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Rep. Bruce Dammeier 
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Agenda 
 
Meeting called to order at 9:10 a.m. 
 

1. Introduction and Meeting Purpose: 
George Walk thanked everyone for their participation. The last meeting was very 
productive. Previously, we reviewed the feasibility study, went through the list of 
options, and then narrowed down the focus to three options. We looked at the criteria to 
weigh these options with and touched on the public outreach and the opinion poll. The 
key objective for today’s meeting is to look at the work staff has done. There will be 
some key discussion after the presentation. Be sure to take notes so we can discuss if we 
need to adjust direction. 
 
Kevin Dayton shared a couple of housekeeping items. Molly Blake is taking notes. We 
are happy to keep your binders for you, keep them updated and return them for the next 
meeting.  

 
2. Information:  Review draft results of Round 1 Analysis 

 Review Options developed at the 8/25 meeting:  Steve Fuchs reminded the 
group that we do not want to lose sight of the full build option. The full build is 
from Puyallup to I-5 three lanes in each direction, two general purpose lanes and 
one HOV lane with HOV direct connect ramps to I-5. From I-5 over to SR 509 
would be two general purpose lanes. Interchanges at SR 161, Valley Ave., 
Interstate 5, a partial interchange at 54th and tie into SR 509.  
 
At the last meeting we concluded that we would take three options forward for 
analysis out of the 19. To simplify things we have updated the names of the 
choices to Options A, B and C.  
 
Option A (formerly option 2) is the full build minus HOV and still includes all of 
the cost for right of way for the full build. It would include everything but the 
pavement for the HOV lanes between the bridges and would not include the direct 
connect ramps at the interchange with I-5. This option allows for the addition of 
HOV lanes once funding is available.  
 



Option B (formerly 9 & 9A) is a single lane in each direction from Puyallup to I-
5.  There would be two lanes in each direction from I-5 to 54th Avenue, where 
these lanes would drop and only a single lane connecting in with SR 509.  Again, 
all right of way would be purchased for the full build. 

 

 Analysis Assumptions:  Shuming Yan advised the group that this is a very 
technical analysis. One thing we did not discuss last time was how we would toll 
the different options, so staff have developed a straw man proposal of tolling 
options and would like this group to provide direction on what needs to be further 
studied.  
 
Shuming Yan reviewed some basic toll concepts:  single point tolling – like the 
Tacoma Narrows Bridge has, segmental tolling – depends on how far you drive, 
fixed rate tolling – you pay the same amount each time like on the Tacoma 
Narrows Bridge, and variable tolling – the toll changes based on congestion - also 
called congestion pricing. For this study, the assumed starting point is segmental 
tolling and variable tolling. Later we can revisit this assumption. Sean Eagan 
asked about a potential difference in revenue generated between variable tolling 
and fixed rate tolling. Shuming says it is hard to tell and that no detailed analysis 
has been done.  The group would like some additional information. Maximizing 
revenue is the option that we looked at. Annie Johnson added that there are a lot 
of other routes that you could take if you wanted to avoid the toll that is why 
variable tolling would lessen the impacts on those alternate routes. Shuming noted 
that this is not a recommendation – just a straw dog to start somewhere. 
 
We assumed three toll points for Option A and Option B. Option C would have 
four toll points – one to the east of SR 161.  
 
Some additional analysis assumptions include:  all vehicles pay the toll except 
transit, toll rate varies by time of day, trucks pay a higher toll, toll rates are set 
toward maximizing revenue, and the traffic model was adjusted for downward 
trend in regional job and population forecasts by 3% and 1% respectively to 
reflect the recession.  
 
A big factor in the transportation model is how people value their time. Based on 
the 520 study’s extensive survey on regional model assumptions, the current value 
of time is lower - it depends on what you are doing and where you are going. 
Average work trips nearly 50% reduction and non-work trip a 30% reduction.  
 



The nexus between tolling and traffic is that the lower the toll the higher the 
traffic, the higher the toll the lower the traffic. Shuming shared the relationship 
between toll rate and traffic/revenue. As the toll rate is increased, traffic starts to 
drop. When the rate gets higher, you drive traffic off the road as it seems too 
expensive. In order to assess how much revenue can be used for up front 
construction, we need to do additional study.  However for this study, we have 
looked at several options. For the full build option and options A and B, west of I-
5 the highest toll would be 70 cents, I-5 to SR 161 would be a little over $2.50. In 
the morning and afternoon the peak rate is similar. Option C adds a toll point and 
spreads the toll rate without increasing the total toll rate.  
 
