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I. Recommendations 
A. 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 46th District  

Workgroup Co-Chair  

Westside Subgroup Chair 

Senator Rodney Tom, 48th District 
Workgroup Co-Chair 

Senator Mary Margaret 
Haugen, Chair, Senate 
Transportation Committee 

Senator Ed Murray 43rd District  Senator Eric Oemig 45th District  Representative Judy Clibborn, 
Chair, House Transportation 
Committee 

Senator Ken Jacobsen 46th District Representative Ross Hunter 48th District  *Senator Dan Swecker Joint 
Transportation Committee 

Representative Frank Chopp Speaker of 
the House 43rd District 

Representative Deborah Eddy 48th District Representative Dan Roach Joint 
Transportation Committee 

Representative Jamie Pedersen, 43rd 
District 

*Representative Larry Springer 45th 
District 

Commissioner Richard Ford 
State Transportation 
Commission 

  Secretary Paula Hammond 
Washington State Secretary of 
Transportation 

*Also served on the Westside Subgroup. 

B. Summary of Engrossed Substitute House Bill 2211 Requirements 

ESHB 2211 directed the Workgroup to meet the following objectives:  

· 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, 

· 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; 
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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;  

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

· 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.  

C. SR 520 Legislative Workgroup Recommendations 

Draft Westside Design Recommendation 

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

Motion  

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

· 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  

· It can be constructed within the $4.65 billion financial threshold, and 

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

· It 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 support from 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 

Draft 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 
$4.65 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 

· The creation of, and early tolling of HOT lanes on I-90 as soon as is practicable, and  

· 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 I-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 

D. 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 (WSDOT) 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 90. 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 for 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 I‐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 III, 
Design Recommendations. These revisions generally included:  

· Modifying 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 Point 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 I-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.  

F. 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: 

· Respond to comments received on both the Draft EIS and SDEIS 

· 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 EIS and 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 techniques. 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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II. 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.  

A. 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 III, 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  

· US Army Corps of Engineers  

· National Marine Fisheries Service 

· 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  

· 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 accommodation 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 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 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 

· University of Washington School 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:  

· Federal reauthorization including TIGER Grant requests 

· State Legislature’s Joint Transportation Committee funding study 

· Tolling options 

· 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 I 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 III, 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 
Comparison of SR 520 Westside Options tables on pages 18–21. These were provided to the 
Workgroup in order to compare information between options more easily.  
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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 or 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 
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.”  

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 route 520 
corridor 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–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.”  
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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.” 
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III. 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 more 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:  

· 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. 

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

· 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.  

· 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 Westside Subgroup  Seattle Proponents 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 
with WSDOT staff #1 

Seattle Proponents of Option A and L met with WSDOT staff to 
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 
with WSDOT staff #2 

Seattle Proponents of Option A+ met with WSDOT staff, King 
County Metro, and Sound Transit representatives to discuss 
transit operations and cost reductions. Outstanding 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. 
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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 $2 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 

· 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.  

· In Option 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+.  

· Replaces the 24th 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.  

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

· 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 Meetings with 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 order to 
reduce costs and environmental impacts, 
improve mobility to the south, and reduce 
impacts to the Arboretum.  

September 22, 2009 Workgroup  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. Coalition 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.  



December 2009 SR 520 Legislative Work Group 
Page 26 Recommendations Report 

Summary 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 recommendations 
report.  
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B. Independent Cost Expert Review Panel Executive Summary 

Responsibility/Purpose of the 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 I review included the mediated Options A, K, and 
L. The Phase II review focused on two modified options A+ and M (formerly K). The summary of 
findings from both phases follows below. 

Phase I Review: SDEIS Options A, K and L from Mediation 

Findings 

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

2. 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.) 

3. 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. 

4. The CEVP process has been fairly applied across 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. 

5. 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 

6.  The CCI (Construction Cost Index) may be too optimistic (too low): While WSDOT policy 
consistently uses the CCI projection of future inflation rates, the Westside Cost Review Panel is 
concerned that the CCI 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.  

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

8. 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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· 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 II 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 

· 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). 

· Options 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. 

· By eliminated 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/Montlake 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 for. 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 

 

Key observations from the table include: 

· 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.  

