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Date: April 17, 2019
Project: Magnolia Bridge Planning Study
Subject Alternatives Analysis Summary

1. Executive Summary

The existing Magnolia Bridge currently serves to connect to and from Magnolia, Smith Cove Park/Elliott Bay
Marina, Terminal 91/Elliot Bay Businesses, and 15th Ave W. The bridge serves 17,000 ADT and 3 King County
Metro bus lines serving an average of 3,000 riders each weekday. The bridge was constructed 90 years ago and
has deteriorated. While SDOT continues to perform maintenance to maintain public safety, the age and
condition of the bridge structure means there will continue to be deterioration. In 2006, following a 4-year
planning study; however, over the last decade, funding has not been identified to advance this alternative
beyond 30% design.

This Magnolia Bridge Planning Study identified three Alternatives to the 2006 recommend In-Kind Replacement
option. These Alternatives, along with the In-Kind Replacement option, have been analyzed and compared
through a multi-criteria evaluation process. Focusing on the main connections into Magnolia and Smith Cove
Park/Elliott Bay Marina, the Alternatives identified are:

¢ Alternative 1: a new Armory Way Bridge into Magnolia and a new Western Perimeter Road to Smith
Cove Park/Elliott Bay Marina (S200M - S350M),

¢ Alternative 2: Improvements to the existing Dravus St connection into Magnolia and a new Western
Perimeter Road to Smith Cove Park/Elliott Bay Marina (S190M — $350M),

¢ Alternative 3: Improvements to the existing Dravus St connection into Magnolia and a new Garfield St
bridge to Smith Cove Park/Elliott Bay Marina ($210M - $360M), and

¢ Alternative 4: In-Kind Replacement of the existing Magnolia Bridge adjacent to its current location
(5340M — $420M).

Smith Tower ® 506 2" Ave, Suite 1400 * Seattle, WA 98104 ¢ Office 206.739.5454 * Fax 360.352.1509 ¢ scjalliance.com



--> <>
>

SCJ ALLIANCE

CONSULTING SERVICES

The multi-criteria evaluation processes focused on key metrics in five broad evaluation categories, including:

*

Mobility and Connectivity including travel time modeling to key destinations served by the existing
bridge based on estimated traffic growth in the Interbay corridor out to the year 2035;
Environmental Impacts including impacts to existing land uses, sensitive areas, and natural hazards;
Cost Estimates including planning-level cost estimates of construction, right-of-way, engineering, and
administration;

Implementation Characteristics including metrics that speak to aspects of the actual construction
process and how each alternative may impact or benefit the traveling public; and

Community Support including project-specific criteria related to the level of community support
expressed by the public and stakeholders for each alternative during the MBPS outreach effort

After considering the scores of the alternatives among all the comparison metrics and applying a sensitivity
analysis to the metric weights, two options consistently performed best — Alternative 1 ($200-$350M) and
Alternative 4 ($340-$420M).
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3. Memo Purpose

The following memo memorializes the process, methodology, and results of the alternatives analysis conducted
as a part of the Magnolia Bridge Planning Study (MBPS). The alternatives analysis represents the final step of the
MBPS which was initiated in 2017. To support decision making going forward, this memo provides the City and
stakeholders with a comparison of the Magnolia Bridge replacement options.

3.1. Introduction

3.1.1. Project Background

The Magnolia Bridge, originally built in 1930, is one of three arterial bridges that serve Magnolia which is home
to over 20,000 Seattle residents. The bridge provides the most direct link between the 15" Avenue W/Elliot
Avenue corridor and Magnolia Village, Port of Seattle’s Terminal 91, Smith Cove, and the Elliott Bay Marina. In
addition, Metro’s Route 19, 24, and 33 provide transit service between Magnolia and Downtown Seattle using
the Magnolia Bridge.

Over the decades, age and environmental impacts have weathered the Magnolia Bridge. SDOT performs regular
maintenance and frequent inspections on the bridge to ensure it is safe to use. However, in the long term, a
replacement will be needed for the bridge. In 2002, the year after the Nisqually Earthquake, SDOT received a
grant to identify an alternative that would meet community needs and be well-suited to environmental
conditions in the area.

More than 20 options were considered in the 2002 study, many of which were eliminated due to environmental
restrictions, community concerns, and engineering limitations. Five alternatives were presented to the
community. Ultimately, the community's preferred alternative was an in-kind replacement that would parallel
the existing bridge to the south. To date, funding to complete the design and construct the preferred option has
not been identified.

In 2017, the MBPS was launched to identify additional alternatives for the Magnolia Bridge. The study was
funded by the Levy to Move Seattle. The study’s primary goal is to identify and evaluate feasible alternatives to
replace the functional needs of the existing Magnolia Bridge.

3.1.2. Project Purpose & Goals

The MBPS began by working with key stakeholders and SDOT staff to further clarify the purpose and goals for
the project that were developed with stakeholders during the prior study. The full Project Purpose and Goals is
presented in Appendix A. In summary, the study aimed to identify Magnolia Bridge replacement solutions that:

e Provide a safe route(s) to Magnolia

e Provide reliable and redundant access to and from Magnolia

e Grade separate any new route from the BNSF Mainline railroad tracks.
e Provide a route that will support Magnolia Village.

SDOT ¢ Magnolia Bridge Planning Study 2019-0417 | 5 of 40
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e Maintain or improve traffic flow on, and connections to, the 15th Avenue W corridor.

e Maintain access to the Smith Cove waterfront and improve connection between Magnolia and the
Smith Cove waterfront.

e Maintain or improve access to Terminal 91.

e Improve the level of bicycle and pedestrian connections within and beyond the project area.

e Consider Sound Transit's future light rail extension project when evaluating alternatives.

e Consider cost-effective alternatives.

e Minimize or mitigate environmental impacts.

e  Minimize disruption during construction.

The goals, as identified in the purpose and goals document, provided a foundation for developing performance-
based metrics that were used to evaluate alternatives.

3.1.3. Evaluation Process

At the start of the evaluation process, the project team identified potential components that could support a
replacement of the Magnolia Bridge. Many of the components were considered in the 2002 study while some
were new concepts. In total, sixteen potential components were identified which consisted of ten basic
components, some with several route options (e.g., 2A or 2B).

The evaluation process was conducted in two phases, the Component Analysis phase and the Alternatives
Analysis phase, as illustrated in Figure 1.

Figure 1. Weighting of Main Categories

All
Components

PHASE 1: Viable Components PHASE 2:
HAS '\ Combined to Create I A Y Identify Preferred
component Replacement y A tErnati\fES v Alternativeisl

Analysis Alarmativas Analysis
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During the Component Analysis, the sixteen potential components were put through a technical screening to
determine which components seemed viable before advancing into the Alternatives Analysis and performing
more in-depth analysis. The component analysis consisted of drafting a preliminary design to determine the
geometric feasibility of each component and performing traffic operations analyses to test the component’s
ability to carry the projected volume of vehicle traffic in the 2035 horizon year. Components that were found to
be technically feasible were advanced to the next phase of analysis. A summary of the Component Analysis
methodology and results are described in a technical memorandum presented in Appendix B.

Viable components were then packaged together to create three bridge replacement alternatives that were
considered functionally equivalent to the existing Magnolia Bridge. In addition, an in-kind replacement of the
Magnolia Bridge was included as a fourth alternative. The following sections describe these alternatives,
document the alternatives analysis process and methodology, and discuss the study results.

4. Description of Alternatives

The following describes the four Magnolia Bridge replacement alternatives that came out of the component
analysis and were evaluated further as a part of the Alternatives Analysis. Geometric design was performed for
these alternatives to identify appropriate lane widths, turn radii, freight access, pedestrian and bicycle facilities
and connections, grades and profiles, sight distance, and required clearances. These preliminary designs are
included in the Component Analysis attached in Appendix B.

SDOT ¢ Magnolia Bridge Planning Study 2019-0417 | 7 of 40
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4.1. Alternative 1 - Armory Way Bridge

Alternative 1 would create a new access point to Magnolia by constructing a bridge between 15™ Avenue W
along Armory Way and connecting to Thorndyke Avenue W at Halladay Street, crossing over the BNSF railroad.
The structure would have a northbound, on-ramp from 15" Avenue W designed to allow free-flow access to the
bridge while accommodating a potential Sound Transit rail alignment.

To provide access to Smith Cove and the Elliott Bay Marina, a West Uplands Perimeter Road would be
constructed along the Port of Seattle’s property between 20" Ave W and 23™ Avenue W. Thorndyke Avenue W
and 20™ Ave W would be improved to accommodate traffic using the Armory Way Bridge and freight vehicles
accessing the marina and port properties.

Alternative 1 also includes retrofitting the eastern most spur of the existing Magnolia Bridge, which crosses over
15" Avenue W and the BNSF railroad, by adding a ramp down to Alaskan Way W on the north side of the bridge.
Improvements would also be made to Alaskan Way W between this new ramp and the existing ramp to the
Galer Street Flyover. The component analysis revealed that these components are required to provide an
alternative access to Terminal 91, Port of Seattle property, and Expedia campus and distribute traffic between
the existing Galer Street Flyover and this new Garfield Street Flyover.

The existing Magnolia Bridge would be decommissioned.

Figure 2. Alternative 1 — Armory Way Bridge Concept

Armory Way Bridge

Magnolia Bridge Spur

Alaskan Way Connector
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4.2. Alternative 2 - Dravus Street Upgrade

Alternative 2 would make major upgrades to the Dravus Street and 15™ Avenue W interchange to improve
capacity and traffic flow. In addition, Dravus Street would be widened between 15" Avenue W and 20" Avenue
W, including the Dravus Street Bridge over the BNSF railroad. The resulting street would increase vehicle
throughput at this critical connection point and greatly improve access for pedestrians, bicycles, and transit
riders on Dravus Street.

To provide access to Smith Cove and the Elliott Bay Marina, a West Uplands Perimeter Road would be
constructed along the Port of Seattle’s property between 20" Ave W and 23" Avenue W. The existing Elliott Bay
Trail would be realigned to follow the new roadway. Also, 20" Ave W would be improved to accommodate
traffic and freight vehicles accessing the marina and port properties.

Lastly, Alternative 2 also includes retrofitting the eastern most spur of the existing Magnolia Bridge, which
crosses over 15" Avenue W and the BNSF railroad, by adding a ramp down to Alaskan Way W on the north side
of the bridge. Improvements would also be made to Alaskan Way W between this new ramp and the existing
Galer Street Flyover ramp. The component analysis revealed that these components are required to provide an
alternative access to Terminal 91, Port of Seattle property, and Expedia campus and distribute traffic between
the existing Galer Street Flyover and this new Garfield Street Flyover.

The remaining segments of the existing Magnolia Bridge would be decommissioned.

Figure 3. Alternative 2 — Dravus Street Upgrade Concept
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4.3. Alternative 3 - Lower Magnolia Bridge

Alternative 3 would reconstruct the lower portion of the Magnolia Bridge to provide access to Terminal 91,
Smith Cove, and the Elliott Bay Marina. The bridge structure would follow a similar alignment as the existing
bridge, elevated over the BNSF railroad and the Port of Seattle property, but would drop to grade level at 23™
Avenue W. It would not continue to the top of the Magnolia bluff.

As with Alternative 2, Alternative 3 would make major upgrades to the Dravus Street and 15" Avenue W
interchange and widen Dravus Street, including the Dravus Street Bridge over the BNSF railroad. The resulting
street would increase vehicle capacity at this critical existing connection point and greatly improve access for
pedestrians, bicycles, and transit riders using Dravus Street.

The remaining segments of the existing Magnolia Bridge would be decommissioned.

Figure 4. Alternative 3 — Lower Magnolia Bridge Concept
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4.4. Alternative 4 - In-Kind Replacement

The In-Kind Replacement alternative would demolish and reconstruct a new bridge following a similar alignment
and with the same functionality as the current bridge. The replacement would have the same functionality and
similar geometry as the current bridge but designed to current code standards. There would be no other
improvements or components included in the project.

Figure 5. In-Kind Replacement Concept

COMPONENTS
Magnolia Bridge (In-Kind) | ¢
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5. Analysis Methodology

The following section describes the analysis methodology used to evaluate the four Magnolia Bridge
replacement alternatives. An overview of the evaluation criteria, weighting, and scoring methods is provided
and followed by further details on each metric and the analysis results.

5.1. Evaluation Criteria and Weighting

The MBPS took a performance-based approach to the alternatives analysis. The project purpose and goals were
used as a basis for establishing the evaluation criteria that would be used to compare the four alternatives. The
evaluation criteria fall into the following five broad evaluation categories:

Mobility and Connectivity
Environmental Impact

Cost Estimate

Implementation Characteristics
Community Support

* & & o o

Within each of the five main categories, project-specific criteria were identified to evaluate the project goals,
measured either qualitatively or quantitatively. Through discussions among SDOT, key stakeholders, and
consultant project team, each of the five main categories was assigned a weight, as a percentage, to reflect how
critical each category is to the decision-making process. In addition, each of project-specific criteria were
assigned weights to indicate level of importance within the main category.

Identifying funding has been the largest hurdle to implementing the preferred, in-kind replacement, solution
identified that was identified in the 2002 planning effort. Therefore, the current MBPS effort considered the
Cost Estimate category to carry the most weight of any other category. The performance of the alternative, as
measured by the Mobility and Connectivity category metrics, was considered to be the second most important
category. The remaining three categories were equally weighted. Figure 6 illustrates the assigned weights
among the main categories and project-specific criteria.

SDOT ¢ Magnolia Bridge Planning Study 2019-0417 | 12 of 40



<=
-> O
o

SCJ ALLIANCE

CONSULTING SERVICES

Figure 6. Category and Criteria Weighting
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Scoring of the alternatives was done in a relative manner, comparing the alternatives against each other as
opposed to a “no-build” option. For each of the project-specific criteria, a scoring scale was developed to
represent the range of values observed or measured. Using this scale, a score between 10 (worst score) and 90
(best score), was assigned to each of the alternatives.

The following sections provide details on each of the project-specific criteria including their analysis methods,
metrics, and scoring results.

5.2. Mobility and Connectivity

The Mobility and Connectivity category made up 25-percent of the total weighted score and includes project-
specific criteria that speak to the movement of people and goods into and out of Magnolia. The Magnolia bridge
provides access between the Magnolia community and the rest of the City of Seattle. The bridge also provides
the only public vehicular access to Smith Cove and the Elliott Bay Marina. The ideal solution provides efficient,
safe, and improved multimodal access to and from Magnolia destinations. Detailed traffic analysis was
performed and is presented in Appendix C (Traffic Analysis-Future Traffic Forecasts and Operations, Heffron
Transportation, February 15, 2019). The results of that analysis were used to evaluate this group of criteria.

The following project-specific criteria were used to evaluate Mobility and Connectivity across a variety of modes.

SDOT ¢ Magnolia Bridge Planning Study 2019-0417 | 13 of 40
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5.2.1. Vehicular Access (75%)

Vehicular Access made up 75-percent of the Mobility and Connectivity category. To evaluate vehicular access,
projected travel times between key origins and destinations within the study area were used as the quantitative
metric. The weighting was evenly divided among the following sub criteria, representing specific origin-
destination pairs (O-D pairs), as shown:

Between Magnolia Village and Elliott Bay/Ballard Bridge (15%)
Between Elliott Bay Marina/Smith Cove and 15" Ave W (15%)
Between Elliott Bay Marina/Waterfront and Magnolia Village (15%)
Access to Terminal 91/Alaskan Way W (15%)

Traffic Flow on 15th Avenue (15%)

* & & o o

For each of the four alternatives, the 2035 forecasted traffic volumes were reassigned to the street network and
routes between each O-D pair were mapped. Once the routes were established, traffic model software was used
to determine average travel times for each of the designated routes. Travel times were calculated in both the
AM and PM peak hours and also in both directions of travel. For instance, from the Magnolia Village to the
Elliott Bay Marina as well as from the Elliot Bay Marina to the Magnolia Village.

Table 1 shows the results of the travel time analysis. The table includes the forecasted travel times for each of
the alternatives by route, direction, and peak hour. An average travel time for each O-D pair is provided and was
the metric used to score the alternatives. However, if the travel time for any route within an O-D pair exceeded
one-hour, the alternative was assigned the lowest possible score for that O-D pair sub criteria category. Both
Alternatives 2 and 3 were found to have at least one travel time that exceeded one hour, or 60 minutes.

SDOT ¢ Magnolia Bridge Planning Study 2019-0417 | 14 of 40
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Table 1. Vehicular Access — Travel Time Analysis Results

To Magnolia Village Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4

Origin

Magnolia Village
Magnolia Village
Elliott Ave W

Elliott Ave W
Magnolia Village
Magnolia Village
Ballard Bridge
Ballard Bridge
Average Travel Time

Destination
Elliott Avenue W
Elliott Avenue W
Magnolia Village
Magnolia Village
Ballard Bridge
Ballard Bridge
Magnolia Village
Magnolia Village

Peak Hour
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM

17
12
10
25
13
12
34
15
17

Travel Time (minutes)

20 39
18 18
13 12
66* 78*
14 31
13 13
34 33
15 17
24 30

Origin

Smith Cove/Marina
Smith Cove/Marina
Elliott Avenue W
Elliott Avenue W
Smith Cove/Marina
Smith Cove/Marina
Ballard Bridge
Ballard Bridge
Average Travel Time

Destination

Elliott Avenue W
Elliott Avenue W
Smith Cove/Marina
Smith Cove/Marina
Ballard Bridge
Ballard Bridge
Smith Cove/Marina
Smith Cove/Marina

Peak Hour
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM

15
9
7

25

14
15

36
18
17

Between Smith Cove/Elliott Bay Marina and Elliot Bay/Ballard Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4

Travel Time (minutes)

18 2
15
11 3
63* 4
19 6
14 16
38 33
18 16
25 11

Origin

Magnolia Village
Magnolia Village
Smith Cove/Marina
Smith Cove/Marina
Average Travel Time

Destination

Smith Cove/Marina
Smith Cove/Marina
Magnolia Village
Magnolia Village

Peak Hour
AM
PM
AM
PM

N 00 O 00N

Between Smith Cove/Elliott Bay Marina and Magnolia Village Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4

Travel Time (minutes)

15 41
8 21
9 15
8 25

10 26

13
15
14
21
16

To Terminal 91/Expedia Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4

Origin Destination Peak Hour Travel Time (minutes)
Terminal 91/Expedia Elliott Avenue W AM 2 2 2 2
Terminal 91/Expedia Elliott Avenue W PM 2 2 5
Elliott Ave W Terminal 91/Expedia AM 2 3 4 6
Elliott Ave W Terminal 91/Expedia PM 6 5 5 5
Terminal 91/Expedia Ballard Bridge AM 7 5 7 8
Terminal 91/Expedia Ballard Bridge PM 6 10 18 16
Ballard Bridge Terminal 91/Expedia AM 36 33 36 28
Ballard Bridge Terminal 91/Expedia PM 10 13 18 9
Average Travel Time 9 9 12 10
Along 15th Avenue W Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4
Origin Destination Peak Hour Travel Time (minutes)
Ballard Bridge Elliott Bay AM 37 32 33 25
Ballard Bridge Elliott Bay PM 13 12 16 9
Elliott Bay Ballard Bridge AM 7 5 5 8
Elliott Bay Ballard Bridge PM 21 57 70* 32
Average Travel Time 20 27 31 19

*= Forcasted travel times over 1-hr were considered to be unacceptable. Any alternative with a travel time greater than 60

minutes was given the lowest possible score.

SDOT ¢ Magnolia Bridge Planning Study
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Based on the results of the Vehicular Access analysis, a scale was developed to score the alternatives relative to
each other. Table 2 shows the scoring matrix.

Table 2. Vehicular Access — Scoring Matrix

30 50 70
Average
Travel Time | 27t032 | 22to26 | 17t021 | 12to16 | 6to 11
(minutes)

The scores assigned to each of the alternatives by origin-destination pair are shown in Table 3.

Table 3. Vehicular Access — Scoring Results

A A A A /]
To Magnolia Village 50
Between Smith Cove/Elliott Bay Marina and Elliot Bay/Ballard 50
Between Smith Cove/Elliott Bay Marina and Magnolia Village 30 70
To Terminal 91/Expedia 70
Along 15th Avenue W 50 50

5.2.2.Multimodal Mobility (25%)

Multimodal Mobility made up 25-percent of the Mobility and Connectivity category. The criteria are related to
other road users, besides vehicles, that access Magnolia on a daily basis including pedestrians, bicycles, transit,
and freight. A detailed transit and non-motorized transportation analysis was performed and is presented in
Appendix D (Transportation Analysis — Transit, Pedestrian and Bicycles, Heffron Transportation, February 15,
2019). The results of that analysis were used to evaluate this group of criteria. Considerations for assessing the
mobility of these modes are described below.

The 25-percent assigned to the Multimodal Mobility criteria is divided among the following sub criteria,
representing different modal groups, as shown:

¢ Pedestrian and Bicycle (10%)
¢ Transit (10%)
¢ Freight (5%)

For each of the modal groups, a series of project-specific metrics related to connectivity and access were
identified. Each metric was assigned a maximum value which in effect weighted the metrics within the modal
group. Considering these metrics, the four alternatives were evaluated on a qualitative and comparative basis.
Table 4 summarizes the Multimodal Mobility metrics and analysis results.

SDOT ¢ Magnolia Bridge Planning Study 2019-0417 | 16 of 40
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Table 4. Multimodal Mobility — Analysis Results

Pedestrian and Bicycle

Max Value Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt3 Alt4

Non-motorized connection between Magnolia and 15th Ave W/Elliott Ave 66 a4 22 22 66
Non-motorized connection to existing facilities (trails, sidewalks, bike lanes) 100 100 100 66 33
Non-motorized connection between 15th Ave W/Elliott Ave and Smith Cove 33 22 11 33 33
Sum: 199 166 133 121 132

Percent: 100% 83% 67% 61% 66%

Transit Max Value Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt3 Alt4
Bus connection between Magnolia and Downtown Seattle 100 66 33 33 100
Bus connection between Magnolia and Smith Cove Light Rail Station 33 22 11 11 33
Bus connection between Magnolia and Interbay Light Rail Station 33 22 33 33 22
Bus connection between Magnolia and Interbay (Whole Foods) 33 33 11 11 22
Bus service near T-91 and Smith Cove Marina 33 11 11 11 33
Sum: 232 154 99 99 210

Percent: 100% 66% 43% 43% 91%

Freight Max Value Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt3 Alt4
Freight access to T-91/Expedia 66 66 66 44 a4
Freight access to Magnolia 33 22 11 11 33
Traffic flow on 15thAve W/Elliott Ave 100 66 33 33 100
Sum: 200 154 110 88 177

Percent: 100% 77% 55% 44% 89%

Based on the results of the Multimodal Mobility analysis, a scale was developed to score the alternatives relative

to each other. Table 5 shows the scoring matrix.

Table 5. Multimodal Mobility — Scoring Matrix

72to081 | 82to 91

30 50 70
Percent of
Maximum | 43to52 | 53t062 | 63to 71
Value

The scores assigned to each of the alternatives by modal group are shown in Table 6.

Table 6. Multimodal Mobility — Scoring Results

Alt 1

Pedestrian and Bicycle

Transit 50

Alt 2

Freight 70

Alt 3 Alt 4

5.3. Environmental Impacts

The Environmental Impacts category made up 15-percent of the total weighted score and includes project-
specific criteria that speak to impacts to existing land uses, sensitive areas, and natural hazards. The ideal
solution avoids or mitigates impacts to environmentally sensitive areas, minimizes impacts to natural hazards,
and limits right-of-way acquisition as well as noise and visual pollution impacting adjacent residents and

businesses.

SDOT ¢ Magnolia Bridge Planning Study
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The Environmental Impacts category includes the following project-specific criteria which were assigned
individual weighting that makes up 100 percent of the Environmental Impacts Category.

5.3.1. Impacts to Adjacent Land Use (40%)

Impacts to Adjacent Land Uses made up 40-percent of the Environmental Impacts category. The 40-percent
assigned to the Adjacent Land Use criteria is divided among the following sub criteria as shown:

¢ Right-of-Way Acquisition (20%)
¢ Visual and Noise Impacts (20%)

The evaluation of this project-specific criteria considers how much right-of-way acquisition would be required to
construct each alternative. It also considers the magnitude of long-term impacts on visual character, including
retaining walls and structures proposed, and noise levels in the surrounding areas.

Impacts to current land uses, such as Magnolia residences and Port of Seattle properties, were considered as
well as impacts to planned land uses such as the Expedia development and the Port of Seattle’s Upland
development.

5.3.2.Impacts to Sensitive Areas (30%)

Impacts to Sensitive Areas made up 30-percent of the Environmental Impacts category.

The evaluation of this project-specific criteria considers potential impacts to protected wildlife habitats and
mapped wetland areas which would require additional permitting and mitigation measures. The 30-percent
assigned to the Sensitive Areas criteria is divided among the following sub criteria as shown:

¢ Protected Wildlife Habitat (15%)
¢ Wetland Areas (15%)

5.3.3.Impacts to Natural Hazards (30%)

Impacts to Natural Hazards made up 30-percent of the Environmental Impacts score. The evaluation of this
project-specific criteria considers proximity to liquefaction zones and proximity to steep slopes and historic slide
areas. The 30-percent assigned to the Sensitive Areas criteria is divided among the following sub criteria as
shown:

¢ Steep Slopes (15%)
¢ Liquefaction Zone (15%)

5.3.4.Environmental Impact Analysis Results

To evaluate impacts for each of the project-specific criteria within the Environmental Impacts category, each of
the project components that make up the alternatives was assigned points (0 through 4) based on the
anticipated level of impact for each of the sub criteria. The anticipated level of impact was qualitatively
determined by evaluating the footprint of each component in relation to the aerial image and various geospatial
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data provided by the City of Seattle that represent each of the sub criteria. Depending on the project
components involved in each alternative, a total score was determined for each of the three project-specific
criteria related to Environmental Impacts. Table 7 summarizes the points assigned to each component and the
score for each alternative.

Table 7. Environmental Impacts — Analysis Results

ADJACENT LAND USE NATURAL HAZARDS SENSITIVE AREAS
Raw

ROW N Liquefaction| Natural

Component Noise . Land Use Habitat Wetland Sensitive P q
Acquisition Slopes Zone Hazard
Impacts Score Areas Score Score

Visual & Raw Raw

@ West Uplands Perimeter Road 0 2 2 0 2 2 1 1 2
® 20th Avenue W Improvements 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1
@ Dravus Street Improvements 1 1 2 0 0 0 0 1 1

Armory Way Bridge 1 1 2 0 2 2 2 1 3
@ Thorndyke Avenue Improvements 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
o Magnolia Bridge Spur 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1

Alaskan Way Connector 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
@ Lower Magnolia Bridge 0 3 3 0 0 0 0 1 1
@ In-Kind Replacement 0 3 3 0 0 0 3 1 4

ADJACENT LAND USE NATURAL HAZARDS SENSITIVE AREAS

Raw
Visual & ROW Raw Raw Stee Liquefaction| Natural
Alternative Noise o Land Use Habitat Wetland Sensitive 2 N
Acquisition Slopes Zone Hazard
Impacts Score Areas Score

Score

Based on the results of the Environmental Impacts analysis, a scale was developed to score the alternatives
relative to each other. Table 8 shows the scoring matrix.

Table 8. Environmental Impacts — Scoring Matrix

30 50 70

Total

. 7t08 5to6 4 2to3 Oto1l
Points

The scores assigned to each of the alternatives by project-specific criteria related to Environmental Impacts are
shown in Table 6.
Table 9. Environmental Impacts — Scoring Results

Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4

Adjacent Land Use

Sensitive Areas

Natural Hazards
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”’
D

SCJ ALLIANCE

CONSULTING SERVICES

5.4. Cost Estimate

The Cost Estimate category made up 30-percent of the total weighted score and includes only one project-
specific criteria that speaks to the expected cost of each alternative. The ideal solution is financially feasible and
provides the most benefit to the traveling public for the lowest possible cost.

5.4.1. Preliminary Cost Estimate (100%)

Preliminary Cost Estimate is the only project-specific criteria identified under the Cost Estimate category.
Therefore, the Preliminary Cost Estimate score makes up 100-percent of the Cost Estimate category.

For Alternative 4 (In-Kind Replacement), the cost estimate calculated for the 30% design effort in 2006 was
updated to 2018 dollars by escalating each of the estimated unit costs. For instance, right-of-way costs were
updated to 2018 dollars by escalating the unit cost of real estate based on the relative increase in King County
assessments for adjacent parcels over the escalation period.

The escalated unit costs were then used to develop planning level cost estimates for each of the separate
project components. The project component costs were then summed, depending on the configuration of each
alternative, to create a total estimated project cost for Alternatives 1, 2, and 3.

Table 10 summarizes the estimated component costs and the total Preliminary Cost Estimate for each of the
alternatives. Details on the cost estimates are included as Appendix E.

Table 10. Cost Estimate — Analysis Results

Component
Component Construction
Cost Estimate
@ Wwest Uplands Perimeter Road $13,396,000
® 20th Avenue W Improvements $1,004,000
@ Dravus Street Improvements $44,712,000
Armory Way Bridge $45,411,000
o Thorndyke Avenue Improvements $2,792,000
@ Magnolia Bridge Spur $43,544,000
Alaskan Way Connector $1,576,000
@ Lower Magnolia Bridge $67,063,000
® in-Kind Replacement $191,123,000
@ Existing Bridge Demolition $6,674,000

Construction Right-of-Way Soft Costs Estimate Base Contingency Total Cost

Alternative Cost Estimate | Cost Estimate Estimate Cost Cost Estimate Estimate
(2018S) (2018s) (2018s) (2018S) (2018s) (20189)

Alternative 1l @ @ @ @ © @ | $114,397,000 | $44,596,000 $45,758,800  $204,751,800 | $61,000,000 | $266,000,000
Alternative 2 @ @@ ©® © @ $110,906,000 | $42,155,800 $44,362,400  $197,424,200 | $59,000,000 | $256,000,000
Alternative 3 @ @ @ $118,449,000 | $44,406,800 $47,379,600  $210,235,400 | $63,000,000 | $273,000,000
Alternative 4 @ @ $197,797,000 | $48,544,000 $59,339,100 = $305,680,100 | $92,000,000 | $398,000,000
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Based on the results of the Cost Estimate analysis, a scale was developed to score the alternatives relative to
each other. Table 11 shows the scoring matrix.

Table 11. Cost Estimate — Scoring Matrix
10 30 50 70 20

Cost Estimate

(20189) >$375M $325Mto $375M | $275Mto $324M | $225Mto $274M <$225M

The scores assigned to each of the alternatives by project-specific criteria related to Cost Estimate are shown in
Table 12.

Table 12. Cost Estimate — Scoring Results

Alt1 Alt2 Alt3 Alt4
|Pre|iminary Cost Estimate 70 70 70 10

5.5. Implementation Characteristics

The Implementation Characteristics category made up 15-percent of the total weighted score and includes
project-specific criteria that speak to aspects of the actual construction process and how each alternative may
impact or benefit the traveling public. The ideal solution will be constructed with minimal impacts to traffic and
can be phased to provide interim functionality or benefit to the community.

The following project-specific criteria were used to determine the overall Implementation Characteristics of
each alternative.

5.5.1. Construction Duration (40%)

Construction Duration made up 40-percent of the Implementation Characteristics category and relates to the
overall anticipated length of construction. To evaluate construction duration, construction schedules were
developed for each of the four alternatives. The estimated construction schedules are provided as Appendix F

A detailed construction schedule was prepared for Alternative 4 (In-Kind Replacement) during the 30% design
effort in 2006. A construction management subconsultant reviewed and updated the previous schedule and
prepared high-level schedules for each of the other alternatives using the same criteria and durations for like
components. Table 13 summarizes the estimated construction duration by alternative.
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Table 13. Construction Duration — Analysis Results
Altl  Alt2 Alt 3 Altd |

Construction Duration 29 months 29 months 35 months 31 months

Based on the results of the Cost Estimate analysis, a scale was developed to score the alternatives relative to
each other. Table 14 shows the scoring matrix.

Table 14. Construction Duration — Scoring Matrix

30 50 70 920

Duration

35t036 | 33to34 | 31to32 | 29t030 | 27 to 28
(months)

5.5.2.Construction Impacts (30%)

Construction Impacts made up 30-percent of the Implementation Characteristics category and relates to the
anticipated length of significant impacts to traffic. Significant impacts were considered to be extended lane
closures on roads classified as principal arterials, such as 15" Avenue W, Dravus Street, and the Magnolia Bridge.
Construction impacts vary among the project components that make up each of the alternatives. For instance,
reconstructing the Dravus Street interchange would have large impacts to the existing transportation network
over the entire construction period. Alternatively, construction of the Amory Way Bridge or the West Uplands
Perimeter Road, which are largely new roadway components, could be done with far fewer impacts to the
traveling public.

To determine Construction Impacts, the construction schedules were evaluated to determine how many months
of significant traffic impacts would be experienced in each schedule. If a project component was expected to
introduce minor impacts to traffic, the duration of their exclusive work was eliminated from the overall duration
of each alternative to determine the remaining months that the public would experience significant traffic
impacts. Table 15 summarizes the estimated length of construction impacts by alternative.

Table 15. Construction Impacts — Analysis Results

Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4

Construction Impact 14 months 26 months 31 months 27 months

Based on the results of the Construction Impacts analysis, a scale was developed to score the alternatives
relative to each other. Table 16 shows the scoring matrix.

SDOT ¢ Magnolia Bridge Planning Study 2019-0417 | 22 of 40



-
- O
<

SCJ ALLIANCE

CONSULTING SERVICES

Table 16. Construction Impacts — Scoring Matrix

30 50 70

Duration

29t032 | 25t028 | 21t024 | 17t020 | 13to 16
(months)

5.5.3.Construction Phasing (30%)

Construction Phasing made up 30-percent of the Implementation Characteristics category and relates to the
ability of the alternative to be phased as to provide interim benefit or utility.

To evaluate construction phasing, project components were categorized by whether they provide independent
utility or not. In other words, if constructed in isolation, would the project component provide a significant
benefit to the traveling public. Most of the components provide no or very limited independent utility. However,
the West Perimeter Road, the Dravus Street improvements, and the new Armory Way Bridge were determined
to have a significant benefit to the public if constructed independently.

These three project components further analyzed based on two qualitative metrics, the magnitude of the
expected benefit and the volume of traffic that would benefit from the component. These qualitative
descriptors were multiplied to calculate an overall Independent Utility Score for each component which were
then applied to the alternatives. Table 17 summarizes the Construction Phasing analysis results.

Table 17. Construction Phasing — Analysis Results

Traffic Component
Level of Volume t Ind ndent
Components with Independent Utility Benefit o e. ° 'e'pe <

(x) Benefit Utility Score
(y) (x*y)
@ West Uplands Perimeter Road Medium (50) Low (30) 1500
@ Dravus Street Improvements Medium (50)  High (70) 3500
Armory Way Bridge Very High (90)  High (70) 6300

Alternative Alternative Independent Utility Score

Alternative 1 @ 7,800
Alternative2 @ @ 5,000
Alternative 3 @ 3,500
Alternative 4 0
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Based on the results of the Construction Phasing analysis, a scale was developed to score the alternatives
relative to each other. Table 18 shows the scoring matrix.

Table 18. Construction Phasing — Scoring Matrix

10 30 50 70 20
Alternative
Independent 0to 1,999 2,000 to 3,499 | 3,500 to0 4,999 | 5,000 to 6,499 | 6,500 to 8,000
Utility Score

5.5.4.Implementation Characteristics Analysis Results

The scoring results of the three project-specific criteria within the Implementation Characteristics category are
summarized in Table 19.

Table 19. Implementation Characteristics — Scoring Results

Construction Duration 70 70 10 50
Construction Impacts 90 30 10 30
Construction Phasing 90 70 50 10

5.6. Community Support

The Community Support category made up 15-percent of the total weighted score and includes project-specific
criteria related to the level of community support expressed by the public and stakeholders for each alternative
during the MBPS outreach effort. The ideal solution is broadly supported by the general public as well as key
stakeholders which include the Port of Seattle, BNSF, and Sound Transit.

5.6.1. Public Support (50%)

Public Support made up 50-percent of the Community Support category and was determined through public
outreach activities and surveys. In public meetings, Magnolia residents and users of the Magnolia Bridge
expressed strongly that their preferred solution is Alternative 4, an in-kind replacement of the existing bridge,
over any of the other alternatives. The project team held a series of community events to share the alternative
solutions and get feedback. The Outreach Summary Report is provided as Appendix G.
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A survey was conducted to determine public preference between the three Magnolia Bridge replacement
alternatives, not including the in-kind replacement. The results of the survey are provided in Table 20.

Table 20. Public Support — Survey Results

Alt1

Number of Votes

134

Alt 2
18

Alt 3
34

N/A

Based on the results of this survey and knowing that Alternative 4 was by far the most heavily preferred
solution, the alternatives were scored as shown in Table 21.

Table 21. Public Support — Scoring Results

‘ Public Support

5.6.2.Stakeholder Support (50%)

Stakeholder Support made up 50-percent of the Community Support category. These scores were calculated for
each alternative based on feedback received from SDOT, the Port of Seattle, BNSF, Sound Transit and others
that were collected during the outreach for this project. During this time, we collected their input on the project
purpose and goals, the components, and alternatives developed. Feedback was related to access to existing
BNSF and Port properties and businesses, integration with Sound Transit's future West Seattle and Ballard Link
Extension (WSBLE) rail project, potential impacts to current BNSF and Port operations, and potential conflicts
with planned developments. Table 22 summarizes the input we received for each of the alternatives.

Port of Seattle

Table 22. Stakeholder Support — Feedback Summary

Alt1

(+) Garfield St Flyover and Alaskan
Way Connector provide redundant
access option
(-) Garfield St Flyover and Alaskan
Way Connector impact Port property,
security, and operations
(-) West Perimeter Road impacts Port
property and provides circuitous
access to west side of T-91
(-) Impacts access to Anthony's

| Alt2

(+) Garfield St Flyover and Alaskan
Way Connector provide redundant
access option
(-) Garfield St Flyover and Alaskan
Way Connector impact Port property,
security, and operations
(-) West Perimeter Road impacts Port
property
(-) Impacts access to Anthony's

Alt3

(+) Maintains existing Port access and
operations
(+) Potential to maintains Anthony's
existing access
(0) Property impacts to T-91 Uplands
similar to existing structure

Alt4

(++) Maintains existing Port access,
mobility, and operations
(+) Potential to maintains Anthony's
existing access
(0) Property impacts to T-91 Uplands
similar to existing structure

Sound Transit”

(-) Requires design coordination with
several WSBLE alternatives at new
Armory Bridge & Garfield St Flyover

(0) Requires design coordination with
some WSBLE alternatives at new
Dravus St Upgrade & Garfield St Flyover]

(+) Requires design coordination with
some WSBLE alternatives at new
Dravus St Upgrade

(++) Required design coordination
limited to replacement of existing
structure

BNSF

(-) Armory Bridge adds new crossing
over rail hump yard
(-) 20th Ave W impacts

(++) No new crossing over rail
(-) 20th Ave W impacts

(++) No new crossing over rail

(++) No new crossing over rail

* WSBLE alternatives are planning concepts and are subject to change.
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Based on the input received, a score was assigned to each alternative by specific stakeholder. Input from each
stakeholder was considered to be of equal weight. Therefore, an average of the three stakeholder scores was
used to determine an overall score for stakeholder support. Table 23 summarizes the stakeholder support
scores by alternative.

Table 23. Stakeholder Support — Scoring Results

Alt1 Alt 2 Alt3 Alt 4

Port of Seattle 30 30 70 90
Sound Transit 30 50 70 90
BNSF 30 70 90 90
Overall Stakeholder Support 30 50 70 20
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6. Alternatives Analysis Results

The following provides a summary of the project-specific criteria scores and the application of the assigned
category weights, as discussed at the beginning of Section 3, that were used to determine and overall score and
ranking of the alternatives. In addition, a sensitivity analysis was conducted to see how changes to the category
weights affect the overall ranking. The results of this analysis are also discussed below.

6.1. Analysis Results

Table 24 summarizes the results of the analysis methodology described in Section 3, compiling all the criteria
scores in the five main categories for each of the alternatives.

Table 24. Summary of Analysis Scores Across Categories and Criteria

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4
Mobility and Connectivity
Vehicular Access
Magnolia Village
Smith Cove/Marina and 15th Ave W
Smith Cove/Marina and Magnolia
T91 and Alaskan Way
Along 15th Ave W
Vehicular Access
Pedestrian and Bicycle Access
Transit Access
Freight Access
Environmental Impact
Adjacent Land Use
Sensitive Areas
Natural Hazards

Estimate (20185)

Implementation Characteristics
Construction Duration
Construction Impacts
Construction Phasing
Community Support

Public Support
Stakeholder Support 30
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Using these scores and applying the weights given to each of the project-specific criteria and sub criteria results
in an overall score, out of a total of 100 points, for each of the main categories. The details of the alternative
scoring are provided in Appendix H and a summary of the weighted scores for each main category by alternative
is shown in Table 25.

Table 25. Final Scores by Main Category

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4
67 39

Mobility and Connectivity 38 77
Environmental Impact 24 42 60 70
Cost Estimate 70 70 70 10
Implementation Characteristics 82 58 22 32
Community Support 30 30 40 90

6.2. Weighted Scores

As discussed in Section 3.1, each of the five main categories was assigned a weight, as a percentage, to reflect
how critical each category is to the decision-making process. Figure 7 illustrates the assigned weight of each
category, as determined through discussions among SDOT, key stakeholders, and consultant project team.

Figure 7. Weighting of Main Categories

= Mobility and
Connectivity

= Environmental
Impact

= Estimated
Cost

= Implementation
Characteristics

= Community Support

Once determined, these assigned weights were applied to the main category scores to determine an overall
weighted score for each of the four Magnolia Bridge replacement alternatives which were then ranked. Table 26
provides a summary of the weighted scores and ranked alternatives.
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Table 26. Overall Weighted Scores and Ranked Alternatives

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4

Mobility and Connectivity

Category Score 67 39 38 77

Assigned Weight 25% 25% 25% 25%

Weighted Score 16.8 9.8 9.5 19.3
Environmental Impact

Category Score 24 42 60 70

Assigned Weight 15% 15% 15% 15%

Weighted Score 3.6 6.3 9.0 10.5
Cost Estimate

Category Score 70 70 70 10

Assigned Weight 30% 30% 30% 30%

Weighted Score 21.0 21.0 21.0 3.0
Implementation Characteristics

Category Score 82 58 22 32

Assigned Weight 15% 15% 15% 15%

Weighted Score 12.3 8.7 33 4.8
Community Support

Category Score 30 30 40 90

Assigned Weight 15% 15% 15% 15%

Weighted Score 4.5 4.5 6.0 13.5

OVERALL WEIGHTED SCORE

ALTERNATIVE RANKING

Based on this analysis, Alternative 1 (Armory Way Bridge) is ranked the highest while Alternative 4 (In-Kind
Replacement) and Alternative 2 (Dravus Street Bridge) are ranked in 2" and 3™ place respectively with less than
a one-point difference between their overall weighted scores. Alternative 3 (Lower Magnolia Bridge) come in
last in the rankings.

