty Council Committee of the Whole - November 24, 2009 9:30am

Materials Presented
1. Presentation Slides

Seattle City Hall
600 Fourth Avenue, Seattle

Agenda Summary
1. Chair's Report

2. Briefing on the Washington State SR 520 Legislative Workgroup Preliminary Recommendations

3, Public Comment

F—
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Materials Presented
1. Presentation Slides

Meeting Minutes

C Legislative Workgroup Town Hall Public Meeting - November 24, 2009 6-8pm
Center for Urban Horticulture
3501 NE 41° Street, Seattle

Agenda Summary

1. Welcome and Opening Remarks

2. Presentation on Legislative Workgroup’s Draft Recommendations
3. Public Comment

4. Closing Remarks

Materials Presented
1. Presentation Slides

Meeting Minutes
D. Public Feedback Period

1. Letters/e-mails received
2. Verbatim comments

V. Additional Resources
1. SR 520 Floating Bridge Strengthening Discussion (Dec. 18, 2007 mediation)

2. SR 520 Approach Bridges Retrofit Discussion (Dec. 18, 2007 mediation)
3. Proposal K—Tunnels at East Montlake and the Arboretum Conceptual Design and Cost Estimate,

Part | - Report
4. Proposal K—Tunnels at East Montlake and the Arboretum Conceptual Design and Cost Estimate,
Part Il - Figures

5. SR 520 Health Impact Assessment

6. Tolling Implementation Committee Final Report

7. SR 520 Medina to SR 202: Eastside Transit and HOV Project TIGER Discretionary Grants Program
Application

8. Independent Cost Review Panel Report
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Washington State
Department of Transportation

SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Program

DRAFT - Reversible transit/HOV ramp to/froi

EXISTING [ v

Looking slightly northwest from 2343 Broadway E.
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Appendix S: references on traffic, air, and health

Most Respected Studies of the Relationship between Traffic Associated Air Pollution and
Cardiovascular Mortality

Relative Risk is the probability of the outcome for one exposure group divided by the
probability of the outcome for another exposure group

American Cancer Society Study (Krewski et al.2000).
Relative risk (RR) for cardiopulmonary mortality of 1.30 (95% confidence
interval [Cl], 1.18-1.45) for a 24.5-pug/m3 increase in PM2.5

Harvard Six Cities Study
association between an 18.6-pug/m3 increase in PM2.5 exposure and cardiopulmonary mortality
(RR,1.31; 95% Cl, 1.07-1.61)

NLCS-AIR (Brunekreef et al 2009)

cardiopulmonary mortality associated with black smoke exposure in these three Dutch cities,
The Hague, Rotterdam and Utrecht

(RR, 1.17; 95% Cl, 1.00-1.36)

Also:

Smith KR, Jerrett M, Anderson HR, Burnett RT, Stone V, Derwent R, Atkinson RW, Cohen A,
Shonkoff SB, Krewski D, Pope CA Ill, Thun MJ, Thurston G. Health and Climate Change 5 Public
health benefits of strategies to reduce green house-gas emissions: health implications of short-
lived greenhouse pollutants. Lancet (2009) 374:2091-2103

Brugge D, Durant JH, Rioux C. Near-highway pollutants in motor vehicle exhaust: A review of
epidemiologic evidence of cardiac and pulmonary health risks. Environmental Health (2007) 6
(URL http://www.ehjournal.net/content/6/1/23), (DOI:10.1186/1476-069X-6-23)

Dockery DW, Pope CA, Xu X, Spengler JD, Ware JH, Fay ME, Ferris BG, Spiezer FE. An
Association Between Air Pollution and Mortality in Six U.S. Cities. The New England Journal of
Medicine (1993) 329:1753-1759

Krewski D, Jerrett M, Burnett RT, Ma R, Highes E, Shi Y, et al. Extended Analysis of the
American Cancer Society study of particular ate pollution and mortality. Boston: Health Effects
Institute; 2009

Krewski D, Burnett R, Goldberg MA, Hoover K. Siemiatycki J, Jerrett M, et al Reanalysis of the
Harvard Six Cities Study and the American Cancer Society Study of Particulate Air Pollution and
Mortality, Part II: Sensitivity Analysis: A Special Report of the Institute’s Particle Epidemiology
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Appendix T: Analysis of SDEIS assertions on air
quality

Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement and
Section 4(f)/6(f) Evaluation SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV
Program - Executive Summary

January 2010

This executive document asserts that all options meet air quality standards and
that the modeled concentrations of air pollutants are well below the 1-hour and 8-
hour National Ambient Air Quality Standards for all design options. Page 33

RESPONSE: This statement does not specify the pollutants and toxics
considered in this assertion. The statement does not specify the locations
where the estimates of modeled concentrations of air pollutants were made
relative to the center of SR 520. Effects are known to increase with
vehicular traffic and fall off exponentially with distance from the road. The
statement does specify the vehicular traffic volume at the time of
estimates. There are standards for limited air pollutants and none for air
toxics. The estimates are not specified with respect to distance from the
center of the road.

Estimates of levels of air pollutants are unsatisfactory. Direct
measurements are required. Direct measures of health effects are more
relevant measures of the effects of traffic associated air pollution than
modeled estimates.

“All options would reduce annual energy consumption by between 5 and 10
percent on SR 520 between Seattle and Medina” page 34

RESPONSE: This statement is not backed by factual data. In the HIA
report it was asserted that increased capacity would result in a higher
average speed. However, that hypothesis assumed that the limit on
average speed was solely determined by number of lanes ignoring the
limitations imposed by limited capacity for I-5 and 1-405 to receive SR 520
traffic. Furthermore the hypothesis was not based upon any estimate of
increasing traffic volume over the next 20 years when estimated population
growth is 30 percent or 2 million people. Furthermore the assessment
does not provide the public with figures comparing the effect upon annual
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energy consumption between use of the additional two lanes for HOV
versus transit with Rapid Bus Systems or Light Rail.

Current US oil consumption is 21 million barrels of oil per day, 25% of the
total world’s consumption. We are 4% of the world’s population. We
import 2/3 of our oil, 14 million barrels of oil per day. Five million barrels
come from the Middle East. We produce 7 million barrels. All of the
projected new exploration is likely to result in a maximum of 1-2 million
barrels per day for a limited time, 10 years. We cannot base our future
planning on f assertions not based upon fact and careful projections.

“ All options would reduce greenhouse gas emissions by approximately 10
percent in the project area.” Page 34

RESPONSE: The report fails to recognize the difference between
greenhouse emissions per vehicle and total greenhouse emissions. If the
assertion were correct that greater SR 520 vehicle capacity would lower
greenhouse emission per vehicle, the total greenhouse emissions would
rise with greater vehicle use overwhelming any possible but unlikely
benefit of a lower in greenhouse emission per vehicle traveling at a more
optimal speed.

“Air Quality — No mitigation proposed or necessary.”

RESPONSE: This response is not based factual. It ignors consensus of
extensive scientific literature from the US and other parts of the world and
it ignores the growing body of literature from highly respected research
groups at the University of Washington. The response is deaf to
appropriate scientific methodology.

Three highly respected studies linking traffic associated air pollution with
cardiopulmonary health are:

American Cancer Society Study (Krewski et al.2000)
Harvard Six Cities Study (Dockerya et al, 1993)
NLCS-AIR Study (Brunekreef et al 2009).

The relative risk for cardiopulmonary mortality associated with traffic
associated air pollution in areas of high exposure was 1.30, 1.31, and 1.17

respectively. Persons living in area close to busy highways have a 17 to 31
percent high risk of cardiopulmonary mortality higher than those living at a
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distance. The conclusions stated in the EIS report are the result of
conjecture based upon inadequate investigation.

Until the appropriate pollutants are measured directly in the zones of
known high exposure adjacent to the existing SR 520 highway, it must be
inferred that “Traffic-related air pollution is associated with cardiovascular
morbidity and mortality” (Allen J 2009 in background to study on diesel
exhaust) and that people are currently becoming ill and dying from traffic
associated air-pollution along side high traffic highways in Seattle. There is
no hope that these effects will get anything but worse with a growing
population, increasing traffic and the lack of will to plan more appropriate
transportation systems.

“Taken as a whole, the health studies show elevated risk for development
of asthma and reduced lung function in children who live near major
highways.