· 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 ($2.15 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. 
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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
Overall Program Cost Thru FY 2031 $4.65 B 

Less: Deferred Payment of Sales Tax¹ ($0.30 B)
Program Cost during Construction Period Thru FY 2017 $4.35 B 

CURRENTLY FUNDED:  FLOATING BRIDGE & LANDINGS
Floating Bridge & Landings Thru FY 2017 $2.11 B 

Paid from Toll Bond Proceeds (SR 520 Account) $0.33 B 
Paid from Federal Bond Proceeds (SR 520 Account) $0.66 B 
Paid from All Other Funding Sources $1.23 B 

Less: Deferred Payment of Sales Tax¹ ($0.11 B)
Program Cost during Construction Period $1.99 B 

PROGRAM FUNDING GAP $2.36 B 

¹ 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 I-90 high occupancy lane tolling only be 
considered after other revenue sources were pursued.  
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State Funds already expended Previously established contribution.

State

Nickel funding already expended.  
TPA funding partially expended; no 
action required for remaining 
commitment.

Amounts established in 2003 and 2005, remaining funding provided as given 
in the 2009/11 Transportation Budget.

State & 
Federal

None required for current 
commitment

• Bond proceeds portion of the "Risk Pool" Federal funding
• Financing Assumptions:
  - Triple pledge "GO" bonds; Coverage = 1.0x
  - 6.0% interest rate
  - Bond proceeds in FY 2013-16; Interest paid thru FY 2023

Federal None required for current 
commitment

• Includes $108 M in Federal Bridge Program funding provided by the 
Legislature in 2007.  
• Includes $118 M from the "Risk Pool" funding not pledged to bond 
repayment.

Federal Funds already expended Previously established contribution.

Scenario 7 Pay-As-You-Go Tolls

Scenario 7 Toll Bond Proceeds

Re
gio

na
l &

 Lo
ca

l 

N/A N/A N/A

NOTE:  COMMITTED FUNDS ROUNDED TO THE NEAREST MILLION

   

          

               
              

 
     

   
           

            
       

    

      
      

   

             
           

   
    

    
     

   
 

        
      

           
         
      

    

    
     

   
 

       
            
        

    

          

        
             
      
         
           

    

         

     
     
       

         
          

    

     
 

     
     

    
    

          
    

             
   
       

    

      
 

       
     

  

           
    

             
         

    
 

      
      

  

           
    

           
   
       

    

       
 

    
  

               
         

      
      
   

  

           
      
   

    

                 

TABLE 1A: SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Program — Committed Funding Sources — FB&L

            

 
 

No regional or local funding sources have been 
committed to the SR 520 Program.

Funding Committed
($ Millions)

$3 M 

$551 M 

$658 M 

$226 M 

$10 M 

$551 M 

      
 

N/A

 
 

       

Total $1,999 M 

• Combination of toll revenues (pay-as-you-go) and toll bond proceeds
• Variable Toll Schedule, Single Point Tolling, HOV 3+/Transit Exempt
• Pre-completion tolling FY 2011-16; post-completion Fy 2017 forward
• PM Peak Period Tolls (2007 $s):
     - Pre-completion = $3.25; Post-completion = $3.80
• Financing Assumptions:
     - 30 year triple pledge "GO" bonds; Coverage = 1.25x
     - 6.0% interest rate (6.5% on zero coupon bonds)
     - Bond proceeds in FY 2011-13; Interest paid thru FY 2042

Established with ESHB 2211; none 
required for current commitment 
used for Floating Bridge and 
Landings

Funding Sources Authorizing 
Entity Actions Necessary to Implement Assumptions & Comments

St
at

e 
& 

Fe
de

ra
l

SR 520
Account:

To
lli

ng

State

Federal: 
Other Future Funding

State: 
Motor Vehicle Account

State: 
Nickel & TPA Packages

Federal: 
Bridge & STP Program Funding Bond Proceeds 
(SR 520 Account)

Federal: 
Bridge Program & Risk Pool Remainder
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Funding Range ($ Millions)
Low — High

State: NEW State New legislation JTC study looking at options, report due December 2009 N/A

Federal: TIGER Grant Federal USDOT selection for funding Grant proposal for $300 million submitted in September 2009. Matching 
funds required. SR 520 Legislative WG recommends range of $30-50 M. $30 M to $50 M 

Federal: NEW Federal
New federal authorization bill and 
potentially annual appropriation(s) 
legislation

Viaduct rec'd earmarks totaling $220 million.  Average earmark in last 
authorization was $3.7million.  Reauthorization like in 2010 or 2011.  Assume 
high is similar earmark goal as Viaduct 

$5 M to $220 M 

State
Amend ESHB 2211, section 2, to 
allow funds for use the Eastside 
and West Side projects

Unused toll funding from Scenario 7 beyond what has been allocated in the 
SR 520 Account; same tolling and financing assumption apply as committed 
Scenario 7 toll funding.