6.3. Sensitivity Analysis

To test and verify the results of the study, a sensitivity analysis was conducted to understand how changes in the
assigned weights might affect the ranked results. A series of different weighting scenarios were explored, each
emphasizing a different focus. A summary of the results of the sensitivity analysis is provided in Table 27.
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Table 27. Sensitivity Analysis Results by Weighting Scenerio

SCENARIO A: PUBLIC ACCEPTANCE

Mobility & Environmental Estimated Implementation Community Total
Connectivity Impacts Cost Characteristics Support Score Rank
40% 5% 5% 20% 30%
Alternative 1 26.8 12 3.5 16.4 9.0 56.9 2
Armory Way Bridge ) ) ) ) ) ’
Alternative 2
Dravus Street Bridge 15.6 2.1 3.5 11.6 9.0 41.8 3
Alternative 3 15.2 3.0 3.5 a4 12,0 38.1 4
Lower Magnolia Bridge ) ) ) ) ) ’
Al ive 4
ternatlve 30.8 3.5 0.5 6.4 27.0 68.2 1
In-Kind Replacement
SCENARIO B: EASE OF IMPLEMENTATION
Mobility & Environmental Estimated Implementation Community Total
Connectivity Impacts Cost Characteristics Support Score Rank
5% 25% 40% 25% 5%
Alternative 1
Armory Way Bridge 3.4 6.0 28.0 20.5 1.5 59.4 1
Alternative 2 2.0 10.5 28.0 145 15 56.5 2
Dravus Street Bridge ) ) ) ) ’ )
Alternative 3
Lower Magnolia Bridge 19 150 28.0 >3 20 524 3
Alternative 4 3.9 17.5 4.0 8.0 a5 37.9 4
In-Kind Replacement ) ) ) ) ) )
SCENARIO C: COST, PERFORMANCE, & ACCEPTANCE
Mobility & Environmental Estimated Implementation Community Total
Connectivity Impacts Cost Characteristics Support Score Rank
30% 5% 30% 5% 30%
Alternative 1
Armory Way Bridge 20.1 1.2 21.0 4.1 9.0 55.4 2
Alternative 2 1.7 21 21.0 29 9.0 467 4
Dravus Street Bridge ) ) ) ’ ) ’
Alternative 3
Lower Magnolia Bridge 11.4 3.0 21.0 11 12.0 48.5 3
Alternative 4 231 3.5 3.0 16 27.0 58.2 1
In-Kind Replacement ) ) ) ’ ) ’
SCENARIO D: ALL EQUAL
Mobility & Environmental Estimated Implementation Community Total
Connectivity Impacts Cost Characteristics Support Score Rank
20% 20% 20% 20% 20%
Alternative 1
Armory Way Bridge 134 4.8 14.0 16.4 6.0 54.6 2
Alt tive 2
ematve s 7.8 8.4 14.0 116 6.0 47.8 3
Dravus Street Bridge
Alternative 3
Lower Magnolia Bridge 7.6 12.0 14.0 4.4 8.0 46.0 4
Alt tive 4
erna’ive 15.4 14.0 2.0 6.4 18.0 55.8 1
In-Kind Replacement
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For the majority of the weighting scenarios, Alternative 4 (In-Kind Replacement) was found to be the highest-
ranking alternative. However, in Scenario B, which emphasized categories related to implementation of the
project, Alternative 4 (In-Kind Replacement) was found to be the lowest-ranking alternative.

Both Scenarios C and D had Alternative 4 (In-Kind Replacement) and Alternative 1 (Armory Way Bridge) ranking
in 1t and 2" place with less than two-points difference in the overall weighted score.

The greatest differential between scores was seen in Scenario A which focused on achieving public acceptance.
The scores of Alternatives 1 and 4 were still much higher than either Alternative 2 or 3. However, Alternative 4
(In-Kind Replacement) had a score almost ten-points higher than Alternative 1 (Armory Way Bridge).
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7. Conclusions

This alternatives analysis ranked Alternative 1 (Armory Way Bridge) highest with Alternative 4 (In-Kind
Replacement) and Alternative 2 (Dravus Street Bridge) ranked in 2nd and 3rd place respectively with less than
one-point difference in their overall weighted scores. A sensitivity analysis of the scores indicated that variations
in weighting of the criteria could significantly impact these results. The alternatives analysis and subsequent
sensitivity analysis indicated that:

Alternative 3 (Lower Magnolia Bridge) consistently ranked last with significantly lower scores than the
highest performing alternative.

While Alternative 3 (Lower Magnolia Bridge) ranked lowest in the implementation categories, it is
ranked second highest in the environmental impact category and comparable to Alternative 4 (In-kind
Replacement).

Alternative 2 (Dravus Street Bridge) typically ranked in the middle of the results but is competitive in
terms of cost, with a lower estimated cost than all other alternatives.

In the vehicle access analysis, both Alternatives 2 (Dravus Street Bridge) and Alternative 3 (Lower
Magnolia Bridge) were found to have routes with estimated travel times that exceeded one-hour which
represents a high risk of unacceptable delays to the traveling public and would potentially require
additional mitigation, if these alternatives moved forward.

Alternative 1 (Armory Way Bridge), Alternative 2 (Dravus Street Bridge), and Alternative 4 (In-Kind
Replacement) include components that would impact the hillside below Thorndyke Avenue W which
presents some level of risk to the project in terms of construction and long-term roadway stability.

Both Alternative 1 (Armory Way Bridge) and Alternative 4 (In-Kind Replacement) consistently performed
best in most scenarios; although the better performing alternative swapped depending on the weighting
of the criteria.

Looking closer at Alternative 1 (Armory Way Bridge) and Alternative 4 (In-Kind Replacement), these results
indicate that:

Alternative 1 (Armory Way Bridge) typically performed better than Alternative 4 (In-Kind Replacement)
in terms of cost, access to the Smith Cove Waterfront, and Construction Duration and Impacts.
Alternative 4 (In-Kind Replacement) typically performed better than Alternative 1 (Armory Way Bridge)
in terms of mobility and access, environmental impacts, and community support.

Alternative 1 (Armory Way Bridge) scored lowest in terms of environmental impacts and community
support.

Alternative 4 (In-Kind Replacement) scored lowest in terms of cost and construction duration and
impacts.
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Magnolia Bridge Replacement Project - Purpose and Goals

The original Magnolia Bridge Replacement Type, Size, and Location (TS&L) Study (HNTB, July 2007)
documented the purpose and goals for that project. These were developed in conjunction with the
Seattle Department of Transportation (SDOT) and community as part of that process. The goals were
used to create criteria by which the original 25 alighment alternatives were screened. The original
purpose and goals were reviewed and revised with the Stakeholder Advisory Committee in May 2017.

Purpose

The purpose of the Magnolia Bridge Replacement Project is to replace the existing Magnolia Bridge
structure, approaches, and related arterial connections with facilities that maintain convenient and
reliable vehicular and non-motorized access between the Magnolia community and the rest of the City of
Seattle. Because the existing bridge provides the only public vehicular access to the land between North
Bay, also referred to as Terminal 91, Smith Cove Park, and Elliott Bay Marina, the project purpose also
includes maintenance of access to these areas.

Project Goals

Provide a safe route(s) to Magnolia.
Provide reliable and redundant access to and from Magnolia.
Provide a route that is grade-separated from the BNSF Mainline railroad tracks.

Provide a route that will support Magnolia Village businesses.

Maintain or improve traffic flow on, and connections to, the 15th Avenue W corridor.
Maintain or improve access between Magnolia and the Smith Cove waterfront.

Maintain or improve access to Terminal 91.

Improve the level of bicycle and pedestrian connections within and beyond the project area.
Consider Sound Transit's future light rail extension project when planning new routes.
Consider cost-effective alternatives.

Minimize or mitigate environmental impacts.

FRXRSTIOITMOO®D>

Minimize disruption during construction.
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Component Analysis
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Project Magnolia Bridge Planning Study

Subject Component Analysis Summary

Many potential alternatives are being considered to replace the existing Magnolia Bridge. These alternatives are
comprised of many components that could be mixed and matched to create dozens of alternatives that replace
the existing Magnolia Bridge functionality. Because it is not feasible within the study budget or schedule to
evaluate all of these potential combinations, the project team has performed a “Component Analysis” to
provide information that can then be used to determine the trade-offs of the various components and package
components into alternatives which can be carried forward into the next phase of analysis.

1. Introduction to Component Analysis

For the Component Analysis, there are ten basic components being evaluated. Some of the components have
several route options (e.g., 2A or 2B). Only one of these options would be needed in any alternative. Likewise,
some of the components provide similar function (e.g., 4 or 5), but could have different geometric
considerations due to nearby land uses or other constraints.

The individual components, including route options, are shown in Figure 1. For the Component Analysis, they
were categorized into four groups:
¢ Southern Components:
Magnolia Bridge Segment to Alaskan Way (Component 7)
Alaskan Way Connector (Component 8)
East Uplands Perimeter Road (Component 9)
Magnolia Bridge Segment to 23™ Ave W (Component 10)
¢ Central Components
Armory Way Bridge (Components 5A and 5B)
Wheeler St Bridge (Components 4A and 4B)
¢ Northern Components
Dravus Street Improvements (Component 3)
¢ Western Components
West Uplands Perimeter Road (Component 1)
Magnolia Connector (Components 2A and 2B)
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New Bridge Port Connector (Components 6A, 6B, 6C, and 6D)

As a part of the Component Analysis, each component group was evaluated for traffic operations and geometric
feasibility. The following chapters summarize the analysis and findings by component group, making
recommendations about which components and configurations are viable for packaging into alternatives and
moving forward in the next phase of analysis.

2.Component Analysis Methodology

2.1. Traffic Volume Forecasts

Future traffic volumes have been forecasted for two conditions that bracket the lowest and highest potential
traffic volumes for each component. The methodology used to develop the 2035 traffic volume forecasts is
documented in a separate Technical Memorandum.® The conditions used for the Component Analysis include:

¢ Year 2035 Baseline Traffic Volumes — These volumes assume that the existing travel patterns would
remain the same in the future (meaning that Magnolia Bridge traffic would continue to use that bridge).
Even though this is not a realistic scenario given the state of the Magnolia Bridge, it reflects the potential
lowest volume of traffic that would be on any of the possible components.

¢ Year 2035 No Action and Action Traffic Volumes — These volumes assume that the Magnolia Bridge has
been closed, and all traffic must divert either to existing routes (No Action Alternative) or to a future
replacement alternative (Action). For any of the components, the condition that would result in the
potential highest volume of traffic was used in the analysis.

Sensitivity analyses were performed assuming incremental-stepped growth between the lowest and highest
traffic volume conditions. For some of the components, the analysis assumed 20% increments of the differential
between the low and high-volume conditions; for other conditions, the volumes changed depending on the
function served by the component. This incremental analysis provided information about whether a component
could accommodate all or only part of the expected volume. If the latter, it indicates that the component must
be paired with other components to achieve a fully-functional alternative.

2.2. Traffic Operations Analysis

Traffic operations analyses were performed for each traffic volume increment using the Synchro 10.1 analysis
software. For some of the components, an initial configuration and modified configurations were tested to
determine the potential benefits of different geometric layouts, and to determine the configuration that may be
needed to accommodate the worst-case volumes. After the components are packaged to create alternatives,
additional traffic operations analysis will be performed to assess the optimal configuration and to assess other
metrics such as travel times.

1 Heffron Transportation, Inc., Magnolia Bridge Long-Term Replacement Study, Traffic Analysis: Future Traffic

Forecasts and Operations, February 15, 2019
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Figure 1. All Individual Components
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2.3. Geometric Feasibility Analysis

In tandem with the traffic operations analysis, we tested components for geometric feasibility looking at
roadway horizontal layouts including cross-section widths, turn radii, ROW impacts, ability to move freight, and
pedestrian and bicycle connections; and vertical profiles including grades, sight distance, and required
clearances. In some cases, the results of the traffic operations analysis informed the design requirements,
especially at intersection locations. If a component was found to be both operationally and geometrically
feasible, it is a viable component to include in alternatives for the following phase of analysis.

3.Southern Components Analysis

] - : - 9 " - v ! &

Figure 2. Southern Components: Magnolia Bridge Segment to Alaskan Way (7), Alaskan Way Connector (8),
East Uplands Perimeter Road (9), and Magnolia Bridge Segment to 23rd Ave W (10)

3.1. Operational Analysis for Southern Components

The southernmost components could be combined in many ways that provide different functionality, affecting
who would be served and the travel routes used. For the purpose of the Component Analysis, Components 7, 8,
and 9 were evaluated using four different combinations/operating scenarios (including the baseline scenario).
These are summarized in Table 1. Component 10 was added to the set after the initial evaluation at the request
of community stakeholders and was evaluated separately.
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Table 1. Southern Component Operating Scenarios Evaluated

Baseline — The existing Magnolia Bridge is removed, and no long-term mitigations are implemented. All Magnolia Bridge
traffic rerouted to the W Dravus St or W Emerson Pl crossings. All Elliot Bay Park, Terminal 91, and Smith Cove Cruise
traffic must use the Galer Flyover to reach sites west of the BNSF Railway tracks.

Scenario 1 - Components 7+8 with eastbound only on Garfield
Street ramp. All Magnolia Bridge traffic would continue to use W
Dravus St or W Emerson Pl crossings. Component 7 retains the
Magnolia Bridge segments that stretch from the Galer Flyover to just
west of 15 Ave W, and rebuild the segments to the west. The Garfield
Street ramp would be one-way eastbound only and the Garfield Street
Bridge over 15" Ave W would be one-way westbound only. A new
connection (Component 8) to Alaskan Way would connect the new
bridge segment to Alaskan Way and Terminal 91. Inbound Terminal 91
and cruise terminal traffic arriving from the north would need to turn left
at the Galer Flyover/Elliott Ave W intersection. Outbound traffic could
split between the Galer Flyover and new ramp based on destination.

Scenario 2 - Same as Scenario 1, but with two-way Garfield Street
ramp. All Magnolia Bridge traffic would continue to use W Dravus St or
W Emerson PI crossings. Like scenario 1, except the ramp at W
Garfield St would have two-way traffic (similar to the existing
configuration). Inbound Terminal 91, Elliott Bay Park, and Smith Cove
Cruise Terminal traffic from the south would continue to use the Galer
Flyover, but inbound traffic from the north would be able to turn right to
the two-way ramp at W Garfield St With this routing, it was assumed
that the southbound left-turn movement at the Elliott Way W / Galer
Flyover intersection could be eliminated.

Scenario 3 - Components 7, 8 and 9 with two-way Garfield Street
ramp and two-way East Uplands Perimeter Road. The same as
Scenario 2, but with the addition of a roadway along the east side of
the Uplands Port property that provides two-way access to Magnolia.
The westbound Magnolia traffic coming from the south would use the
Galer Flyover/Magnolia Bridge ramp and the perimeter road, while the
traffic coming from the north would use the two-way W Garfield St
ramp. Eastbound Magnolia traffic would access 15t Ave W using the
two-way ramp at W Garfield St.

Scenario 4 - Same as Scenario 3, but with a one-way westbound
East Uplands Perimeter Road. Like Scenario 3, except the Upland
perimeter road would be one-way westbound (northbound). This
scenario only provides inbound access to the Magnolia neighborhood
(if combined with Component 2A or 2B). Eastbound (outbound)
Magnolia traffic would use alternative crossings further to the north.
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3.1.1. Traffic Volume Assumptions for Components 7 through 9

Because the various operating conditions could affect the Galer Flyover, five intersections were evaluated for
the southern Component Analysis:

Galer Flyover / Elliott Ave W

W Galer St / 15" Ave W

W Garfield St / 15™ Ave W

Galer Flyover / Alaskan Way W

Alaskan Way W / Magnolia Bridge Ramp (proposed with Component 7).

* & & o o

All preexisting intersections were modeled with configurations that match existing geometries, with the one
addition of a traffic signal at the Galer Flyover / Alaskan Way W intersection (to be built by Expedia). The
proposed Alaskan Way W / Magnolia Bridge Ramp intersection was modeled with a signal and a similar
geometric configuration to the Galer Flyover / Alaskan Way W intersection.

Unlike the analysis for the other components, the traffic volumes that might use these components are related
to the trip generation for the primary destinations that could be reached: Elliott Bay Park, Terminal 91, and the
Smith Cove Cruise Terminal. Year 2035 traffic volume estimates for those destinations were assumed for
Scenarios 1 or 2 and were assigned according to the most direct access route. Scenarios 3 and 4 with either a
two-way or one-way connection to Magnolia were modelled with the worst-case traffic for Magnolia. It is noted
that all the conditions assume a peak cruise day with two large ships at Terminal 91.

3.1.2. Operational Analysis Results for Components 7 through 9

The analysis results were charted to show the potential range of intersection delay associated with the various
scenarios described above. Figure 3 shows intersection delays at key intersections during the AM peak hour;
Figure 4 shows intersection delays at key intersections during the PM peak hour. Each scenario features
optimized signal timing and phasing, with the cycle lengths in the 15" Ave W corridor held to 150 seconds.
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Figure 3. Total Intersection Delays with Two Cruise Ships at Terminal 91 — AM Peak Hour
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Figure 4. Comparison of Total Intersection Delays — PM Peak Hour
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3.1.3. Queue Analysis for Components 7 through 9

In addition to intersection delays, the analysis also assessed queue lengths. Table 2 presents the queue lengths
for three significant movements: the southbound left-turn movement at Galer Flyover / Elliott Ave W, the
eastbound through-left turn movement at W Garfield St / 15™ Ave W, and the left turn coming off the Magnolia
Bridge ramp (eastbound left) at the newly constructed intersection on Alaskan Way W.

Table 2. Intersection 95th Percentile Queue Lengths (in feet)}- AM and PM Peak Hours

SBL @ Galer EBL @ W Garfield St/ EBL @ Alaskan Way W/
Flyover/Elliott Ave W 15t Ave W Bridge Segment Ramp
Scenario AM PM AM PM AM PM
Baseline 1625 309 1 0 1 0
Scenario 1 (1-way ramp) 1625 331 125 701 48 36
Scenario 2 (2-way ramp) n/a n/a 125 701 72 36
Scenario 3 n/a n/a 270 869 382 910
Scenario 4 (WB Only) n/a n/a 125 651 279 887

Source: Heffron Transportation, Inc., March 2018. Queue calculated using Synchro 10.1. The “n/a” symbol denotes a movement no longer exists with the
analysis scenario. All conditions assume two cruise ships at Terminal 91.

3.1.4. Operational Analysis for Component 10

Component 10 would create an elevated connection in the footprint of the existing Magnolia Bridge that
connects between 15" Ave W and 23™ Ave W (there would be no connection to Magnolia). Component 10
would also eliminate the need for Component 1 (the West Uplands Perimeter Road). So the analysis assumes
that Component 10 would provide all access to Smith Cove, and be used by 85% of Terminal 91 traffic and 70%
of Smith Cove Cruise Terminal traffic. The remaining Terminal 91 and Smith Cove Cruise Terminal traffic would
use the Galer Flyover along with all of the Elliott Bay Park traffic.

With Component 10, it is expected that the W Garfield St / 15th Ave W intersection would operate a LOS F
during both the AM and PM peak hours. The Galer Flyover / 15th Ave W intersection would operate a LOS F
during the AM peak hour and LOS C during the PM peak hour. In the AM peak hour, the queue of vehicles
waiting to turn left from 15th Ave W to the Galer Flyover would exceed 850 feet and block an adjacent through
lane. The queue in the eastbound through-left turn lane at the W Garfield St / 15™ Ave W intersection would
exceed 600 feet during the PM peak hour without any further intersection improvements.

3.2. Geometric Feasibility Analysis for Southern Components

3.2.1. Magnolia Bridge Segment to Alaskan Way (Component 7)

This component has been determined to be geometrically feasible. Details and results of the preliminary layout
are described below and shown in Figure 5:

¢ Design vehicle and speed. WB-67 truck, 25 mph
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SDOT’s Proposed Streets lllustrated Classification. Industrial Access

Cross-section. Construct a new structure over BNSF to the west of 15" Ave W and loop down to Alaskan
Way. One (12’) WB lane would be constructed from 15" Ave W and merge into westbound lane at top of
bridge. One (12’) EB lane will loop up the ramp from Alaskan and widen to 2 lanes (both 12’) over BNSF
and down to an at grade connection at 15" Ave W. All travel lanes reduce to 11’ before the horizontal
curve that declines to Alaskan Way. Five-foot bike lanes are included on each side of the new structure
alignment as Magnolia Bridge is listed in the City’s bike route map.

Layout. Grade and curvature would mimic the layout of the existing Galer St. flyover to the south. There
would be approximately 100’ to the east of the retaining walls on the loop ramp which the Port of Seattle
could use to move people and goods north-south within their secured property.

Profile. Grade needed to tie into the existing structure over 15" Ave W is 6.25%; slightly higher than the
6% maximum typically used for freight without a reduction in speed anticipated. Structure depth
assumption is to match existing (6’ feet). Maintains a minimum clearance of 23.5’ over BNSF and 20.0’
over Alaskan Way.

Figure 5. Component 7 Layout

3.2.2. Alaskan Way Connector (Component 8)

This component has been determined to be geometrically feasible. Details and results of the preliminary layout
are described below and shown in Figure 6:

14
¢
14

Design vehicle and speed. WB-67 truck, 30 mph

SDOT’s Proposed Streets lllustrated Classification. Industrial Access

Cross-section. One lane in each direction (both 11’) with curb and gutter on both sides. Sidewalks and
bike lanes are not included due to proximity of the existing multi-use path, which would be
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reconstructed and relocated to the east side of Alaskan Way with a crossing back to existing alignment
on west side at or south of T-91 East Gate.

¢ Layout. Coordinated with the design of Component 7 and travels under that component’s BNSF
overpass. Includes the redesign of the current intersection of Alaskan Way with the Port of Seattle’s
East Gate Access road and incorporates the layout of the existing multi-use path into its design. Ties
into the existing Port of Seattle gate and requires a second gate be added on Alaskan Way to the
north to secure entry into the Port’s facilities.

¢ Profile. Grades typically match existing. Maintains a minimum clearance of 20.0’ under new Component
7 bridge over BNSF.

Figure 6. Component 8 Layout

3.2.3. East Uplands Perimeter Road (Component 9)

Due to proximity to existing structures and railroad spurs, Component 9 would have significant impacts to Port
operations. For this reason, an East Uplands Perimeter Road is geometrically infeasible. Details and results of the
preliminary layout are described below and shown in Figure 7:

¢ Design vehicle and speed. WB-67 truck, 35 mph
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¢ SDOT’s Proposed Streets lllustrated Classification. Minor Industrial Access

¢ Cross-section. One lane in each direction (both 11’) with curb and gutter on both sides. Sidewalks and
bike lanes are not included due to proximity of the existing multi-use path on the east side, which is
assumed to remain in generally the same location. Roadway cross-section consists of a crowned roadway
with 2% cross slopes and a 4% super in horizontal curves.

¢ Layout. Existing multi-use path to the east of the alignment has been left in place and incorporated into
the design to reduce the footprint where possible and its layout enables the existing BNSF path bridge
along the east side of the road to stay in place, if desired. The shared-use path crosses at an intersection
on the north side of the Port of Seattle property to tie into the sidewalk alongside Component 2A. This
multi-use path also ties into the existing path south of Component 8. The geometry does not physically
impact any existing structures; however, its proximity to existing structures would likely make existing
building access and truck loading at adjacent warehouse docks difficult and would make existing railroad
spur unusable resulting in an infeasible finding for this component. The 25’ excavation clearance required
(BNSF standards) from the centerline of the outermost track may require some deviation or shoring to
protect existing grades. Horizontal curves have been kept well above the minimum needed to maintain
normal crown on the 4% super-elevation chart, enabling profile to match the existing grade.

¢ Profile. Grades are relatively flat through this component due to the existing graded pavement area it
follows.

Figure 7. Component 9 Layout

3.2.4. Magnolia Bridge Segment to 23" Ave W (Component 10)

This component has been determined to be geometrically feasible. Details and results of the preliminary layout
are described below and shown in Figure 8:

¢ Design vehicle and speed. WB-67 truck, 35 mph

¢ SDOT’s Proposed Streets lllustrated Classification. Urban Center Connector

¢ Cross-section. One lane in each direction (both 11’). Includes 5’ bike lanes on each side of the new
alignment to accommodate bicycle traffic as Magnolia Bridge is listed in the City’s bike route map.

¢ Layout. Would build a new structure in the alignment of the existing Magnolia Bridge from the point
where it crosses 15th Ave W to the west over BNSF and to the point where it crosses over the center Port
of Seattle’s north-south access road just west of Anthony’s and then extend ramps down to 23rd Ave W
on the west and down to 15" Ave W on the east. Does not include any access to the Port of Seattle’s
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Main Gate, now located in the center of the Magnolia Bridge. While the design could include an elevated
connection to the Anthony’s truck loading dock (now accessed from the Magnolia Bridge), temporary
replacement of that truck loading facility would be required during the period between Magnolia Bridge
demolition and completion of the new structure.

¢ Profile. Grade needed to tie into the existing structure over 15th Ave W is 6.25%; slightly higher than the
6% maximum typically used for freight without a reduction in speed anticipated. Structure depth
assumed to match existing (6’). Maintains a clearance of 23.5’ over BNSF and the Port’s north-south road
in and out of the Smith Cove Cruise Terminal.

Figure 8. Component 10 Layout

3.3. Summary of Key Findings for Southern Components

The Component Analysis for of these southern intersections revealed several key findings that inform potential
alignment alternatives:

¢ Components 7 and 8 (w/ two-way ramp access at W Garfield St) improve corridor operations.
Operations in this section of 15" Ave W improve when the southbound left-turn movement at the Galer
Flyover can be eliminated. This improvement is most pronounced during the AM peak hour, when total
intersection delay at the Galer Flyover / Elliott Ave W intersection is reduced by more than 75%.
However, the existing eastbound approach at W Garfield St may struggle to accommodate the left-
turning vehicles during the PM peak hour, when reported queue lengths exceed 700 feet. A new access
point at the north end of Terminal 91 (Component 2A or 2B) that can serve Terminal 91 trips would
reduce the strain on this movement.
Component 9 is not geometrically feasible.

¢ Components 7 and 8 improve operations at the west end of the Galer Flyover. These two components
provide operational benefits to the Elliott/15" Ave W corridor by providing another point of access to
Terminal 91 and Smith Cove Cruise Terminal traffic other than the Galer Flyover. If the components can
also serve Elliott Bay Park traffic arriving from the north, then the southbound left turn to the Galer
Flyover could be prohibited. This provides the largest benefit to the Elliott/15™ corridor. The benefits are
most pronounced during the PM peak hour (when the southbound left turn would otherwise cross the
high northbound through traffic on the corridor) and during mornings with cruise ship operations. It is
noted that some of these benefits would be realized with Component 10, but that option would not
serve Elliott Bay Park traffic, so the southbound left turn movement to the Galer Flyover would need to
remain.

¢ Components 7, 8, and 10 are geometrically feasible.

SDOT ¢ Magnolia Bridge Planning Study 2019-0327 | 12 of 34



Based on the analysis, the Magnolia Bridge Segment to Alaskan Way and the Alaskan Way Extension
(Components 7 and 8) and the Magnolia Bridge Segment to 23™ Ave W (Component 10) will be carried forward
to the alternatives analysis. Specifically, both Magnolia Bridge Segment options (Components 7 and 10) should
have two-way access on the Garfield Street ramp.

Due to significant impact to Port of Seattle operations, the East Uplands Perimeter Road (Component 9) is not
recommended for further consideration and will not be carried forward to the alternatives analysis.

4.Central Components

4.1. Operational Analysis of Central Components

The two components central components would have a similar function, which would create a new grade-
separated crossing of the BNSF Railway tracks between the 15" Ave W corridor and Thorndyke Ave W. Traffic
that may choose to use either route would be similar. Five different operating scenarios were evaluated for
these components:

4 Scenario 1 — Wheeler Street at-grade intersection at 15" Ave W (Component 4A): All Magnolia Bridge
traffic would be rerouted to a new roadway in the W Wheeler St alignment and structure over the BNSF
tracks. The roadway would intersect 15™ Ave W with a conventional surface intersection.

4 Scenario 2 - Armory Way at-grade intersection at 15th Ave W (Component 5A): All Magnolia Bridge
traffic would be rerouted to a new roadway in the Armory Way alignment and structure over the BNSF
tracks. The roadway would intersect 15th Ave W with a conventional surface intersection.
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¢ Scenario 3 — Wheeler / Armory Couplet (Component 4A + 5A): The eastbound and westbound Magnolia
Bridge traffic would be split to the two new one-way structures described above. The westbound traffic
would be routed to W Wheeler St, and the eastbound traffic would be routed to Armory Way. Both
routes would intersect 15" Ave W at conventional surface intersections.

¢ Scenario 4 — Wheeler Street Flyover (Component 4B): An elevated overpass would be built to serve the
northbound-to-westbound movements so that they do not turn left from 15" Ave W. The overpass
would utilize Gilman Dr W as part of its ramp, looping right from 15" Ave W to Gilman Drive W and then
right again onto a new overpass in the W Wheeler St alignment. Eastbound traffic would intersect 15%
Ave W at a conventional at-grade intersection.

4 Scenario 5 — Armory Way Flyover (Component 5B): An elevated overpass would be built to serve the
northbound-to-westbound movements so that they do not turn left from 15" Ave W. The overpass
would rise from the center lanes on 15™ Ave W and pass over southbound traffic.

4.1.1. Operational Analysis Results for Central Components

The analysis results were plotted to show the potential range of intersection delay associated with the various
scenarios described above. Figure 10 shows intersection delays at the W Wheeler St / 15" Ave W intersection;
Figure 11 shows results for the W Armory Way / 15" Ave W intersection. The basic scenarios assume limited
changes to the existing intersection configuration (single northbound left turn lane, and two-lane approach
eastbound on the side street). The “Mitigated” scenarios include a second northbound left-turn lane and a three
lane eastbound approach (one left-turn lane, one thru-left-turn lane, and one right-turn lane).

280.0
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240.0 —@— Scenario 1 w/ Mitigation
—é&— Scenario 3: Couplet
—ir— Scenario 3 w/ Mitigations o
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Figure 10. W Armory Way / 15th Ave W Intersection Delay with Various Scenarios

Source: Heffron Transportation, Inc., March 2018. Note: The maximum volume for the Couplet is less than for other scenarios since only one direction of traffic
would use Wheeler Street.
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4.1.2.
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Figure 11. W Armory Way / 15th Ave W Intersection Delay with Various Scenarios
Source: Heffron Transportation, Inc., March 2018. Note: The maximum volume for the Couplet is less than for other scenarios since only one direction of

Magnolia-bound traffic would use Armory Way. The maximum volume for the Armory Overpass is also less since northbound left-turn traffic would not go through
the at-grade intersection.

Queue Analysis for Central Components

Another key metric is the length of the northbound left turn queue approaching each intersection. This was
tested for the W Wheeler St intersection, which is further away from nearby intersections (1,015 feet) that may
affect queue model results. The queue lengths would be similar at Armory Way; however, it has less available

storage space (about 540 feet) between it and the next closest signalized intersection. Figure 12 illustrates the
results of the queue analysis for the Wheeler Street Bridge (at-grade intersection treatment).
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Source: Heffron Transportation, Inc., March 2018. Queue calculated using Synchro 10.1. The 95% queue length calculations account for upstream metering. The "#"

4.2.

symbol denotes results when the lane group's v/c >1 and the actual queue length may be longer than the reported value.

Geometric Analysis of Central Components

4.2.1. Wheeler Street Bridge (Components 4A and 4B)

Both Component 4A, Wheeler Street Bridge with an at-grade intersection at Wheeler and 15" Ave W and
Component 4B, Wheeler Street Bridge with a hook to Gilman Dr W and a grade-separated intersection at
Wheeler and 15" Ave W, were found to be geometrically infeasible. Details and results of the preliminary layout
of each component are described below and Component 4B is shown in Figure 13 below.

¢
¢
¢

Design vehicle and speed. WB-67 truck, 25 mph

SDOT’s Proposed Streets lllustrated Classification. Urban Center Connector

Cross-section. One lane in each direction (both 11’) with curb and gutter and a 10’ multi-use path on the
south side of the road.

Layout of 4A. The layout of Component 4A includes an at-grade intersection at Wheeler and 15™ Ave W.
There is approximately 1,015’ available for NB left turn storage and the queue length needed exceeds
this which indicates a dual-left turn would be needed. However, there is not enough width available for a
dual NB left-turn pocket; therefore, Component 4A was found to be geometrically infeasible.

Layout of 4B. The layout of Component 4B requires a very tightly skewed right-turn onto Gilman Drive W
that increases significantly in grade as you proceed southeast on Gilman. This turn cannot be designed to
accommodate trucks with the combined skew and grade differential. In addition, the slow speeds
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necessary to accommodate the right-turning traffic would back up NB 15™ Ave W significantly. Therefore,
Component 4B was found to be geometrically infeasible.

Figure 13. Component 4B Layout

4.2.2. Armory Way Bridge (Components 5A and 5B)

Component 5A, which turns from NB 15™ Ave W to Armory Way at an at-grade intersection was found to be
geometrically infeasible. Component 5B, which turns from NB 15" Ave W to Armory Way via a grade-separated
flyover to Armory Way was found to be geometrically feasible. Details and results of the preliminary layout of
each component are described below and Component 5B is shown in Figure 14:

¢ Design vehicle and speed. WB-67 truck, 35 mph

¢ SDOT’s Proposed Streets lllustrated Classification. Industrial Access

¢ Cross-section. One lane in each direction (12’ elevated, 11’ at-grade) with curb and gutter and a 10’
multi-use path on the south side of the road. In addition, Armory Way includes one lane WB and one lane
EB widening to two lanes EB at 15" Ave W (these tuck under some of the elevated structure carrying
traffic over BNSF).

¢ Layout of 5A. The layout of Component 5A includes an at-grade intersection at Armory Way and 15" Ave
W. There is insufficient length between Armory Way and the turn into Whole Foods to the south to
provide this required queue length and there is also insufficient width to make this a dual left-turn.
Therefore, Component 4A was found to be geometrically infeasible.

¢ Layout and Profile of 5B along 15" Ave W. The layout of Component 5B includes a grade-separated left-
turn flyover to an elevated structure over Armory Way from NB 15" Ave W to WB Armory Way. The NB
to WB movement onto the Armory way elevated structure weaves under a potential Sound Transit LRT
structure and then increases in grade so that it would go over the SB 15" Ave W lanes with 20’ of
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clearance underneath. This Component would require widening of the existing travelled way on 15th Ave
W but would not have significant impacts to buildings alongside the street. Approximately 1,000 L.F. of a
NB bus-only / right-turn only lane on 15th Ave W would be eliminated and replaced with a general
through-lane in between Armory Way S and roughly 100’ south of W Howe St. A 10’ width was assumed
for the protected median on 15th Ave W. This accounts for 5’ diameter columns and vertical back barrier
on the NB and SB sides.

¢ Layout and Profile of 5B along Armory Way. The alignment along Armory way includes both elevated
lanes and at-grade lanes for business access. One WB lane is elevated from 15th Ave W all the way to
Thorndyke, with a ramp down to at-grade Armory Way to provide business access to vehicles that have
turned onto Armory from NB 15th Ave W. One EB lanes enters the west end of Armory elevated on the
same structure as WB traffic and then drops down to grade mid-way down Armory Way. There is one
lane in each direction (WB and EB) at-grade, adjacent to and partially under the elevated structure to
provide business access. The WB at-grade lane merges with the ramp down from the elevated ramp and
continues to a turn-around provided under the elevated structure at the eastern end of Armory Way to
allow at-grade traffic to turn around and access businesses on both sides of Armory Way. The EB at-grade
lanes extends from the turn-around to 15th Ave W and is joined by the EB lane from the elevated
structure, providing two EB lanes at 15th Ave W. There is a 10’ multi-use path along the south side of
Armory Way, there is one section that is reduced to 9’ to avoid impacts to existing structures.

¢ Layout and Profile of 5B over BNSF and to Thorndyke. The elevated Armory Way structure continues
from the east end of existing Armory Way over the BNSF tracks near the old city right-of-way and
continues elevated to Thorndyke Ave W. There are minor Impacts to the golf course on the east side of
the BNSF tracks if the crossing of BNSF is constructed perpendicularly to the tracks. These could be
reduced or avoided as designed where Armory crosses BNSF at a skew. The diagonal crossing would span
approximately 480 LF over the tracks at an approximate 42° angle.

¢ Structure Depth. 6’
Other Considerations. The proposed alignment down Armory runs along the path of existing utility poles
that are assumed to eventually be installed underground. A new Self Storage building has been
constructed on the south side of Armory Way and was considered with this layout (shown in light blue in
Figure 14, Figure 15, and Figure 16).
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L RERAINING WALLS

Figure 15. Component 5B Layout — Middle

SDOT ¢ Magnolia Bridge Planning Study 2019-0327 | 19 of 34




Figure 16. Component 5B Layout - East

4.3. Summary of Key Findings for Central Components

The Component Analysis for Wheeler and Armory Way revealed several key findings that inform potential
alignment alternatives:

¢ The critical movement that affects operations is the northbound left turn movement from 15th Ave W
towards Magnolia. This movement to the Magnolia Bridge is currently accommodated by a right-turn
off-ramp and bridge over 15th Ave W. Putting the movement at a traditional at-grade intersection would
result in substantial queues on 15th Ave W. The queue storage potential is greatest at W Wheeler St,
which is located about 1,015 feet from the next closest signalized intersection. Armory Way has much
less queue storage space, with about 550 feet to the next closest intersection. Given the need to
accommodate a queue, a dual left turn lane would be needed to serve the northbound traffic destined to
Magnolia. This feature is not geometrically feasible.

¢ Left turn overpass improves operations, but not if it uses Gilman Dr W. The volume of northbound-to-
westbound traffic can be served by an overpass. However, if the overpass is located at Gilman Drive W
(as in Scenario 4), that traffic must travel north on 15th Ave W through both the W Armory Way and W
Wheeler St intersections, affecting traffic operations at those intersections. The volume is high enough
that it may require an additional northbound lane (or use of the transit lane). The loop to Gilman Dr W
was deemed to be geometrically infeasible. Access to an overpass south of Armory Way would have
fewer conflicts on the corridor.
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¢ Eastbound traffic will require added lane capacity at 15th Ave W intersection. Wherever eastbound
traffic rejoins 15th Ave W, the design should consider three eastbound lanes to provide for dual left-turn
lane and a single right-turn lane.

¢ Components 5B is geometrically feasible. Although Component 5B includes some very complicated
alignments, it appears to be feasible to construct within the Armory Way corridor. Further design and
stakeholder considerations need to be explored as the project proceeds.

Based on the operational and geometric analysis, only the Armory Way Bridge with an elevated northbound on-
ramp (Component 5B) will be carried forward to the alternatives analysis.

5.Northern Component

Figure 17. Northern Component: Dravus Street (3)
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5.1. Operational Analysis of Northern Component

The Dravus Street Component would include upgrading the interchange at W Dravus St/15" Ave W (to be
referred to as the Dravus Interchange). This example compares the existing “tight-diamond” configuration that
has two sets of on/off ramps to a configuration that would create a modified Single-Point Urban Interchange
(SPUI) that includes pedestrian crossings on all four approaches plus transit bypass lanes on the on and off-
ramps (transit buses exit the 15" Ave W corridor, stop on the ramps for passengers, and then return to 15™ Ave
W).

The Dravus Interchange was evaluated to determine if it could be improved to accommodate all traffic that
needs to cross the BNSF Railway tracks. The worst-case volumes assume that the Magnolia Bridge is closed and
all traffic must divert to alternative routes, with the majority of that traffic diverting to W Dravus St Analysis was
performed for both sets of volumes as well as for four intermediate conditions that reflect 20% increments of
the differential between the low and high-volume conditions.

5.1.1. Operational Analysis Results for Dravus Interchange

Operations analysis was performed assuming that the Dravus Interchange would be rebuilt as a SPUI, as
described above. Various lane configurations for the SPUI were tested. The No Action condition assumed the
short-term improvements recommended in the Magnolia Bridge Emergency Closure Study, which for this
interchange would implement a dual-left turn at the northbound off-ramp and upgrading the signal system. The
results of the incremental analysis and different geometric conditions are summarized in Figure 19.
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Figure 19. Component Analysis — Dravus Street Interchange

Source: Heffron Transportation, Inc., February 2018
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5.1.2. Operational and Geometric Analysis for W Dravus St/20" Ave W
Intersection

An operational and geometric analysis was performed for the Component 3 roadway network along Dravus
Street that included the intersection with 20" Ave W. The analysis included the following scenarios:

¢

Scenario 1 — No changes to the existing intersection: The existing intersection would need to
accommodate the increased traffic under the worst-case scenario without any improvements.

Scenario 2 — Protected eastbound/westbound left turns: The innermost eastbound and westbound
lanes would be converted from shared thru-left-turn lanes to dedicated left-turn lanes with protected
phasing. This improvement would carry forward to the following scenarios.

Scenario 3 — Additional eastbound/westbound lanes: Add an additional lane in both eastbound and
westbound directions of travel. Both approaches would include one dedicated left-turn lane, a thru lane,
and one shared thru-right-turn lane. This analysis considered adding split traffic control to permit a
shared westbound thru-left-turn lane, but vehicular operations were better with the protected phasing.
Scenario 4 — Dual northbound right-turn lanes: Extend the existing right-turn pocket and add a second
dedicated right-turn lane. Northbound and southbound traffic control changed to split phasing.
Scenario 5 — Combine scenarios 3 and 4: Add both the additional eastbound/westbound lanes and the
additional northbound right-turn lane.

It is assumed that a two-way protected bicycle lane remains on the east side of the 20" Ave W, which impacts
operations by limiting the northbound right-turn movement. Table 3 presents the LOS results at the intersection
with 20 Ave W assuming the worst-case future traffic volumes that W Dravus St would carry all traffic that now
uses the Magnolia Bridge. As shown, only Scenario 5 would achieve better than failing operations during both
peak hours for this worst-case condition. Fewer auxiliary lanes would be needed if this component were paired
with others that reduced the traffic load on W Dravus St. The existing structure over BNSF would require a
widening of 12 ft to accommodate the new center lane that is needed to tie-in the additional left turn pocket
needed for the Dravus Street intersections with 17" Ave W and 20" Ave W.
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Table 3. Level of Service — W Dravus St and 20th Ave W Intersection — Worst-Case Traffic Volumes

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5
AM Peak Hour LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay
Overall Intersection F >1,000 F 96.5 E 63.1 D 50.1 D 39.9
Eastbound Approach E 60.8 F 126.8 E 74.4 F 97.9 D 53.8
Westbound Approach F >3,000 D 443 D 39.1 C 26.7 C 294
Northbound Approach F 257.3 F 122.7 E 69.5 C 28.0 C 279
Southbound Approach F 103.8 F 109.2 F 87.9 F 103.0 E 79.5
PM Peak Hour LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay
Overall Intersection F >1,000 F 170.8 E 70.6 F 172.0 E 61.3
Eastbound Approach D 377 F 89.2 E 76.1 E 78.2 E 66.9
Westbound Approach F >1,500 F 2194 E 64.2 F 202.6 D 49.3
Northbound Approach F 139.9 E 60.5 E 56.8 D 44.0 C 34.8
Southbound Approach F 272.0 F 219.8 F 105.9 F 321.8 F 132.5

Source: Heffron Transportation, Inc., July 2018. Assumes no other connections to Magnolia are constructed.

5.2. Geometric Analysis for Northern Component

5.2.1. Dravus Street Improvements (Component 3)

This component has been determined to be geometrically feasible. Details and results of the preliminary layout
of each component are described below and in Figure 18 and Figure 19:

¢ Design vehicle and speed. WB-67 truck, Dravus — 25 mph, 15™ Ave W — 30 mph

¢ SDOT’s Proposed Streets lllustrated Classification. Dravus — Neighborhood Corridor/Urban Access
Connector, 15" Ave W — Urban Center Connector. Intersection design is a low-speed SPUI at Dravus and
15™ Ave W, modified to include thru movements required for buses and business access along the
ramps.