Studies of particulate matter (PM) that show associations with cardiac and
pulmonary mortality also appear to indicate increasing risk as smaller
geographic areas are studied, suggesting localized sources that likely
include major highways. Although less work has tested the association
between lung cancer and highways, the existing studies suggest an
association as well. While the evidence is substantial for a link between
near-highway exposures and adverse health outcomes, considerable work
remains to understand the exact nature and magnitude of the risks.”
(Brugge D 2007)

Douglas Stewart, M.D.
April 4, 2010
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Appendix V: Excerpt from Publicola blog:

Federal Ruling Could Erase $1 Billion in Funding for 520

Posted by Erica C. Barnett on April 13,2010 at 4:30 PM

A ruling last week by US Transportation Secretary Ray LaHood could put funding for the
proposed $4.6 billion 520 bridge replacement in jeopardy, eliminating approximately $1
billion in potential revenue from tolls on [-90 across Lake Washington.

City leaders have repeatedly expressed support for tolling the [-90 bridge across Lake
Washington (in addition to tolling the 520 bridge) in part because tolling revenues from
both bridges could help close the funding gap for a 520 bridge replacement. The state has
been counting on tolling 1-90 to pay for about $1 billion of the 520 bridge replacement.

However, last week, LaHood rejected a petition by the state of Philadelphia to allow toll
money from Interstate 80, which cuts across the center of the state, to be spent to help
offset a transit funding shortfall. In his ruling, LaHood cited a little-known Bush-era
federal law that prohibits the use of tolls collected on interstate freeways to pay for
anything other than improvements to the freeway itself.

The ruling presents a huge, perhaps insurmountable, impediment to transportation
leaders” plans here in Washington State, where [-90 tolls were supposed to help pay for
520, in addition to improvements to 1-90 itself. The loss of that revenue would leave 520
with a funding shortfall of about $1 billion.

“If Washington State wanted to toll I-90 it would be unable to do so right now, unless
[toll money] went right back into that road,” Bill LaBorde, policy director at the pro-
transit Transportation Choices Coalition, said at a forum last week. “This is one place
where the Obama Administration is less progressive than the Bush Administration.™ (It’s
conceivable, LaBorde says, that toll funds could be used to build light rail on I-90, but
that remains “a bit speculative.”)

Contacted by phone today, LaBorde called the ruling *“a huge deal™ for the region. “A lot
of people are thinking the Obama Administration is out of options for financing
transportation in the next six-year [transportation] bill,” which was supposed to have
been adopted in 2009.

*Maybe they’ll revisit that issue in crafting a new bill.” However, LaBorde adds, the
Administration may fear that drivers will revolt (and vote against Democrats in Congress)

if their toll money is used to pay for unrelated projects.

(more)
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Appendix W  Fish Impacts
By Maurice Cooper PE

The analysis of fish impacts in the SDEIS is charaterized by heuristic arguments, not in
the least supported by factual data.

Furthermore there is a glaring and outrageous omission of any connection between fish
studies and aquatic plant research, particularly with respect to shading by over-water
structures, which will certainly lead to unavoidable harm to salmon.

In particular there has been some excellent and recent research conducted, during the
SR-520 study period, by the University of Washington, and herein incorporated by
reference, which showed migratory patterns of salmon through the Ship Canal adjacent
to the University of Washington and out through Union Bay. The results of this study
have essentially been ignored. Instead there is the unsubstantiated argument made that
shadowing by any bridge structure negatively impacts salmonid species, and this
argument is extended to push in general for higher rather than lower bidge structures.
The exact opposite is true.

In the ecosystems discipline report, it is pointed out that shadowing by bridge structures
inhibits aquatic plant growth. This is certainly true. However this plant growth is almost
exclusively of the invasive species kind. As this plant material grows and spreads, and
subsequently decays, in the relatively shallow waters of Union Bay, it lowers the
dissolved oxygen content of the water column. Salmonid species are extremely sensitive
to two critical environmental factors - temperature and dissolved oxygen. This has been
documented for the Lake Washington Ship Canal and its contiguous waterways at least
as far back as the exhaustive and detailed RIBCO Studies from 1974 (q.v.). The more
recent University of Washington study shows the preferred migratory pattern of the
salmon emerging from the Montlake Cut, turning southeast as soon as the fish have
cleared the weed-choked waters off the north end of Madison Park, and proceeding
east following the north - and shaded - side of the existing bridge, until the fish reach
the deeper, and cooler waters of Lake Washington. The salmon follow this path because
it is (a) cooler, being in the shade, and (b) higher in dissolved oxygen content, being
away from the plant growth and the decaying plant material.