Estimated 2030 Weekday Gross Toll Revenue:  the full build option and Option A 
are very similar on revenue generation. Option B is a little bit less as there is less 
road. Option C would generate more revenue than the other options considered.  
 
Shuming Yan introduced Jana and thanked him for all of his hard work 
developing the data and modeling the different options.  

 

 Analysis Results:  Steve Fuchs discussed how we narrowed 19 options down to 3 
and Shuming Yan explained the different tolling scenarios. Jana presented some 
other things we need to look at as part of our analysis to understand the 
performance of the alternatives. Vehicle miles traveled and delay are key 
indicators. We know if we do not do anything, there will be more delay.  
 
In the calculation of 2030 p.m. peak period vehicles miles traveled in the study 
area, all of the options increase the travel over the no build option. You must also 
keep in mind the speed of the vehicles. The options provide more capacity which 
gives us more throughput. If we look at the delay of vehicle hours traveled in the 
p.m. peak (3-6 pm) we see that the options allow a higher speed and more 
vehicles flowing through than the no build option. Roadway utilization is 
calculated by dividing the projected traffic volume by roadway capacity. The 
higher the number shows that the roadway is being used more, the lower the 
number - less travel. With the full build-no toll option, the p.m. peak percentage 
of volume to capacity ratio is high. Option A - adding a toll, the p.m. peak 
utilization drops quite a bit. Option B - tolls and one lane in each direction the 
utilization goes up. This is one of the things you really need to look at to 
determine which option is best as you look at the capacity. Option C – adds an 
additional toll point, has very similar utilization to Option B. It helps balance the 
flow, but it adds a toll point to the existing roadway. We want to develop an 
option that supports planned growth in the community. The 2030 p.m. peak 



anticipates economic growth in this area. However, as Shuming Yan pointed out, 
employment projections were reduced by a percentage in the model due to the 
recession. The assumption with these options is that we would have the same 
amount of toll for the entire section regardless. A member of the group asked if 
the assumptions and analysis include the freight mobility options. George Walk 
noted that they will be going over that information shortly on the next slides. 
There is a need for freight to move from the Port to the Kent Valley. Senator 
Becker is also looking at the additional cost to trucks, we do not want to see 
trucks diverting off this path because the toll is too high.  
 
In summary, the vehicle/capacity analysis can help to tell you what is happening. 
By 2030, the full build option would approach congestion if it is not tolled. 
Tolling is expected to reduce the extension usage. The segment west of I-5 is 
more sensitive to tolling than the east segment, particularly for vehicles. For the 
full build option and Option A, with the assumed toll rate, less than half of the 
capacity is expected to be used by 2030 east of I-5. Less than one fifth of capacity 
utilization is expected west of I-5. For Options B and C, about three quarters 
capacity is expected to be used east of I-5, while the usage is expected to 
approach one fifth west of I-5. Spreading a portion of the toll to the existing SR 
167 just east of SR 161 would help balance the flow and increase revenue 
generation. 
 
Jana continued his presentation with the truck information. All three of the 
options, show that truck volume per hour goes up as they will save significant 
time. It is an attraction to the route, even with tolling, as there is no route there 
now. Everything we do here attracts those trips. Dean Moberg says that what you 
are really seeing is $2.50 to use the corridor rather than all the delay the trucks are 
currently experiencing. Trucks have a significant value of time – that is why you 
see more usage from the trucks. Jana noted that assumed truck volume per hour is 
for one hour during the p.m. peak. Toll rates for trucks are based on twice the 
amount of passenger cars – so trucks would be $5.10 approximately. This 
information shows all truck classifications (light/medium/heavy). The big heavy 
trucks are approximately 30-35% of the total number of trucks.  
 
Jana then presented information on different corridor performance. The 2030 p.m. 
peak period from Port of Tacoma to Sumner, if you don’t build anything, will be 
22 minutes. That reduces to 16 minutes with full build. Option A & C are 14 
minutes, and Option B is 15 minutes - so an approximate savings of eight 
minutes. The full build with no toll takes you longer to get there than options A, B 
and C with a toll. It was noted by the group that it might be helpful to have a 



passenger car count. The Downtown Tacoma to Puyallup corridor travel time 
shows a savings of six minutes of travel time. The I-90 to Port of Tacoma via SR 
18 corridor shows not much change – since vehicles are not using the full 
extension coming from that direction there is only approximately one minute 
saved. It was noted by the group that trucks may want to think about coming 
down the SR 167 extension to avoid the King County to Fife section of I-5. It was 
also noted that the model does not include the intersection delays. That 
intersection delay is dramatic and so this data doesn’t present a full picture. The 
Port of Tacoma to Fredrickson corridor shows an approximate five to six minutes 
of travel time savings.  
 