¢ Cross-section. All travel lanes are 11’ wide. Dravus includes two 11’ travel lanes both EB and WB
from 20™ Ave W to 14" Ave W, tapering down to one 11’ lane each direction to the east of 14
Ave W and to match existing. Along Dravus to the west of 20™ Ave W, one 11’ WB lane and two 11’
EB lanes taper into the existing one lane each direction after 22" Ave W. All roads include curb and
gutter, and Dravus has a 5’ bike lane and 6’ sidewalks on both sides. The SPUIl ramps are set at 14’
to accommodate the turning paths of the larger WB-67 trucks with the SB On ramp having 1, NB
Off ramp 2, SB Off ramp 1, and the NB On ramp 2. An additional 12’ right turn/thru lane is include
on the NB Off and SB Off ramps. Includes a 20’ median area along 15" Ave W for the placement of
potential piers for Sound Transit LRT. Maintains three lanes NB and SB on 15" Ave W.

¢ Layout. Requires reconstruction and widening of the existing bridge over the BNSF railway tracks. SPUI
layout includes new retaining walls along 15™ Ave W to maintain a small footprint and reduce impacts
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along Dravus and 15 Ave W.

¢ Profile. Existing grade of Dravus coming into the SPUI from the east of the is extremely steep at ~14 %,
while from the west grades are ~10 %. The design of the SPUl assumes that the grade of the new
construction along Dravus will remain somewhere near existing because flattening the roadway would
require the existing structures along Dravus to either be removed or costly retaining walls.

¢ Structure Depth. 6

¢ Other Considerations. The SPUIl impacts businesses on NE, SW, and SE corners of the intersection.
Coordination of the design at 15" Ave W with a potential Sound Transit LRT station includes
pedestrian walkways to access a station over Dravus.

Figure 18. Component 3 SPUI Layout
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Figure 19. Component 3 Layout
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5.3. Summary of Key Findings for Northern Component

Several findings can be discerned from the analysis, including:

¢ The SPUI improves operations at W Dravus St / 15" Ave W. The existing Dravus Street Interchange with
the short-term improvements would operate at LOS F conditions with even small amounts of traffic
added to it. A SPUI with both improvements, two westbound left-turn lanes and three northbound lanes,
is geometrically feasible but would still approach LOS F conditions under the worst-case volume
conditions with Magnolia Bridge closed. This indicates that pairing this option with another component
should be considered.

4 The Dravus corridor may require improvements. The Dravus Street corridor between 15 Ave W and
20™ Ave W will need to be improved if no additional Magnolia crossing is built. These improvements
include additional lanes at the intersections with 17™ Ave W and 20" Ave W and the widening of the
BNSF crossing.

4+ Component 3 is geometrically feasible. It is geometrically feasible to construct the SPUI at 15™ Ave W,
widen the Dravus BNSF crossing, and expand the 17™" Ave W and 20" Ave W intersections. These
improvement would increase the infrastructure footprint along this corridor, but would improve
operations considerably.

Based on this analysis, Dravus Street Improvements (3) will be carried forward to the alternatives analysis.

6. Western Components

Figure 20. Western Components: West Upland Perimeter Road (1), Magnolia
Connector (2A and 2B), and New Bridge Port Connector (6A, 6B, 6C, and 6D)
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6.1. Operational Analysis for Western Components

Operational analysis for these components was limited. The preference for 20™" Ave W (Component 2A) over 21°
Ave W (Component 2B) was largely based on geometric and land use considerations. Both options would require
a new signal on Thorndyke Ave W; however, it should be noted that the intersection of Thorndyke Ave W and
21 Ave W is a complex, five-leg intersection which was expected to pose more challenges in processing traffic
safely and efficiently when compared to the intersection of Thorndyke Ave W and 20t Ave W.

Components 6A and 6B are both ramp structures that are expected to be costly to construct. To determine their
viability, the volume anticipated to use them was estimated to understand if the benefit justified the cost of
construction. For the worst-case forecast, it was assumed that all traffic to/from Elliott Bay Marina and Smith
Cove as well as less than 5% of the Port of Seattle traffic would use this connector in conjunction with either a
new Wheeler Street Bridge or an Armory Way Bridge. The projected peak hour volume occurs in the PM with
140 trips leaving and 80 trips entering the Port/Marina/Smith Cove for a total of 220 trips using this component
during the PM peak period. The anticipated volume that would benefit from either ramp option would not
justify the cost of constructing these elevated structures when a proximate access route is available via
Thorndyke Ave W. Geometric Analysis for Western Components.

6.1.1. West Upland Perimeter Road (Component 1)

This component has been determined to be geometrically feasible. Details and results of the preliminary layout
of each component are described below and in Figure 21 and Figure 22:

Design vehicle and speed. WB-67 truck, 30 mph
SDOT’s Proposed Streets lllustrated Classification. Minor Industrial Access

¢ Cross-section. One lane in each direction (both 11’) with curb and gutter and an existing multi-use path
to the west of the alignment.

¢ Layout. Layout typically follows the existing multi-use path and will require stabilization of the western
slope in order to avoid encroaching on Port of Seattle property.. Several horizontal curves have been
flattened to meet design standards as needed. The additional costs required for slope stabilization offset
the cost of right-of-way needed in order to avoid the slope. Note that the proposed layout will avoid a
power substation on the north end of the Port of Seattle property. Elliot Bay Trail will tie into its existing
path at the beginning and end of the alignment, including access to the soccer/recreation field on the
southwest side of the Port. This layout is designed to connect with Components 10 and 2B or 2A.

¢ Profile. The vertical profile of this layout is relatively flat with a maximum grade of 1.2% and minimal
earthwork will be necessary because the existing pavement is already flat. The roadway cross section
consists of crowned roadway with 2% cross slopes and 4% superelevation in horizontal curves.
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Figure 22. Component 1 Layout North

6.1.2. Magnolia Connector (Components 2A and 2B)

Components 2A and 2B connect Components 1 and 9 to Thorndyke Ave W. Component 2A uses 20™" Ave W and
Component 2B uses 21t Ave W. Component 2B was eliminated from consideration because its need to
accommodate freight traffic would be inconsistent with the existing residential land use, the EB to SB right-turn
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from Thorndyke Ave W to 215 Ave W has significant impacts, and because there is less available right-of-way
than Component 2B which would adversely impact the parking on this residential Street.

Component 2A was found to be geometrically feasible. Details and results of the preliminary layout is described
below and is shown in Figure 23:

¢ Design vehicle and speed. WB-67 truck, 30 mph

¢ SDOT'’s Proposed Streets lllustrated Classification. Minor Industrial Access

¢ Cross-section. One lane SB and one lane NB (both 11’). NB lane includes a 3’ buffer to a 10’ multi-use
path. Curb and gutter on both sides.

¢ Layout. The layout typically follows the same alignment as existing 20" Ave W. The existing multi-
direction bike path running along the east side of Thorndyke Ave W will continue along the east side of
this component in accordance with the City’s bike route plan.

¢ Profile. Profile grade is relatively flat for this component at ~3%. The roadway cross section consists of
crowned roadway with 2% cross slopes and 4% superelevation in horizontal curves

¢ Other Considerations. There are currently no impacts to the BNSF railway tracks with this layout. There
are impacts to the existing parking spaces on the west side of the roadway, but this parking is currently
within the City’s right-of-way.

Figure 23. Component 2A Layout

6.1.3. New Bridge Port Connector (Components 6A, 6B, 6C, and 6D)

Components 6A, 6B, and 6C connect to Component 2B which was determined to be geometrically infeasible in
6.1.2 above and were not examined in more detail. Component 6D was found to be geometrically feasible.
Details and results of the preliminary layout is described below and is shown in Figure 24:
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¢ Design vehicle and speed. WB-67 truck, 30 mph

L SDOT’s Proposed Streets lllustrated Classification. Neighborhood Corridor

¢ Cross-section. This component would match the existing curb-to-curb cross section of Thorndyke Ave W
and tie into Component 2A. The roadway consists of one 11’ lane in each direction, a 5’ bike-lanes in
each direction, curb and gutter, and 6’ sidewalks on both sides.

¢ Layout. The layout typically follows the same alignment as existing Thorndyke Ave W.

¢ Profile. Grades typically match existing. The roadway cross section consists of crowned roadway with 2%
cross slopes and 4% superelevation in horizontal curves. The EB to SB turn to Component 2A (20" Ave W)
accommodates the design vehicle and requires a retaining wall.

Figure 24. Component 6D Layout

6.2. Summary of Key Findings for Western Components

Based primarily on geometric feasibility and considering land use impacts, the West Uplands Perimeter Road
(Component 1), 20" Ave W improvements (Component 2A), and improvements to Thorndyke Ave W
(Component 6D) will be carried forward to the alternatives analysis.

The Component Analysis for these revealed several key findings can be discerned, including:
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¢ Components 1, 2A, and 6D are geometrically feasible. The preliminary layout of Component 1 shifts the
alignment to the east of the existing shared use path to avoid impacts to the slopes to the west of the
path. However, impacts to the Port of Seattle could be reduced by shifting the alignment into the slope,
and increased costs for retaining walls and slope stabilization would likely offset right-of-way costs for
the existing layout. The improvements in Component 2A required along 20" Ave W generally fit within
the City’s right-of-way and are consistent with the land use of this street.

7. Component Analysis Conclusions

Below is a summary of each evaluated components based on whether they were found to be required, optional,
or non-feasible.

7.1. Feasible Components

Based on our preliminary analysis, the following components were found to be both operationally and
geometrically feasible. These components will be packaged into alternatives for the next phase of evaluation.

7.1.1. West Uplands Perimeter Road (1)

This component (or Component 10) would be required to provide access between Magnolia and the Elliott Bay
Marina and Smith Cove Parks. It would run alongside the alignment of the existing Elliott Bay Trail but deviates
at a few points to meet minimum horizontal and vertical curve requirements and meet stopping sight distance
requirements. This component is classified as Minor Industrial Access and would be designed to accommodate
large vehicles including trucks, trailers, and delivery vehicles.

7.1.2. 20th Ave W Improvements (2A)

This component would be required in conjunction with Component 1 to connect to Thorndyke Ave W The
alignment on 20th Ave W (Component 2A) is preferred over 21st Ave W (Component 2B) because it better
accommodates traffic both geometrically and operationally, and has adjacent land uses that are appropriate with
the freight-carrying function of the connection. The layout would provide an 10’ shared-use lane in the
northbound direction that ties into the multi-direction bike lane on Thorndyke. This component is classified as
Minor Industrial Access and would accommodate large vehicles including trucks, trailers, and delivery vehicles. The
layout fits within the City’s existing right-of-way and is consistent with the land use along 20" Ave W.

7.1.3. Dravus Street Improvements (3)

Component 3 would increase capacity along W Dravus St, an existing access point to Magnolia, by widening the
roadway, including the existing bridge structures, and making improvements to the intersections at 15™ Ave W
and 20™ Ave W. At 15" Ave W a new, modified Single-Point Urban Interchange (SPUI) would be constructed that
would allow traffic to be controlled at a single signal versus the two competing signals currently operating in a
tight diamond configuration.

7.1.4. Armory Way Bridge (5B)
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The braided on-ramp option for the Armory Way Bridge would create a new access point to Magnolia via an
elevated bridge structure from 15th Ave W along Armory Way W, crossing diagonally over the BNSF railroad,
and connecting to Thorndyke Ave W at W Halladay St. The structure would have a northbound, on-ramp from
15th Ave W designed to allow free-flow access to the bridge while also accommodating the ST3 alignment. The
layout includes a 5’ bike lane on the north side of the structure and a 10’ shared-use sidewalk on the south side
of the structure. Further refinements in design should consider consolidating those onto the south side to
improve bike safety. This Component would require minimal widening on 15th Ave W and minimal impacts to
buildings in the area.

7.1.5. Thorndyke Ave W Improvements (6D)

Component 6D provides access between the new Armory Way Bridge and 20" Ave W, providing a connection
between 15" Ave W and Terminal 91, Smith Cove Parks, and Elliott Bay Marina. It would include improvements
to the intersection of Thorndyke Ave W and 20" Ave W to accommodate turns for freight vehicles and buses.
This component is required if paired with the Armory Way Bridge (5B) and 20" Ave W Improvements (2A). The
layout assumes the existing Thorndyke geometry with bike lanes in both directions.

7.1.6. Magnolia Bridge Segment to Alaskan Way (7)

This component, in combination with the Alaskan Way W Extension (Component 8), would relieve pressure on
the existing Galer St Flyover to serve the combine traffic associated with Terminal 91, Smith Cove Cruise
Terminal and Elliott Bay Park. Analysis shows that the two components would help relieve congestion on the
Elliott/15™ Ave W corridor, particularly if southbound left turns to the Galer Flyover can be reduced or
eliminated.

7.1.7. Alaskan Way W Extension (8)

This component, in combination with the Magnolia Bridge Segment to Alaskan Way (Component 7), provides
access to Terminal 91 and Elliott Bay Park and relieves pressure on the existing Galer St Flyover.

7.1.8. Magnolia Bridge Segment to 23™ Ave W (10)

Component 10 provides access from 15™ Ave W to Elliott Bay Marina, Smith Cove Parks, and the Port of Seattle.
It is an alternative to the West Uplands Perimeter Road and 20™ Ave W Improvements (Components 1 and 2A).
However, this component does not improve access between Magnolia and the Elliott Bay Marina and Smith
Cove Parks. This component does not provide the redundant access to Terminal 91 and Elliott Bay Park that
would relieve pressure on the Galer Street flyover.

7.2. Non-Feasible Components

The following components were found to be infeasible based on either operational analysis, geometric analysis,
or both. These components will not be included in any alternative that moves forward.

7.2.1. 21°t Ave W Improvements (2B)
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The additional traffic expected to use this connection, including freight, is incompatible with the residential land
use located on 20™ Ave W. In addition, the right-of-way is narrow and significant impacts to the already minimal
parking would occur. In contrast, Component 2A on 20" Ave W fits within the City’s right-of-way and is
consistent with the land use of that street.

7.2.2. Wheeler Street Bridge (4A and 4B)

Both options for a new Wheeler Street Bridge are unable to provide adequate operations due to geometric
constraints. Both options have right-angle or acute turns that reduce the operational capacity of the component.
The components would experience unacceptable levels of delay and congestion along the 15 Ave corridor.

7.2.3. Armory Way Bridge (5A)

The at-grade, intersection option for an Armory Way Bridge was found to be infeasible due to prohibitive queue
lengths for the northbound left turn onto the bridge. Additionally, a dual left turn on 15™ Ave W to
accommodate the high volume of Magnolia-bound traffic was found to be geometrically infeasible and
incompatible with a potential Link light rail alignment.

7.2.4. New Bridge Port Connector (6A, 6B, and 6C)

Components 6A and 6B would be ramp structures that provide more direct access between 15" Ave W and the
Port property, Smith Cove, and Elliott Bay Marina. However, the volume of traffic expected to use these
components is too small to justify the significant cost of additional elevated structures. In addition, these
components must be paired with Component 2B which was determined to be infeasible.

7.2.5. East Uplands Perimeter Road (9)

An East Uplands Perimeter Road would provide access between 20th Ave W/West Uplands Perimeter Road and
Alaskan Way W/Magnolia Bridge Ramp. Access to the road could potentially be limited to Port and/or transit
uses or one-way traffic northbound. Stakeholders at the Port of Seattle shared that the existing building need to
maintain access to the existing railroad spurs along this alignment. Their use of these tracks consists of pulling
cars back and forth and queuing them on the lines, which will not work from an operational or safety
perspective with this component.
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Subject: Traffic Analysis: Future Traffic Forecasts and Operations

Date: April 5, 2019
Authors: Marni C. Heffron, P.E., P.T.O.@'

Robert H. Frankel, E.I.T.

Detailed traffic analysis was performed to assess replacement alternatives for the Magnolia Bridge.
This memorandum documents the data and assumptions used to forecast future traffic volumes for each
alternative and assesses traffic operating conditions. It focuses on the vehicle traffic operations; other
modes of travel (transit, bicycle and pedestrian) are addressed in a separate technical memorandum.

1. Replacement Alternatives

Analysis was performed for four replacement alternatives. This includes the “In-Kind Replacement”
that was identified in the 2007/2008 study as the Preferred Alternative. It also assesses three additional
“lower cost” alternatives that were the primary focus of the current study. The four alternatives are
shown on Figure 1 and briefly described below. The new alternatives are comprised of building blocks,
or components, that were created for this study; the components that make up each alternative are listed.

In-Kind (1:1) Replacement Alternative would construct a new bridge immediately south of the
existing Magnolia Bridge. It would have similar connections to 15" Ave W and 23 Ave W as exists
today. The existing “center ramps” to Terminal 91 would be eliminated.

Alternative 1 (Components 1, 2A, 5B, 6D, 7 & 8) would remove the existing Magnolia Bridge between
the BNISF Railroad tracks and the top of the bluff at Thorndyke Ave W. It would build a new bridge over
the railroad tracks plus a roadway that connects the 15" Ave W/W Armory Way intersection to Thorndyke
Ave W just south of W Raye St. Smith Cove and the Elliott Bay Marina would be accessed via a new
surface road built along the western edge of Terminal 91 (T-91) that would connect to Thorndyke Ave W
at 20" Ave W. It would also rebuild and extend the W Garfield St connection west over the railroad tracks
and extend Alaskan Way north to serve both T-91 and Expedia, and allow some turns to the Galer Flyover
to be eliminated in order to improve through traffic on the 15"/Elliott Ave W corridor.

Alternative 2 (Components 1, 2A, 3, 7 & 8) has many of the same components as Alternative 1 except
that instead of the W Armory Way railroad crossing it would substantially improve the W Dravus Street
corridor. This alternative would replace the existing tight-diamond ramp configuration at the 15" Ave
WI/W Dravus St intersection with a modified single-point urban interchange (SPUI). It would also
upgrade and widen the railroad bridge between 17" Ave W and 20" Ave W,

6544 NE 61st Street, Seattle, WA 98115 Phone: (206) 523-3939 Fax: (206) 523-4949
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Figure 1. Magnolia Bridge Replacement Alternatives
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Alternative 3 (Components 3 and 10) would have the same upgrades in the W Dravus St corridor as
Alternative 2, but none of the other components. The W Garfield St section would instead be
reconfigured to include a new bridge that connects 15" Ave W to 23 Ave W. This new structure would
provide access to Smith Cove, the Elliott Bay Marina, and portions of T-91.

No Action Alternative assumes that no improvements are constructed, and the existing Magnolia
Bridge deteriorates to the point of being closed to all traffic. This condition was evaluated in order to
quantify the full benefits of the action alternatives.

2.  Analysis Methodology

Future traffic volumes were forecast for year 2025 and 2035 conditions. These forecasts assume
substantial growth associated with 58 planned new developments in the Ballard, Magnolia and Interbay
neighborhoods, including full build out of the Expedia Campus and future development of about 1
million square feet of industrial space at the Port of Seattle’s Terminal 91 Uplands. Detailed information
about what is included in the future forecasts is provided in Section 3.

Traffic operations analysis was performed using the Synchro 10.1 platform. Levels of service were
determined using this model, and travel times for various routes were determine using the micro-
simulation module, SimTraffic. These models account for recent and planned changes in the roadway
and intersection configurations, including the new protected bicycle lane along 20" Ave W/Gilman Ave
W. It is noted that Sound Transit’s planned Ballard-to-West Seattle Link Light Rail line is not accounted
for in the future analysis since its target opening date is 2035, beyond the horizon year for this analysis.
The Seattle Department of Transportation and Sound Transit are coordinating on alternatives analysis,
and the eventual preferred alternatives for each project will be incorporated into each project’s design
and environmental analysis.

3. Traffic Volumes Forecasts for 2025 and 2035

3.1. Traffic Growth Assumptions

Future “baseline” traffic forecasts were prepared for 2025 and 2035 conditions, which assume that the
Magnolia Bridge would remain functional. This allows growth on the bridges to be assessed compared
to existing conditions. Further analysis (described later in this report) was then performed to redistribute
the traffic volumes for the various alternatives. The following presents the growth assumptions included
in these future baseline models.

Background Growth Rate

A background growth rate of 0.4% was applied to the existing 2017 traffic volumes to account for
traffic growth that may not be included in the pipeline projects listed below. This rate was derived for
the Expedia Campus at 1201 Amgen Court W Transportation Technical Report®.

Pipeline Projects

Substantial new development is planned in the Ballard, Magnolia and Interbay neighborhoods. Traffic
associated with 58 planned development projects (known as “pipeline” projects) was added to the future
forecasts. This includes three major development projects: full build out of the Expedia Campus, three
planned projects at Fishermen’s Terminal, and about one million square feet of future industrial space at
Terminal 91. A full list of the pipeline projects is presented in Attachment A.

1 Heffron Transportation Inc., Revised Report, December 14 ,2016.
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3.2. 2025 and 2035 Baseline Traffic Models

Future traffic volumes were forecast for year 2025 and 2035 conditions. Most of the comparative
analysis was performed for 2035 conditions, but the earlier horizon was also forecast for the purpose of
construction planning when needed. The following describes how the various elements listed previously
were layered together for each of the future conditions.

e Forecast 2025 with Magnolia Bridge Open (Baseline Condition)

o Existing volumes grown at a compound annual growth rate of 0.4% for eight years
Expedia phase one project trips added
60% of the Terminal 91 project trips added
All trips associated with three Fishermen’s Terminal projects added
All trips associated with the remaining 55 pipeline projects added (See Table A in
Attachment A)

©Oo0oo0Oo

e Forecast 2035 with Magnolia Bridge Open (Baseline condition)

o Existing volumes grown at a compound annual growth rate of 0.4% for eighteen years
Expedia full build project trips added
100% of the Terminal 91 project trips added
All trips associated with three Fishermen’s Terminal projects added
All trips associated with the remaining 55 pipeline projects added (See Table A in
Attachment A)

©O0OO0Oo

3.3.  Cumulative Growth

The cumulative growth associated with the assumptions described above was determined by comparing
the existing (2017), 2025 and 2035 baseline traffic volumes. Table 1 shows the cumulative growth on
15" Ave W, the Magnolia Bridge, W Dravus St, and W Emerson St. In addition, Figures B through E
(attached) show analysis of cumulative growth at four intersections in the study area.
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Table 1. Cumulative Growth Across Corridor Screenlines — PM Peak Hour

Year 2025 1 Year 20351
Roadway Volumes Volumes from 2017 Volumes ! from 2017
15t Avenue W
(North of W Garfield St)
Northbound 1,980 2,460 +24% 2,870 +45%
Southbound 1,620 1,770 +9% 1,930 +16%
Both Directions 3,600 4,230 +18% 4,800 +33%
Magnolia Bridge 2
(West of 231 Avenue W)
Eastbound 300 320 +7% 330 +10%
Westbound 910 940 +3% 990 +9%
Both Directions 1,210 1,260 +4% 1,320 +9%
W Dravus St
(Over Railroad Tracks)
Eastbound 740 790 +7% 840 +14%
Westbound 870 960 +10% 1,050 +21%
Both Directions 1,610 1,750 +9% 1,890 +17%
W Emerson Place
(East of 19t Ave W)
Eastbound 1,050 1,140 +9% 1,180 12%
Westbound 1,010 1,050 +4% 1,090 +8%
Both Directions 2,060 2,190 +6% 2,270 +9%
Three Bridges — Cumulative 3
Eastbound 2,090 2,250 +8% 2,350 +12%
Westbound 2,790 2,950 +6% 3,130 +12%
Both Directions 4,880 5,200 +7% 5,480 +12%

Source: Heffron Transportation, Inc., November 2017.

1. Forecasted volumes with existing Magnolia Bride still open.

2. Terminal 91 trips are not included because these trips only utilize the portion of the bridge east of 2314 Ave W.

3. Includes volumes from the Magnolia Bridge, W Dravus St, and W Emerson Place. As shown, the cumulative growth would vary by
segment. Overall, PM peak hour traffic to and from Magnolia across all three crossings would increase by about 0.6% per year
compounded over the 18-year period. Over the same 18-year period, PM peak hour traffic in the 150 Ave W corridor would increase
by about 2.1% per year in the northbound direction and 0.8% per year in the southbound direction.

The growth forecasts for the three Magnolia Bridge Crossings derived for this analysis are slightly
higher than those forecast for the City’s 2035 Comprehensive Plan (adopted October 17, 2016). Year
2035 traffic forecasts provided in the transportation appendix of the Mayor’s Recommended Plan? were
derived from projected PM peak hour volume-to-capacity ratios (VV/Cs) of vehicular traffic on arterials
crossing screenlines defined throughout the City.® Comparisons can be made to the Comprehensive
Plan’s estimate for traffic crossing the Ballard Bridge, and traffic crossing the three bridges to
Magnolia. The forecasts developed for this Magnolia Bridge study estimated that PM peak hour traffic
crossing the Ballard Bridge would be 3,350 vehicles in the northbound direction and 2,450 vehicles in
the southbound direction. The Comprehensive Plan model estimated those volumes at 3,300 and 2,015
vehicles, respectively. This shows that volumes in the peak direction are nearly identical for the two

2 Seattle 2035 Comprehensive Plan, Mayor’s Recommended Plan, May 2016.

3 Volume-to-capacity values listed for the screenlines was used to estimate future volumes. This assumes that the corridors
selected would have no major changes proposed that would change capacity. City of Seattle DPD Director’s Rule 5-2009,
Attachment C, which presents capacities at the various screenlines used to assess Transportation Concurrency.
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forecast models; the higher volume estimates in the southbound direction used for this study reflect
changes in existing travel patterns compared to those assumed in the Comprehensive Plan. This study’s
forecasts for the three Magnolia Bridge crossings (3,100 PM peak hour trips in the westbound direction
and 2,400 in the eastbound direction) are also slightly higher than those reflected in the Comprehensive
Plan (about 2,400 in each direction). The higher peak direction trips are also based on more recent
counts of existing conditions on the bridge and account for growth associated with many planned
development projects.

Based on the cumulative growth, the baseline forecasts derived for the Magnolia Bridge analysis are
reasonable. The baseline forecasts were then used to derive the traffic volumes for the various
alternatives. This analysis assumed that the traffic volumes reflect a demand that would need to be
served by the system, and would redistribute to the available travel routes. The redistribution process is
described in the following sections.

4.  Year 2035 Traffic Volumes for Alternatives Analysis

4.1. No Action Condition

The No Action condition assumes that no improvements are constructed, and the existing Magnolia
Bridge deteriorates to the point of having to be closed to all traffic. This condition was evaluated in
order to quantify the full benefits of the action alternatives. Traffic volumes for this condition were
developed by Concord Engineering, Inc. (CEi) as documented in its Approach for Developing Future
Baseline Volumes with Magnolia Bridge Closure * memorandum. The No Action Alternative assume
triage-level improvements that were recommended in the Magnolia Bridge Traffic Maintenance During
Bridge Closure® (also referred to as the Short-Term Plan). Year 2035 volumes for this condition assume
the following:

Magnolia traffic: Approximately 80% of the projected year 2035 traffic on the Magnolia Bridge would
divert to the W Dravus St crossing, the remaining 20% would divert to W Emerson St.

Smith Cove / Elliott Bay Marina traffic: All Smith Cove and Elliott Bay Marina traffic would be
rerouted to a surface road along the west side of T-91 that would be accessed from 20" Ave W (as
recommended in the Short-Term Plan).

Expedia Traffic: All Expedia traffic would continue to utilize the Galer Flyover.

T-91 Traffic: If the Magnolia Bridge and ramps at 23 Ave W are no longer available, most of the
traffic associated with future development at T-91would need to access the terminal using the Galer
Flyover. The exception would be for certain groups of traffic that would instead divert to a new northern
access point from 20" Ave W, including:

o All traffic traveling between T-91 and Magnolia.

o  One-third of the traffic traveling between T-91 and areas to north, like Ballard and Fremont.

e Traffic from Queen Anne neighborhood that could use W Dravus St.

Cruise traffic: All inbound and outbound cruise traffic was assumed to use the Galer Flyover
(including the trips that now use 23 Ave W to access the cruise parking area).

4 Concord Engineering, Inc., Approach for Developing Future Baseline Volumes with Magnolia Bridge Closure, 2018.
5 Heffron Transportation, Inc., November 10, 2017.
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4.2. In-Kind (1:1) Replacement Alternative

Traffic volumes for this alternative were assumed to be similar to the future baseline traffic volumes.
Some adjustments were made after initial analysis so that no single crossing was disproportionately
more congested than the others. This “congestion balancing” accounts for the fact that the system has
multiple route choices, and motorists may choose to divert to another route if it is less congested.
Approximately 200 vehicles were reassigned from the W Dravus St crossing to the Magnolia Bridge to
balance congestion in the 15" Ave W corridor. This alternative also assumes that there would be no
access to Terminal 91 or Smith Cove via 20" Ave W.

4.3. Alternative 1

As described above, Alternative 1 includes a new bridge at W Armory Way, a new surface road to
Smith Cove, and a new connection between 15" Ave W and Alaskan Way W (T-91/Expedia) at W
Garfield St. These new improvements are expected to change traffic patterns as follows:

Magnolia traffic: The new W Armory Way crossing would primarily serve traffic traveling between
upper Magnolia and areas south, such as Downtown Seattle. Volumes were first balanced between the
three crossings (W Armory Way, W Dravus St, and W Emerson St) based on travel patterns. The
volumes were then rebalanced after initial analysis to account for congestion. As noted for the In-Kind
Replacement, “congestion balancing” accounts for the fact that the system has multiple route choices,
and motorists may choose to divert to another route if it is less congested. For example, some
community members have reported that they no longer use W Emerson St due to changes at the W
Emerson St/Gilman Ave W intersection. The congestion balancing would account for this type of
diversion with traffic growth in all three corridors.

Smith Cove/Elliott Bay Marina traffic: Smith Cove would to be accessed from 20" Ave W and the
new surface road on the west side of Terminal 91 (Component 1). Some of the Smith Cove traffic
destined for areas to the south would divert from W Dravus St to the new W Armory Way crossing.

Expedia traffic: With the addition of the new W Garfield St connection to Alaskan Way W, it is
assumed that the southbound left-turn movement from Elliott Ave W onto the Galer Flyover would be
prohibited. With this change, inbound Expedia traffic coming from the north would be rerouted from the
Galer Flyover to the new W Garfield St connection. It was assumed that all other Expedia traffic would
continue to use the Galer Flyover.

T-91 traffic: Alternative 1 would create a new northern access route to T-91. It was assumed that the
following traffic would use this new northern access on 20" Ave W:
o All traffic traveling between T-91 and Magnolia.
e One-third of the traffic traveling between T-91 and areas to north, such as Ballard and Fremont.
e Traffic from Queen Anne neighborhood that could use W Dravus St.

The new W Garfield St connection would serve the balance of the T-91 traffic from the north that would
not use the northern access. Inbound traffic coming from the south was assumed to use the spur off the
Galer Flyover to access the new W Garfield St ramp instead of continuing across the flyover. It is noted
that depending on the final design features, some large trucks may continue to use the Galer Flyover to
enter and exit the site; however, to evaluate the operational needs, this traffic was assumed to use the
new W Garfield St connection.

Cruise traffic: All inbound and outbound cruise traffic was assumed to follow the same patterns as the
rest of the T-91 traffic, and would use the new W Garfield St connection exclusively.
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4.4. Alternative 2

Alternative 2 includes an improved W Dravus St corridor, a new surface road to Smith Cove, and a new
connection between 15" Ave W and Alaskan Way W (T-91/Expedia) at W Garfield St. These new
improvements would change traffic patterns as follows:

Magnolia traffic: In Alternative 2, Magnolia travel patterns remained largely unchanged from the No
Action condition. Traffic volumes were rebalanced between the W Dravus St and W Emerson Place
crossings to ensure that no one crossing was disproportionately more congested.

Smith Cove traffic: Like in the No Action condition, Smith Cove would continue to be accessed from
20" Ave W.

Expedia traffic: The changes described above for Alternative 1 also apply to this alternative. Inbound
Expedia traffic coming from the north would be rerouted from the Galer Flyover to the new W Garfield
St connection. All other Expedia traffic would continue to use the Galer Flyover.

T-91 traffic: The changes described above for Alternative 1 also apply to this alternative. Inbound T-91
traffic coming from the north would be rerouted to the new northern access gate or the W Garfield St
connection. Additionally, inbound traffic coming from the south would use the spur off the Galer Flyover
to access the new W Garfield St ramp instead of continuing across the flyover. All outbound T-91 traffic
would be diverted from the Galer Flyover to either W Garfield St or the new northern access gate.

Cruise traffic: All inbound and outbound cruise traffic was assumed to follow the same patterns as the
rest of the T-91 traffic, and would use the new W Garfield St connection exclusively.

4.5. Alternative 3

Alternative 3 includes an improved W Dravus St corridor and a new connection between 15" Ave W
and 23 Ave W (T-91/Smith Cove) at W Garfield St. These new improvements would impact traffic
patterns in the following ways.

Magnolia traffic: In Alternative 3, Magnolia travel patterns remained largely unchanged from the No
Action condition. Traffic volumes were rebalanced between the W Dravus St and W Emerson Place
crossings to ensure that no one crossing was disproportionately more congested.

Smith Cove traffic: In Alternative 3, all access to Smith Cove would occur via the W Garfield St
structure (with no access from 20" Ave W). In total, this change would impact approximately 170 trips
during the AM peak hour and 215 trips during the PM peak hour.

Expedia traffic: All Expedia traffic would continue to use the Galer Flyover, as is the case in the No
Action condition.

T-91 traffic: This alternative was assumed to have no north access to 20" Ave W. All inbound traffic
from the north was assumed to use the W Garfield St connection and approximately 70% of the inbound
traffic from the south would use the spur off the Galer Flyover to access W Garfield St; the remaining
30% would continue to use the Galer Flyover. In total, approximately 85% of the T-91 traffic was
assumed to use the new W Garfield St connection to 23 Ave W and the remaining 15% would use the
Galer Flyover.

Cruise traffic: For the purpose of analysis, it was assumed that internal operations on cruise day would
change to allow more traffic to access the terminal from the W Garfield St connection. Approximately
70% of the inbound traffic and 65% of the outbound traffic to the cruise terminal was assumed to use
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the connection to the 23 Avenue W ramps. This accounts for most of the passenger vehicle trips made
to the terminal including trips by passengers, taxis, and car-share services. Freight and high-capacity
vehicles (e.g., buses and shuttles) were assumed to use the Galer Flyover.

4.6. Total Bridge Crossings by Alternative

The figures below show the total traffic volumes crossings each bridge in each alternative. Figure 2 shows
the crossings during the AM peak hour and Figure 3 shows the crossings during the PM peak hour.

Figure 2. 2035 Traffic Volumes by Alternative — AM Peak Hour
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Source: Concord Engineering, Inc. and Heffron Transportation, Inc., September 2018.
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Figure 3. 2035 Traffic Volumes — PM Peak Hour
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Source: Concord Engineering, Inc. and Heffron Transportation, Inc., October 2018.

5.  Traffic Operations Analysis

Level of service analysis was conducted for study area intersections for the AM and PM peak hour
conditions in year 2035. All analyses were performed using the Synchro 10.1 traffic operations analysis
software. Details related to development of the models is presented in Attachment C. The results are
summarized in Table 2.
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Table 2. Level of Service Summary — Year 2035 AM and PM Peak Hours

No Action In-Kind (1:1) | Alternative 1 | Alternative2 | Alternative 3
Peak Hour / Intersections LOS! Delay?| LOS Delay | LOS Delay | LOS Delay | LOS Delay
AM Peak Hour
Galer Flyover/Elliott Ave W F 57 C 32 B 15 B 12 C 22
W Garfield St/15 Ave W F 103 B 11 C 29 C 27 F 81
W Armory Way/150 Ave W F 145 D 50 F 167 F 141 F 171
Gilman Dr W/15% Ave W F 134 E 68 F 131 F 138 F 159
W Dravus St/150 Ave W E3 62 D4 35 D4 45 C 29 C 30
W Dravus St/20th Ave W F 172 D 40 D 50 D 44 D 40
W Emerson PI/Nick St Ramp 5 D 37 C 27 D 47 F 95 F 95
W Emerson PI/Gilman Ave W 5 D 49 D 51 E 77 F 126 F 126
20t Ave W/Thorndyke Ave W BS 13 B 10 A5 9 B5S 16 B 18
W Blaine St/Thorndyke Ave W B 18 A 9 B 16 B 18 B 18
Galer Flyover/Alaskan Way W 5 E 69 D 40 E 55 E 57 C 43
Garfield Ramp/Alaskan Way W n/a n/a n/a n/a C 18 C 18 n/a n/a
PM Peak Hour
Galer Flyover/Elliott Ave W F 163 C 28 E 73 E 73 F 106
W Garfield St/150 Ave W F 87 E 55 F 97 F 98 F 137
W Armory Way/15" Ave W F 111 C 24 C 40 F 112 F 119
Gilman Dr W/15% Ave W F 189 F 105 E 66 F 191 F 225
W Dravus St/15h Ave W Fs3 105 E 65 = 70 E 78 E 71
W Dravus St/20t Ave W F 114 C 32 E 55 E 64 E 56
W Emerson PI/Nick St Ramp 5 D 42 C 29 C 29 C 29 C 29
W Emerson Pl/Gilman Ave W 5 F 133 E 76 F 99 F 106 F 134
20 Ave W/Thorndyke Ave W As 9 B 12 BS 13 As 8 C 16
W Blaine St/Thorndyke Ave W B 12 B 15 C 18 B 13 B 13
Galer Flyover/Alaskan Way W 5 F 291 C 30 E 58 E 59 C 28
Garfield Ramp/Alaskan Way W n/a n/a n/a n/a A 9 A 9 n/a nla

Source: Concord Engineering, Inc. and Heffron Transportation, Inc., October 2018.

Note: All level of service calculations performed using the Synchro 10.1 traffic operations analysis software. Signalized intersection results
reported using the Synchro module. Phase splits and offsets optimized for future conditions.

1.
2.
3.

Level of service.

Average seconds of delay per vehicle.
Delay for the two adjacent intersections approximated as one intersection for sake of comparison. No Action condition includes short-
term mitigations — vehicles exiting 15" Ave W to W Dravus St in the southbound direction rerouted to 17t Ave W.

Delay for the two adjacent intersections approximated as one intersection for sake of comparison.

Intersection signalized in this analysis. Phasing limits northbound right turns and southbound left turns to account for the cycle track on
east side of Gilman Ave W. Phasing includes westbound bicycle crossing phase for the cycle track on the south side of Gilman Ave W
that overlaps with the southbound left turn.

-
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6. Travel Times

The level of service analysis for individual intersections, presented in the section above, provides useful
information about potential causes of congestion, and can be used to identify potential improvement
needs such as the need for additional lanes or changes to signal timing and phasing at a particular
intersection. However, even well-functioning intersections can experience congestion created by
downstream congestion. To account for these cumulative effects, the networks were analyzed in the
SimTraffic micro-simulation program.

The results from the micro-simulation analyses were used to calculate travel times along significant routes
of travel for each alternative. The following travel routes were analyzed in both directions of travel:
A. Between Magnolia Village and Elliott Ave W (just south of the Galer Flyover)
Between Alaskan Way W (T-91/Expedia) and Elliott Ave W (just south of the Galer Flyover)
Between Smith Cove Park and Elliott Ave W (just south of the Galer Flyover)
Between Smith Cove Park and Magnolia Village
Between the Ballard Bridge and Magnolia Village
Between the Ballard Bridge and T-91/Expedia
Between the Ballard Bridge and Smith Cove Park
Along Elliott/15™ Ave W from the Ballard Bridge to just south of the Galer Flyover

IOMTMmMUOow®

The routes and calculated travel times for the three replacement alternatives are shown in Attachment D.
The travel times are also summarized in Table 3. It is acknowledged that motorists may not tolerate very
long travel times, and would likely either change their mode of travel, their time of travel, or avoid the
trip altogether. However, for the purpose of comparing the potential impacts of the alternatives, no
changes in trip behavior were considered.
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Table 3. Summary of Travel Times — Year 2035 AM and PM Peak Hours

No Build In-Kind Alt. 1 Alt. 2 Alt. 3

Travel Time Route AM PM |AM! PM | AM PM | AM PM | AM PM
A. From Magnolia Village to Elliott Ave W | 126 46 6 6 17 12 20 18 39 18
A. From Elliott Ave W to Magnolia Village | 19 80 8 8 10 25 13 66 12 78
B. From T-91/Expedia to Elliott Ave W 5 5 2 5 2 2 2 2 2 5

B. From Elliott Ave W to T-91/Expedia 4 10 6 5 2 6 3 5 4 5

C. From Smith Cove to Elliott Ave W 67 40 3 2 15 9 18 15 2 5

C. From Elliott Ave W to Smith Cove 16 70 5 5 7 25 11 63 3 4

D. From Magnolia Village to Smith Cove 83 40 13 15 7 8 15 8 41 21
D. From Smith Cove to Magnolia Village 23 20 14 21 6 8 9 8 15 25
E. From the Ballard Br. to Mag. Village 35 68 28 12 34 15 34 15 33 17
E. From Mag. Village to Ballard Br. 50 33 10 1 13 12 14 13 31 13
F. From Ballard Br. to T-91/Expedia 47 25 28 9 36 10 33 13 36 18
F. From T-91/Expedia to Ballard Br. 9 19 8 16 7 6 5 10 7 18
G. From Ballard Br. to Smith Cove 39 72 25 10 36 18 38 18 33 16
G. From Smith Cove to Ballard Br. 28 39 5 12 14 15 19 14 6 16
H. Northbound along 15t Ave W 9 66 8 32 7 21 5 57 5 70
H. Southbound along 151 Ave W 41 15 25 9 37 13 32 12 33 16

Source: Concord Engineering, Inc. and Heffron Transportation, Inc., February 2019.

Note: All travel times calculations based on results from the SimTraffic 10.1 micro-simulation software with an average of 5 runs. Results

reported in minutes.

1. W Galer St/Elliott Ave W intersection removed from the In-Kind (1:1) AM peak hour model in order to generate accurate micro-
simulation results. The delays associated with this intersection were manually factored into the travel time calculations

7. Results with Cruise Operations at T-91

This analysis also considered conditions with active cruise ship operations at T-91. The additional
traffic volumes generated by two cruise ships at the terminal were added to the networks to assess how
this extra demand might impact the three replacement alternatives. The most significant impacts occur
during the AM peak hour, when the ships are loaded/unloaded. Table 4 shows intersection delays at key
intersections during the AM peak hour when two cruise ships call at T-91.
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Table 4. Level of Service Summary — 2035 AM Peak Hour With and Without Cruise Ships

In-Kind (1:1) Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3
Intersections LOS! Delay? | LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay
No Cruise Ships
Galer Flyover/Elliott Ave W C 25 B 11 B 12 C 29
W Garfield St/15 Ave W B 10 C 26 C 29 F 81
W Armory Way/150 Ave W D 43 F 169 F 142 F 172
Galer Flyover/Alaskan Way W 3 C 39 E 57 E 57 C 43
Garfield Ramp/Alaskan Way W n/a n/a C 18 C 18 n/a n/a
With Cruise Ships
Galer Flyover/Elliott Ave W D 40 C 27 D 52 C 35
W Garfield St/15 Ave W B 18 D 41 C 33 F 96
W Armory Way/150 Ave W E 60 F 187 F 153 F 183
Galer Flyover/Alaskan Way W 3 D 43 E 57 E 57 D 46
Garfield Ramp/Alaskan Way W n/a n/a C 19 C 19 n/a n/a

Source: Concord Engineering, Inc. and Heffron Transportation, Inc., September 2018.

Note: All level of service calculations performed using the Synchro 10.1 traffic operations analysis software. Signalized intersection results
reported using the Synchro module. Phase splits and offsets optimized for future conditions.