To argue, therefore, for a higher bridge structure to decrease shading is to argue for an
increase in invasive aquatic plant species, with the attendant lower dissolved oxygen in
the water, and to argue for higher water column temperatures. In turn, therefore, to
argue for a higher bridge structure in this location is to argue strongly against the health
of salmon and hence against preservation of our dwindling and endangered salmon
population - a backbone of Northwest Native culture, and an icon of the northwest.

It is essential that the misinformation and/or implied arguments in the DEIS regarding
fish behavior be withdrawn and corrected.

SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Project

2010 SDEIS Comments and Responses -- Comments Only

Page 1041

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



C-040
05/26/2011 13:28 PM

C-040-165

Board of Park Commissioners

Neal Adams, Vice Chair
John Barber

Terry Holme

Jourdan Keith

Diana Kincaid

Donna Kostka

Jackie Ramels, Chair

April 14, 2010

Jenifer Young, Environmental Manager
SR 520 Project Office

600 Stewart Street, Suite 520

Seattle, WA 98101

RE:  The Arboretum and Botanical Garden Committee’s Comments to the
SR520, I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project Supplemental
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS)

Dear Ms. Young,

At its April 8, 2010, meeting the Seattle Board of Park Commissioners unanimously adopted the attached
resolution as its official response to the SR520, I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project SDEIS.
Please add these comments to the official record.

Sincerely,
Jackie Ramels, Chair _
Seattle Board of Park Commissioners

Attachment: The Seattle Board of Park Commissioner’s Comments to _
the SR520, I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project
SDEIS .

cc: Mike McGinn, Mayor, City of Seattle
The Honorable Richard Conlin, Chair, Seattle City Council
The Honorable Sally Bagshaw, Seattle City Council
The Honorable Mike O’Brien, Seattle City Council
The Honorable Nick Licata, Seattle City Council
The Honorable Jean Godden, Seattle City Council
The Honorable Tom Rasmussen, Seattle City Council
The Honorable Sally Clark, Seattle City Council
The Honorable Bruce Harrell, Seattle City Council
The Honorable Tim Burgess, Seattle City Council
Mark Emmert, President, University of Washington
Tim Gallagher, Superintendent, Seattle Parks
Peter Hahn, Director, Seattle Department of Transportation

Stephanie Brown, Seattle Department of Transportation '
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RESOLUTION

A RESOLUTION expressing the position of the Seattle Board of Park Commissioners
regarding the SR 520, I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project.

WHEREAS, the Seattle Board of Park Commissioners has been in continuous existence
since 1887 and acts in an advisory capacity to the Mayor, City Council, Seattle
Parks and Recreation and other City departments; and

WHEREAS, State Route 520 has been, since its completion in 1963, and continues to
be to this day, a blight on the Washington Park Arboretum; creating noise and
visual intrusions into the park; encouraging cut-through traffic along Lake
Washington Boulevard in much higher volumes than was originally intended for
the boulevard, disturbing the serenity of the Japanese Garden, and affecting
the passage of people and wildlife between Marsh and Foster Islands and the
remainder of the Arboretum; and

WHEREAS, the Washington Park Arboretum is Washington State’s official State
Arboretum and contains internationally recognized woody plant collections and
North America's largest collection of Sorbus and Maple, the second largest
collection of species Hollies and significant collections of oaks, conifers and
camellias; and

WHEREAS, a new Master Plan for the Arboretum was adopted in 2001 that was the
culmination of five years of planning work undertaken by Seattle Parks and
Recreation, the University of Washington, the Arboretum Foundation,
community groups and members of the general public; and that will guide
improvements to the Arboretum for the next 20 years, including many specific
projects to enhance the physical and natural characteristics of the Arboretum
such as increasing habitat diversity by restoring the natural function of
Arboretum Creek and the northern shoreline; and

WHEREAS, the Washington Park Arboretum contains the largest freshwater wetland
complex of its type in the Seattle region, and the Master Plan, in conjunction
with the existing wetlands, includes the restoration, enhancement, and
creation of new wetlands by restoring the ecological and wildlife function of
the former garbage dump surrounding existing SR Route 520 ramps, and
creating a Pacific Northwest Marshland collection along the shoreline of Union
Bay; and