$400 M to $500 M 

Higher SR 520 Tolls INCREMENT State
Commission to set toll rates; 
Legislature to appropriate 
expenditure authority

• Pre-completion tolling FY 2011-16; post-completion FY 2017 forward.
• PM Peak Period Tolls (2007 $s):
     - Pre-completion = $3.80; Post-completion = $5.35
• Variable toll schedule; single point tolling at bridge mid-span
• HOV 3+ / transit exemption maintained

$0 M to $220 M 

SR 520 Segment Tolling INCREMENT State
Commission to set toll rates; 
Legislature to appropriate 
expenditure authority

• SR 520 tolling begins in FY 2011.
• Short trips on either side of bridge tolled beginning in FY 2017.
• PM Peak Segment Toll (2007 $s) = $0.80

$0 M to $75 M 

I-90 Express Toll Lanes INCREMENT State / 
Federal

New legislation and federal 
approval

• HOT lanes on I-90 open in FY 2017.
• 2 HOT/Express Toll Lanes with dynamic pricing & 2 GP lanes each way
• 1 HOT between I-405 & Issaquah
• Max I-90 toll (2007 $) = $0.95 per mile
• Some toll funding needed for I-90 lane improvements & toll equipment

$0 M to $250 M 

I-90 Bridge Tolling INCREMENT State / 
Federal

New legislation and federal 
approval

• I-90 tolling begins FY 2017.
• Post-completion tolling only on I-90
• I-90 PM Peak Period Toll (2007 $s):
     - Post-completion (FY 2017-46): $3.25
• Variable Toll Schedule; HOV/Transit Exempt; tolling west of Mercer Island

$0 M to $1,570 M 

TBD Vehicle License Fee: NEW Cities /
King County

Up to $20 annual fee jurisdiction-
wide does NOT require voter 
approval; $21-$100 fee requires 
voter approval (jurisdiction-wide or 
subset)

• Cities: Seattle, Bellevue, Redmond, Kirkland, Medina, Clyde Hill, Hunts 
Point and Yarrow Point 
• $20 VLF = $12.6 M per year; $100 VLF = $63.2 per year
• 1:12 Bonding Ratio
• Funding available as early as FY 2012

$150 M to $750 M 

TBD Sales & Use Tax: NEW Cities /
King County

Up to 0.2% sales and use tax 
(currently limited to 10 years); 
requires voter approval

• Cities:  Seattle, Bellevue, Redmond, Kirkland, Medina, Clyde Hill, Hunts 
Point and Yarrow Point 
• Sound Transit's sales tax revenue forecast thru 2040 is down 5.3% for 2009
• The recession & projections for recovery = uncertain forecasts

N/A

TBD Property Tax: NEW Cities /
King County

Property tax as excess levy for 
capital, or a 1 year excess 
levy;requires voter approval

• Cities:  Seattle, Bellevue, Redmond, Kirkland, Medina, Clyde Hill, Hunts 
Point and Yarrow Point 
• $0.05 / $1000 = $8.1M; $0.13 / $1000 = $22.7 M
• 1:12 Bonding Ratio
• Funding available as early as FY 2012

$100 M to $270 M 

TBD Comm & Industrial Impact Fee: NEW Cities /
King County

Impact fee jurisdiction-wide; voter 
approval NOT required

This revenue source has not yet been used for a TBD.  Calculation would be 
based on future development; not a very predictable revenue source. N/A

Motor Vehicle Excise Tax (MVET): NEW King County
Voter approval to form a King 
Count Regional Transportation 
Investment District (RTID)

• 0.1% annual tax based value of registered vehicles in King County
• Assumed to start in FY 2012
• 1:12 Bonding Ratio

$155 M to $185 M 

NOTE:  SOURCES OF FUNDS ARE NOT NECESSARILY ADDITIVE; FUNDING RANGES BASED ON REVENUE POTENTIAL, NOT FINANCING ASSUMPTIONS
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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 

· 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. 

· 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 4th. 
These included:  

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

· 377 individuals completed the online 
comment form.  