1. Level of service.

2. Average seconds of delay per vehicle.

3. Intersection signalized in this analysis.
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8.  Benefits of Component 7 and 8 on Elliott Ave Operations

The level of service and travel time analysis determined that two components provided substantial
benefit to operations along the Elliott/15" Ave corridor. Component 7 would reconstruct the existing
Garfield St connection to the Elliott/15" Ave W corridor and bring it to grade on Terminal 91 west of
the BNSF mainline. Component 8 would connect the west end of the new structure to existing Alaskan
Way. Together these components would provide alternative access to Terminal 91 and Expedia campus
and would allow some turns to be prohibited along the Elliott Ave corridor, improving mainline traffic
flow. Without these components, most of the Terminal 91 traffic would share the existing Galer Flyover
with all of Expedia Traffic. Alternatives 1 and 2 included these two components while the In-Kind
Alternative and Alternative 3 did not.

Without Components 7 and 8, the analysis determined potential operational issues:

B Southbound left turn from Elliott Ave W to Galer Flyover would have long queues that could
extend into adjacent through lanes.

B Westbound left turn from Galer Flyover to Elliott Ave W would reduce capacity for northbound
through movements on Elliott Ave W.

B West end of Galer Flyover at Alaskan Way would exceed capacity of two-lane intersection,
creating backup over flyover on peak cruise days.

With the Garfield St Connection and Alaskan Way Extension, the southbound left turn from Elliott Ave
W to the Galer Flyover could be prohibited, and traffic volumes would be split between the two access
options. Egress traffic from Terminal 91 could access the southbound flow of Elliott Ave W with a right
turn movement instead of a left turn movement. These changes in flow would reduce congestion at each
end of the Galer Flyover.

9. Recommended Improvements to Alternatives

The analysis determined several potential improvements that could be considered in the next phase of
design. These are described below:

All Alternatives

All alternatives are expected to increase traffic through the W Dravus St/20™" Ave W intersection. In the
existing configuration, northbound right turns from 20" Ave W to W Dravus St conflict with bicycle
traffic on the two-way cycle track across the east leg of the intersection. The northbound right turns can
only move during the overlap phase with the westbound left turn from W Dravus St to 20" Ave W.
Without improvements, the analysis determined that the intersection would fail and the northbound
right-turn queue could extend into the adjacent lane. This is remedied in Alternatives 2 and 3 by
constructing an additional northbound right turn lane when the Dravus Street corridor is rebuilt. Because
this corridor would not be expanded for the In-Kind (1:1) Alternative or Alternative 1, the following
alternative improvements are suggested:

B Relocate the northbound right-turn lane to the east of cycle track so the cyclists and the
northbound right-turn traffic can operate simultaneously. This would require a longer dedicated
right-turn lane and a channelized location for vehicles to cross the cycle track.

B Add a dedicated northbound left-turn pocket with protected-permissive phasing by removing
some of the parking on the west side of 20" Ave W.
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B Convert the innermost eastbound and westbound lanes from shared thru-left turn lanes to
dedicated left-turn lanes with protected-permissive phasing.

All alternatives are expected to increase traffic through the W Emerson St/Gilman Boulevard
intersection. This all-way stop intersection currently operates at LOS F and is expected to degrade with
future growth. The Short-Term Closure Plan in the Magnolia Bridge Traffic Maintenance During
Bridge Closure Report® recommended that operation of the W Emerson Place/Gilman Ave W
intersection be monitored, and a traffic signal installed at the point that traffic signal warrants. Should
the intersection be signalized, the signal phasing will need to account for the cycle tracks on the east
side of Gilman Ave W and the south side of Emerson Ave W. It also recommended that the west leg of
the intersection be converted to one-way westbound at the time of signalization. These changes should
be considered for any of the alternatives.

The Gilman Dr W/15" Ave W intersection is also expected to operate at LOS F for all alternatives due
to the fact Gilman Dr W has only one travel lane. The Queen Anne Community Council has previously
voiced concerns about cut-through traffic across the top of Queen Anne Hill and noted that increasing
the capacity of Gilman Dr W could attract more cut-through traffic. Therefore, any improvements to this
intersection should consider the cut-through impact.

In-Kind (1:1) Replacement

As described in Section 8 above, operations on the Elliott / 15" Ave corridor would improve if a direct
connection from the Magnolia Bridge can be provided so that the southbound left turn movement to the
Galer Flyover can be prohibited.

Alternative 1

The eastbound approach at the 15" Ave W/Armory Way intersection is projected to fail during the AM
peak hour when this route would be the primary egress from Magnolia. The eastbound right turn
movement is currently served by only one lane, and right-turning traffic must yield to pedestrians who
cross the south leg of the intersection. Two potential improvements could be considered to improve
vehicle operations:

B Remove the crosswalk on the south side of the intersection (the pedestrian crosswalk would
remain on the north side of the intersection).

B Provide a dual right turn lane on the eastbound approach.

This alternative assumes that a new traffic signals would be installed at the Thorndyke Ave W/20" Ave
W intersection and the Thorndyke Ave W/Armory Way intersection. Additional improvements along
Thorndyke Ave W may be needed to serve local turn movements (e.g., left turn lanes at key
intersections), provide for transit stops, and restrict potential cut-through traffic on non-arterial streets
that connect to Thorndyke Ave W.

Alternative 2

This alternative assumes that the intersection at Thorndyke Ave W/20" Ave W would be signalized. No
additional changes to the alternative would be needed other than those listed above for all alternatives.

6 Heffron Transportation, Inc., Magnolia Bridge Traffic Maintenance During Bridge Closure, Prepared for the Seattle
Department of Transportation, November 10, 2017.
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Alternative 3

Operations on the Elliott/15" Ave W corridor would improve if a direct connection from the Magnolia
Bridge can be provided so that the southbound left turn movement to the Galer Flyover can be
prohibited. No additional changes to the alternative would be needed other than those listed above for

all alternatives.

Table 5 is a summary of recommended infrastructure improvements.

Table 5. Additional Improvements with Replacement Alternatives

| = o~ ™
<1 (<5} (<5} (5]
S
z| 8| 8|8
fle|2|8
Improvement o s
1. Update signal phasing and provide additional northbound and southbound lanes at Alalala
W Dravus St/20t Ave W intersection
2. Signalize W Emerson Pl/Gilman Ave W intersection A A (A A
3. Signalize 20th Ave W/Thorndyke Ave W intersection A A
4. Provide Garfield Street Connection A A (A A
5. Change stop control at W Blaine St/Thorndyke Ave W intersection so only the Alala
northbound approach of Thorndyke Ave W is stop-controlled
6. Add an auxiliary lane in the uphill (southwest) direction of Thorndyke Ave W A A A
7. Widen westbound approach at Gilman Ave W/15th Ave W intersection (If desired olololo
by neighborhood)

A Recommended in Addition to Basic Component Improvements
O Improvement should consider potential cut-through effects

RHF/MCH/mch

MBRS - Traffic Analysis Tech Memo-FINAL 021519.docx

Attachments:
A — Pipeline Traffic
B — Traffic volume comparisons at key intersections
C - Synchro model adjustments
D — Travel time analysis and results
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FUTURE GROWTH FORECASTS



Pipeline Projects

Attachment A - Magnolia Bridge — Long Term Replacement Study
Traffic Analysis: Future Traffic Forecasts and Operations
Pipeline Projects

Substantial new development is planned in the Ballard, Magnolia and Interbay neighborhoods. An
initial list of pipeline projects in the study areas was compiled for the Expedia Campus at 1201 Amgen
Court W Transportation Technical Report’. Three of the pipeline projects located along W Dravus St
(permit #s 3019398, 3017929, and 302381) were updated to reflect permit information as of October
2017. This list of pipeline projects is presented in Table A; three large pipeline projects not included in
this list are described below.

Table A. Pipeline Projects Included in Future Traffic Forecasts for Magnolia Bridge Analysis

Square
Map ID2  SDCI Number® Address Land Use Footage ¢ Units 4
1 3016656 6301 15th Ave NW Mixed Use 2,500 sf 61 du/2 l-w
2 3017177 1506 NW 61st St Multi Family 33du
3 3020482 5611 17th Ave NW Multi-Family 74 rooms ©
4 3020002 1552 NW 58th St Multi Family 18 du
5 3015859 1762 NW 59th St Multi Family 25 du
6 3020344 1706 NW 56th St Mixed-Use 141 du/16 I-w
7 3019360 1718 NW 56th St Mixed-Use 150 du/17 l-w
8 3017258 1731 NW 57th St Multi Family 48 du
9 3012436 1760 NW 56th St Mixed Use 1,282 sf 135du
10 3017791 2003 NW 57th St Mixed-Use 118 du/14 I-w
11 3015955 5601 20th Ave NW Mixed Use 1,884 sf 35 du/3 I-w
12 3021541 5512 17th Ave NW Mixed Use 1840 sf 84 du
13 3018670 1701 NW 56th St Mixed Use 4,406 sf 177 du/22 I-w
14 3018687 1448 NW Market St Office/Retalil 169,555 sf office
32,728 sf retalil
15 3015112 1417 NW 54th St Custom & Craft 2 46,475 sf
16 3015204 1510 NW 52nd St Multi-Family 50 rooms
17 3017093 1516 NW 51st St Multi Family 90 du/ll-w
18 3016115 1411 NW 50th St Office 20,000 sf
19 3013009 1515 NW Leary Way Custom & Craft 100,000 sf
20 3016534 1455 NW Leary Way Medical Office 30,000 sf
21 3014491 3420 15th Ave W Mixed-Use 38 rooms/4 |-w
22 3019398 3230 16th Ave W Multi Family 225 du
23 3017929 1518 W Dravus St Multi Family 38du
24 3020381 3046 17th Ave W Mixed-Use 1,066 sf retalil 59 du
25 3009726 2406 32nd Ave W Mixed-Use 6,392 sf 24 du
16 3013191 2900 3rd Ave W Assisted Living 128 beds
27 3015522 901 McGraw St Multi Family 58 du
28 3017442 1550 W Armory Wy Commercial 25,000sf
29 3017443 1700 W Armory Wy Commercial 24,930 sf
30 3022095 1602 15th Ave W Self-storage facility 200,000 sf
31 3020317 512 5th Ave W Multi Family 46 du
32 3020181 203 W Republican St Mixed-Use 92 du/l I-w
7 Heffron Transportation Inc., Revised Report, December 14 ,2016.
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Table A. Pipeline Projects Included in Future Traffic Forecasts for Magnolia Bridge Analysis

Square
Map ID2  SDCI Number® Address Land Use Footage ¢ Units 4
33 3012851 500 3rd Ave W Mixed-Use 71 du/5 I-w
34 3012746 521 2nd Ave W Mixed-Use 33 du/3 -w
35 3006977 509 1st Ave W Mixed-Use 40 du/3 I-w
36 3014863 531 Queen Anne Ave Mixed-Use 16,200 sf 34du
37 3018022 513 1st Ave N Mixed-Use 8,000 sf 110 du
38 3005778 100 Republican St Mixed-Use 17,725 sf 275 du
39 3017467 450 3rd Ave W Office 183,779 sf
40 3018158 19 W Harrison Mixed-Use 685 sf 41 du/4 I-w
41 3017667 300 1st Ave Mixed-Use 133 du/10 |-w
42 3013058 306 Queen Anne Ave Mixed-Use 50 du/3 I-w
43 3012878 315 1st Ave N Mixed-Use 12,018 sf 212 du
44 3016745 219 1st Ave N Mixed-Use 1,725 sf 45 du
45 3021477 215 1st Ave N Mixed-Use 1,500 sf 60 du
46 3018206 400 Roy St Mixed-Use 3,200 sf 66 du
47 3015918 701 5N Ave N Mixed-Use 3,600 sf 97 du
48 3019621 200 2nd Ave W Mixed-Use 75 du/4 l-w
49 3010551 101 John St Mixed-Use 2,550 sf 75 du/6 |-w
50 3015680 101 Denny Wy Mixed-Use 2,624 sf 82 du
51 3016538 3031 Western Ave Multi-Family 100 du
52 3015549 124 Denny Wy Mixed-Use 2,550 sf 75 du/6 |-w
53 3016806 307 Broad St Multi-Family 149 du
54 3015251 600 Wall St Mixed-Use 1,950 sf 400 du
55 3022669 1650 W Armory Way Mixed-Use 68,000 sf

Source: DPD/SDCI Parcel Viewer, accessed November 2015, and updated in August 2016 and October 2017.
a.  Map ID was included in the Expedia Transportation Analysis described previously.

Project number at Seattle Department of Construction and Inspections (SDCI).

Square footage of non-residential uses

b
c.
d. du
e

= dwelling unit; “l-w" = live-work unit

Units for Congregate Care are defined as rooms

In addition to the 55 projects described above, traffic associated with three major developments was
added to the forecasts. These include:

Expedia Interbay Campus

I

The Expedia Campus at 1201 Amgen Court W Transportation Technical Report includes an
estimate of the total project trips that will be generated by the new Expedia campus. The report
analyzed two stages of growth for the Expedia campus: phase one reflects conditions when the
campus initially opens (anticipated in 2019) and the full build condition reflects conditions
when the Expedia is fully built out (anticipated in 2030).

0 The Expedia Phase 1 trips (1071 inbound and 80 outbound trips in the morning and 144
inbound and 703 outbound trips in the afternoon) were included in the year 2025
forecasts.

0 The Expedia Full Build trips (1213 inbound and 90 outbound trips in the morning and
155 inbound and 755 outbound trips in the afternoon) were included in the year 2035
forecasts.
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Terminal 91 Development

The forecasted traffic volumes include growth associated with future projects at the Port of
Seattle’s Terminal 91. These estimates are based on analysis in the Transportation Technical
Report for Draft EIS Port of Seattle’s North Bay Redevelopment 8.
The North Bay EIS Alternative 5 assumed a total of 990,000 sf of mixed employment uses
(525,000 sf of light industrial, 350,000 sf of research & development space, 100,000 sf of office
space plus 15,000 sf of retail goods and services). The trips associated with these uses likely
represent a worst-case condition since the likely development will include less of the high
employee density uses. The trips included in the analysis, as estimated in the North Bay EIS are:
0 AM Peak Hour: 550 inbound and 110 outbound trips
0 PM Peak Hour: 170 inbound and 580 outbound trips
The 2025 traffic volume forecasts assume 60% of this traffic; the 2035 forecasts assume all of
the T-91 traffic.
This analysis assumes all entering/exiting trips must use the existing access points located off of
23 Ave W.
0 The original analysis assumed some trips access Terminal 91 from the north (via 20" or
21% Ave W), but this access is not yet approved.
0 Since there are no ramps serving traffic that arrives at Terminal 91 from the west, this
analysis assumes any vehicles traveling to/from Magnolia must make a large loop using
15" Ave W and Dravus St to enter/leave the site.
See the Transportation Technical Report for Draft EIS Port of Seattle’s North Bay
Redevelopment for more information.

Fishermen’s Terminal Projects

Traffic associated with three development projects at Fishermen’s Terminal were included in
the future forecasts: The Gateway Building, West Wall Redevelopment, and a new south
industrial building. Traffic estimates were obtained from the Environmental Checklist for the
Fishermen’s Terminal: Gateway, West Wall, and Seattle Ship Supply Improvement Project (EA
Engineering, Science, and Technology, Inc., PBC Cultural Resource Consultants, and Transpo
Group, September 8, 2017.) It accounted for

0 21,000 sf marine sales & services,
55,000 sf warehouse,
10,250 sf office,
48,200 sf maritime flex-industrial,
33,000 sf exterior storage, and

0 26.000 workforce & maritime incubator.
The combined projects are expected to generate 175 trips during the AM peak hour and 51 trips
during the PM peak hour.

©o0oo0oOo

8 Transportation Technical Report for Draft EIS Port of Seattle’s North Bay Redevelopment, Heffron Transportation, Inc.,
March, 2015.

I
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Figure C
Analysis of Growth Percentages
at 15t Ave W / W Armory Way
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Figure D
Analysis of Growth Percentages
at 15t Ave W / Galer Flyover
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Figure E
Analysis of Growth Percentages
at 20" Ave W / Thorndyke
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Attachment C - Magnolia Bridge — Long Term Replacement Study
Traffic Analysis: Future Traffic Forecasts and Operations
Synchro Model Adjustments

Synchro Model for Existing Conditions

All traffic operations analyses were performed using the Synchro 10 software. The steps used to develop
Existing Conditions model are summarized below.

Original Synchro Files (2015/2016): The Synchro model was originally developed by the Seattle
Department of Transportation in 2010 for its corridor signal upgrade project. Heffron Transportation
updated these models in 2016 for the Expedia Project EIS analysis, and incorporated the following
changes:
o All traffic volumes were updated for both the AM and PM peak hour condition using traffic
counts performed in the summer and fall 2015.
o Intersection geometries were updated to reflect new the transit lanes based on a field inventory
in 2015.
¢ Signal phasing and timing was updated based on signal dial cards provided by SDOT in 2015.

First Iteration (Summer 2017): The original model described above was further updated for use on the
Magnolia Bridge Traffic Maintenance During Bridge Closure® project, which:

e Removed all intersections south of the Galer Flyover and north of the Ballard Bridge.
e Added the following new intersections:
0 W Blaine Street / Thorndyke Avenue W
W Armour Street / 21% Avenue W / Thorndyke Avenue W
W Dravus Street / 20" Avenue W
W Dravus Street Overpass ramps / 15" Avenue W (two intersections)
W Emerson Place / W Thurman Street / Gilman Avenue W
W Emerson Place / 19" Avenue W
W Emerson Place / Nickerson Street overpass (west of 15" Avenue W)
o Nickerson Street / 13" Avenue W

©Oo0Oo0o0O0O0

e Updated traffic volumes based on new AM and PM peak period traffic counts performed by
SDOT in March of 2017 at the 8 new intersections listed above plus full-week machine counts
performed on the three major routes to Magnolia (Magnolia Bridge, W Dravus Street, and W
Emerson PI) in March and April 2017.

o Existing volumes balanced across the networks. Traffic volumes on three Magnolia connection
routes balanced to match the full week machine counts. Volumes discrepancies between 2015
and 2017 counts were balanced where needed.

o Roadway networks modified to account for planned improvements:

0 The 20th Avenue W/W Dravus Street and Gilman Avenue W/W Emerson Place
intersections updated to reflect the protected bicycle lanes (PBL) installed along the east
side of 20th Avenue W/Gilman Avenue W and along the south side of W Emerson
Place in 2017.

o Signal timing at 20" Avenue W/W Dravus Street updated to account for the PBL based
on a preliminary signal timing card provided by SDOT.

o Signal cycle lengths and splits for intersections in the 15" Avenue W corridor
(including the Dravus Street ramps) optimized in Synchro.

9 Heffron Transportation, Inc., November 10, 2017.
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Second Iteration (October/November 2017): Networks from first iteration edited and expanded by
Concord Engineering, Inc. (CEi).

e The roadway network was expanded to include the following intersections:
o 15" Avenue W / W Howe Street / Whole Food Driveway
15" Avenue W / W Bertona Street (includes ramps to/from Dravus St)
23rd Avenue W / The Magnolia Bridge on/off ramps
20" Avenue W / Thorndyke Avenue W
17" Avenue W / W Dravus Street
o 11" Avenue W / W Dravus Street

©Oo0oo0o

o Signal timings at newly-added intersections based on SDOT timings cards.

e New Counts performed in October 2017 at these newly-added intersections and at the following
intersections already included in the networks:
o 15" Avenue W / Gilman Drive West
o Alaskan Way W / W Galer Street (16" Avenue W)
0 21% Avenue W/ Thorndyke Avenue W / W Armour Street

e Speed limits changed to 30 mph on 15th Ave W, 25 mph for arterials, and 20 mph for
residential streets per Seattle new speed limit policy published last year.

e Updated the signal timing at 20th Ave & W Dravus St to reflect the current timing in field with
the newly added PBL.

Third Iteration (November 2017): CEi transmitted back to HTi for further refinement and future
forecasting.

o Roadway geometries modified:
0 Added spur off of the Galer Flyover to show split between vehicles connecting to the
Magnolia Bridge and those continuing across the Galer Flyover to Alaskan Way W.
0 Atthe 21% Avenue W / Thorndyke Avenue W / W Armour Street intersection,
consolidated the volumes to/from 21 Avenue W onto W Armour Street so that it is
possible to report delay/LOS values using the HCM 2016 methodology in Synchro.

e Removed all lane coding errors so these networks can be analyzed in SimTraffic if desired.

o Traffic volumes balanced between intersections where discrepancies occurred because the
counts were performed at different times.

0 Compared intersection counts from summer 2015, March 2017, and October 2017 to
historic tube counts provided by SDOT.

0 Volumes on the three major Magnolia connections again re-balanced to match the
volumes from the full week counts performed by SDOT in the spring of 2017 for the
analysis of an emergency Magnolia Bridge closure. The addition of the counts on 23
Avenue W under the Magnolia Bridge allowed for further refinement of the distribution
of vehicles traveling across the bridge.

e Reduced vehicle imbalances to zero between intersections where there are no intermediate exits.
The most critical segments include:
0 The Galer Flyover
0 The Magnolia Bridge
= The vehicle imbalance in the westbound direction between 15" Avenue W and
the 23 Avenue W ramps should match the number of vehicles turning from the
Galer Flyover onto the newly added spur.
» The balancing assumes the gates at the center Magnolia Pier ramp east of 23"
Avenue W are closed
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o0 W Dravus Street in-between the 15" Avenue W northbound and southbound ramps

o W Dravus Street northbound on-ramp to 15" Avenue West

o W Dravus Street between 17" Avenue W and 20" Avenue W (bridge over the railroad
tracks)

0 Thorndyke Avenue W between W Armour Street and 21%' Avenue West (south leg)

Synchro Models for Future Alternatives

Separate AM and PM Synchro models were prepared for each alternative. Changes to lane geometry
were based on the alternative design and informed by the Component Analysis (described in a separate
memorandum). Traffic volumes were then adjusted for each alternative as described in the body of this
report.
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TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM

Project: Magnolia Bridge Long Term Replacement Study
Subject: Transportation Analysis — Transit, Pedestrian and Bicycles
Date: February 15, 2019

Authors: Marni C. Heffron, P.E., P.T.O.@/
Robert H. Frankel, E.I.T.

This memorandum evaluates non-motorized and transit conditions that could be affected by the
Magnolia Bridge Long-Term Replacement options. It describes existing conditions and use for those
modes of travel, analyzes growth trends, and presents a comparative analysis of each replacement
alternative. Analysis of vehicle traffic was presented in a separate technical memorandum.

1. Existing Conditions

This section presents information about the existing pedestrian, bicycle, and transit connections to
Magnolia. It provides information about the existing non-motorized infrastructure and volumes, transit
service and ridership, and planned improvements.

1.1. Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities

There are three bridges that currently connect Magnolia and Interbay neighborhoods. The pedestrian and
bicycle facilities on those bridges are described below:

¢ Magnolia Bridge has a sidewalk along its south side that is approximately 5-feet wide. Portions
of the sidewalk are separated from vehicle traffic by a short concrete barrier. There are no
marked bicycle facilities, so bicyclists must use the sidewalk or ride in one of the vehicles lanes.
There is a pedestrian stairway linking the south side sidewalk with surface inside Terminal 91.

e W Dravus St has sidewalks on both sides of the bridge over the railroad tracks that are each
approximately 5-feet wide. The sidewalks are separated from the vehicle lanes by a short
concrete barrier. For bicyclists, there are “sharrows” painted in the outside travel lanes, which
are pavement markings placed in the roadway to highlight the shared space. The sidewalks
connect to the grid of streets east and west of the bridge; however, the sharrow marking are not
continuous, with a gap in markings between 17" Ave NW and 15" Ave NW. The bridge over
15" Ave NW does have sharrows.

e W Emerson St has a sidewalk along its north side between 15" Ave W and Gilman Ave W.
The bridge that connects to 15" Ave W and W Nickerson Street (east end of this segment) has
about a 5-foot sidewalk separated from the vehicle lanes by a low metal railing. Pedestrians and
bicycles typically share this space. The bridge over the BN Railroad Mainline tracks has a
sidewalk on the north side that is approximately 8-feet wide plus a two-way protected bicycle
lane (PBL) on the south side of the bridge that is approximately 10-feet wide. The PBL
connects between the PBL on the east side of Gilman Ave W and 215 Ave W, where bicyclists
merge onto the Ship Canal Trail on the south side of W Emerson St.

6544 NE B61st Street Seattle, WA 98115 « 206-523-3939 ¢ hefftrans.com
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The Elliott Bay Trail and Ship Canal Trail link Interbay to other neighborhoods. The Elliott Bay Trail
is primarily located along the western edge of BN’s railyard and connects south through Centennial
Park and Myrtle Edwards Park to downtown. A spur of this trail loops to the west side of Terminal 91,
connecting to 20" Avenue W and Smith Cove Park and Marina. The Ship Canal Trail connects from W
Emerson St east to Fremont along the south side of the Ship Canal. In 2018, the City completed the
PBLs on 20" Ave W, Gilman Ave W, and W Commaodore Way that connect the Elliott Bay Trail on the
south to the Ballard Locks crossing on the north.

The City of Seattle’s adopted 2014 Bicycle Master Plan (BMP) * and 2017 Pedestrian Master Plan
(PMP) 2 outline the proposed non-motorized network for the City. The PBLs described previously were
recommended by these plans. BMP recommendations for the area that have not yet been implemented
include:

e Construct a cycle track on W Dravus St between 20" Ave W and 14" Ave W.

e Construct off-street bicycle lanes on the Magnolia Bridge and the Galer Flyover that connect to
a new cycle track on Magnolia Blvd W.

e Construct a new off-street trail through Interbay. The new trail would connect to the Elliott Bay
Trail on the south, run along the western edge of the Interbay Golf course, and connect to W
Dravus St near 16" Ave W.

e Add in-street bicycle lanes with minor separation on Thorndyke Ave W.

There are no Magnolia-specific pedestrian improvements identified in the PMP, in part, because the
sidewalk network is already relatively complete. However, the Magnolia Bridge and W Dravus St are
included in the Priority Investment Network.

1.2. Existing Pedestrian and Bicycle Volumes

The Seattle Department of Transportation (SDOT) maintains a permanent bicycle and pedestrian
counting station on the Elliott Bay Trail in Myrtle Edwards Park that provides daily and hourly counts.
Data from 2014 through September 30, 2018 were available. Figure 1 shows the number of bicycles per
day and month (in both directions) that used the trail for all of 2017, the last full year for which data
were available. The counter is located approximately two miles away from the Magnolia-end of the
trail, so there are many non-Magnolia users included in the data; however, these volumes shows the
seasonal nature of non-motorized users, which would be true in Magnolia as well. The peak volumes
occur during the summer months.

1 Seattle Department of Transportation, City of Seattle Bicycle Master Plan, 2014
2 Seattle Department of Transportation, City of Seattle Pedestrian Master Plan, June 2017
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Figure 1. Bike Volumes on the Elliott Bay Trail by Day and Month — 2017
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Source: SDOT, 2017.
* November monthly totals are low between 11/2/2017 and 11/6/2017 likely because of equipment malfunction.

Data for July were evaluated to show bike use by time of day. These reflect the average weekday in that
month, and are plotted in Figure 2. This shows that the peak hours coincide with traditional morning and

afternoon commuter peaks. The data also found that weekday bicycle volumes were higher than on
weekends for both total day as well as hourly peak periods.
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Figure 2. Bicycle Volumes by Time of Day — Average Weekday in July 2017
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Single-day volume counts were performed at several intersections in Magnolia and Interbay in late
March and early October 2017 for which detailed pedestrian crossing and bicycle movements by
intersection approach were collected. As noted previously, bicycle trips are highly seasonal and
fluctuate with weather conditions. Pedestrian movements are less affected by season since some of those
trips are related to walking to bus stops or local businesses. For the purpose of this analysis, the
pedestrian and bicycle volumes reflect average conditions. Figure 3 shows intersection-level pedestrian
and bicycle movements during the AM and PM peak hours.
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1.3.

King County Metro (Metro) provides bus service to
Magnolia with three routes (19, 24, and 33) traveling over
the Magnolia Bridge and one route (31) using W Emerson St.
Metro Route 994 is a custom bus route designed for private
school students that utilizes both W Dravus St and the
Magnolia Bridge. The bus routes that service Magnolia are
shown in Figure 3.

Existing Transit Connections

Table 1 summarizes the existing transit service. Route 19
only operates in the peak direction during the commuter peak
periods (e.g., inbound to downtown in the morning and
outbound in the afternoon). This route was suspended in
2014 as part Metro budget cuts, but was later restored in
2015 with voter-approved funds from the City of Seattle.
Route 994 only operates on weekdays with two daily trips. In
total, 51 buses travel over the Magnolia Bridge during the
three-hour AM commute period while 54 buses use the
bridge during the three-hour PM commute period.

o n

-1

i
O/’U B!",-'L’;' Jl_,_;,,' *

Source: King County Metro

Table 1. Existing Transit Service

Ll
e rr——

Figure 4 Magnolia Transit Network
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Number of Buses
Weekday AM Weekday PM
Routes Destinations Served Commute Period 2 Commute Period®
RapidRide  Crown Hill, Ballard, Interbay, Seattle Center, and To Downtown: 24 To Downtown: 23
D Line Downtown Seattle To Crown Hill: 20 To Crown Hill: 25
24(819¢)  Magnolia, Seattle Center, and Downtown Seattle To Downtown: 14 To Downtown: 6
To Magnolia; 6 To Magnolia: 15

31 Magnolia, Seattle Pacific University, Fremont, To University District: 9 To University District: 7

Wallingford, and the University District To Magnolia: 4 To Magnolia: 8
3 Seattle Center, Interbay, Seattle Pacific University, 1o University District: 8 To University District; 8

Fremont, Wallingford, and the University District To Seattle Center: 6 To Seattle Center: 8
33 Discovery Park, Interbay, Seattle Center, and To Downtown: 10 To Downtown: 6

Downtown Seattle To Discovery Park: 6 To Discovery Park: 10
994 d Downtown Seattle, Seattle Center, Magnolia, To Lakeside School: 1 To Lakeside School: 0

Ballard, University Prep, and Lakeside School To Downtown: 0 To Downtown: 1

Source: King County Metro Transit Website, November 2018.

a. AM commute service provided between ~6:00 A.m. and 9:00 A.M.

PM commute service provided between ~4:00 p.m. and 7:00 p.M.

Route only operates during the weekday peak hours and only serves the peak direction of travel

b.
c.
d. Custom bus route designed to serve students at private schools in north Seattle. Only operates on weekdays
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Magnolia Bridge Long Term Replacement Study
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1.4. Existing Transit Ridership

Table 2 summarizes the most recent ridership data from the Spring of 2018;* Figure 5 shows the total
number of transit riders entering and exiting Magnolia over the course of an average weekday. A total of
2970 transit riders cross the Magnolia Bridge during a typical weekday. Figure 5 shows that the
Magnolia bus routes are primarily utilized by commuters, with large spikes during the morning and
afternoon commute periods. These transit users also follow typical commuter patterns, with the majority
leaving Magnolia in the morning and returning to Magnolia in the afternoon.

Table 2. Average Ridership — Spring 2018

Average Number of Riders

Magnolia Bridge.

Magnolia Bridge

To Magnolia: 45

To Discovery Park: 40

To Magnolia: 470

To Discovery Park: 320

Routes Weekday AM Weekday PM

Data Location Commute Period @ Commute Period® All Day
RapidRide D Line To Downtown: 1025 To Downtown: 580 To Downtown: 3330
On 15" Ave W ) )

at Armory Way To Crown Hill: 400 To Crown Hill: 1070 To Crown Hill: 3170
24 (&19°) To Downtown: 430 To Downtown: 65 To Downtown: 780
On the '

To Magnolia: 860

31 To University District: 100 To University District: 35 To University District; 225
On Emerson PI ) ) '

at 215t Ave W To Magnolia: 5 To Magnolia: 55 To Magnolia; 100

32 To University District: 70 To University District: 95 versity District:

on 151 Ave W y y To University District: 315
at Armory Way To Seattle Center: 65 To Seattle Center: 75 To Seattle Center: 280
33 To Downtown: 385 To Downtown: 75 To Downtown: 770
Onthe

To Discovery Park: 595

Source: King County Metro Transit, October 2018. Data rounded to the nearest five. No data available for Route 994.
a. AM commute service provided between ~6:00 A.m. and 9:00 A.M.
b. PM commute service provided between ~4:00 p.m. and 7:00 p.M.

c. Routes only operate during the weekday peak hours and only serves the peak direction of travel

3 King County Metro, stop level data obtained via email from Chad Armstrong, October 2018.
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Figure 5. Magnolia Transit Ridership by Time of Day — Average Spring Day
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Source: King County Metro, October 2018.
Note: Includes ridership on routes 19, 24, 31, and 33. Data collected midspan on Magnolia Bridge and on W Emerson Pl at 21t
Ave W. No data available for Route 994.

2. Pedestrian, Bicycle, and Transit Growth

This section summarizes recent growth trends and highlights some factors that may influence growth of
transit and non-motorized trips in the future.

2.1. Pedestrian and Bicycle Growth

Information from the Seattle Bicycle Master Plan* shows that bicycle trips into the core area of
downtown have increased by 5.5% per year from 1995 to 2011. That growth rate, which is higher than
population growth in the City, reflects a shift to bicycling from other modes of transportation. For the
purpose of this analysis, that growth rate was assumed to continue into the future. At that rate, bicycle
volumes are expected to nearly double by the year 2030.

Pedestrian volumes would increase due to population growth as well as with increased transit use with
riders walking to bus stops and major transit stations. The bicycle growth rate of 5.5% was also assumed
for pedestrian trips.

2.2. Transit Ridership Growth

Metro publishes performance metrics for every route in an annual system evaluation.®> Metro began
reporting ridership figures in these annual reports in 2013. Figure 6 shows the average weekday
ridership each year since 2012 for the primary Magnolia routes. The chart shows a generally upward
trend in transit ridership, with an average annual increase of 4 percent per year. Considering the past

Seattle Department of Transportation (SDOT), April 2014. Figure 2-1 Downtown Bicycling Trends in the City.
5 King County Metro, all reports from 2013 Service Guidelines Report to 2018 System Evaluation, 2013 through 2018
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trends and additional factors described below, it is not unreasonable to expect the 4 percent annual
growth trend to continue.

The growth in transit ridership could be fueled further by the construction of higher density
developments and increases in transit service. Metro reports that routes 24 and 33 regularly experience
crowding during the peak commute periods and would like to add more buses to these routes. Metro
Connects,® Metro’s long-range plan, shows that Metro hopes to increase the number of buses that utilize
the Magnolia Bridge and add additional frequent bus service along W Dravus St.

Sound Transit is currently in the early planning stages for the Ballard Link light rail extension, which
will bring light rail through Interbay in 2035. The new line will travel on dedicated right-of-way and
trains will depart every 6 minutes during peak commuter periods. In October 2018, Sound Transit
presented the three Interbay alignments that will move forward for further analysis; these three routes
are shown in Figure 7. As shown, all three routes include stations near the Expedia campus (Smith Cove
station) and the intersection of W Bertona St and 17" Ave W (Interbay station). The new Ballard line is
expected to generate significant ridership and will likely result in significant changes to the bus network
in Magnolia. Metro will revise their network to improve integration with the new light rail line, but they
will not announce any plans until the line is close to opening.

Figure 6. Average Weekday Ridership (Both Directions) — Magnolia Routes 2012 to 2017
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Source: King County Metro, October 2018.
Note: Route 31 is excluded because the majority of the boardings and alightings occur outside of Magnolia. Route 994 is excluded
because it is a custom bus route primarily serving private school students.

6 King County Metro, Metro Connects, January 2017
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Figure 7. Sound Transit Ballard Light Rail — Possible Interbay Alignments (Level 2 Screening)
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3. Impact of Magnolia Bridge Replacement Alternatives

Analysis was performed for four replacement alternatives. This includes the “In-Kind Replacement”
that was identified in the 2007/2008 study. It also assesses three additional “lower cost” alternatives that
were the primary focus of the current study. The four alternatives are briefly described below and
Alternative 1, 2, and 3 are shown on Figure 8.

3.1. Alternative Descriptions

In-Kind (1:1) Replacement Alternative would construct a new bridge immediately south of the
existing Magnolia Bridge. It would have similar connections to 15" Ave W and 23" Ave W as exists
today. The existing “center ramps” to Terminal 91 would be eliminated. The new bridge would feature a
non-motorized, multi-use path on the south side with a width of 10 feet.

Alternative 1 (Components 1, 2A, 5B, 6D, 7 & 8) would remove the existing Magnolia Bridge between
the BNISF Railroad tracks and the top of the bluff at Thorndyke Ave W. It would build a new bridge over
the railroad tracks plus a roadway that connects the 15" Ave W/W Armory Way intersection to Thorndyke
Ave W just south of W Raye St. Smith Cove and the Elliott Bay Marina would be accessed via a new
surface road built along the western edge of Terminal 91 (T-91) that would connect to Thorndyke Ave W
at 20" Ave W. It would also rebuild and extend the W Garfield St connection west over the railroad tracks
and extend Alaskan Way north to serve both T-91 and Expedia. The new Armory Way bridge would
include a non-motorized, mixed-use path on the south side.

Alternative 2 (Components 1, 2A, 3, 7 & 8) has many of the same components as Alternative 1 except
that instead of the W Armory Way railroad crossing it would substantially improve the W Dravus Street
corridor. This alternative would replace the existing tight-diamond ramp configuration at the 15" Ave
W/W Dravus St intersection with a modified single-point urban interchange (SPUI). It would also
upgrade and widen the railroad bridge between 17" Ave W and 20" Ave W,

Alternative 3 (Components 3 and 10) would have the same upgrades in the W Dravus St corridor as
Alternative 2, but none of the other components. The W Garfield St section would instead be
reconfigured to include a new bridge that connects 15" Ave W to 23" Ave W. This new structure would
provide access to Smith Cove, the Elliott Bay Marina, and portions of T-91. The new bridge would
include a sidewalk.

No Action Alternative assumes that no improvements are constructed, and the existing Magnolia
Bridge deteriorates to the point of being closed to all traffic. This condition was evaluated in order to
quantify the full benefits of the action alternatives.

| -¥- heffron February 15,2019 | 11
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Magnolia Bridge Long Term Replacement Study
Transportation Analysis — Transit, Pedestrian and Bicycles

Figure 8. Magnolia Bridge Replacement Alternatives
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Source: SCJ Alliance, July 2018.
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Magnolia Bridge Long Term Replacement Study
Transportation Analysis — Transit, Pedestrian and Bicycles

3.2. Pedestrian and Bicycle Impacts

Although the Magnolia Bridge provides the shortest travel route between the south end of Magnolia and
Interbay, intersection count data show that few pedestrians and even fewer bicyclists use the existing
bridge. Non-motorized users favor W Thorndyke and 20" Ave W and its connections to the Elliott Bay
Trail and W Dravus St, as well as W Emerson P, which connects to the Ship Canal Trail and Ballard
Bridge. For all four of the replacement alternatives, it is likely that this paradigm will remain.

Although the In-Kind Replacement Alternative would have substantially improved non-motorized
facilities, it has no planned connections to the Elliott Bay Trail. For trips returning to Magnolia, it would
also continue to be a steeper climb than the existing route via Thorndyke Ave W. It is expected that the
Magnolia Bridge would attract relatively small increases in bicycle and pedestrian traffic destined to
downtown or local employment destinations such as at Expedia or Terminal 91, as well as the future
Sound Transit Link Station at Smith Cove. However, trips destined to areas north such as Ballard or
Fremont, as well as trips to the future Interbay Link Station, would continue to use existing travel routes
to the non-motorized trails and W Dravus St.

Alternative 1 would provide a new route choice across the railroad tracks, with improved connections to
the Elliott Bay Trail via 20" Ave W. It would likely attract use similar to the existing Magnolia Bridge
for trips destined to commercial areas along 15" Ave W (e.g., Whole Foods). As with the In-Kind
Replacement, trips to the north and east as well as to the Link Station would use other routes. The small
number of trips that now use the Magnolia Bridge would likely shift to the new Armory St Bridge.

Alternatives 2 and 3 would improve facilities along W Dravus St. This would improve connections to
local commercial areas and the future Interbay Link Station. Since W Dravus Street is quite distant from
the existing Magnolia Bridge, any pedestrians that now use the Magnolia Bridge may shift to other
modes of travel. Bicyclists could use the existing route to the Elliott Bay Trail via Thorndyke and 20™
Ave W.

Overall, there is little difference among the four Alternatives to pedestrian and bicycle mobility.
Existing travel routes are expected to be used regardless of the alternative chosen. The small number of
pedestrians and bicyclists who now use Magnolia Bridge would need to divert elsewhere with any of the
other alternatives.

3.3. Transit Impacts

The Magnolia Bridge is a critical part of the existing Magnolia transit network, providing the fastest and
most reliable connection between Magnolia and Downtown Seattle. However, once the Ballard light rail
extension opens, it is possible that Metro will divert buses that now connect Magnolia and Downtown
Seattle to local routes that provide more frequent service to the Link stations.

Until Link Service begins, Alternatives 1, 2 or 3 would increase the travel times along routes that now
use the Magnolia Bridge. Travel time analysis performed as part of the Magnolia Bridge Long-Term
Replacement Study, Traffic Analysis: Future Traffic Forecasts and Operation’ estimated the change in
travel time due to the various alternatives. Transit trips will differ from vehicle trips due to the
advantage provided by the transit lanes on the 15" /Elliott Ave corridor. For trips into downtown in the
morning, Alternative 1 is estimated to increase travel times by about 10 minutes during the AM peak
hour compared to the In-Kind Replacement; Alternative 2 would increase travel time by 10 minutes, and
Alternative 3 would increase travel time by 27 minutes. In the afternoon, the return trips are estimated to
increase by 4 minutes for Alternative 1, 8 minutes for Alternative 2, and 7 minutes for Alternative 3.

7 Heffron Transportation, Inc., October 23, 2018.
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Magnolia Bridge Long Term Replacement Study
Transportation Analysis — Transit, Pedestrian and Bicycles

These travel times assume the existing business access & transit (BAT) lanes remain on Elliott/15" Ave
W in the future analysis year.

After Sound Transit’s Link Service begins, the new alternatives could provide better local transit
connections between Magnolia and new station locations. Alternatives 2 and 3 could enhance bus
connections to the future Interbay Station, expected to be located north of W Dravus Street.

3.4. Impact Summary

Table 3 provides a qualitative evaluation and comparison of each alternative based on several
pedestrian, bicycle, and transit performance metrics.

Table 3.Evaluation of Non-Motorized and Transit Performance by Alternative

| = o~ ™
<1 (5] (5] (5]
2 £ £ 2
B|E|E|E
A I T
e ==
Bicycles and Pedestrians = | <] <] <
Non-motorized connection between upper-Magnolia and Elliott/15t Ave W corridor ® O |
Integration with existing non-motorized infrastructure (trails and PBL facilities) CEN BN BN))
Non-motorized connection between Elliott/15 Ave W Corridor and Smith Cove ® OO0
Transit
Bus connection between upper-Magnolia and Downtown Seattle ® O |
Bus connection between upper-Magnolia and Smith Cove light rail station ® O |
Bus connection between upper-Magnolia and Interbay light rail station OO |0 | O
Bus connection between upper-Magnolia and Interbay shopping area with Whole Foods | © | @ | & | ®
Bus service near T-91 and Smith Cove Marina | BNCERCENG)
@ Good Performance © Average Performance @ Poor Performance
RHF/MCH
MBRS - Transit and Non-motorized Tech Memo-FINAL 021519.docx
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Technical Memo

Wes Ducey/SDOT

To Kit Loo/SDOT

From: Lisa Reid/SCJ Alliance

Date: March 25, 2019

Project: Magnolia Bridge Planning Study
Subject Cost Estimate Summary

The purpose of this memo is to briefly document the methodology used to prepare cost estimates for the
Magnolia Bridge Planning Study Alternatives, including:

1.1.