WHEREAS, implementation of the SR 520, I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV
Project, as currently proposed, will forever compromise the aesthetic setting,
biological diversity, educational opportunities, and physical connections for
people and wildlife within the Washington Park Arboretum:
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NOW, THERFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE SEATTLE BOARD OF PARK
COMMISSIONERS THAT:

The Board cannot endorse any of the alternatives identified in the
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the SR 520, I-5 to Medina:
Bridge Replacement and HOV Project, issued on January 22, 2010, due to the
profound negative environmental impacts the project would have on the Washington
Park Arboretum and the other City of Seattle Parks along the SR 520 corridor. The
Board makes the below recommendations

The preferred alternative chosen must be consistent with the following

principles:

The structure should minimize the impacts on the Washington Park
Arboretum, especially the Japanese Garden and Foster and Marsh
Islands, and other adjacent and nearby parks such as East Montlake and
McCurdy Parks;

The structure should have the least number of travel lanes possible;
The structure width should be the minimum necessary for safe passage;

Any structure should be designed to have the least amount of coverage
and shadow impacts on park land below;

Any structure should be designed to have the least amount of impact to
wetlands, aquatic resources and fish, in particular Federally protected
salmonids that travel through Portage and Union Bays to and from their
spawning grounds and the Pacific Ocean;

All construction activities must be sited and timed to have the least
impact on park users and the natural environment;

Clear, open, and safe access for people and wildlife under the structure
must be provided to reconnect severed components of the Arboretum;
and,

Any required wetland mitigation must occur within the Arboretum first;
if the area within the Arboretum is insufficient to accommodate the
required mitigation, Park sites within Seattle on or adjacent to Lake
Washington must be considered.

Mitigation of the continuing highway and future project impacts must be
considered, regardless of the alternative/option chosen, to re-establish the
Arboretum experience. As a starting point, the following should be considered in any
mitigation package:

Address the traffic impacts to the Arboretum caused by increased traffic

along Lake Washington Boulevard (LWB) including prohibiting access to
and from SR 520 to LWB; repaving LWB with “quiet” pavement;
incorporating other traffic calming measures in LWB to discourage
through traffic movements;

Seattle Board of Park Commissioners Resolution Page 2
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e Completely fund the Arboretum Master Plan, including wetland and
shoreline restoration and planting (approximately $60 million);

e Develop the stormwater pond in East Montlake Park for educational use;

e Provide a park-like lid at Montlake (depending on the option, the lid
should extend as far as possible given the geography) which will create a
strong connection between the neighborhood and the Arboretum;

e Replace (at WSDOT’s expense) all of the functions served by the Museum
of History and Industry (MOHAI) building; and,

e Design and provide access and parking at East Montlake Park for access
to the Arboretum Waterfront Trail and for hand-launched boats.

The Board also respectfully submits the following comments in response to the

Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS) for the I-5 to Medina:
Bridge Replacement and HOV Project issued on January 22, 2010:

SR 520 BridgR )

Bagley Viewpoint - Bagley Viewpoint is a well visited viewpoint along Delmar
Drive East which provides views to the east of Lake Washington, Montlake Cut,
the University of Washington and the Cascade mountain range. No other
viewpoint in Seattle provides this unique view to the east. The viewpoint was
redeveloped following the construction of the access freeway to the Evergreen
Point floating bridge in 1963. The freeway cut the viewpoint off from its
previous connection to Interlaken Park.

o Loss of this unique viewpoint must be mitigated. The SDEIS indicates
that a lid is proposed in this area that will provide similar view functions
and also serve to reconnect the neighborhood through the triangle
between 10*" Avenue East, East Roanoke Street and East Delmar Drive.
WSDOT must ensure that this lid remains part of the project and does
not get removed due to funding concerns. Absent the lid, WSDOT must
provide a view opportunity similar to the one now provided by Bagley
Viewpoint and work to reconnect this viewpoint to Interlaken Park as it
was originally constructed.