· 31 people submitted handwritten or 
e-mailed comments through the 
Workgroup e-mail.  
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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 comments)  

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 to 
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, I 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 

· 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 corridor. 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 

I-90” 

“Toll 520 and I-90! Those who use these roads should pay for 100% of the funding gap” 

“Tolling on 520 and I-90. Whatever closes the gap fastest so the work can be started”  

· Do not consider Tolling (45 comments) 

“Tolling I-90 to pay for 520 is dubious in my mind” 

“I would rather see a gas tax added. This would encourage people 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 only 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” 
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“Please consider 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 
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City of Yarrow Point 

 



December 2009 SR 520 Legislative Work Group 
Page 46 Recommendations Report 

 



 

SR 520 Legislative Work Group December 2009 
Recommendations Report Page 47 

King County Council Motion 
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City of Kirkland 
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Seattle King County Public Health 
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Sound Transit 
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University of Washington 
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Appendix CD Documents 

Table of Contents 
I.  Legislative Workgroup Recommendations Report – December 2009 
 
II. Workgroup Operations 
 

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

 
III. Workgroup Meetings and Materials 
 

A.  Workgroup Meeting #1 - July 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 Items 

• Election of co-chairs 
• Workgroup operating rules 
• Westside 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 

http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/finalreport/01_RulesandOperatingProcedures.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/finalreport/02_WorkgroupPlan.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/finalreport/03_DraftPublicOutreachEngagementPlan.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/finalreport/04_MemberRoster.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/0729agenda.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/0729letterfromgregoire.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/0729presentationslides.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/0729meeting1summary.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/0729_ltrtogovgregoirefromhammond.pdf
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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 
1. Report on 9/15 Westside Subgroup Meeting 
2. Community Presentations on Westside Interchange Options 
3. Environmental Regulatory Requirements and Westside Interchange Options 
4. SR 520 Independent Cost Review 
5. SR 520 Finance Plan Update 
6. Process for Developing Recommendations 
7. Follow-up and Next Steps 
 
Materials Presented 
1. Option A Community Presentation Materials 
2. Option K Community Presentation  Materials 
3. Option L Community Presentation  Materials 
4. Presentation Slides 

 
Meeting Minutes 

http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/0915_westsideagenda_final.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/0915_backgroundmaterials.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/0915_optionamaterials.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/0915_optionkmaterials.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/0915_westsidepresentation.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/0915_meetingsummary.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/0922_meetingagenda.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/0922_optionamaterials.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/0922_optionkmaterials.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/0922_optionlmaterials.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/0922_workgrouppresentation.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/0922_meetingsummary.pdf
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D. Westside Subgroup #2 - October 8, 2009, 1 p.m. – 4 p.m.  
The Center for Urban Horticulture 
3501 NE 41st Street, Seattle 
 
Agenda Summary 
1. Transportation Operations for Westside Options 
2. Community Design Update 
3. Option K Hybrid Conceptual Design 
4. 9/15 Subgroup Meeting Follow-up 

• Montlake Bridge Openings 
• Arboretum Overview 
• Transit Operations 

5. City of Seattle Update 
6. Eastside Update 
7. Preliminary Observations and Discussion 
8. Follow-up and Next Steps 
 
Materials Presented  
1. Option A and L Community Presentation Materials 
2. Option K Community Presentation Materials 
3. Seattle City Council Update 
4. Presentation Slides 
 
Meeting Minutes 
 

E.  Working Session #1 - October 20, 2009, 10 a.m. – 2 p.m.  
Sound Transit - Union Station  
Ruth Fisher Board Room  
401 South Jackson Street, Seattle  
 
Agenda Summary 
1. Current Funding – SR 520 Delivery Plan 
2. Financial Phasing and Timing 
3. Federal Reauthorization 
4. Local Transportation Benefit District (TBD) Overview 
5. Tolling Options 

• SR 520 Only 
• I-90 Options 

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 

 
Meeting Minutes 

http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/1008agenda_draft.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/1008_a+lmaterials.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/1008_kmaterials.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/1008_seattlecitycouncilmaterials.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/1008_presentationslides.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/1008_meetingsummary.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/1020_agenda.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/1020_supportingmaterial.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/1020_meetingsummary.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/1020_presentationslides.pdf
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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 

3. Current Options Review 
4. University of Washington Update 
5. Cost Overview 
6. Independent Expert Review Panel Update 
7. Preliminary Observations and Discussion 
8. Follow-up and Next Steps 
 
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 
 

http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/1105_presentationslides.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/1105_workingagenda.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/1105_supportingmaterials.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/1105_meetingsummary.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/1110_westsidesubgroupagenda.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/1105_emailtosenoemigfromconst.pdf
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Materials Presented  
1. Cost Estimate Comparison Summary 
2. Detailed Option A Cost Map 
3. Detailed Option K Cost Map 
4. Detailed Option L Cost Map 
5. Detailed Option A+ Hybrid Cost Map (see updated version presented 11/17) 
6. Detailed Option M Estimate Cost Map (see updated version presented 11/17) 
7. Comparison of SR 520 Westside Options: Cost and Design 
8. Comparison of SR 520 Westside Options: Traffic Operations 
9. Comparison of SR 520 Westside Options: Environmental 
10. Comparison of SR 520 Westside Options: Data Sheet 
11. Comparisons of SR 520 Westside Options: Considerations (in development)  