* & & o

Alternative 1 - Armory Way Bridge
Alternative 2 - Dravus Street Upgrade
Alternative 3 - Lower Magnolia Bridge
Alternative 4 — In-Kind Replacement

Construction Costs

Alternative 4 — In-Kind Replacement

HNTB completed a 30% design of the in-kind bridge replacement in along with an engineer’s estimate of

cost based on the 30% quantities. The construction-only portion of this estimate totaled $98.4M in 2006

dollars. Ott-Sakai’s construction management expert reviewed the HNTB estimate for both thoroughness
and to update unit costs to 2018 dollars.

The review indicated that two bid items were missing for traffic control and shaft excavation — unforeseen
conditions. The latter is significant given the depth of the shafts and the existing soil conditions. Both
items were added, and all unit costs were escalated to 2018 dollars to be consistent with the other
component-level cost estimates developed and discussed below. This resulted in an escalation of the
construction-only portion of the estimate to $197.8M including two component-level costs as shown in
Table 1.

Table 1. Construction Costs for Alternative 4 - In-Kind Replacement

Alternative 4
Summary Cost Item Description | Unit Unit Price Estimated Cost
HNTB Replacement Cost 2018$ LS $ 191,123,000 $ 191,123,000
Magnolia Bridge Demolition LS S$ 6,674,000 $ 6,674,000
Construction Cost Total $ 197,797,000

Smith Tower ¢ 506 29 Ave, Suite 1400 ¢ Seattle, WA 98104 * Office 206.739.5454 ¢ Fax 360.352.1509 ¢ scjalliance.com
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1.2. Alternatives 1-3

A planning level cost estimate was prepared for each of the components and then these costs were

combined with the costs described above to calculate the cost of each of the alternatives.

1.2.1. Component Cost Estimates

To be consistent with Alternative 4, HNTB’s escalated cost estimate was used to calculate construction

costs for Component 10 by isolating the bid items applicable to that portion of the construction. In
addition, the escalated HNTB Magnolia Bridge demolition cost calculated for Alternative 4 was used

for all alternatives.

The planning level cost estimates for components 1B, 2A, 3, 5B, 6D, 7 and 8 were based on conceptual

layouts of each of these components. These layouts include horizontal linework showing lanes,
sidewalks, and edge of pavement and vertical profiles for each of the components. Profiles are based
on Google Earth™ data that is publicly available. No 3D models were developed; therefore wall and

bridge locations were based on the conceptual profiles.

Planning level component cost estimates were based on the following:

= Major earthwork, removals, paving, and wall quantities were calculated based on the
conceptual profiles and 2018 unit bid item costs were applied to get item costs.

= [llumination, utility, and drainage systems were estimated based on the length of the project.
= Bridge costs were estimated based on the per sf cost based on structure depth/type.

= Other significant items were estimated as a percentage of the length of the project or as a

percentage of the overall cost of the other components.

= The planning level estimates included 10% allowance for miscellaneous items.

Individual component construction costs were calculated as shown in Table 2

Table 2. Construction Cost per Component

Summary Cost Item Description Unit Unit Price
Component 1B Construction Cost LS S 13,396,000
Component 2A Construction Cost LS S 1,004,000
Component 3 Construction Cost LS S 44,712,000
Component 5B Construction Cost LS S 45,411,000
Component 6D Construction Cost LS S 2,792,000
Component 7 Construction Cost LS S 43,544,000
Component 8 Construction Cost LS S 1,576,000
Component 10 Construction Cost LS S 67,063,000
HNTB Replacement Cost 2018$ LS S 191,123,000
Magnolia Bridge Demolition LS S 6,674,000

MBPS Cost Estimate Summary 2019-0325.docx

2019-0326 |
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1.2.1. Alternative Cost Estimates

The component level cost estimates were combined to get construction cost estimates for each of the
alternatives as shown in Table 3.

Table 3. Construction Costs per Alternative

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3
Summary Cost Item Description | Unit | Estimated Cost Estimated Cost Estimated Cost
Component 1B Construction Cost LS $ 13,396,000 $ 13,396,000
Component 2A Construction Cost LS S 1,004,000 | S 1,004,000
Component 3 Construction Cost LS $ 44,712,000 S 44,712,000
Component 5B Construction Cost LS $ 45,411,000
Component 6D Construction Cost LS $ 2,792,000
Component 7 Construction Cost LS S 43,544,000 S 43,544,000
Component 8 Construction Cost LS $ 1,576,000 $ 1,576,000
Component 10 Construction Cost LS S 67,063,000
Magnolia Bridge Demolition LS S 6,674,000 | S 6,674,000 | $ 6,674,000
Construction Cost Total $ 114,397,000 $ 110,906,000 $ 118,449,000

2. Right-of-Way Costs

Right-of-way (ROW) costs in the Puget Sound region are changing quickly and are very difficult to estimate. In
addition, much of the ROW needed for this project is owned by the Port of Seattle and little data exists for
valuation purposes. Right-of-way takes were calculated per SF for each component as noted below:

Component 1B: ROW width was based on SDOT'’s typical ROW sections per Streets Illustrated (50’).
Components 2A and 6D: Improvements fit within the City’s existing ROW and no take is needed.

¢ Component 3: A ROW take for SPUl improvements that did not fit within the City’s 15" Ave W and
Dravus ROW was calculated.

¢ Component 5B: A ROW take for improvements that did not fit within the City’s Armory Way ROW was
calculated.

¢ Component 7: The relative ROW take from HNTB’s 30% design was used and added to additional ROW
needed for the loop ramp to provide SDOT’s typical ROW section per Streets Illustrated (50’).

¢ Component 8: A ROW take for improvements that did not fit within the City’s Magnolia Street Bridge
ROW was calculated.

¢ Component 10: The relative ROW take from HNTB’s 30% design was used.

The per SF cost used to calculate ROW cost was based on HNTB’s 2006 estimate. We escalated the ROW cost
based on the same escalation in King County Parcel Values for adjacent commercial property’s escalations over
the period from 2006 to 2018. When escalated, the cost of ROW including acquisition and costs to cure was
$125/SF resulting in the ROW costs per component shown in Table 4.

MBPS Cost Estimate Summary 2019-0325.docx 2019-0326 | 3of4
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Table 4. Right-of-Way Costs Per Component

Summary Cost Item Description Unit Unit Price
Component 1B ROW Cost LS $ 29,480,000
Component 2A ROW Cost LS SO
Component 3 ROW Cost LS S 3,406,800
Component 5B ROW Cost LS $ 5,847,000
Component 6D ROW Cost LS SO
Component 7 ROW Cost LS $ 4,176,000
Component 8 ROW Cost LS $ 5,093,000
Component 10 ROW Cost LS S 41,000,000
HNTB Replacement Cost 20185 ROW LS S 48,544,000

In addition to these ROW costs, the potential exists to “exchange” ROW along the existing Magnolia Bridge
when it is replaced and offset the costs of the new ROW that is not reflected in the cost estimates. The
estimated cost of an equivalent exchange of ROW is up to $14.5M.

MBPS Cost Estimate Summary 2019-0325.docx

2019-0326 | 4of4
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Technical Memo

Wes Ducey/SDOT

To Kit Loo/SDOT

From: Lisa Reid/SCJ Alliance

Date: March 25, 2019

Project: Magnolia Bridge Planning Study

Subject Construction Durations and Impacts Summary

The purpose of this memo is to briefly document the methodology used to calculate comparative construction
durations and impacts for the Magnolia Bridge Planning Study Alternatives, including:

Alternative 1 - Armory Way Bridge
Alternative 2 - Dravus Street Upgrade
Alternative 3 - Lower Magnolia Bridge
Alternative 4 — In-Kind Replacement

* & & o

1. Construction Durations

Construction durations are simply the number of months included in the construction schedule for each
alternative. These durations were calculated as noted below:

¢ Alternatives 1-3: High-level schedules were prepared for Alternatives 1 through 3 based on the
components to be constructed and the estimated cost of each component (as a basis of construction
durations). The schedules were developed to ensure that there was always one access point to the Port
of Seattle and to Magnolia that wasn’t under significant construction.

¢ Alternative 4: HNTB included a construction schedule in the Type Size & Location (TS&L) study they
prepared in 2005, while they were completing the 30% design. That schedule was reviewed for
completeness and our construction management expert concurred with the schedule logic and
durations.

Each of those schedules is attached to this memo and is summarized in Table 1.

Table 1. Schedule Durations by Alternative

Alternative Schedule Duration
Alternative 1 29 months
Alternative 2 29 months
Alternative 3 35 months
Alternative 4 31 months

Smith Tower ¢ 506 29 Ave, Suite 1400 ¢ Seattle, WA 98104 * Office 206.739.5454 ¢ Fax 360.352.1509 ¢ scjalliance.com
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2. Construction Impacts

Construction impacts were defined as the number of months that the public would experience impacts resulting
from capacity constraining work occurring on existing roadways. The attached schedules show blue highlighted
bars across the months where these impacts would be experienced, and they are summarized in Table 2. The

notes below further explain the assumptions made for each alternative.

¢ Alternative 1: Work on Components 1 and 2 will not affect existing roadways and was not considered

when calculating months of construction impacts. In addition, most of the work on Component 5B will
not significantly impact the capacity of existing roadways and was excluded. The work on Components 7
and 8 will affect existing roadways significantly and was included in the calculation of months of
construction impacts.

Alternative 2: Nearly all work on Components 3, 7 and 8 will result in significant impacts to existing
roadways and was included in the calculation of months of construction impacts.

Alternative 3: Nearly all of the work on Components 3 and 10 will result in significant impacts to existing
roadways and was included in the calculation of months of construction impacts.

Alternative 4: The work on the In-Kind replacement is significant and is occurring along the existing
Magnolia Bridge throughout this Alternative. We assumed the same number of months as Alternative 3
would be excluded from calculation of months of construction impacts (4 months) for consistency.

Table 2. Construction Impacts by Alternative

Alternative Schedule Impacts
Alternative 1 14 months
Alternative 2 26 months
Alternative 3 31 months
Alternative 4 27 months

MBPS Construction Durations and Impact Summary 2019-0326.docx

2019-0326 |
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SDOT - Magnolia Bridge Planning Study

Alternative Schedules
Forrest Dill - Ott-Sakai 18 10 09, REVISED by Lisa Reid 18 10 31

Construction Impacting Capacity = 14 mon

Construction Duration = 29 mon
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Alternative 1 Months
UM Quantity 10 1 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36
Component 1
Mob and Subm/Appr LS 1 :l_l
TESC / Clear and Grub LF 4,073
Survey, Demo and Grading LF 4,073
Roadway Excavation CcYy 5,677
Select Borrow CY 2,817
Slope Stabilization Walls SF 12,000
MSE Retaining Walls SF 5,400
Utilities LS 1
lllumination EA 24
Pavement and Striping LF 4,073 |
Landscaping SF 8,000 |
Closeout LS 1
Component 2A
Mob and Subm/Appr LS 1
TESC / Clear and Grub LF 1,389
Survey, Demo and Grading LF 1,389
Roadway Excavation CYy 347
Select Borrow CYy 3,286
Utilities LS 1
lllumination EA 4
Flatwork, Pavement, and Striping LF 1,389
Landscaping SF 400
Closeout LS 1
Component 5B
Mob and Subm/Appr LS 1
TESC / Clear and Grub LF 4,263 |
Survey, Demo and Grading LF 4,263
Roadway and Structure Excavation CYy 2,099
Select Borrow CY 64,246
MSE Retaining Walls SF 49,300
Armory Bridge over 15th and Armory SF 30,800
Armory Bridge over BNSF and 20th SF 32,550
Utilities LS 1
lllumination EA 12
Flatwork, Pavement, and Striping LF 4,263 |
Landscaping SF 813
Closeout LS 1
Component 6D
Mob and Subm/Appr LS 1
Phase 1
Traffic Switch LS 1
TESC / Clear and Grub LF 1,389
Survey, Demo and Grading LF 1,389
Remove Flatwork, Pavement, and Storm LF 3,450
Select Borrow CYy 697
Utilities LS 1
Signal - Thorndyke and Armory EA 1
Signal Modifications - 15th and Armory ~ EA 1
lllumination EA 2
Flatwork, Pavement, and Striping LF 1,389
Phase 2
TESC / Clear and Grub LF 1,389
Survey, Demo and Grading LF 1,389

Page 1 of 5



55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75
76
77
78
79
80
81

82
83
84
85
86
87
88
89

1 The construction contract work days start 21 calendar days after contract execution. The Bid/Award/Contract Execution process duration is about 3 months.

Alternative 1

Remove Flatwork, Pavement, and Storm
Select Borrow
Utilities
Signal - Thorndyke and Armory
Signal Modifications - 15th and Armory
lllumination
Flatwork, Pavement, and Striping
Traffic Signal Startup
Landscaping
Closeout
Component 7
Mob and Subm/Appr
Bridge Girder Fabrication
Demolish Existing Magnolia Bridge
TESC / Clear and Grub
Survey, Demo and Grading
Structure Excavation
Select Borrow
MSE Retaining Walls
Replacement Magnolia over BNSF only
Signal Modifications - 15th and Garfield
Utilities
lllumination
Flatwork, Pavement, and Striping
Landscaping
Closeout

Component 8
Mob and Subm/Appr
TESC / Clear and Grub
Survey, Demo and Grading
Utilities
lllumination
Flatwork, Pavement, and Striping
Closeout

Alternative 1 Total

Schedule Assumptions

UM
LF
CcYy
LS
EA
EA
EA
LF
EA
SF
LS

LS
LS
LS
LF
LF
CcYy
CcYy
SF
SF
EA
LS
EA
LF
SF
LS

LS
LF
LF
LS
EA
LF
LS

Quantity
3,450
697

1,000
1,000
280
5,940
36,000
77,825

4,263
928

779
779

779

Month

1

1

2 The Closeout activity includes punchlist and opening the project to traffic. The contract paperwork completion is not included.

3 Weather constraints are not included. Winter weather will constrain HMA Paving, Landscaping, and other work contrained by wet and/or cold weather.
4 Railroad restrictions like Christmas Holiday closures are not included in this schedule.

5 The schedule activities are shown as Early Start

6 Moved Demo of Component 7 to start after Component 5B is operational.

10 11 12 13
-

|

10 11 12 13

14

14

Months
15 16 17 18 19
Demo Bridge
15 16 17 18 19

20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29
20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29

30

30

31

31

32

32

33

33

34

34

35 36

35 36
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Alternative 2

Component 1
Mob and Subm/Appr
TESC / Clear and Grub
Survey, Demo and Grading
Roadway Excavation
Select Borrow
Slope Stabilization Walls
MSE Retaining Walls
Utilities
lllumination
Pavement and Striping
Landscaping
Closeout

Component 2A
Mob and Subm/Appr
TESC / Clear and Grub
Survey, Demo and Grading
Roadway Excavation
Select Borrow
Utilities
lllumination
Flatwork, Pavement, and Striping
Landscaping
Closeout

Component 3
Mob and Subm/Appr
TESC / Clear and Grub
Survey, Demo and Grading
Roadway and Structure Excavation
Select Borrow
MSE Retaining Walls
Widen Dravus Bridge over BNSF
Widen Dravus Bridge at 15th SPUI
Utilities
Signal - 15th and Dravus SPUI
Signal Modifications - 20th and Dravus
Remove Signal - 15th and Dravus
Temporary Signal - 15th and Dravus
lllumination
Flatwork, Pavement, and Striping
Landscaping
Closeout

Component 7
Mob and Subm/Appr
Bridge Girder Fabrication
Demolish Existing Magnolia Bridge
TESC / Clear and Grub
Survey, Demo and Grading
Structure Excavation
Select Borrow
MSE Retaining Walls

UM

LS
LF
LF
CcYy
cYy
SF
SF
LS
EA
LF
SF
LS

LS
LF
LF
CcYy
CcYy
LS
EA
LF
SF
LS

LS
LF
LF
CcYy
CcYy
SF
SF
SF
LS
EA
EA
EA
EA
EA
LF
SF
LS

LS
LS
LS
LF
LF
cYy
CcYy
SF

SDOT - Magnolia Bridge Planning Study

Alternative Schedules
Forrest Dill - Ott-Sakai 18 10 09, REVISED by Lisa Reid 18 10 31

Quantity

1
4,073
4,073
5,677
2,817

12,000
5,400
1

24
4,073
8,000
1

1,389
1,389

347
3,286

1,389
400

4,263
4,263
9,810
3,286

45,084

23,180

45,500

N = 2

1

12
4,263
11,692
1

1

1

1
1,000
1,000
280
5,940
36,000

1

10

Construction Impacting Capacity = 26 mos

Construction Duration = 29 mon

Months
11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36
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Alternative 2

UM Quantity 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17
55 Replacement Magnolia over BNSF only SF 77,825
56 Signal Modifications - 15th and Garfield EA 1
57 Utilities LS 1
58 lllumination EA 6
59 Flatwork, Pavement, and Striping LF 4,263
60 Landscaping SF 928
61 Closeout LS 1
62
63 Component 8
64 Mob and Subm/Appr LS 1
65 TESC / Clear and Grub LF 779 Demo Bridge
66 Survey, Demo and Grading LF 779
67 Utilities LS 1
68 lllumination EA 4
69 Flatwork, Pavement, and Striping LF 779
70 Closeout LS 1

Month 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17

Alternative 2 Total

Schedule Assumptions
1 The construction contract work days start 21 calendar days after contract execution. The Bid/Award/Contract Execution process duration is about 3 months.
2 The Closeout activity includes punchlist and opening the project to traffic. The contract paperwork completion is not included.
3 Weather constraints are not included. Winter weather will constrain HMA Paving, Landscaping, and other work contrained by wet and/or cold weather.
4 Railroad restrictions like Christmas Holiday closures are not included in this schedule.
5 The schedule activities are shown as Early Start
6 Moved Demo of Component 7 to start after Component 3 is operational.

Months

18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29
Complete New Bridge

18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29

30

30

31

31

32

32

33

33

34

34

35 36

35 36
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1 The construction contract work days start 21 calendar days after contract execution. The Bid/Award/Contract Execution process duration is about 3 months.

Alternative 3

Component 3
Mob and Subm/Appr
TESC / Clear and Grub
Survey, Demo and Grading
Roadway and Structure Excavation
Select Borrow
MSE Retaining Walls
Widen Dravus Bridge over BNSF
Widen Dravus Bridge at 15th SPUI
Utilities
Signal - 15th and Dravus SPUI
Signal Modifications - 20th and Dravus
Remove Signal - 15th and Dravus
Temporary Signal - 15th and Dravus
lllumination
Flatwork, Pavement, and Striping
Landscaping
Closeout

Component 10
Mob and Subm/Appr
Bridge Girder Fabrication
Demolish Existing Magnolia Bridge
TESC / Clear and Grub
Survey, Demo and Grading
Structure Excavation
Select Borrow
MSE Retaining Walls
Replacement Magnolia over BNSF only
Utilities
Signal Modifications - 15th and Garfield
lllumination
Flatwork, Pavement, and Striping
Landscaping
Closeout

Alternative 3 Total

Schedule Assumptions

UM

LS
LF
LF
cYy
CYy
SF
SF
SF
LS
EA
EA
EA
EA
EA
LF
SF
LS

LS
LS
LS
LF
LF
CcYy
CcYy
SF
SF
LS
EA
EA
LF
SF
LS

SDOT - Magnolia Bridge Planning Study

Alternative Schedules
Forrest Dill - Ott-Sakai 18 10 09, REVISED by Lisa Reid 18 10 31

Quantity

1
4,263
4,263
9,810
3,286

45,084
23,180
45,500

1

1
1,000
1,000
340
1,557
24,000
119,220
1

1

6
3,500
928

Month

1

Construction Impacting Capacity = 31 mon

Construction Duration = 35 mon

Months
10 1 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36
|
Ii!
10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36

2 The Closeout activity includes punchlist and opening the project to traffic. The contract paperwork completion is not included.

3 Weather constraints are not included. Winter weather will constrain HMA Paving, Landscaping, and other work contrained by wet and/or cold weather.
4 Railroad restrictions like Christmas Holiday closures are not included in this schedule.

5 The schedule activities are shown as Early Start

6 Moved Demo of Component 10 to start after Component 3 is operational.
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STUDY PURPOSE

Environmental impacts have weathered the Magnolia Bridge. We perform regular maintenance
and frequent inspections on the bridge to ensure it is safe to use. However, in the long-term,
we’ll need a replacement. In 2002, we identified more than 20 options. Ultimately, the
community’s desire drove the decision for an in-kind replacement south of the existing bridge.
Unfortunately, we haven't obtained funding to complete the design and construct it. The Levy to
Move Seattle included funding to use the recommendations from the 2002 replacement study as
a basis for identifying a lower-cost alternative that maintains a similar level of service similar for
current traffic conditions and to draft a Magnolia Bridge Planning Study (planning study).

Once a lower-cost alternative is identified, it will be presented alongside the cost and traffic
analysis of the in-kind replacement selected through the 2002 Magnolia Bridge Study. This study
creates a foundation for making decisions on next steps for funding and design.

7 2018

Sept Oct LT Dec | Jan Feb Mar | Apr May Jun Jul Aug  Sept Oct Mav Dec

T Chamber, Magnelia Community Council, King County
Matro, Seattle Parks and Recreation, Seattle Department
of Transportatien, Sound Transit, Quesn Anne Community

i.?'i Council, Magnolia Intarbay Queen Anne Disaster

Preparedness, Seneca/Expadia, BNSF

s;:f q Stakehelder Workshops Portof Seattle, Magnolia

by Community Councils and Other Community Group

Y’I Briefings to inform public of the study purpose and present
initial components for comment and questions
F
. Present to SDOT Directors, Mayor, and Council Members
‘% rz 1o review initial and technical screaning and prassdnt
alternatives
P Drop-in Sessions and Online Open House & Survey
% 1o describe Magnolia Bridgs history, review evaluation
il process, present . and collect ity input

Finalize Alternatives Analysis and Present to 5DOT
= ! Directors, Mayor, and elected officials to summarize
r community feedback, present the in-kind replacement
and an alternative cost & traffic trade-offs, and frame the
funding package discussion

2 Ongoing Outreach Activities to conduct an intercept survey
r? I Magnolia Village to better undarstand behaviors among
people visiting and working there and share results of
public input and technical analysis
g 2
511 Emeargancy Closura Plan % Technical screening of components o Parform altamatives r? Present analysis and L.‘i Listening to community & agencies
i o identify viabla altarnatives analysis information 1[
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Outreach Overview

Outreach prior to June helped inform an Emergency Transportation Response Plan should one
or more bridges to Magnolia be closed and identify possible lower-cost replacement
alternatives. This summary focuses on June outreach to help rank the resulting 3 lower-cost
alternatives and related components and to inform the planning study. The planning study will
also update cost estimates and traffic data for the in-kind replacement.

Our outreach objective was to work closely with the Magnolia community to understand their
mobility needs as we move forward in determining the best alternative solution for the aging
Magnolia Bridge. In June 2018, we hosted 4 drop-in sessions to share the history of the bridge,
provide information about the planning study, introduce the three possible lower-cost
alternatives, introduce the components that make up each of the three alternatives, and gather
feedback on the community’s most and least preferred alternative and most and least preferred
component. We also handed out comment cards and a link to the project email address to
attendees for open-ended feedback.

In addition to the 4 drop-in sessions, we also launched an online open house and survey from
June 13 - July 1, 2018. The online open house provided the same information as the drop-in
sessions. The survey asked for demographic information to help us assess how inclusive our
outreach was, participants travel habits, and alternatives and components rankings. The survey
also provided an opportunity for open-ended feedback.

We promoted the events through local news sources and blogs including Queen Anne &
Magnolia News, Seattle Times, the Magnolia Community Council (MCC]), the project listserv, and
the project webpage. We posted flyers throughout the community and shared information
through the SDOT and MCC Facebook pages, respectively. For a full list of notifications and
locations, please see Appendix A.

The information gathered from these outreach events will be used in the alternatives analysis
phase. Participant feedback is summarized in the following sections of this report. For a
complete list of comments received, please see Appendices C-F.

DROP-IN SESSIONS

On June 12 and June 21, 2018, we hosted drop-in sessions for the Magnolia Bridge Planning
Study project at Uptown Espresso (3223 W McGraw St) in Magnolia. The meetings were from 8
AM to 10 AM.

On June 14 and June 20, 2018, we hosted evening drop-in sessions at Magnolia Park Parking Lot
(1461 Magnolia Blvd W) in Magnolia. The meetings were from 5 PM to 7 PM.

We selected event locations for high visibility, and we held events over a period of two weeks to
encourage as much participation as possible.

Magnolia Bridge Planning Study: Drop-In Sessions Summary Report | 5



Stations
The materials associated with each station are listed below. (The full display boards, handouts,
project business cards, and comment cards are listed in Appendix B.]

e SDOT sign-in table
0 Welcome board - sign-in sheets, handouts, project business cards, comment
cards
e SDOT Magnolia Bridge Planning Study boards
0 History of Magnolia Bridge board - history and background of the Magnolia
Bridge
0 Description of the 3 alternatives board - graphical representations of each
alternative and the components in each
0 Description of the 10 components board - graphical representations and
descriptions of each component
o Traffic analysis board - travel time analysis of current conditions versus each
proposed alternative
0 Comparison chart board - criteria for alternatives analysis along with preliminary
results of the 3 alternatives
0 Alternatives feedback activity board - graphical representation of the 3
alternatives with space for participants to rank them using their green and red
dots
o0 Components feedback activity board - graphical representation of the
components with space for participants to rank them using their green and red
dots
e Aerial map table - Magnolia neighborhood aerial map for reference

Attendance
A total of 277 people signed in at the 4 drop-in sessions. Registration totals for each session are
outlined as follows:

e June 12, Uptown Espresso: 74

e June 14, Magnolia Park Parking Lot: 110
e June 20, Magnolia Park Parking Lot: 42
e June 21, Uptown Espresso: 51

Magnolia Bridge Planning Study: Drop-In Sessions Summary Report | 6



Photographs

FIGURE 1: PROJECT MANAGER WES DUCEY ANSWERS QUESTIONS AT THE ALTERNATIVES TABLE

FIGURE 2 - CONSULTANT LISA REID ANSWERS TECHNICAL QUESTIONS ABOUT THE ALTERNATIVES

Magnolia Bridge Planning Study: Drop-In Sessions Summary Report | 7



Feedback Boards

Each drop-in session featured feedback boards with space for participants to rank the
alternatives and components using colored dots: green for most important and red for least
important. Photos of these boards as well as summary tables are available in Appendix C. The
comparison of rankings among the lower-cost alternatives are in the "Results” section.

ONLINE OPEN HOUSE AND SURVEY

On June 13, 2018 an online open house and survey launched at
magnoliabridge.participate.online. The survey closed Sunday, July 1, 2018 and included 3
sections:

e About You - travel and commute habits
e Alternatives Survey - ranking most and least important alternative and component(s)
e Demographic Survey - open-ended comments and participant demographic information

186 respondents took the survey. The full questions and results for each of these sections are
available in Appendix F. A summary of responses is included below in the "Results” section.,

RESULTS

Both the drop-in sessions and online survey solicited feedback on the lower-cost alternatives
and components. While the focus of outreach was to get feedback on possible lower-cost
replacement alternatives, most participants made it clear their preferred alternative was an in-
kind replacement. Many hesitated to rank the alternatives because they did not want feedback to
be construed as support for a lower-cost one. Staff requested feedback on their preferred
alternative via comment cards and the open-ended comment box on the online survey. Staff also
encouraged participants to learn more about the other options to help better inform the final
planning study. For those willing to participate, Alternative 1: Armory Bridge, etc. and
Component 5B: W Armory Way Bridge ranked the highest of the 3 lower-cost options. Those
living along Thorndyke and near the intersection of Halliday and Thorndyke, areas directly
adjacent to Alternative 1 and Component 5B, shared concerns centered around quality of life and
property investments.

Drop-In Sessions

As noted above, we asked participants to rank the lower-cost alternatives as most important and
least important. The total number of stickers (votes] for most important (green) and least
important (red) were totaled for each drop-in session and are shown in the graph below.

Magnolia Bridge Planning Study: Drop-In Sessions Summary Report | 8



Lower-Cost Alternatives Ranked as Most Important
Across all Drop-In Sessions
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Attendees ranked Alternative 1 highest among the lower-cost alternatives with a total of 96

votes.
Components Ranked as Most Important
Across all Drop-In Sessions
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Attendees ranked Component 5B as most important with a total of 105 votes.
NOTE: Component 5A was mislabeled on the display board and therefore received only one vote.
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Online Survey

Results of the online survey varied slightly from the feedback activity presented at the 4 drop-in
sessions. We asked participants of the survey to rank the alternatives and components from
most important to least important.

Number of Rankings
o~

—_
o
o

[0}
o

N B
o o o

Lower-Cost Alternatives Ranked
as Most Important from
Online Survey
104
34
18 I
Alternative | Alternative Il Alternative Ill

Survey respondents ranked Alternative 1 highest among the lower-cost alternatives with a total

of 104 votes.

The graph below shows the components survey respondents ranked as most important.

Number of Rankings

Components Ranked as Most Important
from the Online Survey
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Survey respondents ranked Component 5B ranked as most important with a total of 94 votes.
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What We Heard

Below are key themes and questions from the comments we received. We received written
comments through drop-in sessions, through the online survey, and via email can be found in
their entirety in Appendix D, E and G. Personal information has been removed.

e The majority of the Magnolia community who participated want the in-kind replacement
of the Magnolia Bridge

e Alternative | and Component 5B ranked highest

e Thereis concern that implementing Component 5B W Armory Way Bridge would reduce
parking and access to nearby residences, as well as increase light and noise pollution

e Based on current conditions and experiences, many participants did not feel W Dravus St
could be improved to a level that would support the additional trips

e Many believed emergency response times would be slowed with the 3 lower-cost
alternatives

e Some felt we did not fully understand the diminished accessibility of Magnolia during
inclement weather, and they were not clear that the alternatives could provide secure
access during these times

e Some participants asked if we'd considered a Local Improvement District (LID) or tolling
to secure funding

The Magnolia Community Council created a community survey to solicit feedback from the
community. This survey was not City or SDOT-led. The results of this survey in Appendix H.

Magnolia Bridge Planning Study: Drop-In Sessions Summary Report | 11



Appendix A: Notifications

Flyer

MAGNOLIA BRIDGE PLANNING STUDY June 2018

The Seattle Department of Transpartation is
working closely with the Magnolia community to |8
better understand its mobility needs aswe move 8
forward in determining the best alternative
solution for the replacement of the aging
Magnolia Bridge. We're committed to proactively EESESESSSSSS
identifying and delivering the most efficient, cost
effective solution in a timely manner.

Join us for any of the community drop-in
sessions to talk about the 3 possible alternatives
and to have your voice heard. Information at
each event will be the same so pick the time
most convenient for you.

PLEASE JOIN US!
COMMUNITY DROP-IN SESSIONS
8AM- 10 AM:
» June 12: Uptown Espresso, 3223 W McGraw St
» June 21: Uptown Espresso, 3223 W McGraw 5t

5PM-7PM:

* June 14: Magnolia Park Parking Lot, 1461 Magnolia Blvd W

» June 20: Magnolia Park Parking Lot, 1461 Magnolia Bivd W
We'll also launch an online open house and survey with the same information

starting June 13. The survey will remain open until Sunday, July 1.
Visit www seattle gov/transportation/magnoliabridgeplanning

Sent questions ar ents ko ragnaliRbrdgeliseattie oo Deﬂartmemﬁ
ransportation @ 9 e e @ o

Distributed to the following locations on June 7, 2018

e  Uptown Espresso, 3223 W McGraw St e  Our Lady of Fatima Parrish, 3218 W Barrett
e Magnolia Community Center, 2550 34th St

Ave W e  Our Lady of Fatima Parrish School, 3301 W
e  Seattle Public Library - Magnolia Branch, Dravus St

2801 34th Ave W

Distributed to the followi izati
e  Metropolitan Market, 3830 34th Ave W istributed to the following organizations on

June 4, 2018
e QFC, 1600 W Dravus St
e Alberstons, 2550 32nd Ave W e Queen Anne & Magnolia News
e Niko’s Gyros, 2231 32nd Ave W e  Magnolia Voice
e Serendipity Café, 3222A W McGraw St e Magnolia Community Council
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Facebook Posts

Events

Events
Calendar
Birthdays
Discover
Past

Morning Drop-in |
Magnolia Bridge
Planning Study

4 Create Event «

MAGNOLIA BRIDGE
PLANNING STUDY

AM

2% Morning Drop-in | Magnolia Bridge Planning
Study

by Seattle Department of Transportation

% Interested N

Tuesday, June 12 al 6:00 AM - 10:00 AM POT

ek 39

-] Ejﬁmwtfsmﬁsio = Show Map

About Discussion

1 Went - 18 interested

Shas

1 ol friangs

Detalls

JOIN US! | Come to ene of our four drop-ins o talk about the three possible
#MagnoliaBridge alternatives. We: want o hear from youl

BACKGROUND | We'te working closely with the #:agnolia community 1o
better understand its mobiity needs as we mave forward in determining the
best alternative salution for the replacement of the aging #MagnoliaBriage.
We're committed 1o identifying a timely delivery of an efficient and cost-
effective solution

We're also very close lo kicking-off our broader public engagement through
an onfine open house and survey this month. Stay tuned!

CONTACT U3t |
Vistt us oniine for the latest information | htto://bit M2LIRCSa

DROP-IN SESSION! |

(5] Events

Events
Calendar
Birthdays
Discover
Fast
Evéning Drop-in |

Magnolia Bridge
Planning Study

+C

MAGNOLIA BRIDGE
PLANNING STUDY I

-4 Evening Drop-in | Magnolia Bridge Planning
Study

FubiC - Ho:

twy Seattle Depariment of Transporiation

% Interestad e

o Thursday, June 14 at 500 PM - .00 PM PDT
4 days ago
© 1461 Magnolia Blvd W, Seattie, WA 98199, Uniled Siates Show Map

About Discussion

1 Went - 2 Interested

Shara this event with your fiends

Details

JOIN US! | Come to one of our four drop-ins to talk about the three possible
#MagnoliaBridge altematives, We want 1o hear from you!

BACKGROUND | We're working closely with the #\agnolia community fo
better understand its mobility needs as we move forward in determining the
best alternalive soiution for the replacement of ihe aging hagnolia Bridge
we're committed o identifying a timely gelivery of an eficient and cosl-
effective solution

We're also very ciose to kicking-off our broader public engagement through
an online open house ang sunvey this month, Stay tuned!

CONTACT US! |
Visit us online for the [atest information | hito://it v/2LIRCEa
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JOIM USH | Come 10 one of our four drop-ins to talk about the three possitie
#MagnoliaBridge alternatives. We wanl o hear fram youl

BACKGROUND | We're working closely with the #llagnolia community to
better understand i mobility needs as we move forward in determining the
best altemative solution for the replacement of the aging Magnalia Bridge
\We're committed to identifying a timely delivery of an efficient and cost-
effective solution.

We're also very close 1o kicking-off our broader public engagement through
an online open house and survey this month. Stay tuned!
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Visit us oniine for the |atest information | hito//bit v/2LIRCBa
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JOIN US! | Gome to one of our four drop-ins 10 talk about the three possibie
#MagnoliaBnidge alfernatives. We want io hear from youl

BACKGROUND | We're working closety with the #Magnolia community to
better understand its mobility needs as we move forward in determining the
best attemnative solution for the replacement of the aging #agnoliaBridge.
We're committed to identifying a timely delivery of an efficient and cost-
effective solution.

CONTACT Usl |
Visit us onfine for the latest information | hitp/ibit ly/ZLIRC8g
Wes Ducey, 206-684-7033, MagnoliaBridge@seattie gov
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Listserv Update

MaGHOLA BRIDGE PLANMING STUDY i 300

What's happening now?

The Seattie Department of Transportation (SDOT) iz working closely with the Magnolia community to better understand
its mobility needs as the department mowves forward in determining the best alternative solution for the replacement of
the aging Magnolia Bridge.

S0OT understands community concerns around the need to maintain sufficient access and mebility, which is why we are
committed to proactively identifying and delivering the most efficient, cost effective zolution in 2 timely manner.

In the meantime, SD0OT will continue to maintain the integrity of the bridge, which is currently safe for traffic. Beginning
June 12, 300T will host five drop-in sessions to share more information about the 3 afternatives and get infarmation
from community members on their travel and mobility behaviors. Information at each event will be the same, o pick
the tims mast convenient for you.

Mornings: 8AM — 10AM
o June 12th: Uptown Espresso, 3223 W McGraw 5t
o June 21st: Uptown Espresso, 3223 W MoGraw 5t
Evenings: 5PM — 7PM
o June 14th: Magnolia Park Parking Lot, 1461 Magnoliz Blvd W [South of W Howe 5t on West side of Magnolia
Biwd)
o June 20th: Magnolia Park Parking Lot, 1451 Magnoliz Bhvd W [South of W Howe 3t on West side of Magnaoliz
Blud)
W are also very close to kicking off our broader public engagement through an online open house and survey this
maonth. 5tay tuned!

Resources
We hear and understand the community’s concerns as this planning study investigates permanent alternatives that
don’t include replacing the existing Magnolia Bridge in-kind. Some available resources online that may help anzwer your
questions and concerns include:

* Project webpage

»  Frequently Asked Questions by Councilmember Bagshaw

» 3 Draft Alternatives Stakeholder Presentation

Mext Steps

As we gather more community input, we'll continue to coordinate with key stakeholders in this ares including Port of
Seattle, BNSF Railway, Sound Transit, and King County Metro. We'll b2 using the feedback we f,EEE'ruE to inform our
receommendation to the City's leadership.

Please email us with guestions or concerns at magnoliabridee @seattle_gov

Bast,
Wes Ducey

This listserv was sent to all emails subscribed to the project listserv on June 1, 2018. Subscribe here.
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https://el2.envirolytical.com/registration/form/29973

Appendix B: Drop-In Session Materials

Display Boards

WELCOME
TO THE MAGNOLIA
BRIDGE PLANNING STUDY
DROP-IN SESSION

Talk with staff and share your feedback on
J possible lower-cost alternatives for
replacing the Magnolia Bridge.

Later this year, once a lower-cost alternative
is recommended from the planning study,

it will be presented to decision-makers
alongside the cost and traffic impacts of the
in-kind replacement selected through the
2002-2008 Magnolia Bridge Study.

R Sewisie i

SEATTLE
W e 008000
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Alternative | - Armory Bridge, etc,

Alternative |l - Dravus, etc.

Alternative Il - Dravus & Garfield Bridge

e

“a\p, Seattle
i Department of
M Transportation
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0906000
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MAGNOLIA BRIDGE PLANNING STUDY

Project Components

Companant 1) West UpLants Parimater Resd

+ Eamponeni | prnedes more direct access between Magnolia and
b Serkifs Cowe Walarfront and Elios Bay Marina.

+ Wil paralled the sdigrment of he ex/sting Elliott By Trt bal may
devigte st carisn peants s provde s more drec! route

+ The Elliod Bay Frail wil be muaintained.

« This cemganeni must be cembined mith component 24 ai a
NI 1o Provide ACEEss19 Sith Cove Waterfront

Compunent 2k ik Are W lmravsinenls
* CEMPOREnt 24 & requared 1o prvide aECRss DETwmen Magrala and
the Semith Cove Wisterfreent wia the West Uplands. Fermeter Rosd i1]
+ Hith ke W (s preterred over 215t Ave Wibecause it better
acrommedates trablic hoth geomtrically and operabonally
* This gempanent must be Eembined with cemponent | @t
i o provide access to Smith Cove Wateriront

Companent 3; W Dravus SEimprovements

+ Compoment 3 wacld imcrease capacity slong W Drawus St an
xisting access point tn Magnalia, by widening the madway and
making inferseciion improvements at 15th A W and 20th Ave W

= The 18th Aew W interchangs windd B re-disignad 1o s Single Pent
AUrban knterchange {SPUI prowiding significant add@ional capacity

+ This. companeni provides access to and from Magnolia independant
4l QINET CaMpaRAnIE

+ Eomponent 83 would creats 3 new accass point o Magnolia via an
e b SPuChiTe Bram 1BIN Ave W BLING Arenary Way W,
«crassing perpendivulariy aver the BNSF railroad, snd connecting to
Thornelylon dn W at W Hallarey 51

« Th siructurs will have & narihbound. on-ramp from 15 Aw W
desigred 10 aliow grade-separsi ed free-flow sccass to the bridge.

+ Thes companent provides sceessto and from Magnalia independent
sl aiher componarits.

Compenant 601 Tharndyks Ave W mprevements

= Companent &0 provides access between the new Armory Wap
Bradge and ihe Smith Cove Watsrfrent via Mih dve W1 ?AI and tha
Vel Uplands Perimater Aoad 111

= 18 woutd intiude mmprovernants (o the mtersection of Thorndyie
Bwe W and P8k Ave W Eo accommindate furns for freight wehucles.
and buses.
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erovide acceee to Smith Cove Watarfront via the new drmary Way
Bridge

Companent 7) W Garfieid 5 Figover

* Wew bridge o empartant for future traffic on 15th Awe W. it provides
Sauthbaend ratfic an 15th Ave W a raght burm aption ta access
Elisen Bay ver the BNSF raghs.

® it alva rebeves tuture traffic demands on the Galer Street Fiyover.

= 1t has bean designad tnaccommadats fraight vehicles dus i its
prowimity 14 1 Fort property.

= This tompanent masl b combined with compansnt 3 1o provide
masimum traffic benefits 1o 15th Ave W

B Maskan Wy W Eqtansh

= Frovides conmection between Garfield 51 Fiyover (7] and exmting
Gatar 5t Fbynver via an axtensian of Alaican Way W

* Provides sEEH4s DatwEeh the Garkels SIred Flyover and Galer &
Flyear

= Flelieves pressare on the Baler 5t Fiyover

* This compenent mast be combined with companent 7 s provide
sy iralli BEnalits e 150N e W,

= Mew bridge provides acceas to Z3rd Ave W ISmith Cave Waberbrant
& western Fort property] over the BNSF tracks ard the Por(s
Torminal ¥1 operations:

» Boos nol provide access o Magnolia

& Particiodarty impartant 1o maria and breight trafl<

* Fhis compenent provides. accesa to and fram Seith Cove
Wateriront area independent of other comgananis
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Ir,_! B Department
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MAGNOLIA BRIDGE PLANNING STUDY

Remaining Components Ranking

FTEE
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Please rank the components as most important or least important using your red or green
dots. Use green for the most important component and red for the least important.
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MAGNOLIA BRIDGE PLANNING STUDY

Alternatives Analysis Preliminary Results

Relatively Relatively
Bad ¥ oo
[ ] [ ] [ ] L ] L ]

@ = Evaluation In Progress

Alternative | | Alternative Il ! Alternative Ill

$250,000,000 $216,000,000 |

COST 130%)

Estimated Cost (20188]
MOBILITY AND CONNECTIVITY [25%)

®

Freight Access

Access to and from Magnolia Village &= L] [ ]

Access between Smith Cove/Marina and 15th Ave W z ® o

Access between Smith Cove/Marina and Magnolia [ ] [ ] ®

Access to and from T-71 and Alaskan Way W [ ] & (]

Traffic Flow on 15th Awe [ ] [ e

Pedestrian and Bicycle Connectivity - . ™
‘

Transit Access
* COMMUNITY INPUT [15%)
Public Input * o 0y
Agency Input
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT [15%}

Adjacent Land Use [ [ ] [
Semsitive Areas [ ] ® [
Natural Hazards @ [ &
Construction Duration e ® ® |
Construction Impacts ® . ™ ]
Construction Phasing - ™ ™Y |
/
we are here Tell us whae you thinkl

(N Sere tof  MGVESEATTLE

i Transportation 0@ Q@O

MAGNOLIA BRIDGE PLANNING STUDY

Travel Time Routes

Existing Canditions

Alternative | - Armory Bridge, etc.