Shuming Yan summarized the data. Tolling is expected to reduce demand by 
about half. For the sections with more than one lane in each direction, the model 
analysis shows a surplus capacity in the p.m. peak. Adding a toll point on the 
existing SR 167 just east of 161 could increase revenue and usage, as well as, 
balance the traffic flow. With updated assumptions (population, economic 
forecast, value of time), we believe you will see the daily gross revenue is 
expected to be less compared to the 2010 Toll Feasibility Study.  

 
3. Break 

 
4.  Action:  Developing/Endorsing Options for Second-Round Analysis:  George Walk 

restarted the meeting by reviewing the differences between the options. First of all, for 
the purposes of this analysis, the full build would not have a toll. Option A is full build 
without the HOV and includes tolling. Option B is no HOV, one lane each direction east 
of I-5 initially and includes tolling. Option C is the variation where a fourth toll point is 
added east of SR 161. 
 
George Walk asked if the group had any technical clarifications they wanted to ask about.  
What does tolling east of SR 161 mean? This option would have a toll point between SR 
512 and SR 161 (Meridian). So travel from SR 161 to Sumner/SR 
512/Edgewood/Downtown Puyallup would pay a portion of the toll. SR 512 to Bonney 
Lake would not pass thru that toll point. Rep. Dammeier noted that adding a toll point 
there seems like it would drive traffic off of the freeway and we need to analyze what that 
will do to the local roads. Rep. Dammeier and Senator Becker would like the analysis to 
look at if there is a toll point here – how many people get pushed off due to the toll. They 
are very concerned about the impact of that toll point in and around Puyallup.  
 



What are the assumed car toll rates and trucks? For heavy trucks it is based on axles – big 
trucks three times passenger car amount, two times the passenger amount for medium 
trucks, and same as cars for pickups – cars assumed to start around $2.50.  
 
Russ Blount from Fife noted that his Council has decided that “something is better than 
nothing.”  Fife would love to have the full build option implemented, but would like 
Option C better than nothing. George Walk reminded the group that we are looking at 
what we want WSDOT to study. Option C seems to provide more possibilities for 
revenue so we might actually have funding to build something.  
 
Senator Becker asked how much revenue is needed to actually start the tolling versus 
paying for the actual construction. What percentage would tolling contribute? Shuming 
Yan recalls (detailed calculations are not yet available) that it depends on how many 
tolling points, but assume $10–20 million to getting the tolling equipment in place and 
$1-2 billion for overall project – tolling equipment cost is estimated to be about1-2% of 
the whole project cost. 
 
Senator Becker asked what level of capacity is being considered for these roads. It is the 
cost/benefit analysis for a prescribed optimal capacity – 70-80 percent capacity is a nice 
benchmark. Maximum revenue was $400 million and 1.5 billion for the project from the 
previous tolling feasibility study. These are the type of things we want this stakeholder 
group to balance. In all of the options we studied last year, we did not generate sufficient 
revenue to build the project.  
 
Senator Steve Conway noted that we need additional information on the options. Cars, 
trucks, revenue from each piece of that – total cost of options, percentage from tolling 
and what would it take in terms of a toll to fund the project without state funding. Want 
to make sure that we are looking at this as a freight mobility project. George Walk added 
that we spent some time at the last meeting looking at that and we will be revisiting those 
options. The Senator again noted that we need to analyze this as a freight project. 
 
Sanjeev Tandle noted that we may need to develop other toll option assumptions. Perhaps 
just toll the trucks. Tolls on passenger vehicles will have a lot of impacts to River Road 
businesses, vehicle dealerships, and downtown Puyallup. 
 
David Schroedel said at the last meeting we discussed how much it cost to build the 
options.  
 