(see updated version presented 11/17) 
 

       Meeting Minutes 
 

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

Sound Transit - Union Station  
Ruth Fisher Board Room  
401 South Jackson Street, Seattle  
 
Agenda Summary 
1. Finance Plan Update 

• Funding Decision Timeline 
• Tolling Scenarios 
• Funding Sources Matrix 

2. Transit Agency Update 
3. Westside Subgroup Observations 

• Statute Review 
4. Design Option Update 

• Westside Option A+ Cost Update 
• Retrofit Options 
• West Approach Profile 

5. Design Option Recommendations 
6. Finance Plan Recommendations 
7. Next Steps and Public Involvement 
 
Materials Presented  
1. Floating Bridge and Landings Critical Path Elements 
2. SR 520 Program Funding Requirements 
3. Tolling Scenarios Analysis  
4. Potential Funding Scenarios 
5. Letter from Sound Transit 
6. SR 520 Statutory Provisions 
7. 4-Lane Retrofit Options 
8. West Approach Profile Options: Draft 
9. Detailed Option A+ Hybrid Cost Map  
10. Detailed Option A Cost Map 

http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/1110_meetingsummary.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/1110_comparison-westsideoptions.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/1110_comparison-westsideoptions.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/1110_comparison-westsideoptions.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/1110_comparison-westsideoptions.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/1110_discussiondocument.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/1117_nov10considerationsdiscussion.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/1117_agenda.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/1117_floatingbridgelandingscriticalelements.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/1117_fundingrequirements.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/1117_tollscenarios.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/1117_potentialfundingsources.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/1117_soundtransitletter.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/1117_statutoryprovisions.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/1117_4laneretrofitoptions.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/1117_westapproachprofileoptions.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/1117_optionApluscostmap.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/1117_optionApluscostmap.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/1117_optionsAKLcostmaps.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/1117_optionMcostmap.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/1110_costdetail.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/1110_costdetail.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/1110_costdetail.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/1110_costdetail.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/1110_costdetail.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/1110_costdetail.pdf
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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 

 
I.  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.  SR 520 Rep. Deborah Eddy Community Forum - October 6, 2009 7pm 
 Bellevue City Hall 

450 110th Avenue NE, Bellevue 
 

              Materials Presented  
1. Presentation Slides 

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

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 

 
 
 
 

http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/cow_520.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/1208_agenda.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/1204_draftrecommendationsreport.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/1208_minoritystatement.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/1208_publiccommentsummary.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/1208_presentation.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/1208_meetingsummary.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/1117_meetingsummary.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/1117_optionsAKLcostmaps.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/1117_optionMcostmap.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/1117_comparisoncharts.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/1117_comparisondatasheet.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/1117_presentation.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/1006_presentation.pdf


 

SR 520 Legislative Work Group December 2009 
Recommendations Report Appendix-7 

       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 41st 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 I - Report 
4. Proposal K – Tunnels at East Montlake and the Arboretum Conceptual Design and Cost Estimate, 

Part II - 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 

 

http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/SR520_FloatingBridgeStrengthening_Presentation_DEC2007.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/SR520_ApproachBridgesRetrofit_Presentation_DEC2007.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/NR/rdonlyres/FE337FC8-F2E5-4641-BE0C-C6E47432583F/0/2008_0317_COWIReport.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/NR/rdonlyres/192F350F-4653-42FD-89D4-85B21D5BDD5A/0/2008_0317_COWIFigures.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/NR/rdonlyres/EFDE4CC6-406F-48E4-BEFD-EF50B2842625/0/SR520HealthImpactAssessment.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/Partners/Build520/documents/Final_TollingCommittee_Report_Jan09.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/NR/rdonlyres/0466AB4E-AA23-46D7-B39C-A106C25804C6/0/SR520TIGERApplication.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/1124_townhallagenda.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/1124_townhallpresentation.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/1124_cowpresentation.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/1124_cowsummary.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/1124_townhallsummary.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/costreviewpanelreport.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/partners/sr520legislativeworkgroup/files/finalreport/01_LettersEmailsRecvd.pdf
02_VerbatimComments.pdf
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