Seattle
Department of

JUNE 2018 Transportation
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MAGNOLIA BRIDGE PLANNING STUDY

Alternatives Ranking

Alternative | - Armory Bridge, etc. Alternative Il - Dravus, etc. Altersative ll - Draves & Garfield Bridge

Please rank the alternatives as most important or least important using your red or green
dots. Use green for the most important alternative and red for the least important.

ST [(SCRCSTSI R

@) Desatimentor  MOVESEATTLE

s e 3 Transportation 0@ O0Q @O
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Handouts

MAGNOLIA BRIDGE PLANNING STUDY

Lower-Cost Alternatives Analysis
Preliminary Results

Alternative | | Altermative Il | Alternative 11|

s217.0000%0
L] [ ]
Access betwaen Smith Cove/Marina and 15th Ava W @ [ ] B
Actess betwaen Smith an’il-alrlna 2nd Ma gnbll-a > ™ ™
Access to and from T=91 and Alaskan Way W - ® -
Traffic Flow on 15th Ave * * *
Padestrian and Bieyele Cannactvity L [ 3 8
Fraight Access ] @ ]
Transit Azcass o ® °
% COMMUNITY INPUT [15%)
f Public Input L ® .
| Agency Input -
no PA
Adjacent Land Use # [] *
Sensitive Aroas & & &
Natural Hazards L] ® L
IIEGrISIrucnun Duration 3 ® I ® H L
| Canstruction Impacts & & &
Construction Phasing o
\
We are here Tell us whae you think!

@h Seattle —
'ﬂB Departmentsf MGVE SEATTLE
- o080

Transportation @@
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MAGNOLIA BRIDGE PLANNING STUDY
NEXT STEPS

Present to SDOT Director:
and Councll Mer

Perform alternatives identify the
analysis Preferred Alternative

Package viable components
into alternatives

LI LT
Public Outreach Event(s)
summarize community feedback, and
present the preferred low-cost

alternative, review in-kind

Online Open House & Survey
to describe Magnolia Bridge
history, revi evaluation
process, present low cost
alternatives, and collect

replacement cost and traffic impacts,
and inform of the next steps for

community input :
i funding a permanent alternative

[ JUNE 13— LY 1, 2008 ] BY END-af 2018

JUNE 2018 ﬁ ) Denotmentof MGVE SEATTLE

Transportation o9
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Comment Cards

C]\‘Iﬁ g:;;trltemem i Magnolia Bridge Pl.anning Study
Transportation Community Comments
Date:
Name:
Address:
Email:

Comments [please use reverse side or additional cards as needed]:

Iy Seattle
|Ih Department of
Transportation

Comment [cont’d):
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Appendix C: Feedback Boards

Components Rankin

MAGNOLIA BRIDGE PLANNING STUDY
Remaining Components Ranking

3 a | Please rani K the componants -lb moast impartant o Wwest important o ‘nﬂ \‘ﬂ 'ﬂ it Qreen
data. Lige grean for He Most (pUEtANE £ampanan and rodfor the \e

' ( PLACE
\A BRIDGE PLANNING STUDY mem e

Remaining Cnmpunents Ranking

Please rank the 85 most |mportant or jeast - UsIng Yo o
mu;: grean for the most important esmpanent and red for the least Jmpumnt

FIGURE 2 - FEEDBACK BOARD FOR REMAINING COMPONENTS, JUNE 14
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OLIA BRIDGE PLANNING STUDY

emaining Components Ranking

ur red or green
Please rank the components as most importa yo

nt or least important using
nent and red for the least important.

; 2 | ots. Use green for the most important compo
] E— o T
L) @ .:.
°® o e® o0
. e e® o

FIGURE 4 - FEEDBACK BOARD FOR REMAINING COMPONENTS, JUNE 21
[Note: The same feedback board was used for June 20 and June 21. The votes were recorded
independently.]
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Date

June 12
June 14
June 20
June 21

Components Ranked as Most Important Across all Drop-In Sessions
1 2A 3 5A 5B 7 8

1 0 2 0 23 0 0 2
2 0 4 0 36 0 0 2
5 2 3 0 28 0 0 4
2 0 0 1 18 0 13 4
10 0 9 1 105 0 13 12

Component 5B, which is included in Alternative | and provides a new access point, was most

Date

June 12
June 14
June 20
June 21

important (105 total votes) among all 4 drop-in sessions.

Components Ranked as Least Important Across all Drop-In Sessions
1 2A ] 5A 7 8

Component 3 (56 total votes) was the least important over the 4 drop-in sessions.
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Alternatives Ranking

FIGURE 5 - FEEDBACK BOARD FOR ALTERNATIVES RANKING, JUNE 12
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FIGURE 6 - FEEDBACK BOARDS FOR ALTERNATIVES RANKING, JUNE 14
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S e W= R

' MAUNOLM[ﬁﬂDGEPLANNHﬂGSTUDY
& Alternatives Ranking

] We need your help solsc
P seiecling a lower-cast alternative ul
alongside an in-king replacement, SRR i

Aitatiadors |- Aty Brisige, i Mitsrasive || - D, it

Allwrmatres B9 - Griecs & Dartinld Bridye

!HF -S.EM'E .

MOVE SEATTLE
006600

FIGURE 7- FEEDBACK BOARDS FOR ALTERNATIVES RANKING, JUNE 20

Magnolia Bridge Planning Study: Drop-In Sessions Summary Report | 29



MAGNOLIA BRIDGE PLANNING STUDY

Alternatives Ranking

We ne TP
eec Your help selecting a lower-cost alternative to be presented in a planning study
alongside an in ‘-—.-3 replac it g

vt |- o
mary Bridge, e Aitwrratoen | - Bravas, ¢1c Asternativs (8 - Dranus & Garheld firidge

% 8% most important or least important usin
r ] ative and red for the least img

FIGURE 8 - FEEDBACK BOARDS OF ALTERNATIVES RANKING, JUNE 21

Alternative lll
Most Least

Alternative |
Most Least

Alternative Il \

Date Most Least

Important

Important

Important

Important

Important

Important

June 12 19 9 1 12 1 21
June 14 27 9 1 32 0 65
June 20 32 16 3 23 3 35
June 21 18 2 0 21 0 19

96 36 5 88 4 140

Based on all 4 drop-in sessions, Alternative | (96 total votes) was most important and Alternative
Il was least important.
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Appendix D: Comment Cards - Full Comments

Note: We provide all comments as submitted/written. We did not edit comments for content or clarity. All
personally-identifying information has been removed.

DATE

June 12

COMMENT

Why is the 1:1 bridge repe. being abandoned? If there's a
scheme for bridge access to the marina & cruise ship
docks, why not think of extending this to rest of the way
at a later time? Spread out the cost? Where is our
political representation? SDOT just continues to
temporize on this issue...

QUESTIONS

Why is the 1:1 bridge repe.
being abandoned?

If there's a scheme for
bridge access to the
marina & cruise ship
docks, why not think of
extending this to rest of the
way at a later time? Spread
out the cost? Where is our
political representation?

We need better access between Mag Village (Our
commerce area) and Downtown. Dravus is already over-
extended, as is 151/Elliot Ave. You will never alleviate the
traffic between Ballard & Downtown, only exacerbate it.
The Armour St. bridge is a step in right direction as it is
closer to Village.

Replace existing bridge - only connect option

None of the 3 alternatives are accaple. We need the
Bridge as now in place to be replace. The three
alternatives will harm this community and totally grid-
hock 15,

Want Magnolia Bridges to be replaced!

- What would the configuration of Thorndyke Ave be for
any of the alternatives

- If city doesn’t maintain median on Thorndyke, then take
it out & convert to traffic lane

- New bike land and parking alignment is unsafe for
residents exiting driveways

What would the
configuration of Thorndyke
Ave be for any of the
alternatives

Widening Dravus for 5 blocks in one direction does
NOTHING to alleviate morning rush hour traffic. As it
stands now it can take 30-45 min to get from 28" Ave W,
to 15" Ave W. in rush hour.

A few yrs. ago when the Emerson St. overpass was
“fixed” traffic to/from Magnolia was UNBEARABLE!!
Please review the impact that had on traffic to this
neighborhood!

The bridge needs to be rebuilt. It moves traffic in a much
more efficient manner than surface streets. It is already
difficult to get on and off Magnolia at peak times. Lets
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learn from all the mistakes the transportation
department has made repeatedly all over the city to date.
Time to really stop and think and use the taxpayers
dollars wiser. My taxes pay to maintain the Ballard
Bridge, Freemont Bridge, Aurora Bridge, Montlake
Bridge, the University Bridge, etc. | am not OK with the
city saying they save no money to maintain and rebuild
the Magnolia Bridge. This is not acceptable.

Only 1 choice: replace the bridge! With continued What will happen when
development on 15", the idea that 1 bridge can be light rail comes?
exchanged with a spaghetti bowl of roads all connecting
to 15t is developing a larger problem. I'm concerned
about emergency access, busy (metro + school bus])
access + endless traffic back ups all along 15™". Have you
all been in Magnolia in the past years! It's not your
mother’s Magnolia or Interbay anymore! 15t is being
developed at a rapid rate. What will happen when light
rail comes? Develop a plan for funding + building a new
bridge + stop wasting taxpayer money on subterfuge that
won't work in the long run. No alternatives!

| just want to be congruent we get a raise in taxes every
year and the government + sdt wants to avoid replacing
the bridge. Magnolia traffic + ways of exit would become
miserable if you remove the bridge. We wanta 1to 1
replacement. Or a hefty reduction of taxes to
compensate for the loss of quality of the neighborhood

Magnolia is growing, we need more capacity not less as
we increase density, add schools and house more people
in the neighborhood. You have already reduced capacity
between nickerson/emerson and the 20t dravus
intersection. Please rebuild the bridge capacity and
increase the flow at the intersections you have chocked
down. Don't sell us a bill of goods by “cost optimizing” at
a reduced capacity that we will have to pay to increase
shortly.

As a Magnolia resident, | strongly urge the decision
makers to choose a 1:1 bridge replacement. | use the
Magnolia bridge multiple times a day. In addition, | worry
about the safety and access to the Magnolica community
without it. Dravus is constantly backed up (and this has
been made worse by the bike lanes] and widening it is
not enough to absorb the traffic of residents and and
others who daily visit (work, transit, etc.) the Magnolia
community. Please decide on a 1:1 replacement - it is
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the only thing that makes sense. By the way, | would vote
for a LID if that was what it took.

Replace the bridge -

We must proceed with a 1:1 replacement of the Magnolia
bridge. The alternatives proposed are not viable options
for access to the Magnolia Village and our community.
The Armory bridge alternative will create unacceptable
congestion on 15" Ave Northbound as all vehicles
traveling to Magnolia will need to cross over 15t Ave,
which is already substantially congested without this
major blocker. Similarly, improvements to Dravus will
not offset the increased flow if we no longer have the
Magnolia bridge. This is disconcerting across the board
for the safety and livelihood of our community. There are
concerns on so many levels it is just appalling to think
that the city is even considering going down a path of not
providing basic infrastructure needs to our community.
Replace the bridge.

My family has lived in Magnolia the past 13 years and we
have used the Magnolia bridge as our primary entry +
exit to the neighborhood this entire time. It does not
matter the time of day. Dravus is always backed up +
cannot handle to load of becoming one of two ways
in/out. The addition of bike lanes to the
Emerson/Nickerson exit has also limited traffic flow + its
ability to handle an increased flow. | worry about access
of emergency vehicles + fire trucks to/from the
neighborhood as well. From where | live, going Dravus to
head downtown adds 3-5 mins without traffic and that is
an unacceptable addition should one of my family
members or neighbors be rushing to a hospital or a fire
truck to my home.

How will fire trucks, specifically the ladder trucks from
Ballard of 4t ave get to Magnolia in an emergency? Also
redo the study on drains. Magnolia has already been
hosed on the tunnel & Sound transit, DO NOT close us on
this too! Replace the bridge. Take the tax money this
area (zip code] pays for sound transit & put it towards
paying for the Bridge (As is) replacement. Thanks.

How will fire trucks,
specifically the ladder
trucks from Ballard of 4th
Ave get to Magnolia in an
emergency”?

Only 1:1 replacement is acceptable to the community

All alternatives decrease access to interior of Magnolia -
BAD

Not enough info provided - travel times, EMT/police
times
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Cost to improve port access should not be included

1-1 Replacement! There are no alternatives for Magnolia.
100 million more to replace an awesome bridge is so
little.

Please fund a 1:1 Replacement. It is imperative for the
region. Losing the Bridge will create utter chaos &
backups on Elliot & 15" & the Ballard Bridge. Be creative
Seattle! There are so many taxes & levies — Make it work!

Will Expedia and Port of Seattle pay for repl. bridge
shown in Alt I and Alt [I? They are the beneficiaries.
Everything | have seen from SDOT shows 1:1
replacement from 15" West. What is the cost of the new
bridge section from Expedia exit, not just a number for
the entire repl.

Answering the survey showing only the alternatives, not
including 1:1 replacement skews the results so
alternates get better ratings. This is a biased survey.
Our neighborhood streets won't support the increased
traffic as people try to find alternative routes

Magnolia village businesses depend on easy access.
Congestion on 15" Ave West as a result of diversion from
the Hwy99 tunnel, Expedia traffic and population growth
will approach gridlock.

Will Expedia and Port of
Seattle pay for repl. bridge
shown in Alt I and Alt 117

Thank you for meeting with us today. My questions are:
How much will it cost to remove the bridge?

How much will it cost to build bridge from Port exit to the
top of Magnolia (end of bridge)

It is important to get feed back from people who live
north of Magnolia who sue 15" Ave. They will be
impacted by the back-up.

Armory Street is too small to handle traffic.

Thorndyke was not designed to handle the additional
traffic. Our neighbor street twill not support the
additional traffic.

| am worried about the businesses in the village. People
from outside Magnolia will not want to deal with the
traffic.

How much will it cost to
remove the bridge?

How much will it cost to
build bridge from Port exit
to the top of Magnolia (end
of bridge)

None of the alternatives are preferred! You have been
able to find money for bike lanes that have congested the
Emerson egress so now that is not a viable entrance/exit.
The Magnolia Bridge is the most traveled + easiest route
on + off Magnolia. You found money for 1t Ave trolley that
Is designed only for tourists. You can find money for the
bridge to be repaired or replaced. Expedia isn't even in
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yet + that will bring 2,000 more people onto Elliott Ave +
possibly use of the Magnolia Bridge if the employees
move to Magnolia.

There is no viable alternative to replacement of the high
rise part of the bridge. $250 M replaces the low rise part
of the bridge. Another $100M to replace the entire
bridge.

Bike lanes (@ Emerson + Gilman have clogged thot entry
to Magnolia by eliminating left turn lanes at Gilman +
again in front of Café Appassionato... why do bikes need 2
lanes & gilman? If they stop their 1 lane would be fine +
left turn lane could come back. At Café Appassionato
merge bikes onto sidewalk 40 west + left turn lane + That
intersection would still be there. Before you shift
Magnolia again fix your other mess ups for our access to
our homes

why do bikes need 2 lanes
& gilman?

Wrong format for a “meeting” - not right!! No one wants
alternative!! Put a toll on Bridge to pay extra costs

This forum is not accessible for wheelchairs/ moms w/
babies due to location of boards and crowd, so | am
unable to place dots. Please email me the alternatives.

The alternatives are unacceptable. They lead to more
through traffic in the neighborhood on streets not
designed for that capacity; more drive time (what about
the negative impacts of carbon emission son the
environment)? People who live in south part of Magnolia,
including the business district, will have to drive longer,
circuitous routes. Not to mention EMTs, school busses,
etc. You need an EIS of NOT replacing the bridge. Also,
what is being required of Expedia as a corporate citizen
to contribute to easing the traffic congestion?

what about the negative
impacts of carbon
emissions on the
environment

Too many problems with all the alternatives

Alt. Tis best but | am very concerned about the width of
Armory Way to carry all the current traffic + expected
density increases.

The intensification of Halladay W. in Thorndyke is poorly
conceived. It will not handle the volume of traffic + will
impede existing traffic moving N + South on Thorndyke.
The Viaduct is the best alternative.

Alternatives are bad and don't save much. Replace
bridge

Scope/Schedule/Budget!! Infrastructure investment is
pretty straightforward. If Seattle wants to be a 21
century city, we must invest in infrastructure. Having
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socialist technologists make these decisions is complete
waste of resources! Layout on the alternatives with
costs/benefits expected useful life of each, then debate
the merits of each. It is apparent that required due
diligence has not been conducted. SDOT is a massively
failed entity with a trunk record of missed
objectives/deadlines/budget overruns.

IN KIND

TLDR

FREE MAGNOLIA

NO BRDIGE WE SECEDE

Replace with a new bridge!

To check if Dravus only will work, shut the bridge for a
day and have 911 vehicles attempt to get in & out to
south end of Magnolia during the day

Other options using Thorndyke would mean removal of
the bikes lanes to walk. What a waste of money

How about replacing the bridge + tax drivers like the 520
We should probably also consider replacing the entire
city council who don’t have the population of Seattle as a
priority. They are very short sighted about spending the
tax payers money

Basically none of the options | have been shown would
work

How about replacing the
bridge + tax drivers like the
520

Reducing access points from 3 to 2 should not even be
under consideration. Magnolia Bridge is the only reliable
way in and out of Magnolia - Dravus and Emerson were
not as easy even before the additional development +
bike lanes made them more congested. Armory Way
bridge is best of presented alternatives but there is no
easy way for traffic to flow once it gets across bridge -
look at @a map, no streets south of the proposed bridge
connect to 28" and are also offset at 28" — will turn
Boston into defacto arterial b/c it is the first street way
that actually connects. Will also drive more traffic onto
Dravus, which is already problematic as arterial, and the
section at 30" Ave W between Dravus and Barrett
CANNOT handle additional traffic (I have no idea why it
was ever designated an arterial in the first place). In
short, I'm not opposed to a new bridge in a different
location but the street grid and geography/topography in
Magnolia makes any proposed alternate route VERY
problematic!

Magnolia Bridge Planning Study: Drop-In Sessions Summary Report | 36




We need a 3 entry point to Magnolia. Alternative 1 would
do this I think.

Are you really interested in feedback? If so, NONE of
these alternatives is acceptable. The new bridges lead to
small residential streets. There are no connections to
arterials.

Solution: Replace the Magnolia Bridge at its current
location. Nothing currently proposed makes sense.

Are you really interested in
feedback?

| understand the large bridge up the hill may not be
rebuilt. | believe that is a serious mistake to not connect
component 1 and 10 so people can get to the Magnolia
Bridge.

A better way to say this would be Alternative 2 with
component 10.

Verify date of traffic data

Why no improvement to Emerson bridge?

Capacity of Emerson has been reduced due to bike lanes
(bike lanes = good)

Why not build a more “small bridge” that is only sized for
(2 lanes) cars (no trucks, busses)

Save old bridge for bikes & pedestrian only

Why no improvement to
Emerson bridge?

Why not build a more
“small bridge” that is only
sized for (2 lanes] cars (no
trucks, busses)

The Armory Bridge will decrease property values, add
noise and other pollution. The traffic on Dravis is already
terrible with the new bike lanes and new condos. No
matter what else is done Dravis needs to be expended.
Preference is to replace the Magnolia Bridge. Without
replacing Magnolia Bridge property values will go down
drastically and businesses will be discouraged to
move/stay in Magnolia.

What solutions will be given to everyone who has
suffered lowering of property values?

- What have you been doing the last decade+? How have
you not found a way to replace the bridge from one of
your biggest tax bases?

What solutions will be
given to everyone who has
suffered lowering of
property values?

What have you been doing
the last decade+? How
have you not found a way to
replace the bridge from
one of your biggest tax
bases?

Thank you for hosting this meeting. | wish some of my
neighbors were more polite.

Factor in Emergency Response time frames for each
option.
Combine option - Galer + Armory.
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Don't see any given options practical solution, therefore |
would love to see total replacement of the Magnolia
Bridge. Understand it would be more expensive, but it
would be much longer sustained solution to the fast
growing city. Thanks

Alternative 3

Concern

Dravus is not steep and not safe when snow falls

- existing bridge is not as steep & well sanded/salted so
safer

Only viable optionis a 1:1 replacement. Think long term.
Cheaper solutions aren’t acceptable and won't serve the
community. Thank you!

One of the alternatives presented should have been the
1:1 replacement. It was very clear at the Magnolia
Community Mtg on May 21<. That was one preferred
alternative to those living + working in Magnolia. Not
having the 1:1 replacement as an option to vote on was
ridiculous! None of the other alternatives are acceptable
as they would create conjestion to Magnolia streets, such
as Thorndyke + they cannot handle that amount of traffic.
The Magnolia Bridge 1:1 replacement is my vote. It's the
“only” direct route to Magnolia without a lot of
conjestion. Dravus + Emerson are baked up every day.
The added bike lanes to Emerson have ruined that
access point.

If cost is an issue, consider this = adding a toll, getting
Federal $, only replacing slope of bridge that seismically
needs it - < one partﬁﬂt Loo was in a discussion on
this option w/ an architect who attended.

Please consider the following: Do we need to replace
In-kind replacement is what Magnolians prefer. Consider | entire span?

just replacing the west rise up to Magnolia if that is
where the major issues are. Do we need to replace entire
span?

With Armory Alt. consider all infrastructure
improvements to Magnolia; the bikes lanes added to
Thorndyke + Emerson have really backed up traffic on
Dravus + Emerson. Emerson is highly impacted by
Ballard Bridge as well.

Think about merge from Emerson to 15t

Consider the return - left turn to Armory - this will back
up 15™. North bound + block turning into whole foods
shopping center.
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Southbound. Armory will back up considerably for a red
light controlled intersection. Include a merge (no light)
lane on to 15,

- Consider impact to residences on -

Condon

Thorndyke

- Consider impact to businesses

Animal shelter

Whole Foods

1to 1 replacement is required. None of the available
options are sufficient. SDOT took away 1 lane for 1 block
over Emerson street at the railroad tracks. Now we have
30 minute back ups regularly. No one of these options
will work to replace 1) The main access to the Village -
the economic center + life of the community 2) 2
unmetered lanes leading into Magnolia. The traffic data
is old + needs to be redone now that access over
Emerson is restricted, Expedia is moving in + opening in
2019 + more Amazon people move closer in + want a
short commute from a “less expensive” community than
downtown.

1to 1 orall options.

| support a 1/1 replacement of the existing Mg Bridge.
Allocate for time/efforts in IDing the funding sources and
present any deficit to the community - seek funding
options/alternatives and replace the existing bridge!

Replace the bridge when it cannot be repaired.
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Appendix E: Verbal Comments

e Magnolia Bridge is a good way off the hill when it snows

e Community has concerns about how emergency response will be impacted without Magnolia
Bridge

e Bike lanes slow down travel on Emerson, making it an undesirable access point

e W Dravus St is congested and messy

e 15th Ave W would be highly congested without a ramp from 15th Ave W to access Component
5B

e Consider an alternative that combines Component 10 to Component 1, allowing earlier
access from northbound 15th Ave W to Thorndyke Ave W toward Magnolia Village

e Northern access points would increase Ballard Bridge traffic, making these access points
unappealing

e Magnolia Bridge serves as a relief valve, reducing traffic and congestion along 15th Ave W.
The 3 alternatives would remove this relief, increasing congestion and impacting Queen Anne
and Ballard residents.

e Some residents are concerned the Port wants a smaller structure (component 7) so they can
redevelop property

e Staff were encouraged to drive 15th Ave W during PM commute peak hours

e Overall, people understood the City's dilemma, however, it did not change the belief that an
in-kind replacement is the only solution

e Has the increase in traffic from parents from Queen Anne taking students to the renovation
of Magnolia Elementary School on 28th Ave W and W Smith St been considered as part of the
traffic analyses?

e Has avalue engineering been conducted for the in-kind replacement? Would a bridge similar
in size as the existing bridge be less expensive?

e Have improvements to Thorndyke Ave W or other streets affected by the 3 different
alternatives been considered as part of the study?

e Whyisn't the number of people per trip rather than the number of vehicles being considered
as part of the traffic analysis? For example, even though the vehicles per day along Magnolia
Bridge is low, there are 3 routes currently utilizing the bridge and those buses usually have
40+ transit riders. Even if a bus is equivalent in length as 5 cars, it carries 10 times more
people.

e Whyisn't the City getting financial commitments from Port of Seattle, Expedia, BNSF, etc., to
fund the in-kind replacement?

e W Dravus St is challenging or impossible to traverse up or down during snow days.
Alternatives 2 and 3 rely heavily on W Dravus St, which is problematic during inclement
weather.

e Oneresident had conversations with Metro, and suggested Metro was opposed to the idea of
the Single Point Urban Interchange (SPUI) at W Dravus St because it does not accommodate
Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) along 15th Ave W.
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Most people do not believe that improvements at Dravus would be sufficient to handle all of
the traffic moving to Dravus if the Magnolia Bridge is removed
W Dravus St west of 20th Ave W is too narrow to accommodate increased traffic for
alternatives 2 and 3, which would add to the existing congestion
Would the configuration of Thorndyke under any of the northern options, new bike lane,
parking and median could be reconfigured to accommodate the added traffic? How would
transit affect traffic in the uphill direction if it couldn’t pull out of the through lane?
Community members request more details on the preferred alternative from the 2002-2008
study
One attendee summarized 2 main concerns of Magnolians:

o 1) Getting off the hill - Magnolia Bridge is a better grade than W Dravus St coming

down from 28th Ave W especially in the snow
0 2} Avoiding stops or “choke points”—currently Magnolia Bridge flows well because it
does not have stops or lights between 15th Ave W an Clise PLW

Some Magnolians are interested in a Local Improvement District (LID) to help fund the
desired solution
The cost analysis should include costs amortized over time
People are concerned about local neighborhood impacts from shifting traffic to Thorndyke
Ave W—increased noise, lights and traffic, as well as potential reductions in parking access.
How will the demolition of the viaduct impact Magnolia?
Want the free northbound right at the signal located at 20th Ave W and W Dravus St to be
allowed
What past funding avenues were explored?
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Appendix F: Online Survey

Survey Questions

MAGNOLIA BRIDGE PLANNING 5TUDY
ONLINE OPEN HOUSE SURVEY

ApouT You
1. Do vou CURRENTLY RESIDE IM MasnouA?
a. Yes
. Mo

2. WHAT ARE YOUR NEAREST CROSS STREETS?
3. Do vouU COMMUTE REGULARLY IM AND OUT OF MAGNOLIA FOR WORKT

a. Yes
b. MNo

4. HOW OFTEN DO ¥OU MAKE THIS COMMUTE?

a. 1-2 pavs/weex
b. 3-4 pavs/weEek
C. 5-7 Davs/WEEK

5. WHICH MODE OF TRANSPORTATION DO ¥OU USE BAOST OFTEN WHEM LEA".."ING_,I’ENTER] NG BAAGHOLIAT

DRIVE PERCSOMNAL VEHICLE ALONE
DRNE PERSOMAL VEHICLE WITH FARILY
CARPOOL

RIDE TRANSIT

RIDESHARETAN

BICYCLE

WALK

OTHER

Fm oM AN DT

B, WHICH ROUTE DO ¥OU MOST OFTEM TAKE WHEN LEAVING/ ENTERING MASNOLAT

W ForT 57
W EmEerson PL

W Daayys ST

W GarFieLD 5T (M acnous BrIDEE)

an oo

Magnolia Bridge Planning Study: Drop-In Sessions Summary Report | 42



ALTERNATIVES SURVEY
1. PLEASE RANK THE FOLLOWING ALTERNATIVES, IN ORDER FROM MOsT (1) 7O LeasT (3] PREFERRED?

3. ALTERNATIVE | — ARsORY BRIDGE, ETC.
b, AiternaTive || — Drayys + GarFiElD BRIDGE
C. Acrernative [l — DRayus, ETC.

2. PLEASE RAME THE THREE RAOST IMPORTANT COMPOMENTS TO ¥OU [ 1 AS BAOST IMPORTANT)

a. CompomMenT 1
b. CompPOMENT 2A
. ComPOMENT 3
d. ComromenTSB
e. CowmponenT 6D
f. ComMPOMENT 7
g. ComMPOMENT 8
h. Cownpoment 10

3. PLEASE RAME THE THREE LEAST IMPORTANT COMPONENTS TO YOU [ 1 AS LEAST IMPORTANT)

a. Compoment 1
b. CompomenTt 2A
€. CompPOMENT 3
d. ComromenTSB
e. CowmpomenTt 6D
f.  CompromENT 7
g. CoMPOMENT 8
h. Compoment 10

DEMOGRAFHICS SURVEY

1. Do vou HAVE AMNY ADDITIONAL COMBMENTS vOU WOULD LIKE TO SHARE?
2. WHAT 15 voOUR AcET|

a. 2-=24

b. 25-34

c. 35-44

d. 45-54

2. 44-54

f. 65 orowcer

E. | WoOuULD RATHER MOT SA&Y
3. Dovou HAVE & CHSABILTY

a. MoswuTy

D, wISIoN

C. HEARING

d. NOomME

2. OTHER

4. WHAT race/ ETHMICITY BEST DESCRIBES ¥OUT [CHECK ALL THAT APPLY)

3. AMERICAM IMDlAN O ALaska NATIVE
. AsiaM OrR PACIFIC |SLAMDER

. BLack or AFRICAN-AMERICAM

d. Hisramc or LaTiig

2. Wnme or Caucasiam

. I'Q RATHER MOT SaY

E. OTHER
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Survey Results - About You

Magnolia Bridge Online Open House -
About You survey report

Response Counts

CompletionRate: oo
compee N .10
Totals: 1,104

1.Doyoucurrently reside in Magnolia?

91% Yes
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Value Percent Responses

Yes e 914% 1,005
No | 8.6% 95
Totals: 1,100

2. What are your nearest cross streets?

ruffner amifh
elmore29th

?:graw WeS 34t3|8th
st
=Aravush,

28th
barretta ve\,&%ﬁp “

armou e erson
thorndyke raye

magnolia

3. Do youcommute regularlyinand outof Magnoliaforwork?
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17% No

84% Yes

Value Percent Responses
Yes 83.5% 913
No 1] 16.5% 181

Totals: 1,094

4.How often do you make this commute?
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3% 1-2 days/iweek

14% 3-4 days/week

83% 5-7 daysiweek

Value Percent Responses

1-2 days/week | — 30% 27

3-4 days/week I 138% 126

5-7 days/week B 83.2% 758
Totals: 911

5. Which mode of transportation do you use most often when leaving/entering
Magnolia?
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0% Walk

3% Bicycle

1% Rideshare/Tax| / /
8% Ride transit 50% Drive personal vehicle alone
2% Carpool

36% Drive personal vehicle with

family
Value Percent Responses
Drive personal vehicle alone . 49.5% 543
Drive personal vehicle with family l 35.8% 393
Carpool 1.8% 20
Ride transit | 8.2% 90
Rideshare/T axi 0.5% 5
Bicycle 2.9% 32
Walk 0.2% 2
Other 1.1% 12

Totals: 1,097

6. Which route do you take most often when leaving/entering Magnolia?
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0% West Fort Street

11% West Emerson Place

10% West Dravus Street

80% West Garfleld Street
(Magnolia Bridge)

Value Percent Responses

West Fort Street !II 0.2% 2

West Emerson Place I 10.7% 117

West Dravus Street 9.7% 106

West Garfield Street (Magnolia Bridge) - 79.5% 871
Totals: 1,096
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Survey Results - Alternatives

Magnolia Bridge Online Open House -
Alternatives survey report

Response Counts

Totals: 186

1. Please rank the following alternatives, in order frommost (1) to least (3)

preferred
Overall No.of
Item Rank RankDistribution Score  Rankings
Altemnative | - Armory Bridge, 1 | 395 158
efc.
Altemative lll - Dravus + 2 | B 271 145
Garfield Bridge
Alternative Il - Dravus, etc. 3 I | 244 149
| N
Lowest Highest
Rank Rank
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2. Pleaserank the three most important components to you (1 as most
important)
Overall Rank No.of
Item Rank Distribution Score Rankings
Component 5B - Armory Way 1 | 335 124
Bridge
Component 3 - W Dravus Street 2 | 151 87
Improvements
Component 10 - Garfield St Bridge 3 | 127 54
to 23rd Ave W
Component 6D - Thorndyke Ave W 4 | 102 63
Improvements
Component 1 - West Uplands 5 | 78 42
Perimeter Road
Component 7 - Garfield St Flyover 6 | 62 37
Component 2A - 20th Ave W 7 | 39 27
Improvements
Component 8 - Alaskan Way W 8 | 28 17
Extension
M | m
Lowest Highest
Rank Rank
3.Pleaserankthe three least important components to you (1 as least
important)

Magnolia Bridge Planning Study: Drop-In Sessions Summary Report | 51



Overall Rank No.of

Item Rank Distribution Score Rankings
Component 8 - Alaskan Way W 1 | - 221 101
Extension

Component 1- West Uplands 2 | - 170 75
Perimeter Road

Component 7 - Garfield St Flyover 3 | - 140 72
Component 2A - 20th Ave W 4 | . 94 52
Improvements

Component 10 - Garfield St Bridge 5 | M 89 48
to 23rd Ave W

Component 6D - Thorndyke Ave W 6 | l 63 36
Improvements

Component 3 - W Dravus Strect 7 |I 53 25

Improvements

Component 5B - Armory Way 8 | I 50 24
Bridge

&5 | = ]

Lowest Highest

Rank Rank
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Survey Results - Demographics Results
Note: All personally-identifying information has been removed from the comments included in this survey.

1. Do youhave any additional comments youwould like toshare?

iehborhood

alternative | other

residents replace -
community Clty

it raf ficos
replacement

time ravus seattle

ResponselD Response

3 5o, SDOT can afford a $250 million car focused project for a low density
neighborhood and they can't afford to build a bile lane in downtown.....

& Built atunnel straight to discovery parl please

6 lapareciate the cities dialogue orthis, but want to ensure the city understands
the absolute necessity the bridge, ora structure similar inuse, is the vitality of
Magnolia. Magnolia is atrue in city suburb, with easy access to downtown,
providing an ideal setting for its residents, Removing the bridge, with no similar
replacement, will hams tring much of the neighborhood, as that will push traffic to
Dravus. talso is akey feature of the neighborhoods history, allowing residents
views of the city and ocean every day.

g ff you tale one access point away from Magnolia, it's vital to increase the
capat ity of all remaining access points. Already with the Magnolia Bridge inuse,
the traffic backup at Dravus and Emerson every single dayis terrible. T ale the
bridge away, and these access points need to be expanded, redesigned, and/or
rebuilt in order to accommodate the increase of traffic, forecasted cut beyond
what we see today.
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ResponselD Response

9 Bridge replacement is the only alternative- we live in a earthquake vulnerable
city. T o decide that it is too expensive to fund one of TWO bridges that access
Magnoliais to setus up for failure, as any emergency response vehicles have to
come from QOUTSIDE Magnolia...as our local response consists of asingle
vehicle and four fire-department personnel. You can fix/replace/amend the
bridge...or Isuppose you can add to Magnolia (and it may be cheaper, but given
this interesting city, i doubt it JEMS trucks, additional response personnel, a
hook and ladder truck, additional SFD personnel, and perhaps put a hard-slab
heli-pad for post-disaster additional casevac/medevac. You could also consider
establishing a FEMA region 10 facility up at Fort Lawton, with the additional
crash/fire/rescue/helipad on site...instead of housing the homeless there and it
could also serve to mitigate the obvious risk.

10 Thank you for reaching out and accepting input. | am concerned about the
incivility if some of my neighbors, and appreciate your patience.

11 Don't ask me to rank my favorite "alternative”. Focus instead on partnering with
legislators and securing funding for the preferred 1:1 replacement previously
identified as the appropriate choice! Repair relations with our federal
govermment and negotiate partial funding. Use LID funding if absolutely
necessary. It's difficult to understand how our overbudget and expensive bike
lanes and the Lander Street bridge can be funded while 1:1 Magnolia bridge
replacement cannot. Must we the voters and taxpayers really pursue a
referendum on this as well?

12 Place a Toll both for Magnolians to pay for new bridge.

13 | think you need to be planning for the future. Development of T-91 and the
Armory site is inevitable. I'm willing to forego the 1:1replacement in favor ofa
bridge at Armory Way IF the cost savings are directed toward greater mobility in
and out of Magnolia and along 15th. Otherwise we're just spending money to
maintain the status quo.

15 this whole presentation seems geared to the idea that 1:1 replacement is noton
the table, even though the SDOT Representative at May 21 meeting repeatedly
stated the 1: option is still being considered. the section asking where |heard
about the project will only let me choose one option. | have gotten information
from numerous sources.

16 lam not concerned with an in-kind replacement. lammore interested in creative
solutions to access Magnolia. The Village is not a destination, rather a place
Magnolia residents visit from their homes, so bridge access it not a priority, in my
opinion. Iwould much rather see multiple entry points to Magnolia be improved
rather than just one bridge replaced. T hank you for all of your work on this!
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ResponselD Response

20 T he notes people make are valid comments but they are apparently discarded.
T he survey basically says "these are all great, which do you like best?" There is
no option fornot sure or Don't know ot none of the Above. Magnolia needs a
functional 1:1 replacement, access to Magnolia Village is vital for the businesses
there. Revenue declined considerably when the bridge was closed. Component
9is anon starter. Combining 1 and 10 will be expensive and requires by-in from
the Port and Seattle Parks. Any road expansion will have to dig into the hillside
{Magnolia Greenbelt) and/or take Port property. 6D and 2A don't provide good
access to Magnolia Village. If Alternative 3 is adopted when do you plan to do
the major re-build of Dravus over 15th Ave and over the railroad? Before or after
Magnolia Bridge is declared unsafe? Either way it will mean the loss of one or
two access points to Magnolia. The spui plan looks pretty but will be chaos. You
do know that Dravus west of 20th Ave W is very steep and is often closed in bad
weather? How did you hear about this project, click all that apply - except that
doesn't work, clicking a second option cancels out ht first one - brilliant! lwould
click every option except employer and Twitter.

21 In terms of paying for a portion of the cost of the bridge replacement, lwould
suggest that the city of Seattle impose a Local Improvement District tax on the
residents of Magnolia to pay for the new bridge. After all it will mostly only
benefit the residents of Magnolia

22 I'm disappointed that Seattle managed their money so poorly that they did not
have the foresight to save for the replacement of the Magnolia Bridge.

23 Recent road work has resulted in increased bottlenecks around the city. 190, 15,
Emerson bike lanes. It appears traffic pattems have NOT been used in decision
making. | hope that is not the case for this project.

24 Is it possible to build rebuild an exact replacement that is cheaper because it can
only accommodate light consumer vehicles up to SUVs and pickup trucks, but
not heavy trucks and vehicles?

27 I think this survey is short-sighted for not including residents in Queen Anne and
Ballard who will be severely impacted by the loss of Magnolia Bridge. There is
already a bottle-neck daily from Garfield to Emerson overpass due to the
volumes from the north. Adding yet another exit which is blocks away from the
existing exits (Dravus and Emerson) does not make sense with current traffic
volumes.This is NOT just a Magnolia problem. Friends and family members who
live north of Magnolia no longer choose to go into the city due to the backup
they experience when they commute to work via bus and car. Please consider
the residual effect on ALL neighborhoods impacted by the loss of Magnolia
Bridgze.
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ResponselD Response
28 Iwant a replacement for the magnolia bridge.

29 The idea that the Dravus bridge will accommodate all the traffic from Magnolia is
a flawed assumption and dangerous option for public safety (ie, ambulances, fire,
emergency access, etc.) Clearly none of the people studying the problem have
spent time awaiting a green light to get onto Elliott or 15th Avenue, and that is
WIT H the current Magnolia Bridge carrying the majority of the traffic. The
Armory access option MUST be considered along with significant improvements
to Thorndyke and Dravus bridge/hill.

30 T his survey is very flawed. - Doesn't allow for comments about any of the access
options you've asked us to rate. Doesn't allow for specific issues with each one.
In other words, asking us to rate something we can't explain why doesn't really
give you anything of substance in terms of a survey. Just ranking top 3 in either
category only gives you votes for scenarios and without understanding how
they work together, how they can be improved or what the issues are foreach
access point. Not only that, no way of capturing a holistic view of the problem
getting in and out of Magnolia. - T here are no traffic volume statistics or
gualitative understanding in how the current Magnolia bridge works in terms of
serving the village, how it allows for truck delivery and movement, how it works
with the two other bridge entry points. For example, your stats might show car
usage is lower on the bridge than Emerson and Dravus, but seemingly no
understanding of why that is, who uses it at what time of day, and the purpose it
serves in helping take pressure off the other entry points. - There's also very
little given in stats in how backed up Dravus and Emerson get at rush hour
now...and what role EMT ‘s and first responders use the Magnolia Bridge
because they can't use these other very clogged arteries. You're just assuming
you can take down the Magnolia bridge, make a few adjustments and then we
get to deal with the ramifications. - Where's the ability to give feedback on the
green, yellow and red dot analysis? Not a feature here. - Why isn't the 1:1 Bridge
replacement an option here? Who decided there's no funding? Someone at
SDOT ? Frank Cho pp? Who? Elected leaders must be responsible to taxpayers in
answering this question before SDOT just makes blanket assumptions.
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32 I'd suggest this lower cost option which wasn't considered: USE THE 32ND
STREET RAVINE AS THE NEW ENT RANCE: Maintain the Magnolia Bridge
Segment over the RR tracks for 15th ave access the port and Smith
cove/Palisades/Marina area. T hat segment connects to marina drive at the
bottom of the bluff. Widen Marina drive and create a new road segment along
the water on the southern end of the magnolia park to connect to West Galer at
32nd ave W. Then come up 32nd ave west to the magnolia village. I suspect that
this would be alower cost and more desirable option. T his effort would require
some road widening, but the upside is that 32nd ave West (which comes up
through the ravine) has just been widened for the wastewater project. Can you
let me know if any exploration was done on this option? Thanks so much,

35 It is unfortunate that the City did not/ does not have the expertise to plan
projects and properly use funds. I've lived in Mongolia for over 25 years and the
Magnolia Bridge has been a constant topic. T he decision had been made to
replace the Magnolia Bridge. The City needs to keep this commitment. Rather
than 're-evaluate’ options {(none of which are acceptable), the City should re-
evaluate its overall transportation budget, and find the funds to replace the
bridge. Like the rest ofthe city, Magnolia is increasingly become more dense.

T his density will increase significantly when part of Discovery Park is rezoned for
low income housing. Has this been considered in the 'bridge study’? The area
has no grocery, medical services, social services, transit, etc. that is needed to
support low income housing. T he businesses will need to be added at Discovery
Park, significantly increasing traffic at Emerson and Dravus. The following is
related to access to Magnolia. It is logical to assume that new businesses will not
be attracted to the low-income area because of traffic and remote location. T his
conclusion stems from the fact that King County is unable to hire employees for
well-paying jobs the sewage plant because of traffic and remote location. Itis
cruel to low-income residents to be in a location that has no services. Itis cruel
to low-income residents to hinder access to these services (the 3 alternatives
will just make more of a traffic mess). As many low-income residents are minority,
it perpetuates the City's systemic race discrimination. Please add race and social
justice metrics.