Chad Wright asked if under all the scenarios are we assuming that population and 
business growth are the same. Shuming said yes. Chad then asked isn’t that flawed as 



with the full build or Option A would provide an economic benefit? Shuming will 
confirm, but believes that it is based on the full build/option A. Chad suggested that 
perhaps we could provide a friction factor, is there some way we could see to do this. 
Without the analysis, we can see the impact of no build will be less. Shuming responded 
that for that type of exercise, we would need to include PSRC and would be time 
consuming and would divert the already limited resources allocated to this project. Chad 
commented that if we call that static across all of the options we don’t give it the justice 
of what it deserves.  
 
Dean Moberg noted that the purpose of this project is for freight, interchanges are going 
in, and it will facilitate more indirect traffic and stimulate a potential for growth of 
passenger vehicle traffic. Will the change between a full build and a two lane build 
change the truck traffic? The weight of the truck traffic is so significantly greater than the 
passenger vehicle traffic. We need to know the volume of trucks versus volume of cars.  
Shuming notes that from an analysis standpoint, we still have a significant number of 
options. If we need to look at growth, it would make sense to look at that later, once we 
have settled on the preferred option to carry forward. This should be looked at as an 
important issue as we move forward. 
 
George Walk also noted truck versus passenger traffic. Shuming believes that there is 
room for refinement in the analysis of how trucks are affected by tolling. This round is 
more of an order of magnitude. 
 
Sean Eagan asked what question is it that this group is being asked to answer. A 
recommendation of a preferred alternative? Clarity of the options? All options have 
merit. We need to look at the next level, more trucks, local road usage, what it means in 
terms of revenue we can take forward. Are there other options that could help pay for this 
project if the Legislature let us do it. We need to let the Legislature know what we can do 
for what amount. This creates some different alternatives, we need this group to let us 
know what is not an option. We can still look at new options – just let us know what we 
should look at. 
 
Rep. Ladenburg asked what the tolling and construction timelines are. The assumption is 
start construction in 2016 and open in 2020. Any of the options could proceed at the same 
pace.  
 
Sanjeev Tandle asked if there is a benefit in revenue for Option C. From the analysis, it 
generates approximately 25-30 % higher tolling revenue than option B. It was suggested 
that we update the spreadsheet from the first meeting and put in the perceived toll 
revenue.  



 
Dean Moberg asked, if we proceed with Option C, what information do we need to 
study? Is it the sensitivity of the toll, what that toll does to the local street traffic, does a 
25 cent toll put Puyallup in gridlock, a 50 cent toll put Puyallup in gridlock. If the 
sensitivity of the toll could be balanced, what does that do to the remainder of SR 509. 
Also very sensitive to the truck tolling – as it pertains to Option C.  
 
Russ Blount shared that in terms of trucks, when you are looking at toll sensitivities, Fife 
could post 54th to Pac highway as no truck traffic. What might that do? The City of Fife 
would like to have all the trucks get on at the new SR 167 interchange. 
 
Dean Moberg asked, how about putting tolls on Port of Tacoma Road? If trucks are 
avoiding tolls, could we toll there and SR 509 so they can’t avoid the tolls. There might 
be other places that make sense to put a toll on. Should we look at an option with a toll 
point on Port of Tacoma south of SR 509? Yes. Dean Moberg noted that if we are 
concerned that trucks are going to avoid the toll, there are ways to not encourage that. 
Trucks would rather be rolling than sitting in traffic, between the incentive of ability to 
move and trying to avoid a toll, I believe we can get to a reasonable conclusion. Sean 
Eagan asked how does the City of Tacoma feel about tolling their road. Brianna Taylor 
noted that yes; there are a lot of other options where they could be diverged. 
 
Rep. Dahlquist would like to see Option C removed. She is concerned about the impact 
of commuters in this area as most of the jobs are low paying positions. She would like to 
see a side by side comparison of the options. Shuming noted that social justice issues are 
one of those things that will be considered as the study moves forward.  
 
Senator Conway asked if you access this highway at any point do you pay a toll to get 
on? Yes, each segment will have a toll. Travelers using the extension via all the access 
points would be tolled and in the study we are assuming the same access points for each 
option.  
 
Rep. Zeiger seconded Rep. Dahlquist’s and Rep. Dammeier’s earlier comments. He is 
concerned about diverting traffic into Puyallup which could then create more congestion 
on SR 410 which is already congested. He does not like Option C – doesn’t believe his 
district would support tolling on an existing facility. 
 