Montlake Playfield - While the physical impacts to the playfield associated
with the SR 520 project will be minimal, the visual impacts and noise
associated with the project, both during construction and after it is completed
will be significant. Every effort must be made to limit the potential for noise
from the freeway to impact users of the playfields, members of the public who
come to the area to take advantage of the newly reconstructed hand-carried
boat launch, and the public and fauna that use the newly enhanced wetland
areas.

o During construction, any temporary work bridges and/or barges must not
restrict canoe/kayak access between the Montlake Playfield boat launch
and Portage Bay.

o Seattle Parks is just completing a large wetland restoration project
along the perimeter of Montlake Playfield. There are additional wetland

Qn?faﬁéﬂb@m{!j‘é%?i""e“ Resolution Page 3 Page 1045

2010 SDEIS 'gmrﬁents and Responses -- Comments Only For Internal Use Only -- 05/26/2011 14:11 PM



C-040
05/26/2011 13:28 PM

enhancement opportunities available. Montlake Playfield should be
considered for any required wetland mitigation/enhancement as part of
the projects mitigation requirements.

Lake Washington Boulevard - Lake Washington Boulevard is referred to as a
city street throughout the SDEIS. The 4f evaluation fails to identify Lake
Washington Boulevard as either a historic resource or a park and recreation
resource. This officially designated park boulevard is a 204-acre, 9.2-mile-long
linear park wholly owned by the City and under the jurisdiction of Seattle Parks
and Recreation. It is a crucial element in the 1903 Olmsted Plan for Seattle's
boulevard system, sometimes referred to as the "Emerald Necklace." Decisions
about the future design of the SR 520 improvements must be made with the
understanding that Lake Washington Boulevard was never designed to function
as an extension of direct-access ramps to and from SR 520. Where Lake
Washington Boulevard serves as a corridor through the Arboretum, vehicles and
bicycles must be able to travel on it in a manner consistent with the design and
intent of the surrounding Arboretum.

o There should be no direct access from SR 520 to Lake Washington
Boulevard. From the day it opened, SR 520 and the access ramps to and
from Lake Washington Boulevard have encouraged and facilitated traffic
through the Arboretum which would not otherwise be there. This
increased traffic through the heart of the Arboretum limits access to the
Japanese Garden from the rest of the Arboretum, reduces the air quality
due to vehicle emissions, increases noise from traffic and makes crossing
Lake Washington Boulevard unsafe.

Lake Washington Boulevard Access - If direct access to and from Lake
Washington Boulevard to SR 520 is a component of the final design of the
project then the following must be considered:

o Lake Washington Boulevard has become an extension of the on/off
ramps to SR 520. Had existing environmental laws been in place,
mitigation for the impacts on the Arboretum of the original 520 project
would have been significant or more likely, the project would have been
redesigned. If direct access to and from SR 520 to Lake Washington

. Boulevard remains a part of the future project, exacerbating the current
condition, the Arboretum should be duly compensated for the use of the
boulevard in the future.

o As mitigation for the increased traffic on Lake Washington Boulevard
directly attributable to SR 520, traffic calming measures must be
implemented on the boulevard.

o If the SR 520 project includes direct access ramps to and from Lake
Washington Boulevard to SR 520, additional tolls should be included on
these ramps. Tolls should be included as a way of travel demand
management to discourage people from using Lake Washington
Boulevard to access SR 520. Also, the revenue from these tolls should be
dedicated to the Arboretum to help mitigate the impacts of the
increased noise, air emissions and vehicular distraction on the physical
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nature, educational value and visitor experience of the Washington Park
Arboretum.

The most recent data from the Seattle Department of Transportation
indicates that Lake Washington Boulevard carries 16,100 vehicles.! The
SDEIS indicates that the ramps to and from Lake Washington Boulevard
to SR 520 carry 3,000 vehicles in the AM and PM peak hours. Given 3,000
vehicles during two hours, the total amount of traffic that uses Lake
Washington Boulevard exclusively to access SR 520 could be as high as
10,000 vehicles per day. Taken together, these traffic numbers indicate
that as much as 62% of the traffic which uses Lake Washington Boulevard
is directly related to SR 520. While Lake Washington Boulevard is a park
boulevard, it is available for City residents to use as they travel
throughout the City. However, this direct use of the boulevard as an
access ramp to and from SR 520 is a highway use for which the boulevard
was never intended. If WSDOT intends to continue to use Lake

Washington Boulevard for a highway on and off ramp, then WSDOT must -

compensate the City annually in the range of $1 - $2.1 million, based on
present value and an 8% rate of return, for the use of the property in a
proportional share to the percentage of traffic which uses the boulevard
to access SR 520.

e Washington Park Arboretum - The Washington Park Arboretum, State
Arboretum for the State of Washington, is a stunning gem in Seattle’s park
system. It provides respite, scenery, recreation and solace to thousands of
visitors in every season of the year. It provides educational, recreational,
conservation and volunteering opportunities to those who seek it out. The City
of Seattle and the University of Washington have been cooperatively managing
this park since the original 1934 agreement.

o Since the SR 520 highway was opened, the Arboretum has been fractured

by the highway structure itself and the noise, pollution and visual
intrusion of the structure on the physical nature, educational value and
visitor experience of the Washington Park Arboretum. A percentage of
the tolls collected on the main line of SR 520 should be dedicated to
improvements in the Arboretum as mitigation for past current and future
impacts of siting a transportation facility in the heart of a natural area
and arboretum.