36 Please prioritize pedestrian and public transit connections into/out of Magnolia
as part of this study. Its hard to imagine how public transit connections and
service are equally maintained witho ut the Garfield bridge. Also consider
resiliency and redundancy in terms having the most of the number of
connections to the neighborhood in case of natural disasters. Further, perhaps
as part of this study investigate if there is potential to have the Ballard ST 3
extension run along the Western side of the rail tracks to better mitigate the
loss ofthe bridge and atleast align the stations with any future bridge
connections.
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37 I'm most concerned about how this would affect mass transit. So many people
rely on the buses to get to work, which rely on the Magnolia Bridge. Increasing
travel times may put even more people in cars ... not what anyone wants. How
will you mitigate bus travel times so that commutes are not extended? Will you
{when the time comes) provide easy access to the future Interbay light rail
station (preferably by foot)?

38 We need full replacement of the Magnolia Bridge to maintain public health and
security. With no emergency medical facilities (emergency room) and police
station in the neighborhood, the Magnolia Bridge provides unencumbered traffic
flow and access to emergency medical and police services. With increasing
citywide population density and congestion at the Dravus St and Emerson Pl
access points, it is imperative that the City plan on full replacement ofthe
Magnolia Bridge.

39 Iwalk, bike and drive to work. [run down the Pier 91 trail regularly to the marina. |
also live and work in Magnolia and Ballard and have for more than a decade.
T here are few restaurants, no gyms, and two actual grocery stores in Magnolia
for 25,000 people. People travel for these things leaving Magnolia (Interbay is
not Magnolia). It frequently takes 50 minutes to get to Ballard by car, so we don't
go that way after 6 PMon weekdays. 'mnot going to say anything about the
new bike path. Iwill say the bike lanes are different/inconsistent all over the city
which is confusing for drivers, cyclists and pedestrians/walkers. Look at why
people don't bike not why they do. If you watch traffic even for a month yo u'll
see lots of patterns at the three entrances/exits for the neighborhood. Why live
in a neighborhood you can't easily get in and out of or has few resources?

40 Thank you for reaching out to the magnolia community.

41 Please do not even consider limiting access to Magnolia to only 2 access points.
Dravus is already a pain to navigate, there is no way that "improvements” to
Dravus could accommodate double the traffic. If the Magnolia bridge can not be
replaced, then the Armory bridge is the only real possibility that should be
considered. lalso hope that SDOT will consider a flyover from 15th to Armory to
reduce the negative impact on the flow of traffic on 15th and improve the travel
time to magnolia as opposed to limiting northbo und traffic to a turn signal.

43 We need a bridge, we cannot just improve Dravus. It will be a traffic nightmare.
Dravus already gets backed up. Please include a flyover from 15th to Armory. A
turn signal will back up 15th and make the commute to Magnolia worse.

44 T his is a fast growing community - full of tax paying citizens. Please maintian or
improve our access in and out of our community. As Expedia occupies their new
space the congestion will get dramatically worse.
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Response

How can you say that a direct replacement is too expensive when you haven't
got an estimate?

We should be replacing the Magnolia Bridge. We have paid for projects in other
parts of the city and state and now we need the money to come this way. We've
paid for ferry improvements, for a tunnel (without a downtown exit!), and for the
520 bridge. It's time for the State to help pay for this bridge for our growing
neighborhood.

So what is this? lwant a new bridge not a cheap alternative that further congests

ourstreets and creates more angry drivers than we have now.

If you had the capability ofimproving the traffic flows of 2 of the altemative
access points (that is, Dravus and W Emerson) then why did you denigrate them
with your bike lane designs? One of your criteria in seeking a replacement for the
Magnolia Bridge should be to handle the existing traffic plus the additional traffic
generated by projected growth and the diminished capacity of Dravus and
Emerson. Emerson is now gridlocked more often so Ifind myself frequently
needing to use the Magnolia Bridge.

Tearing down the Magnolia bridge is a terrible idea and will isolate the
community. Access to Magnolia is weak and this kind of neglect will make it
worse.

Ifthe city can place a levy for 600 million for new and epanded services while
ignoring its charter responsibilities such as our transportation infrastructure,
you have to laugh. The budget will have to be cut because of declining
construction revenue. The new zoning plan would add up to 65,000 new
residents to Magnolia while access will be diminished. SDOT has little credibility
left in the community and it can begin restoring it by hiring a bridge design firm to
investigate whether new technology an design opens new replacement options.
Maybe it can be designed as a bike bridge with four lanes of bus, ambulance,
school bus, truck and vehicle lanes as a extra.

As acyclist, |am acutely aware of the lack of common sense our planner's seem
to demonstrate about the larger effects of changes to roads and routes. T he
Gilman bike lanes are elaborate, and welcome, but there seems to have been no
thought at all about how we're supposed to get to the lane, or the effect on
traffic at the Gilman/Emerson junction. If you shut off access at the south end of
Magnolia, the knock-on effects on the roads feeding into the remaining access
points will be far more significant than implied by a bit of widening of the Dravus
bridge, and the cost ofdealing with roads already crumbling from age and lack of
maintenance will be high, and should be factored into your budget.
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61 Replace the Magnolia Bridge. It will be cost less in the end than all of these other
plans. T here is no other way to move traffic efficiently. T hank you.

62 Iwant the bridge replaced as it is currently configured. All the options you have
listed are not satisfactory. T hey do not give us good access to downtown
Magnolia combined with easy access to Smith Cove. In addition, lcommonly use
the Magnolia Bridge to get home to avoid traveling extensively on 15th Ave,
which is a disaster since the bus lanes were put in. f you can spend 20 million for
every mile of bike lane, you can replace our bridge.

63 T his plan should include connection from W Marina Place to Galer to allow
people to move along the southemn portion of Magnolia. T he current
alternatives all put additional traffic along the western side of Magnolia hill rather
than bringing people around the south (which is what current Magnolia Bridge
does). In addition, this plan does not consider the experience/views that you get
traveling up to the top of the bluff and then along Magnolia Blvd - it is fantastic
and beautiful. All these alternatives bring you into the neighborhood via
Thorndyke and along the tracks - this is simply not as nice and would detract
from quality of life for Magnolians.

64 It is imperative that the Magnolia Bridge be replaced in its current form. It is the
main access to Magnolia from downtown and alleviates extra traffic on 15th Ave
W during morning commutes as well as the post work rush. Additionally, the
buses use it, adding more buses on 15th will simply exacerbate the already
dense,stop and go traffic during rush hours.

65 How is it possible that we live in a city that has expanded its budget by 45.4%
since 20 10 yet does not have money for an issue that has persisted since well
before that timeframe? As you continue to shift a larger burdenon your
taxpayers, with very little progress to show forit, lurge you to sharpen your
pencils for once and find a solution in our existing annual budgets. These
budgets will undoubtedly continue to expand year after year as you continue to
grovel for more tax dollars. lwould venture to guess if bike lanes didn't cost
1500% more than what was proposed to taxpayers, we wouldn't be watching
the city try to ramyet another unpopularidea down its citizens throats. Candidly,
there is no othersolution that exists that will satisfy your constituents if the
solution isn't for the city to get out of its own way, learn how to negotiate
construction contracts, hold itself accountable to its promises/projections, and
PROVES its ability to take on any of these projects. Otherwise, the solution
should be to identify competent leadership at SDOT and in the City Council.
Stop wasting our money and start being accountable for your failures.
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66 Find the funding for the IN-Kind replacement! How is it that our city has the Let's
Move funds to overpay for bikelanes and destroy downtown streets, (which by
UW's study only 4% of commuters use) butis unable to have enough funds to
replace the bridge, which has worked successfully taking both vehicles, bikers,
and transit riders to work for the past century? Have any one of you driven North
on Thomdyke, South of Halladay from the Village? Do you really think the
condition of the road could take any increased flow of traffic? This portion of the
roadway on Thorndyke is not accounted for anywhere in the funds. Another
case of bullying by the city bureaucrats aimed at isolating the middle class. |
wonder if because a large part of the resident population around the proposed
Armory Bridge are renters, their opinions give little weight. If Alternative 1is
approved, it threatens the greenbelt running parallel to Thorndyke, ending at
Halladay, |should note, there is a Eagle's nest on the tower directly west of
T horndyke and Halladay. Moreover the proposed Armory bridge, has issues
concerning the parking garage at 2551 Thomdyke which exits directly onto
Halladay St. Are you really proposing making this parking garage obsolete?
Sounds like a takings issue. Has the city found funds to compensate those
residents? If not, is the city prepared to have these residence block/flood into
the intersection in order to gain access to their residence? Has the city looked at
its parking/driveway codes from the consequences of adding a bridge. Has the
city done a study of the greenhouse gas emissions fromidiling cars at the
additional stoplights? My guess is probably not considering their latest track
record. The residents are fed up!

67 T his analysis omits the main option, which is replacement of the existing bridge.
T hese options will result in major loss of access to Magnolia and unforeseen
traffic impacts to many neighborhoods and commercial areas. Bridge
replacement in kind must be the first choice option, and not ruled out based on
an arbitrary cost limit.

68 The current plans are woefully inadequate for our community. The appropriate
planis a 1:1 replacement for magnolia bridge. Additional considerations, outside
ofcost, including mobility, impact on other transit systems, and the tax burden
on magnolia residents that has not been adequately reinvested in the
community make this plan outrageous. SDOT is mismanaging funds and the
magnolia residents should not face the burden of SDOTs mismanagement. Put
the 1:1 replacement on the table as an alternative.

69 T his is a high traffic area, likely to have even greater traffic volumes in the near
future with the development of the Expedia campus along Elliott. The other
access points further north in Magnolia are already congested, especially at rush
hour when the backup to/from Ballard is atits worst. Not replacing the bridge
would be short-sighted and would augment existing traffic problems getting in
and out of Magnolia.
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I really think all the alternatives do not best serve the Magnolia community.

T here needs to be areplacement bridge built. You can not shift all incoming
traffic into magnolia to Thorndyke and essentially Dravus. Dravus gets backed up
all times of the day as it is. Adding more cars driving in that directio n, which they
will given that Dravus is the best access to the whole of Magnolia with the bridge
gone, will cause severe traffic congestion and safety issues all along Dravus,
Thorndyke, and the surrounding strects. We pay very high property taxes and
deserve to have sufficient access in and out of our neighborhood. This is
unacceptable that we are not discussing out to pay for a replacement bridge.
There are ways to do that without making the whole of the city pay forit. You
need to go back and figure this out. Your alternatives are obviously being drawn
up by people who do not live here and do not understand the traffic coming and
going from Magnolia. | also found your survey short sighted in that you did not
ask about parent carpools. T here are thousands of kids living in Magnolia that
need to leave the neighborhood for their sporting events and practices. We
count too when considering commute times and routes. It's not only the people
who work outside the neighborhood that count. Those of us who do not want
to spend hours commuting to our kids events need a good solution to getting
to and fromthe neighborhood.

Please replace the Magnolia Brid

There is no mention of a "rebuild the Magnolia Bridge" choice. Iwas not given
that choice. Ichoose to have the Magnolia Bridge rebuilt for obvious
reasons..to span physical obstacles; water, and train tracks, that enable one to
drive, walk, ride bike into and out of Magnolia efficiently. By rebuilding the
Magnolia Bridge, a third vital access to Seattle and environs will be maintained.
Only the more than 50,000 commuters daily in and out of Magnolia can truly
understand. Listen to the people of Magnolia. A healthy, vibrant, high tax paying
community of Seattle. Listen to the people of Magnolia who contribute greatly in
many ways to the economy of Seattle. Listen to the people of Magnolia who
have lived on this peninsula for over 60 yrs. LISTENTO THE PECPLE OF
MAGNOLIA. Seattle's local government must look into the eyes and hearts of
the people of Magnolia they are there to serve. Listen, be engaged with us,
show us good political judgement. Rebuild the Magnolia Bridge.

It's vital to maintain easy access to the Magnolia Village businesses, Smith Cove
and the Marina. Dravus and Nickerson are already crowded and cannot take
more vehicle traffic. There must be an alternative that serves the South end of
Magnolia without forcing them to drive all the way North to Dravus.
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75 If an in-kind replacement cannot be achieved, the city needs to lookinto creating
a westbound lane of traffic that cuts through the neighborhood so it doesn't
resultin a convoluted path just to get to the village and points west (assuming
Alternative 1 or 3is approved). Even Dravus doesn't provide a direct path
westward as it curves around and ultimately becomes Barrett.

76 | am a business owner in Magnolia. We are a retail and a wholesale business. We
rely on easy access to the Hill. Our business has recently been negatively
affected financially by the addition of the bike lanes on West Emerson Street. We
are witnessing constant back-ups and horn honking due to the congestion
those lanes have caused. And that congestion is why customers are not
stopping in for purchases; affecting our bottom line. We were never told in
writing what the SDOT was planning regarding the addition of bike lanes and
lane closures. No communication whatsoever. It reminds me about a couple of
years ago when all of a sudden the 15th. Avenue West overpass closure
happened. SDOT did communicate to business owners a week before the
closure. Thanks a lot! There has been much written about the foolish spending
going onin City Hall. Likewise, much has been written about inflated city budgets
with no clear reason why and where the money is going. It is clear that SDOT is
out of control with spending with no boundaries and no accountability. T his
bridge is vital for the lively hood of our retail core and taxpayer access to their
homes. For the city to say they have not enough money to fix the bridge is
ludicrous thinking at best. T he management of SDOT needs to held accountable
for their actions. Does the right hand know what the left hand is doing? Is the
City Department of Finances aware of whet SDOT is spending? No is the
answer. Revenue flushing into the city coffers has never been so much. Prioritize
your spending. Hold individuals who are signing contracts accountable. FIX T HIS

BROGE! I

77 As a Magnolia resident, I'm very concerned about the future of the Magnolia
Bridge, since that's the only way my family and | get to and fromour house, often
several times per day. Everyone in Seattle is feeling the pinch of the increasingly
difficult traffic situation. My husband and | both worry that this is going to make
that even worse for us and our community. We've talked about selling our house
and moving out of Magnolia, a community we love and have called home for
almost 10 years because we're worried about what this will do to cur guality of
life and home value. 'm glad to see there are alternative options, but along with
many others, lhope there's away to save the Magnolia Bridge.
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78 T he Magnolia Bridge needs to be replaced. Traffic back ups at Emerson and
Dravus are causing longer and longer commuting times, amplified by the Ballard
Bridge if you're going in that direction. T he Magnolia Bridge allows for ano ther
option to "get off the island”, especially if going downtown or beyond.
Additionally, if Fort Lawton becomes a housing development, the infrastructure
problems that exist today will be amplified. A tear down is not the solution -
rebuilding provides the infrastructure to keep up

83 Please clarify whether "low" traffic numbers on Magnolia Bridge considered only
number of vehicles or also accounted for Metro ridership numbers (3 of the 4
bus routes to Magnolia use the bridge). Reducing access points from 3 to 2
shouldn't even be under consideration. Even with improvements (which are
desperately needed in any event), the other two bridges aren't an acceptable
solution. Majorissues with Armory Way on the Magnolia side: has anyone
actually looked at a map of the streets in SE Magnolia or personally
walked/driven in the area? Most of the streets don't connect between
Thorndike and 28th Ave W, and are offset as they cross 28th. Creating
additional traffic through this area will be dangerous (residential streets
becoming de facto arterials, increase in left turns at 28th, etc) and won't
adequately accomplish the goal of providing access to south and west Magnolia.
Nothing short of using eminent domain to create a new east-west arterial on
one of the streets in SE Magnolia could alleviate this issue. Increased use of
Dravus as arterials is seriously problematic, as it is a very steep hill and likely to
close in the winter due to bad weather. Also, the section of 30th Ave W
between Dravus and Barrett is already unsafe and will become more so ifit has
to handle more traffic {I still don't understand how it was ever designated an
arterial in the first place). All the components in your presentation deal with how
to get people across the railroad tracks and to the marina, it none of themcome
close to dealing with the equally important issue of moving people in and around
the neighborhood. Aside from the Garfield/Galer/Magnolia Boulevard route,
there simply aren't any workable options and I'm not seeing any consideration of
that here. It's not just about replacing the bridge, it's abo ut replacing it with
something that creates a safe, workable traffic flow in the neighborhood and
NOT ONE of the options presented does that. The failure to provide a better
southern option to/from Magnolia will affect traffic in multiple neighborhoods—
most notably Belltown and the waterfront, Queen Anne, Ballard, and Fremont.
Whatever the ultimate decision is, it must address the mess that is 15th Ave W,
particularly in light of the fact that Sound T ransit seems to be set on making 15th
even worse than it already is with its light rail proposals. T he "how did you hear
about this" section at the end says pick all that apply but only allows you to
choose asingle option.
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86 Why would you do this when all that will happen is create congestion on
Magnolia, and abandon a historic neighborhood? Because they allegedly "can't
find the funds"? We have a housing problem in Seattle and abandoning an entire
neighborhood will not help us.

88 Replace the Magnolia Bridge...no alternatives acceptable. Replace!

90 T he Magnolia Bridge is essential to residents, business owners and services
alike. Considering the continued population growth to our city, renovating the
bridge is essential. Magnolia residents have a right to maintain this bridge which
is a primary route for people traveliing in and out of the town. It provides
residents a direct route to the downtown area. The growing number of families
living in Magnolia need the bridge. It does not make sense to remove 'ease of
access' to the workplace for a growing community that is contributing to the
economy and well-being of Seattle.

21 It does not appear that any consideration has been given that magnolia
residents will have no southbound access due to the tunnel and removal of the
viaduct. None ofthe alternatives give equivalent access as the Magnolia, repair
orreplace the bridge!

92 Replace the Magnolia Bridge as is, not another bridge at another location. One

for one. ||/ 2znolia resident

93 Please disclose why you are catering to the Port and cruise ships, and the intent
to putin a hotel where the Magnolia Bridge currently is.

94 You've had well over a decade figure out how to fund this. You only need $100
million more than what seems to be your best alternative option. How about
making up for your gross ineptitude of our tax dollars over the last 17 years and
find a way to replace the bridge!? |don't care how you do it. JUST GET IT

DONE!!!H
95 Replace the Magnolia Bridge!!
96 Replace the Magnolia bridge. ALL of the alternatives are expensive, contrived

and will help very little. Replacing the bridge might cost a little more but its value
will be huge. |remember after Nisqually how difficult it was getting on and off
Magnolia, and the population was much lower, and there were no weather-
related Dravus closures. btw even this site is of little use. Pick all - but only allows
one choice. No where to explain other choices. frustrated with this all.
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97 T his is impenetrable. You have designed a completely stacked survey, you've
made it difficult if not impossible to understand, and your claims of transparency
are false. You don't adequately address the Magnolia community's needs.
You've consistently reached out to the media in such a way as to portray the
community as a villain. You ask more questions about racial and identity politics
than about what transit o ptions WOULD actually meet the needs of the
residents of Magnolia. For example: Many residents of Magnolia are families who
need to travel in and out of the neighborhood several times a day. We are
commuters to Bellevue and Kirkland as well as Downtown. We are
multigenerational families with parents who need to access First Hill hospitals
regularly. We are working parents who need to get to get back fromwork in time
to pick up kids from school and then take them to activities out of the
neighborhood and in Shoreline or Capitol Hill. We are high school students who
must get to school on public buses that force us to transfer at 3rd and Pike (the
sex and drug trafficking center of Seattle). We are diverse evenifall you see is
that our skin is a shade of white. Adding even 10 minutes to our daily entrance
and exit for Magnolia can actually cost us 60-80 minutes in the course of aday.
While you may not care, that time has a very real impact on our lives and our
workplaces and schools.

98 Ifavor option 1 as it allows a third way out of Magnolia. Emerson is always busy
with commercial traffic, expanding Dravus will still leave us backed up multiple
light cycles and new on and off ramps will not change the traffic flow to that
paint. The option of another bridge crossing the rail yard allows traffic that uses
the Magno lia bridge another way to access 15th going both left and right. T his is
truly needed and though it makes it harder to reach the village a light to allow
people to tum left moving people through the existing roads that lead to the
village does accomplish the goal. Magnolia has multiple years to deal with difficult
traffic issues before the bridge comes down. The reroute to move south will be
hard before Alaskan Way is ready to be used. Mercer needs to have all street
parking removed to help move toward the new tunnel. T he time line seems to be
Alaskan Way finally opens as viaduct is taken down About the time the Magnolia
bridge comes down then the lane reductions on 15th for the long awaited light
rail service go into effect. As a family that works in T ukwila and worships there,
as well as frequent trips to the airport we seem to have an extremely long period
of tine that moving out of the Magnolia area will be difficult. Please make sure we
have the third bridge to carry our traffic, a limit of two will be an extreme
hardship. Our family understands that a one on one replacement is not
affordable to replace the existing bridge but don't take a third bride option away.
Dravus option would cost about the same as the Armour bridge or even more.
Thankyou!
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99 Replace the Magnolia Bridge ! As many people have inquired, please describe
what youve determined about replacing the bridge in phases: What is the cost
to replace the portion most urgently needing replacement? What is the cost to
replace the portion that doesn't have as urgent if need of replacement? Worse
case:replace the bridge in two phases. Not replacing the bridge is NOT an
option! You're thinking that way, prevents you from being innovative and
creative with total replacement ideas. Stop isolating yourselves into a closed
minded dark box!

102 T o would say that the current infrastructure for magnolia is barely sufficient, |
can't imagine being able to keep my family in magnolia if this major thoroughfare
and connection to 15th goes away. Also, if one of the bridge altematives is
implemented, it is imperative that there is a exit an overpass over 15th to get
people off of 15th easily. Otherwise 15th will be backed up so terribly and impact
traffic both from the north and the south on the significant Corridor

103 Magnolia needs three bridges. Full stop, nothing else will work. Armory St Bridge
MUST be built. Even if you think that even with Dravus St improvements, you can
make Magnolia work with only two bridges, you are kidding yourself. Seriously,
time to sell and leave the community if you do that.

105 T he bike lanes and stop light changes have already created congestion on
Dravus and Emerson. Dravus is NOT the solution. We need a third bridge
besides these two.

106 | am really dumb. Iwas not able to run through your very easy survey to be able
to tell that after living in magnolia for 38 years , being able to drive to downtown
in 15 minutes at 8.00 am to this moming spending 40 minutes . T he inability to
traverse streets in winter, streets that will be the only access to go to town to
pay my pro perty taxes. Since building hotels and access roads to offices is the
prime city priority let not my empty head stop you from fulfilling the priority. Let
us 60 year old not stop you fromdestroying the major accessway to magnolia

village.

108 If the bridge doesn't get replaced you're setting Magnolians up for an emergency
disaster. And you're setting up Magnolia and all close neighborhoods for a traffic
disaster.

109 |do not support any of the alternatives. Replacement of the Magnolia Bridge is

the only safe option for emergency reasons since we very little police presence,
no medic one aid car and no hospital facilities in Magnolia.

111 Support the removal of the Magnolia bridge.
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T he alternatives that reduce the number of entry points into Magnoliafrom 3 to
2 are simply not viable. T hese options will create traffic nightmares. T raffic will
back up on 15th Avenue and will impact everyone trying to go north on 15th. For
an additional $13 million dollars (a small amount relative to the overall project
cost) we can at least add another bridge that maintains 3 entry points into
Magnolia. While everyone in Magnolia prefers a 1 to 1 replacement, the Armory
Bridge option at least will address the major concern of dramatically reduced
capacity into and out of Magnolia.

The only acceptable plan is to replace the bridge. It is obvious that anything else
would be a traffic nightmare. You don't need to spend time and money to study
that. Just try to drive to Ballard High at 8:20 a.m. on Dravus or Emerson and you
willsee how bad it is even with the bridge open. It gets very backed up on
Emerson and Dravus now. Don't waste money ranking unacceptable
alternatives.

We live in one of the most technelogically advanced cities in the country.
SEATTLE!!! And we can't replace 1bridge? Shame. Replace the bridge. Find the
funds. Just do it. Anything else is ridiculous, and embarrassing.

When Gilman Dravus, or the Magnolia Bridge is closed, it is very difficult to get
off of Magnolia. T he traffic backs up in all outlets. T his was proven when the
bridge was being worked when we had the mudslides. Magnolia is a community
unlike no other area and it is surprising that we have enough money to pay $12M
per mile for bike lanes and the worst of allis the veto of the voters for the
replacement ofthe Alaskan Way Viaduct, which has gone way over budget. Now
is the time to take action and replace or fix the bridge. No vetos and no excuses.

A L:1replacementis greatly preferred.

Ifwe can find an extra $12million per square mile for the bike lanes... we can fix
the Magnolia bridge.

T he magnolia bridge is very important to our quality of life here in magnolia. The
bridge provides one of three exits and is the primary exit going downtown. Not
being able to take the bridge adds significant time to my commute. Any solution
that routes traffic near Dravus will just add congestion and reduce our
emergency exits effectively to 2. With the addition of Expedia the south
entrance is very important. From the point of view of my commute Iwould be
less worried about it if the Light Rail station was anywhere near completion but it
isn't.
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125 By not putting money towards this project, you are completely ignoring a
neighborhood in Seattle.

127 Please replace the bridge. T he neighborhood is already bottlenecked. Anything
short of afull bridge replacement is going to have detrimental effects to this {and
other) neighborhoods.

128 Please include a new bridge option, the Armour St at this point. Dravus just
cannot support the traffic of the expanding Magnolia, even with improvements.

129 Component 10; it doesn't give access to Magnolia, only goes to Marina. Leaving
Magnolians with only 2 access points. No improvement on Emerson?!
Component 7; doesn't give any access to Magnolia.

130 What is the value of the resources (money, staff time, community citizen time,
etc) spent avoiding following through on the selection made by the taxpayers to
replace the magnolia bridge? Why are we abandoning the original decision
because we believe funding is unlikely as we continue to spend money to
research alternatives? Poor public leadership. Where is the financial
accountability and/or frugality being demo nstrated for the taxpayers
contributions to this city? Irefuse to rank partial options only to have this input
used as a statistic to support alternatives that never should have been pursued.

131 What happens when a big emergency such as an earthquake occurs? Do you
have an evacuation plan?? Leaving Magnolians with only 2 access points. No
improvement on Emerson is mentioned!?!? Emerson is such a mess after the
change of the bike lane. Only 1 lane coming back to Magnolia has made traffic
backed up all the way down to fisherman's tarminal and more. It's even worse
going to Ballard/Fremont when Ballard Bridge is up! We can be stuck for 20mins
easily, not able to get out of Magnolia. These plans are only going to make
things worse. Unacceptable! Only having Emerson and Dravus exits could create
such a mess during the rush hours and every time Ballard Bridge is up. We need
ATLEAST 3 access points. Magnolia IS an island, only connected by the railroad
which is inaccessible by car/bicycle/foot.

132 Iwould like a full replacement of the Magnolia bridge
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Armory Way Bridge Having a third access peint into and out of Magnolia via
Armour Way and a Bridge over the tracks is animportant safety outlet
desperately needed by the Magnolia Community. In the case ofan emergency,
the additional access point would allow emergency personnel to reach The
community quickly and could give residents some relief during rush hour traffic
headed into Ballard. However, |am concerned about the left turn from 15th Ave
onto Armory Way. T he congestion already in that area that would only worsen
with the hundreds of cars lining up to cross traffic at peak times. Previous
Magnolia residents dealt with that very issue already! They had enough with the
left turns onto the Magnolia Bridge and resulting back-ups and long delays, and
they built the overpass as a solution. Will this project include some kind of
overpass to get onto Armory Way from 15th Ave? Dravus Expansion Dravus St.
between 15th and Thomdyke is frustratingly congested at rush hour—morning
and evening. It's gotten especially worse with the recent addition of the bike
lane and signals at the Dravus/Thorndyke intersection, as well as West Emerson.
Can enough capacity be added to Dravus to meet increased number of Magnolia
residents and freight traffic that are displaced from the Magnolia Bridge? Will
both the width and number of lanes increase on both overpasses on Dravus?

T his city is ridiculous. We voted for monorails three times. Nothing. You take
forever to study study study things and guess what -- property values and costs
go up and suddenly the best altermnative is unaffordable. You push to increase
density while skinnying roads and rejecting/removing transit options. What is
the overarching plan for how we (taxpayers) will move within and through the
city??? How many more bait-and-switches? How much more squandering of
public funds? How many Republicans do you aim to create??

| find it absolutely insane that after all these years of meeting citizen engagement
on the bridge study with wishy washy promises, the city of Seattle decides it
would rather let our bridge decay and choke our two remaining ways out of the
neighborhood than do what it said it would. If the city hadn't wasted millions of
dollars on all those studies, we wouldn't have to have this conversation. T he city
seems content with taxing the living daylights out ofthe families ofthis
neighborhood and doesn't seemto feel like it owes us anything. Well, we have
certainly had enough. Thank you, city government, for making our home
unlivable.

Replace the Magnolia bridge. | avoid Dravus Because of the back ups and forget
about Emerson, it's worse now that it's only one lane. The Magnolia bridge is the
only way to get to the business center.

Thanks fordoing this! | live on 25th and Bertona and Iwould like to both be able
to drive down 15th without insane traffic, and take a bus to downtown 5days a
week forwork. T hose are my priorities.
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142 I think the majority of magnolians are open to a LID to fund an in kind
replacement, especially those of us on the south end of the peninsula.
Alternative 1 is moderately acceptable, alternative 2 is bad, and alternative 3 is
laughable. 'm an engineering student, lunderstand the kind of pressures your
group is under and Iwant to help the process in all the limited ways | can. But |
expect magnolia’s population to continue to rise, our business impact to grow
and the general demand to grow. As of now, in the afternoon it takes me roughly
5 minutes to get between thorndyke and 15th on Dravus. It takes about 1 minute
on the magnolia bridge, anything besides 3 full access routes is simply
unacceptable. Lastly, just as the railroad contributed in 1929, many residents fully
expect BNSF and The Port of Seattle to pull their weight in this project as their
activities are essentially what requires the access to be in bridge form. ps: the
last question is "check all that apply" but only one can be selected.

144 | can't afford a car. | support improvements that make biking (mostly important to
me), transit, and walking (I am least able to walk) safe and convenient. I ride with a
bike trailer or baby seat so need pathways that are wide enough to
accommodate that and have curb cuts as | cannot lift the bike up. Iwant a safe
route that does not gain unnecessary elevation.

148 T he already existing ramps at Garfield MUST be integrated into access to
Magnolia from northbound Elliott. It's the only way for that many cars at evening
rush to efficiently turn left and begin the path to Magnolia - making them all tum
left at 15th and Armory would be a disaster, and will be even worse when
capacity is lost to the train. Once on the west side of 15th, the fiyover could
continue as it does now, but return to ground level and tum north after passing
the railroad. Re-purposing some of that area now used as parking to become a
road would be far cheaper than building a bridge at Armory, not to mention
widening Dravus where new apartments have just been built.

151 The only right alternative is an in-kind one-for-one replacement. You already
knew that the number of years ago and it wasn't funded then. You need to figure
out how to get that funded.

152 Replacing the Magnolia Bridge is the #1 preference. Please focus there as this is
most logical!
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The Garfield Street Magnolia Bridge is a critical part of Seattle infrastructure and
should be rebuilt. Seattle is the fastest growing city in the US and needs more
infrastructure investment, not less, inorder to prepare for the future. Lower cost
alternatives do not fully value the cost to the neighborhood of disruption and
changes in traffic flows through local streets. Magnolia has the West Point
Treatment plant on one side and Balmer BNP railway yard on the other side.
Replacing the Magnolia bridge is the best option for the future of Seattle and
maintaining quality of community life.

T here must be a third access point to Magnolia in the south part of the
community. T raffic will not be manageable if it is directed to two northermn access
points.

Replace the bridge. If the city/county can afford free community college and also
give $190M to the billionaires who own the Mariners, we should be able to
finance basic infrastructure.

T he Garfield Street Magnolia Bridge must be rebuilt. T his is the only equitable
solution to maintain key infrastructure for the city and to respect this
neighborhood, which accommodates both the regional West Point T reatment
plant on one side and the Balmer BNSP rail yard on the other. Low cost options
do not fully value the cost to the community of traffic flows through local streets
and disruption to the neighborhood. Over the lifetime of the replacement
options, these community costs could significantly level differences between
the costs of rebuilding the bridge as compared with other options. Seattle is the
fastest growing city in the US and should be looking at increasing tinfrastructure,
and investing in replacement of the Garfield Street Magnolia bridge.

We need a ONE to ONE replacement of the bridge. I've attended many of the
community meetings and drop in session and it's clear that SDOT and the city is
trying to push an agenda even though your own study found that a one to one
replacement was the preferred altemative. In the drop in session MANY people
asked why we could not vote on the bridge replacement, but instead only on the
alternatives and representatives there said that they were trying to "stack votes”
for the alternatives to show that the neighborhood likes these instead of the
bridge replacement. We're not fooled. T his online survey is exactly the same, a
farce. You are wasting more money and time chasing non-viable options to push
on us citizens that could instead be put into the one to one replacement that
your study of just 3 years ago revealed was the best option. This is wasteful. Iltis
deceitful. Stop playing games with us, our livelihoods and ourlives. ONE to ONE
replacement is the only option.
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162 T his is madness. Typical of Seattle, YEARS and MILLIONS OF DOLLARS have
been totally wasted studying bizarre "solutions" to not repair/replace Garfield
Bridge. | invite any and all of you "studying” your alternatives to come over here,
any time of day, and try to get off Magnolia via Dravus and/or Emerson. My socio-
economic status has absolutely no bearing on replacing the bridge. Quit
throwing money away (which you may or may not have) and fix the bridge!! P.S.
"Pick all that apply” only allows one box to be chosen. Nice.

163 REPLACE THE CURRENT BRIDGE!!!!

164 Not being able to provide something that increases capacity, oris considered an
improvement is somewhat understanding, but basically providing a solution that
is significantly worse than what it is now (eliminating a key bridge connecting a
large neighbarhood) is ridiculous. This is particularly true, in a booming city. The
amount of revenue (taxes) being generated from the construction boom,
increased property taxes, and other tax increases should allow planning for
projects like this in a certain time period. T he management and efficient use of all
of the revenue that is available is lacking. I'm pretty sure all of the increases in
property taxes in Magnolia over the past several years alone would be a good
starting point toward financing for a bridge replacement.

165 | heard about this through alocal Yahoo group. Please send postcards about
this survey to Magnolia residents.

166 Are there any public transport options? How does this benefit those living in
west Mag/Viewmont area -- current bridge allowed folks to circumvent the traffic
through central magnolia and stay on the perimeter of the neighborhood. Are
there any bolder options -- water taxi from the marina, fernicular to light rail
connection, gondola connection to bus depot? 'Futuristic,’ bold, public transport
options seem to have a longer staying power as Seattle grows. Should help
mitigate traffic as well. Why the conservatism? Why no bold o ptions? Many
Seattlites are forward thinking, bold, ‘futurists’ -- why is the city council not the
same?

167 Wish this type of survey was available before the city took action on the bike
lane upgrades along Gillman and 20th. | bike to downtown fromthe North side of
Magnolia as often as possible. The upgrade was unnecessary and has visibly
increased traffic coming in and out of Magnolia along the Dravis an Emmerson
intersections. It's hard to imagine that a traffic study would have gleaned the
updates as cost effective relative to commute times. T he backups along Dravis
alone are worse now then they were when the Nickerson loop was closed for
maintenance adew years back,,
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168 Improvements on Dravus alone do nothing to alleviate traffic as you add more
cars on the road but create bottlenecks into the residential streets once you're
into Magnolia. I'd submit that these alternatives do not replace in kind what we
already have. The bridge is the most straight forward southbound exit from
Magnolia - the alternatives has us snaking all through the town taking more time
and reducing overall traffic safety through residential streets. This survey is only
designed to compare altematives whereas a majority of Magnolia residents want
the bridge rebuilt. The port paid for a portion of the construction originally
because it was in their interest - where is their involvement this time in terms of
funding? T his is one of Seattle’s largest communities - where is the city's
support in maintaining our infrustructure considering the tax base that livers
here?? Let's spend more money to change the plans that were already decided
on for something that creates more problems than it solves - ridiculous.

170 Good analysis and information. Clearly the only viable path forward is the replace
the current bridge with a new one in its place.

171 REPLACE THE BRIDGE!!! The money for the bridge has been used for less
important projects. We pay very high taxes on Magnolia and we need to get
something in return. Any altematives to not cut it!!!
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172 All of these alternatives force Magnolia residents to choose between a series of
bad options, and none of them are acceptable alternatives to a bridge
replacement. More importantly, all of these alternatives will radically increase
traffic both on Magnolia's side streets and on Elliot Ave. W. and 15th Ave during
peak traffic congestion. | am flabbergasted that the City has not already sought
State and/or Federal funding for a full bridge replacement. Given the
configuration of Magnolia, a full bridge replacement is the only feasible option
that will not drastically worsen traffic influx and outflow. During construction, for
example, Magnolia residents will anly be left with two bad options--Dravus St.
and W. Emerson Ave. Both ofthose roads cannot handle the increased traffic
diverted from the Magnolia Bridge closure, and will inevitably lead to massive
traffic delays, backups, and increased rates of accidents on Elliot Ave. and 15th.
Ave. Each of these bridges is also very old and probably not designed to handle
the increased traffic capacity that the City is proposing. Additionally, all of the
alternatives dump diverted traffic into already worsening traffic congestion
locations. With all of the new apartment building construction at Dravus, lamnot
sure how the City plans to expand that street any further in a meaningful way to
accommodate the additional increase in traffic from those buildings. Most
importantly, the Magnolia Bridge is the only free, unencumbered entry point into
the "island,"” and the only quick, safe way in and out for emergency vehicles. |
dread the thought of what would happen if there ever needed to be a mass
evacuation from Magnolia with any of these traffic altematives. Further,
eliminating a full bridge replacement will isolate residents living on the south side
of Magnolia and drastically increase their commute. Istrongly believe that
Magnolia residents would do what it takes to ensure funding for a new, full
bridge replacement, including accepting higher levies. Given the amount of
money that has already been spent on just coming up with these alternatives--
and the fact that noebody has apparently even looked into federal or state
funding for a full replacement--1do not believe the City is taking this problem
seriously. We need a new Magnolia Bridge! Please don't force residents to
choose between a series of terrible altematives and do what you can to secure
funding any way possible!

175 REPLACE THE MAGNOLIA BRIDGE

177 We need to replace the Magnolia Bridge, not look at these alternatives
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178 Although I'have prioritized the improvements as requested, |don't see any of
these altematives providing any where near the same access as the in-kind
replacement option. | also question whether these 'low cost’ alternative
components accurately reflect the real costs that will be invelved once the full
effect of right of way, environmental permitting, new bridge spans, and the
multiple project components are fully understood. All of the low cost
alternatives reflect a cobbled together system that seem destined for cost
overruns and are unlikely to performwell either for Magnolia residents or for
traffic between Ballard, Queen Anne, and downtown along 15th.

179 There IS no "recommended alternative." SDOT simply cannot be blind to the
reality of how this isn't just a one bridge issue, but has impact for the entire
region. No viaduct and the Nickerson "diet" have only added to the problems
already in place with the limited egress from Magnolia and the growing impact of
accelerated housing and Expedia-like employment along 15th. You cannot keep
making isolated mistake after mistake and expect no impact. This brings us to the
breaking point!

180 Replace the Magnolia Bridge

181 T he above options don't seem sufficient to provide easy access to Magnolia. A
replacement bridge should be on the list.
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182 Iwent to the Magonlia park open house and that very efficient, just sad it was
not talked about till day of. | put in a comment card there as well but here is
more/repeated my points: - how will the emergency responders be impacted
getting to magnolia if Davis is the only way other than Nickerson. If the Ballard
bridge is up our responders come from downtown. Also with the way that 15th
is already backup every night the emergency vehicles already have a hard time
getting through and that is only going to get worse when the viaduct comes
down. - the bridge needs to be replaced as is. We have already been screwed on
the tunnel and sound transit... don't throw more salt in the wound that's just
rude. - originally the bridge was partially paid for by the residents, take the money
98199 zip code is paying for sound transit (that we will not see in our
neighborhood in this lifetime)} on our tabs and put that towards the bridge that
actually will be used by 95% of magnolia residents. - also the number of people
who use the bridge has changed dramatically even in the last 6 months because
of the changes made to Davis and nickerson bridges. - my family has been in
magnolia since the 20's and so we have been through all of the issues and not
having that bridge is a nightmare. One final thought, 3 weeks ago on a Friday
when there was an accident on the Aurora bridge, it took me 45 mins to drive to
67th and dibble in Ballard. was pissed that day because that is ridiculous and my
husband left at the same time from mukilteo and beat me there. However lam
now left with guilt because that was the last family dinner with my sudo grandpa. |
don't tell this to make you sad just want you to understand that the major quality
oflife issues your decisions will make. T hank you for time.
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183 My preferred component was not included in this planning study, acne to one
Magnolia bridge replacement. What are the current total Magnolia Bridge
maintenance costs (from 2006 to June 2018) since the decision fora one to
one replacement was decided on in 20067 Those costs could have been put
towards the the cost of the new Magnolia bridge. T he 3 leading Magnolia Bridge
Project alternatives A,C,Dfrom 11/2005 were all bridge replacements and the
final alternative chosen after years of studying, city, Port, and community input,
and environmental review was option A, a one to one replacement. Why did you
review and rescreen the 25 original alignments from the 2002-2008 Magnolia
Bridge Study when this work was already done? We could have used this time
and money for the bridge replacement. T he city has and will continue to increase
population in Interbay and Magnolia with apartments on Dravus and the Fort
Lawton Redevelopment. T hat, coupled with increased congestion on Elliot/15th
with Expedia in 2019, the Ballard Bridge, access to Discovery Park and West
Point T reatment Plant, and bike lanes that are rarely used, supports a one to one
replacement. As a long time resident, worker, and taxpayer of this city, lam
furious with the lack of financial responsibility and accountability of the Mayor
and City Council. Ido not know any other jobs where extreme overspending on
a project (bike lanes) would be overlooked. Why did you not stop after the first
mile of bike lanes and say wait a second, this is way over the budget and we have
multiple other projects that are more important than this, affect more people
than this, are critical to public safety and safe transportation? Do you want to be
the next Minneapolis, Minnesota (F35W Bridge collapse killing 13 injuring 145)?
Not even an apology that yep we screwed up, we hired someone who had no
financial or investment background to manage the city and taxpayer money and
things did not go as planned and we overspent in areas we should not have.
Maybe this time you can do the responsible thing and build upon the work and
money that was already spent from 2002-2008 and complete the one to one
Magnolia Bridge Replacement. While | do support bikes are cars and believe that
bike lanes make it safer for both cyclists and motorists, bikes and those who ride
their bikes are not part of basic traffic infrastructure, a bridge is. T his bridge has
been here foralmost 90 years. Itis clearly an important part of the city's and
Magnolia's (one of the largest neighborhoods in Seattle) infrastructure. The one
to one replacement from 2006 has room for bikes, cars, and pedestrians! |was
at the May meeting in Magnolia and all the representatives from SDOT, the city,
etc were asked how they got to the meeting that night. Every person took the
Magnolia Bridge....

186 Replace the existing Magnolia Bridge. It is clearly the best solution.
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189 My husband and I both fully support a 1:1 Bridge Replacement! The fact that the
city already undertook a multi million dollar study that clearly recommended a 1:1
replacement and that the City has flagrantly ignored this expensive and detailed
study citing budgetary constraints is preposterous! What are we paying
property taxes for? We are outraged! Itis insane to imagine you are actually
seriously deliberating alternatives that are in no way equal or sufficient. Blue tarp
solution to afailed roofindeed!

190 Please replace the bridge. It is ridiculous that this would not be done whenso
many other tax dollars are being wasted.