Dennis Dowdy asked about the number of trucks coming into the study area. How many 
are coming into the system now without the freeway connection and how many are 
anticipated to use each option? What is on our city streets now that we aren’t getting any 
revenue for? What would be required to share that revenue with those cities to help deal 



with traffic? With any of these options, you are going to push some traffic onto city 
streets. He would like to know current truck volumes coming into and onto the extension. 
Shuming Yan noted that we should compare to the no build and full build options. Today, 
under no build, what are the inputs? Under each of the alternatives what is coming into 
the box. Could be ADTs – does not necessarily have to be p.m. peaks.  Do we want to 
know what the ADT results would be coming from those corridors? The group agreed 
that it might help to get an appreciation for the value. Shuming confirmed that we can 
refine the analysis.  
 
George Walk formally asked the stakeholders – do we need to drop Option C? Russ 
Blount responded that Fife would really like to know how much revenue Option C could 
generate. Need to know that more definitively before it is dropped. He would like to keep 
this option for at least the next round - in the end it will be up to the Legislators. Rep. 
Zeiger asked if we could limit the Option C to toll trucks only on east of Meridian? It 
could be an option. Annie Johnson asked if you would then toll all the other at the three 
toll points. Rep. Zeiger responded that you could, but he is really interested in just trucks 
at that toll point east of Meridian. It was suggested to add adjustments to the utilization 
numbers as well if we are keeping Option C on the list. The group agreed to keep Option 
C and collect additional data.  
 
George Walk asked the group if there are any other directions to WSDOT. It was 
suggested to update the spreadsheet from the first meeting, provide some truck versus 
passenger car analysis, and refine the economic impact/jobs growth. Shuming said that 
we may not get all of those done by the next meeting but will work towards that. Senator 
Conway also asked that the analysis on I-90 into Pierce County be fleshed out.  
 
George Walk asked if the group wanted further analysis of a toll on Port of Tacoma 
Road? Dean Moberg responded that it was a bit flippant at this point. You have an entire 
commercial base that is dependent on truck traffic that will not go away. We need to 
think about sensitivity to tolling diversion. Trucks are not that sensitive, but vehicles are. 
That’s why we want that refined.  
 
WSDOT will work on updating the spreadsheet from the first meeting. It will be a good 
reminder as we forget from meeting to meeting and that spreadsheet should really help 
keep track of the options we are looking at. WSDOT was asked to remember to put the 
no build option on the spreadsheet.  
 

5. Information:  Other Updates 
 Public Involvement strategies: Annie Johnson let the group know that the web 

site is up and we will send the link to everyone when we send out the meeting 



materials. It is a work in progress that we will be adding other things to. On 
Saturday a booth will be up at the Fife Harvest Festival. We are thinking of 
having a traveling display/kiosk as a way for people to learn more and comment 
about this study. We have had some success at libraries and city halls. If anyone 
in the group has suggestions for locations, please send them to Annie. Also, need 
to identify a couple places for an open house/public meeting. Would like some 
feedback on where it makes sense to have those meetings.  
 
What is being displayed at the Harvest Festival? It is really more about the SR 
167 extension project. We will have information that there is a tolling study being 
done and lots of data yet to be gathered. Will not be presenting information from 
this study – it is mostly just to keep this project in the public eye. Shuming Yan 
noted that we could have opportunities for folks to provide comments at the 
Harvest Festival. 
 
It was suggested that the Chambers of Commerce would be good to assist with 
open houses. From a Legislative perspective – anything that keeps this project out 
there is good. Want to be ahead of the curve in terms of making sure that 
communities directly impacted by this project are aware. Dennis Dowdy asked if 
WTA has been included. Yes, George Walk will call to check in with them. Stacy 
Trussler offered to meet with them to catch them up. Get ideas to Annie Johnson 
to help promote the project – we all want the project to move forward. 

 
6. Information:  Meeting summary and Next Meeting:  Shuming Yan reviewed the 

schedule. The next meeting will be October 25th here at the Fabulich Center. We will 
bring to you more detailed traffic circulation of trucks and passenger vehicles, and a fine 
tuned toll rate analysis. In November we will move more towards the financial analysis. 
The financial analysis will be done by a consultant. We will also have a more detailed 
public involvement plan to discuss. Sensitivity of traffic will be part of the October 
update. 
 
George Walk thanked the group for participating. It is wonderful to have such a good 
turnout from the Legislature.  
 

7. Adjourn:  Meeting adjourned at 12:00 p.m. 