The physical nature, educational values and visitor experience within
the Washington Park Arboretum should be enhanced by the construction
and operation of the SR 520 I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV
project if properly designed with sensitivity to the park.

All efforts must be made to avoid any adverse impacts to the Arboretum,
both during construction and through the long term operation of the SR
520 facility.

' Average Annual Daily Traffic (AAWDT) (5-day, 24-hour)
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o To the extent that there will be adverse impacts to the Arboretum,
every impact must be thoroughly mitigated.

o Unavoidable adverse impacts must be mitigated. Those of shorter
duration must be addressed during the construction phase. Long term
impacts of facilitating increased traffic through the Arboretum which has
a direct impact on the physical nature, educational value and visitor
experience in the Washington Park Arboretum need to be avoided
through sound design or mitigated appropriately.

o Design of the new structure should address the potential for increased
noise through the Arboretum as a result of the increased traffic. The
project must be designed such that noise levels decrease from the levels
experienced today.

o The project must be designed such that the visual impact of the
structure complements and does not detract from the physical nature,
educational value and visitor experience of the Washington Park
Arboretum. Designing a “signature” bridge does not reduce the visual
impact of a concrete and/or steel structure in the heart of a 230-acre
arboretum.

Washington Park Arboretum Master Plan - In May 2001, the Seattle City
Council approved the long-range master plan for the Washington Park
Arboretum, creating a road map for Arboretum improvements over the next 20
years. The master plan ensures the Washington Park Arboretum will effectively
fulfill three primary purposes—conservation, recreation and education—for
decades to come. Together, University of Washington Botanic Gardens and
Seattle Parks and Recreation, with support from the Arboretum Foundation,
are working to implement the master plan. Substantial public and private funds
have recently been raised and spent to improve the visitors’ experience. The
newly created Pacific Connection Gardens have been created, the Japanese
Garden Gatehouse has been redeveloped and a number of other park
improvements have been made. All these contributions will likely be negatively
impacted by the proposed SR 520 project.

o The Master Plan adopted in 2001 made note of the fact that there would
be limited new buildings built within the Washington Park Arboretum.
Instead, UW, the Arboretum Foundation and Seattle Parks and
Recreation would address their long term need for additional
educational, maintenance and classroom space by expanding into the
building which currently houses the Museum of History and Industry
(MOHAI), once MOHAI vacated the building. The City of Seattle owns the
building which MOHAI currently occupies. Since all of the options in the
SDEIS involve expansion of the roadway such that the MOHAI will be
demolished, WSDOT must provide replacement space as envisioned in
the Master Plan.

o There are four significant projects at the north end of the Arboretum
which are identified in the Arboretum Master Plan: complete the
Waterfront Trail as a loop all the way around Duck Bay; add access,
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sitting and viewing areas on the west side of Duck Bay; daylight
Arboretum Creek; and, create an entry at the west/north end of the
Arboretum with the same grand character as the south entry. - The
redevelopment of SR 520 has the potential to negate the potential to
undertake some or all of these projects to the detriment of the
Arboretum and contrary to the goals set out in the Master Plan. To the
extent mitigation measures are necessary as a result of unavoidable
significant impacts associated with the SR 520 project, these identified
Arboretum Master Plan project should be fully funded by WSDOT for
implementation by Parks and/or UW.

Adopted by the Seattle Board of Park Commissioners the 8th day of April, 2010
and signed by me in open session in authentication of its adoption this day of
, 2010.

Chair of the Seattle Board of Park
Commissioners
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Washington State
Department of Transportation

SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV _Program

Pontoon Construction Project

SR 520 Pontoon Construction
Design-Build Project

Request for Proposal

September 24, 2009

Appendix M16
Preliminary Bridge Plans
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