191 Iwould like to see the bridge replaced. The alternative routes you are
considering do not take into account the traffic on 15th ave w. as is or would be
in the future. Heading north on 15th | currently take a right turn to access the
current bridge thus relieving traffic volume on a very busy 15th ave at rush hour
time. Adding yet another left turn line up to access a new bridge would add
considerably to the afternoon congestion on 15th. There is no illustration in this
presentation regarding Sound Transit plans for their rail line. T his would be

helpful info.

192 A bridge replacement is necessary. Please replace the bridge and abandon these
alternatives.

194 A 1:1replacement of the bridge is needed. What funding alternatives have been

explored to cover the cost difference between a 1:1 replacement and the
alternatives? Have you approached the state legislature? Have you updated
traffic studies that are supposedly needed for federal funding? What about an
LID? What is being asked of Expedia as a corporate citizen to help mitigate the
impacts ofits move into the area?

195 Ican't rank the alternatives because Idon't really understand how they would
work. | ask all public officials involved in this decision to go into Magnolia and to
drive north on 15th at 8:00am on a weekday. | ask all public officials to try to
leave Magnolia via Emerson at 5:00pm on a weekday, preferably when the bridge
is up. You will see how long the back ups are. Ithink this will give you a better
perspective of why we are saying we need this bridge to be fixed. | realize it is
incredibly costly. | had a customer who is located in Southpark and that bridge
was closed for years. Magnolia is basically an island cut off by water and the
railro ad. More multi-family housing is being built in Magnolia, Interbay and Ballard.
Light Rail is a long way off, it is not feasible to think that the bridge cannot be
replaced.
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The Armory Way Bridge would negatively affect the residential neighborhood
on Thomdyke Ave W {extra traffic, noise, less parking, etc). Property values
would decrease more significantly there than in other parts of Magnolia, and
Southeast Magnolia is already the least-affluent part of Magnolia. Other options
mostly affect existing routes and would likely have less impact on the
surrounding neighborhoods. Has a study been done to estimate the amount of
Magnolia property value that would be lost by failing to replace the Magnolia
Bridge? It seems like that amount would be comparable to the extra $100 million
orso it would take to simply replace the bridge rather than settling for one of the
lower-cost alternatives. Surely that justifies the cost. Propose something to
raise revenue for the in-kind replacement and pitch it to Magnolia homeowners
as away to maintain property values. T hen everybody wins.

There are only 3 means of access into and out of Magnolia. T hese access points
are allready strained as is. Getting rid of one of these three access points to save
some money creates more of a funnelin and out of Magnoliaevenifyou
increase the number of lanes at the remaining 2 locations. The intersections at
Gilman / Dravis and Gilman / Emerson cannot get bigger to take the increased
traffic and are allready dangerous for bike riders. A 3rd access pointinto
Magnolia is needed weather you replace the existing bridge or not. It also
doesn't help that you give priority to any boat going under the Ballard bridge
which backs traffic all the way back into Magnola rendering Emerson useless
leaving Dravus the only remaining road out when the bridge is up.

T he Magnolia Bridge MUST be replaced! The other alternatives are not
alternatives. Even consider a LID to replace

We would ideally like to save the bridge we have now.

T he survey is improperly designed. none of the components address access
into Magnolia. They address access to the Port of Seattle properties. The scope
of the project and analysis are impro perly defined and therefore your cost
estimates are under budget and do not reflect the true cost of removing the
Magnolia bridge.
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204 1. Study presents an alternate means of going to and from Magnolia, but does
not indicate what happens once one arrives at Thorndyke Avenue W. T he
information being presented is incomplete. 2. The results of the traffic flow
model for the entirely of Magnolia should be included in the presentation
materials. The traffic model will provide needed information for Stakeholders to
provide informed comments. Show the Stakeholders which routes will bear the
brunt of the redistributed traffic flow in Magnolia. 3. s W Dravus St, west of
Thorndyke a City-prescribed alternative for handling increased traffic in that part
of Magnolia? If this is the case, aside from the geometrics of that road as it scales
up and down the steep hill, the City and the licensed authorities that would
justify a plan to route traffic here (on the Dravus hill) will become open to liability
forincreased accidents (property damage and injuries) resulting from the
intentional routing additional traffic to this steep roadway. 4. Increased traffic
flow on 15th Avenue W in both directions will exasperate the already jammed
flow oftraffic in the PM peak. 5. T here is limited capacity at both W Emerson
Street between Gilman Avenue W and 15th Avenue NW, and on W Dravus
Street between Thomdyke Avenue W and 15th Avenue W. Particularly limiting is
the northbound 15th Avenue W traffic and the resultant backup of all traffic on
to eastbound W Dravus Street. 6. Please replace the existing Magnolia Bridge
adjacent to its existing location. Thank you

205 Before something happens to the Magnolia Bridge, complete all the proposed
roadway improvements AND build the Armour Street Bridge. No one alternative
would seem to be able to handle the traffic increase from the loss of the bridge,
in addition to all the new housing coming in InterBay and the proposed housing
next to Discovery Park. Seattle is growing city-wide and the sewage from the
Cityis processed at West Point. As the population continues to grow, more
trucks hauling sewage sludge will add to the traffic. The Magnolia Bridge works
and replacement may be less expensive than multiple alternatives. T he study
from 2002-2008 concluded 1:1 replacement was the best option. Perhaps it
could be replaced in sections, as was done in the past for significant upgrades.
Perhaps the people in Magnolia could help pay for the work as was done when
the Bridge was first built. It would seem there may be othersources of revenue
than just the City and residents as happened in the past when the railroads
participated. Please don't just tell us after all these years we get only what would
amount to a temporary fix, even if you callit a "permanent” one. Time would
show any one proposed alternative would need to be enhanced in the long run
and cost even more meney. Thank you for reading this.

206 Replace our bridge 1for 1

207 Full replacement of the bridge is the best option for mobility
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208 I vote for replacing the existing bridge and continuing the conversation on how
to pay for it vs. being told that | need to vote for an option that |don't agree with.
T he dismissive manner in which this has been handled so faris unnerving. Why
have we not worked on financing when we knew it needed to be replaced and
why were the costs so far off? Who is being held accountable?

209 This survey isn't asking the right questions - | cannot judge one toxic "solution”
in comparison to another equally toxic and insufficient proposal. Most ofthese
alternative components were eliminated from consideration early in the 2002-
2006 study for good reason: they did not serve the community affected, and
made traffic worse. None of these alternatives really help Magnoliaat all. A 1:1
Replacement is what we need. It is outrageous that we, the public, only count
15%, when the Magnolia Bridge = at least 33% ofour access. Dravus expansion
or Dravus signal improvements will handle capacity AND/OR address travel times
in a positive way are a pipe dream. It is outrageous to contemplate spending
taxpayer dollars on Galer/Alaskan Way and viaduct replacement that only leads
to a PRIVAT E marina, since both anly benefit private companies, and do nothing
to provide access to and from Magnolia. PS Your last questions says "pick all that
apply” but it only allows one answer.

210 Could there be an option to focus on the combination of Dravus improvements
and Armory bridge?

212 Spend the extra hundred million and replace the bridge. Also improve dravus.
Thereis aton ofdevelopment going on and you need to plan for the future. T he
city has planned for the "now" time and again and only makes incremental
improvements that barely get us by. Make an investment. Also, it looks like the
port just wants a private road and facility for themselves. How about have them
pay something for a new bridge? Plus this is a weird survey. T his should be
based on traffic and use and not which gender you identify with. Also, the bus
works only to go downtown and barely that. It just takes too long to ride it
anywhere else.

214 Your survey will give you skewed results since most Magnelia residents do not
support any of the alternatives to replacing the bridge. |, for one, feel betrayed by
city representatives who have led us to believe for many years that progress
was being made in replacing the bridge. Those of us who have lived through 2
closures of the bridge {due to alandslide and then an earthquake) know how
much this will impact the neighborhood. Businesses will be hurt and residents
will be dealing with poor traffic flow and even more limited bus services. This is
not acceptable.
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216 Funding is a cheice. The city is CHOOSING not to find the funds for the bridge. |
amwondering why it has always been {(and per your planning so far, will continue
to be) so difficult for Magnolia residents to access Smith Cove.? With the new
park improvements, there's even more reason to go there - can we fix that? The
businesses down there could hugely benefit from better access. We have spent
millions of dollars on work to date for feasibility, etc. Why are SDOT, the Port
and the city not collaborating more effectively with each other and with Magnolia
residents to find a solution that works for all? Are there vested interests that we
don't know about? Itis CRAZY to notify our community at the 11th hour that you
are choosing not to replace the bridge.

217 Idon't understand why you didn't include a one-to-one replacement of the
Magnolia Bridge as one of the choices. T hat is my first, and only, choice. Your
data will be misleading without including it. All of the other choices will cause
traffic congestion with resulting time delays, air pollution, and noise. It's
particularly unfair to direct traffic up and down T homdyke, where many of
Magnolia's poorest {and most racially diverse) children live. Replace the bridge.
Also, your "Pick all that apply” button on the last question on this page is broken.
| can only pick one, but every paper | read and every local group Ibelong to is
discussing this issue. No one can understand why you are acting irresponsibly
toward Seattle citizens.

218 Like many in the Magnolia community the Garfield Bridge is the lifeline to our
neighborhood. This entire process has been poorly handled by SDOT in
particular. The only resolution that makes sense in any even financially is a 1:1
replacement. Many of you should take the time to drive on Dravus and Emerson
St. during rush hours to get a sense of what it is really like. Pretty easy to set our
your markers and make your determinations yet those that live in this community
have to suffer the consequences for you ineptitude. T he Magnolia Bridge serves
bus routes and emergency vehicle routes that are not assessable by Dravus or
Emerson. Adding a bridge at Armory only means the widening of streets at
Thorndyke and Blaine, etc. It means more drivers will use the side streets to
assess the Magnolia Village. T here is zero common sense in any other solution

than a replacement 1:1. It is the only rational soclution.

219 Not replacing the Magnolia Bridge would be disastrous for our community of
20,000 people. Dravus is already gridlocked at busy times of day. Same with
West Nickerson by Fishermen's T erminal, esp after the bike lane haircut.
Speaking of which, | think the bike lane is great except that it was really short-
sighted if the City was not planning on replacing the bridge! At busy times, 've
already seen traffic backed up so far that it blocks the right hand soutbound lane
of the Ballard Bridge. Already;, it can take 30 minutes to feed from Govemment
Way past Fishermen's Terminal and onto the Ballard Bridge northbound. T here
is absolutely no acceptable altermnative to a 1:1 bridge replacement!
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The survey does notinclude replacing the Magnolia Bridge or any other
southern access to the entire land mass of Magnolia. The drive along the bluffis
the most beautiful in the City and leads to the City's grand Discovery Park. Any
of the alternatives would make these important attractions difficult to locate. If
low costis all that matters, why is the ravine not being considered? The survey
has an error: the last guestion says to pick all that apply and only allows one
bullet.

T his is crazy. Funding to replace the bridge was secured years ago. Iwould like
to know where that money went. Millions were also spent on afeasibility study
which recommended replacing the bridge. Why was all of that money wasted and
a new study done? If the bridge would have been replaced in a timely fashion
years ago when the money was secured and the original study done, we
wouldn't be in this mess. Every year, | pay thousands of dollars more in property
taxes on my one-bedroom home. | would like to know where this money is
going. There is absolutely no accountability in Seattle's government agencies.

| am responding to this survey, yet lworry that the city doesn't really care what
Magnolia residents think about the bridge proposal. Once the city decides what
it wants, off you go. Council member Sally Bagshaw hailed the "dialogue” we had
regarding the proposed low-income housing at Lawton and adjacent to
Discovery Park as a model for community engagement
{http://bagshaw.seattle.gov/20 18/0 1/30/building-a-pathway-home-at-fort-
lawton/) yet, at the first meeting, the city representatives unplugged the
microphone after their opening comments (which were to the effect that our
neighborhood was not a "welcoming environment”, that it was not diverse
enough and that our homes were too high priced, as if somehow, this was our
fault). Angry residents took control afthe audio equipment and started voicing
their concerns. T he 2nd meeting was stacked with stakeholders {(nonprofits and
others who stand to receive funds from the city for their services in connection
with the low-income housing project) and so-called Social Democrats who don't
live in Magnolia. | attended the meeting for 2.5 hours and never heard a single
Magnolia resident speak as all of the slots to speak had been filled hours before
any of us thought we had to be at the church. T he threat from the City was
clearly delivered - the Lawton site could hold as many homes as Holly Park;
you're lucky thatis not the proposal on the table. Now, we come to the so-called
dialogue on the Magnolia Bridge, but we only get to talk about the lower cost
alternatives (Iranked those at an in-person meeting so have not completed the
on-line survey on those alternatives), not replacing the bridge with another
bridge, which is what we all want. What have we done in Magnolia to attract such
ire from city government? T he Social Democrats at the 2nd meeting on the
Lawton housing project shouted insults at us: "white, wealthy Magnolia-ites
hoarding their private park." When did we become the bad guys? We're liberal
democrats here - we care about the direction of the city and all of its inhabitants,
including the homeless. We contribute time to community activities and money
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charitable causes, we educate ourselves about the issues, and we open our
pc?a‘%?b%%%s (repeatedly) to the city's requests for money: for the homeless, for
schools, for parks, etc. Property values in Magnolia have skyrocketed - not
because of anything residents here did. While view and waterfront properties
here are owned mostly by the wealthy, that is the case in all Seattle
neighborhoods where there are views or properties on the water. All around
the interior of Magnolia, however, homes are more modest, and people are just
trying to keep those houses as they watch their property taxes skyrocket
through no fault of their own. Where is our light rail? Where is our improved bus
service? What we have are 3 roads in and out to one of the busiest
thoroughfares (15th) in the city. T housands of employees and cars coming to
Expedia and increased high density housing development at Interbay and along
the 15th Avenue corridor, will make matters worse. Each day, workers pourin
and out of the Salmon Bay/Fisherman's T erminal business area, creating huge
traffic jams at Emerson. The reduction of Emerson to only 1 lane each direction
to accommodate a bike lane has further choked that corridor. People trying to
avoid Emerson can go down to Dravus, where increased housing density at 15th
has ballooned traffic there as well. When the Ballard Bridge goes up (6:00 pm
like clockwaork), traffic backs up both directions, to the South past Dravus. What
is left is the always reliable route up or down the Magnolia Bridge. When you
come from downtown in the rush hour, you can tell if traffic is backed up past
Dravus and jump onto the bridge. When Emerson and Dravus are stacked going
to downtown, you can travel across the top of Magnolia to the Magnolia Bridge.
If that route is gone, all traffic will be compressed into 2 already clogged routes.
T he Magnolia bridge serves as the delivery route for commercial traffic to
Magnolia Village. T hat bridge allows emergency vehicles to access Magnolia
quickly. T hat bridge allows residents all over Magnolia to go North and South.
That bridge is currently the only route for bus service to downtown Seattle.
That bridge provides the most scenic route for the thousands of tourists and
local residents who visit the city's largest park - Discovery Park - a park that is
there for everyone to enjoy, not just Magnolia residents. | reviewed the
proposed replacement bridge design. Surely there are ways to reduce the cost
of that bridge - we don't need a tajma-bridge. We need a reasonably priced
replacement. No one is going to bike up that bridge so skip the bike lane (my
primary mode of transportation from Magnolia is by bike, so Idon't speak from
bike-spite). We don't need more lanes; just replace what we have. At one of the
public meetings in the Village, lheard a local resident make a good suggestion:
city representatives charged with making the determination about this situation
should be required to drive from downtown Seattle to Magnolia during the rush
hour - they should be required to drive from the Salmon Bay area at 5:00 pmto
downtown via 15th, just to get a feel for the traffic at that hour. We are told now
that the city just doesn’t have the money for a new bridge and that the
population density (or lack thereof?) in Magnolia doesn't justify this expenditure
of funds. How do you think that sounds to a neighborhood paying its fairshare
ofthe cost of light rail it can't access, a bus tunnel it can't access (and the loss of
the route we now have to go South), and Metro service that runs only every half
hour and takes an hour to go 6 miles to downtown during the rush hour? It
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that their concerns have been addressed, and that the reasons for the decision

ResponselD

are fair, thoroughly explained and well-reasoned.

224 Please implement the 1:1 bridge replacement. T he current bridge serves the
community well.

225 My name is | ] ' 2 an 11-year homeowner at ||
e ——m

purchasing my condo Iwas a renter on Thorndyke Avenue for 4 years, [cannot
urge you strongly enough to abandon the Armory Way Bridge /Halladay street
alternative. The construction ofthis bridge will radically change the guality of life
at and near this location. Residents will be impacted by high traffic volume, noise,
excessive light, reduced air quality, loss of on-street parking, decreased safety
for drivers, pedestrians and bicyclists, and a radically reduced proper value. As it
stands this proposal would likely influence my property value to the extent that|
could only sell it for far less than | currently still owe on my mortgage (and
potentially could still owe at the time of the completion of this bridge). T he
Armory Way Bridge/Halladay street proposal as it now appears is unfeasible.

T here will be massive traffic impacts on 15th Avenue where drivers would have
to turn left onto Armory Way. T his will back up traffic south on 15th Avenue and
Western Avenue, onto Denny Way and downtown. T he current plan calls for
one lane each way on this bridge, which is not enough to handle the traffic
volume. The current plan does not call for a widening of T horndyke Avenue or
the building of a dedicated left-turn lane onto Halladay Street from Thomdyke
Avenue. This plan also cuts off all of Magnolia south of Halladay Street, and
would require an extensive rerouting of traffic from South and West Magnolia
onto narrow residential streets not constructed to withstand the weight and
impact of traffic of this volume. T he lack of direct access to South and West
Magnelia will impact property values and will damage businesses in beloved
Magnolia Village. Magnolia's population is increasing, and it is facing increased
rents and impacts from the homelessness problem. While we weather these
changes well, the failure of the City to provide a one-to-one replacement of the
existing Magnolia bridge will have a negative impact on the community for
generations to come. Please make every effort to provide aone-to-one
replacement ofthe current bridge. If that replacement remains unfeasible, | beg
you to abandon the Armory Way Bridge/Halladay Street alternative (Alternative
1). Thank you very much.
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226 Re-channeling traffic from the Magnolia Bridge to the Dravus bridge would be
foolhardy and dangerous. T he sharp left turn and steep descent at the top of
Dravus Street (at 30th) is already a dangerous route with many near head-on
collisions at the top. Particularly during inclement weather (not just snow and
ice, but even rain), many cars have difficulty negotiating 1) the steep stretch of
Dravus between 20th and 30th, 2) making the sharp left turn and steep descent
from 30th to Barrett, and 3) climbing 30th from Barrett to Dravus. Increasing the
traffic along this stretch is guaranteed to result in an increase in accidents. Cars
coming down the steep section of 30th from Dravus to Barrett have 1)
sometimes missed the comer and run into the planting strip, 2} clipped cars
parked along Barrett, or 3) ignored the stop signs and sped along 30th heading
south. All of these streets are narrow, residential, and full of families with
children. Additionally, 30th is often lined with parked cars on both sides of the
street due to the lack of garages and off-street parking in the area. What you are
proposing by eliminating the Magnolia Bridge will result in traffic being re-routed
to Dravus. As Inoted above, this will result in an increase in dangerous traffic
scenarios as well as making life in Magnolia just that much less bearable.

227 It seems unfathomable to have a population of approximately 17,000 people
without terrific access to their area of Seattle. T here are, clearly, many
transportation issues springing up in the city and also, clearly, many poor
decisions being made that are not solving problems adequately. T he traffic
towards Ballard will only increase dramatically with Expedia’s 3,000 person
campus opening soon and any additional decisions made that would increase
the demand for portions of 15th could be a nightmare for everyone involved and
result in even more costly retro-fixes in the future. Also, the economic
sustainability of Magnolia restaurants and shops will be very adversely affected
and may result in closures for our already underserved community. | understand
the push for a one-to-one replacement solution, and | agree it is the only fair
outcome. T hat said, the Armory bridge is clearly the second best solution if the

funding doesn't provide a new Magnolia bridge replacement.

228 We need the bridge replaced T his co mmunity needs all 3 access routes Adding
public housing to magnolia and reducing access is not in the best interest of the
community lam not ready to give up on funding a bridge replacement T he city
has some basic problems with funding/passing bonds/levies and over promising
what will be included. T hey are obligated to work for funding what they got
support from the public for. Just saying somry guess we can't do what we voted
forisn't good enough. Time for fiscal respo nsibility

229 We need the 1:1 replacement bridge, regardless if it's the most expensive
option. A 1:1 replacement is the best way to access lower Magnolia, including
Magnolia Village. Please don't harm our businesses by insisting on saving the
most money.
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230 lecho many people who suppert the option thatis not shewn in this survey....
1:1 replacement of Magnolia Bridge. | will quote one of Magnolia resident's
comment here because | thinkitis worth considering. "l believe a realistic cost
reduction approach for the Magnolia bridge would be a repair replace scenario
done in the same location as the current structure. T he east bridge portion does
notneed immediate replacement (up to the mid bridge exits,ie the the low
portion over the BNSF ROW can remain) .However ,this lower bridge
replacement costis included in the current SDOT 1:1 estimate.T his section
could also possibly be remediated once more for seismic issues ,using current
technology. The lower bridge section can be replaced at a later date,undera
separate budget request. The high portion of the bridge could be replaced while
operating the current structure for most of the project schedule. Auger cast
piles and caps can be installed between the existing towers New concrete
towers (columns) can be formed and concrete placed to the underside ofthe
existing deck,while the current structure continues to operate. T he deck could
then be demolished in sections and replaced using both the existing and new
support towers for the installation of the falsework and formwork. The existing
bridge towers could then be demolished and removed. This is not as easy or
quick as blowing up the existing bridge but a lot less expensive as the exits and
east and west approachs can remain in the same locations at the same
elevations. The SDOT project engineer informed me at an information session
that the lower bridge portions are not in danger of imminent collapse in a seismic
event.SDOT believes a complete structure replacement should be done due to
convenience and funding issues, { Funding | surmise so they don't ask for money
twice.) T he engineer stated the lower replacement was a" while we are here
item”. Which, discounting funding issues makes sense. Even if the current high
bridge were totally demolished in one phase and out of service for 18 to 24
months reinstalling the high portion only in the same location will save many

millions. Cheers., | N NN
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231 There is only 1 viable solution- replace the bridge. All your other proposals are
short-sighted and will cause significant traffic back-ups and will impede reliable
accessibility to our homes and businesses. Frankly, we don't trust the SDOT and
the data/alternative plans they are proposing. Read the Seattle Times editorial
again- Magnolia should not be permanently victimized by SDOT's lack of financial
planning. The SDOT and the City Council have buried their collective heads in
the sand about this issue for far too many years. Meanwhile hundreds of millions
ofdollars have been wasted on traffic proposals and projects that have failed to
deliver any benefit to Seattle residents. Traffic is a nightmare. Your alternative
proposals will be a colossal failure, too. It's a lot easier to build anew bridge
alongside the old one instead of disrupting the already congested 15th Ave
traffic during construction of the proposed Dravus interchange. T he city council
has lost all credibility in their financial management, decision-making, and in their
ability to govern. We will be politically engaged in replacing every one of them.
And also in demanding the replacement of one of the city's major bridges.

232 The only feasible alternative replacementis a 1to 1 replacement. T his was
indicated in earlier studies and we were told we did have the moneyfora 1to 1
replacement. We would like to know what happened to that money. We want to
know how we can afford hundreds of millions of dollars on the homeless, with
no transparency or accountability, and spend $12,000,000 per mile for bike
lanes that are hardly used yet we can't afford to replace a bridge that provides
the major access point, 1 of only 3 access points, to acommunity of 20,000 that
has seen their property taxes increase substantially over the last few years. The
entire community is extremely frustrated by the lack of transparency in this
process in terms of not being consulted when SDOT determined the bridge
wouldn't be replaced when earlier studies indicated thata 1 to 1replacement
was the only option.

233 None of the alternatives make sense . A 1:1 replacement of magnolia bridge is
needed
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234 Anything other than a 1:1 replacement of the Magnolia Bridge will eventually
result in a much smaller Magnolia Vlllage business community and will negatively
impact the quality of life for the citizens of Magnolia. However, it must also be
noted, that for many of us who are older, own our homes and are facing
incredible rises in our property taxes, closing the bridge and making Magnolia
less accessible might be a blessing. Our property values and taxes would
decrease and we could live out our remaining years in relative quiet. lwould
most likely be in the minority with that o pinion, just to be fair. It seems that the
City of Seattle is abrogating a contract between the citizens of Magnolia and the
city. We pay taxes and fees to support the operations of the City (ourend ofthe
bargain), but when the bill comes due for maintaining a vital connection between
our community and the rest of our City, the City has mismanaged the dues
collected fromus over the years, and doesn't have the funds necessary to
uphold its end of the bargain. Not having a sinking fund to repair the inevitable
replacement costs of all the bridges in our City is passive mismanagement of the
worst kind. No one gets voted out of office for it, indeed, no one even notices
until something like this comes along. And the current City Council did not
create the problem, they inherited it. Mind well, the current CC has an execrable
reputation for fiscal mismanagement, but they didn't create the problem. So, |
have asuggestion. Total all the costs of doing the most basic replacement
alternatives and pledge those funds towards the cost of a new 1:1 replacement
bridge. T ake the remaining costs for the new bridge and fund that portion with
an LID on the citizens of Magnolia, the Port of Seattle and the Railro ads.
Magnolians are wealthy enough to pay something extra for a vital piece of
infrastructure, and for the privilege of living in a beautiful space in this world. If
you divide $200MM by 10,000 households, that would be a burden of $20,000
per household. 5000 households would be $40,000 per... Spread it over 20
years and it would be doable. T his is not a popular idea, but would hold the feet
to the fire of those who insist (as [do) on the vital nature of a 1:1 replacement.

T hanks for reading and listening.

235 Concernfor the businesses located in the village ifthe bridge is not replaced.
Concerned about cars driving on narrow residential streets trying to get to the
village and west Magnolia.
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T he best option, and the one overwhelmingly needed by the people affected by
this project, is to replaced the bridge inits current location. T he full replacement
option was eliminated for the political reason that it is too expensive. However,
itis only too expensive based on a politically-determined maximum allowable
cost, which is unsupportable at a time when the city is paying $12-million per mile
for bike lanes, which compared to this bridge, are an unnecessary luxury.
Eliminating the bridge will route thousands of cars, buses, and trucks through
residential neighborhoods, with many safety, economic, and environmental
impacts. A full EIS should be completed on all the options, including full
replacement ofthe bridge, before eliminating any options.

It is critical that the Magnolia bridge be replaced 1:1, and none of the options you
have provided be considered. Not only will the environmental impact with
thousands of cars sitting in severe traffic be terrible, but access to the largest
city park will be impacted along with traffic on 15th, Queen Anne, Elliott and
Ballard. It is irresponsible to leave 25,000 Magnolia residents along with all of
those that visit or work in Magnolia with poor options for transportation to and
from. It's the city's duty to maintan infastructure and providing these options is
notok. In reality this is a $100Missue, not $400M. As a home and business
owner, and someone that invests hevily in the community | ask you to please do
the right thing. T here is certainly money that can be used here, especially with
the bridge not coming down for 5 years. T his is a problem that should and can be
solved with fiscal responsibility from the city and SDOT. How can we as a city do
so much to protect our environment and then plan to dump so much more CO2
into the air? Will there be a sign asking people to turn off their engines as they
wait (ie Ballard Bridge)? T he last time Magnolia had two bridges to use there was
a 35-40 minute commute from 28th to 15th via Dravus. And this was without the
massive number of apartment and condo units that have developed on 15th. Not
to mention Dravus shuts down at the first sign of ice. Magnoliacontinues to
grow at a rapid pace and handicapping one of the three access points is
unacceptable and short sighted.

Iwork in Magnolia and removing one of three access points is unacceptable.
Froma safety, emergency and environmental POV it is not ok to cut offan entire
city neighborhood. Not only will residents and visitors be sitting in traffic for
extended periods, hurting our green and clean environment, but people will not
be able to esily visit the best park in the city. Please be reponsible as city leaders
with future planning and replace the bridge.
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239 None of the preposals are an acceptable replacement for the current bridge. As
a voter that has willingly voted for taxes, infrastructure spending and other levies
necessary to keep our city functional, | find this particular failure in leadership and
foresight completely unacceptable. Severing a crucial artery needed to alleviate
the already choked access points will have a number of obvious negative
impacts. Bus riders will be further inconvenienced by yet longer commutes and
less incentive to ride. Bikers on Dravus with be put at risk with a huge uptickin
drivers (and frustrated angry ones at that). Park visitors and other Discovery park
residents will be forced to navigate the already reduced lanes around the
Emerson entry point, only now with a pile of new cars. How are Magnolia
businesses going to appreciate the drop in patrons when the access to their
stores becomes unbearable? How about School Busses that now use Dravus to
take the Magnolia middle school students to McClure in the heart of rushhour.
God forbid you have a loved one that needs medical assistance or police
support. Driving up and around to access the south end of Magnolia isn't getting
any easier... and when every minute counts, you're now putting actual human
lives at risk. It's insane for a city of Seattle's compassion and innovation to even
be having these conversations. Let's talk about increased pollution from the
thousands of additional cars now crawling through Interbay with anather 20
minutes each way tacked on their commute. Quick napkin math gives me 40mins
x 5days/week x 50 work weeks... 10K additional minutes PER CAR!!!! Evenon
the short end of 10mins each way you are now adding 80 hrs of NEW CO2 PER
CAR ayear to the environment. It's outrageous and irresponsible, and the
people deserve better. Finally, as none of the above projects are free, Isuggest
we begin talking about these alternative costs by focusing more specifically on
the delta between their cost and a replacement, as that is the true costofanew
Magnolia bridge. Also, Ifind it ridiculous to be framed as merely an inconveniece
to Magnolia residents when neighbors fram Ballard, Queen Anne, Belltown, etc.
will all be adversely affected by this failure. if you made it this far, | appreciate you
taking the time to read my comments. | hope it gives you a few minutes of
additional perspective on how wide ranging the impact of this is. | assume there
will be future studies that better articulate one persons common sense
observations, and | hope we pursue those before making a decision like this that
alters so many lives in a blatantly negative way.

240 Why do these proposed routes all stop on the east edge of magnolia? As
alternatives to the current bridge, each altemative should terminate in each of
the most common endpoints of magnolia bridge traffic, specifically the Village,
magnolia bluff, Pop Mounger Pool, ...

241 Please replace the bridge 1:1. Traffic is already awful on Emerson/Dravus in the
evenings (since the bike lanes were added). Any other option besides replacing
the bridge would cause major backups along 15th so this is not just a Magnolia
issue (think rush hour and people trying to get to Ballard).
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242 15th is already a nightmare on a good day. Removing the bridge would push
traffic to Dravus (already congested) and Emerson where alane has been
removed to make roomfor a bike lane to get on to Gilmore. T hat intersection is
becoming a mess. There needs to be a 1:1 bridge replacement.

243 Studies made for alternatives in the event of an emergency Magnolia Bridge
closure were made before the recent bike lane alterations to the other two
points of entry, which have caused significant bottlenecks. Getting out s
increasingly affected by the increased traffic on 15th, which in turn is affected by
Ballard Bridge openings. If the Magnolia Bridge is not replaced, the city must
provide a new third point of entry into Magnolia. We who live here can assure
you that an expansion of the Dravis exit is a terrible idea - just awful. It's bad
enough and the red lights are superlong as it is, plus the no turn onred at
Government Way due to bikes is piling up the cars at that light. The right and
best thing to do is frankly to replace the bridge, regardless of cost. We shouldn't
be at the mercy of poor advance planning for what was clearly going to be
required. Figure it out.

245 Dravus “improvements” are simply not an option. No amount of "improving” will
be able to accommodate the current high level of use (which only continues to
increase as more condos are completed in the area) as well as traffic shunted to
the Dravus/15th intersection if the Magnolia Bridge closes. Additionally, because
of the misguided addition of bike lanes, the Gilman/Emerson intersection has
become virtually unusable at certain times of day so that the Fisherman's
Terminal bridge cannot provide more ingress/egress. lalso take issue with the
format ofthe survey. What use is asking for rankings of "3 mostimportant
components” and "3 least important components" since any option must be
viewed as a comprehensive whole. For example, | personally don't care at all
about cruise ship access but recognize that it is an important part of the City's
commerce. The Magnolia Bridge must simply be replaced. Please put to good
use the millions of dollars already spent to study the issue and make it happen.

Thank you.
246 1:1 Magnolia Bridge replacement is only acceptable option!
247 We need an actual bridge replacement for the Magnolia Bridge, just like we have

now and using the exact plans that have been studied to replace it with a new
bridge. No other option!

248 Replace the bridge! Most of these options seems to prioritize Smith Cove and
the pier over residents. At least allow people to select that they prefer the
bridge replacement - that wasn't even listed as an option.
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249 Given your past results: Taking away our traffic lanes to accommodate non-tax
paying bike lanes thereby increasing our wait times on Emerson (opposite
Fisherman’s T erminal), not improving Mercer after spending a ton of money,
restricting a traffic lane on Elliott Avenue, thereby causing more delays, Idon't
have any faith that you will do anything positive for the residents of Magnolia.
T here is money for the homeless, the tunnel, and other projects, but not
enough forus? T his is unacceptable. Re-build the Magnolia Bridge. WE are the
taxpayers and WE want our bridge re-built. Your options are unacceptable.
Increasing traffic along Dravus street with a huge hill to the West is not feasible.
Find the money to re-build the Magnolia Bridge.

250 Magnolia Bridge replacement is the only option. T he alternatives would provide
way too much traffic congestion. A good point was made in a recent Seattle
Times article. Three of the four buses that travel in and out of Magnolia take
Magnolia bridge. Surveys count them as one vehicle. However, it is the number
of people not the number of vehicles crossing the bridge. Also some of the
alternate routes proposed are also more congested and more dangerous with
the addition of the wide bike lanes. Seattle must figure out funding to replace the
Magnolia bridge because itis the only thing that will work as along term

solution.

251 T he Magnolia bridge is a necessary piece of infrastructure that has to have a 1:1
replacement.

253 I did not choose one of these options because the only option I feelis viable is

the 1:1 replacement bridge.

254 T he Magnolia bridge is incredibly impo rtant for residents of Magnolia and people
traveling in and out of the neighborhood. Itis the route luse most and the route
with the least congestion even thoughitis busy. Also, when | take a bus out of
Magnolia, it also crosses the Magnolia bridge (3 out of 4 buses do) and many
people take these bus routes as an alternative to driving. T here are no
alternatives that will measure up. The expense is necessary and the city needs
to cough up the money to restore the bridge.

255 Ivery strongly support a 1:1 bridge replacement. It will be the most direct route,
and will avoid spilling well over 17,000 cars onto the local streets of our
residents and will be the safer alternative. | also frequently take the bus, and
getting to work/downtown for pleasure and home again directly and safely is
very important to our family. Seattle will be shirking its responsibility to its
citizens ifit continues to ignore prior studies supporting the 1:1replacement.
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ResponselD Response

257 Ido not support any alternative that does not replace the Magnolia bridge.
WSDOT and the city of seattle have mismanaged resources that would have
provided for much needed light rail along 15th all the way north to Holman. And
have further exascerbated our commutes by eliminting car travel lanes and
spending exorbitant amounts of money on useless and underutilized bike lanes.
As such your decision making process which lead to the weak alternatives listed
here in cannot and should not be taken seriously. T he city and WSDOT
leadership should be called into question for lack of accountability and failure to
discharge the duties of their offices in a fiscal and responsible way.

258 It's shameful and ridiculous that bridge can't be replaced. All the alternatives are
lame.
259 We must have a 1:1 Magnolia Bridge replacement to maintain adequate access

for Magnolia residents to other parts of the city. Clearly the city has not
adequately studied the importance of this bridge and the significant congestion
at other access points into Magnolia. We must have a 1:1 Magnolia Bridge

replacement!

260 We need Magnolia Bridge replacement! any other option could cost more than
that!

261 None of these ‘alternatives’ is adequate to replace the existing bridge. Nothing

acknowledges the increased traffic since the traffic study was done. Nothing
takes into account the increased traffic resulting when Expedia opens in 2019.
Nothing takes into account the tremendous loss of business to Magnolia Village
if the bridge is torn down. T here is not enough room (nor has itbeen suggested)
to improve Dravus from 15th to 34th. There is not enough room (nor has it been
suggested) to widen and improve Thomdyke to 28th at the top of the hill. Has it
occurred to anyone that ALL 3 bus routes travel the Magnolia Bridge? You took
away one lane at Emmerson and now there are tremendous traffic back ups
several times a day. Not everyone can take transit. SDOT's war on cars has to
end sometime. You can spend $12M/mile on bike lanes to serve hundreds, and
cannot find the $ to replace vital infrastructure that serves tens of thousands.
More federal $ will be available in the next 4-5 years. Why not, when we have
waited so long and the bridge is "safe until we say itis unsafe" -to quote your
SDOT spokesperson, wait until more $ becomes available to decide on a course
of action? Why can't you price a replacement in place? T his entire process has
been highly unsatisfactory, as a decision not to replace, contrary to public
wishes, has been made and now you want the public to choose the least bad

among three bad alternatives.
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ResponselD Response

262 T he Magnolia bridge as currently routed is a vital link connecting Magnolia with
Seattle and planning for and funding a 1:1 replacement (as concluded in the last
round of citizen engagement) should be the priority. Given any replacement
route will have some associated cost, it's disengenous to state that replacement
is unlikely given estimated costs for a 1:1 replacement are $350M-400M. T he
cost differential for a 1:1 appears to be $100M, and it's a sad commentary about
SDOT management if that number is untenable given all the years oflead time to
plan during an unprecedented economic boom.

263 The bridge is a critical route out of magnolia, especially as 15th Ave becomes
more congested. Already we have traffic back ups when trying to leave magnolia.

264 We need the magnolia bridge replaced

265 this is afalse choice. Each alternative is weak. Replace the bridge. Use real data,
including demographic changes in the neighborhood, and current traffic patterns
given the recent additions of bike lanes and traffic signals on Dravus and
government way/Emerson. Don't be bullied by city council's desire to socially
engineer Seattle. People do infact need cars. Not everyone can or wants to
bike. Mass transit is limited to the neighborhood. The city has known for years
this will be a need. They blew it. Shirking their duty now and claiming it's just too
hard is shameful and lazy. Playing identity politics with infrastructure is beneath
the character of this city. We can be better. Build a bridge.

266 Please read and seriously consider the comments in the recent Seattle Times
editorial: https://www seattletimes.com/o pinion/editorials/city-of-seattle-
cannot-abandon-critical-magnolia-bridge/

267 T he city needs to find a way to fund this along with the original stakeholders.
Railroads, residents, and Port of Seattle. T hey should also tap area businesses.
Stop wasting money on unnecessary traffic lights and lanes, and cutting off
sidewalks around the city for cars, transit and bikes.

268 luse the Magnolia bridge every day, and completely disagree with the decision
to getrid of the bridge. lunderstand that repair and renovation of the bridge is
costly, but so many drivers and bus riders rely on this to get to work and back.
T axes have done nothing but increased in the recent past, and our local city,
county, and state governments should have been setting this money aside to
pay for necessary infrastructure. The county is proposing to give $190 of tax
money for a brew pub and improvements to Safeco Field, but we can't afford to
renovate the Magnolia bridge? lwould challenge our leaders in the city, county,
and SDOT to find a way to keep the Magnolia bridge.
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ResponselD Response

270 {1) The low-cost alternatives may be adequate with current population in
Magnolia. With substantial rezoning for higher-density housing, thena 1-1
replacement may become necessary. (2) Do not assume that the current
predominance of single occupant vehicles will continue forever. (3) Prioritize
transit over SOV. T he future may include a combination ofself-driving taxis and
transit. (4) With better bike infrastructure, and electric-assisted bikes, more
people will bike. Low-grade options would help - biking up the Magnolia bridge is
hard and scary, a level path along Eliot Bay to the south end of 32nd Ave W
would be easier.

272 1to 1 replacement for the Magnolia bridge is the only solution that is acceptable.
When I rushed my wife to the hospital lused the magnolia bridge. Had we been
routed through Dravis street Iwould have never Made it to the hospital in time. It
was a complicated birth and I shutter to think of what would have been late.

274 | prefer replacement of the bridge. Find the money. We should have been saving
for this. It is part of the Magnolia bluff drive and vista and is a historic part of
Seattle for all the share. Many people take photos of Downtown from this
bridge. Four bus routes use this bridge. It is the most used access to Magnolia.
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ResponselD Response

275 I have lived in Magnolia for 20 years and experienced the bridge closedown
because of natural causes. It was difficult but understandable. Permanent closing
of Magnolia Bridge (MB) is foolish and will have a major negative impact on the
city. 1. Magnolia population will increase significantly in the near future. In the
short term Expedia's move to Interbay will bring several thousand new people to
the area. They will need housing and the logical area for them is aleng or near
15th Ave. W. from Magnolia north. Much of Magnolia east of 34th Ave W will be
rezoned for multifamily apartment/condos. Land values for this area are low
enough that developers will push rezoning. Also the city will encourage higher
density in close-in areas such as Magnolia. Most of the new residents will work
downtown or in Interbay and need to get to their jobs quickly. 2. T he alternative
replacement exits from Magnolia do not work. When MB was closed in 2001
these exits were congested. T oday they are worse even though the bridge is
open. Bike lanes leading to Dravis and Emerson have slowed down traffic
considerably. More residents and shifting cars and buses from MB will lead to
full-time congestion. In addition traffic from the Ballard bridge is growing.
Together with frequent openings, 15th Ave is a mess. For example, cars trying to
get to Nickerson St or go south on 15th Ave are blocked. Alternative options
such as Dravus St are also blocked. Opening another exit south of these streets
will not solve the problem. 3. The closing of the viaduct will add to all the other
issues. Cars and trucks that used to access the viaduct from the 15th 5t corridor
will be diverted to Mercer Stin order to access the tunnel. Even now, without
the viaduct shutdown Mercer St is incapable of moving traffic quickly. For
example, the part of Mercer St from 15th Ave to Queen Anne Ave is narrow and
restricted. It will get much worse in the future. This will back up to 15th Ave and
intensify congestion back to Dravis and Emerson streets. Add in the growing
number of cruise ships and the problem gets even greater. Hopefully, the city's
leadership will realize that permanant closing of MB is short sighted. It may save
some money today but will be more expensive in the future when it becomes
obvious that a bridge is needed for Magnolia.

276 1. Apologies for the rude behavior of some Magnolia residents at the recent
public meeting where speakers from public agencies were shouted down and
we therefore did not have the opportunity to hear what they had to tell us.

278 We need a 1:1 replacement of the bridge. Anything else will cost more money
than it is worth. The city will do studies that drain funds for new sites to enter
Magnolia and will end up not having enough for those projects either. Save the
money and the traffic with a 1:1 replacement.
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ResponselD Response

280 T hese options aren't adequate to handle the flow of traffic and easily get us to &
from our home. It is imperative that we have a new bridge to expedite our
commute in the fast growing city we live in. Our taxes continue to go up, traffic
flow is constricted due to less lanes for cars and more bike/bus lanes created.
We are spending an exorbitant amount of money on bike lanes for a very low
percentage of commuters. Due to the city's lack of action since 2007 on an
approved plan that took in all forms offeedback to create the best option
(replacing the existing Magnolia bridge), the city needs to find the funding path
for the proposal that has already been offered and approved. T he fact that the
city is coming back 10 years later to change their mind is unacceptable. While |
have ranked the options, they do not include my first choice of building a new
bridge.

281 I'mshocked, frustrated and disheartened that the work did over 10 years ago is
being essentially thrown out. T he City and the Community came together and
agreed on a plan that worked for all of us to replace/update the Magnolia Bridge.
T he landscape has not changed, the housing has not changed, yes the Port had
changed but that should not result in a scraping of what has already been
determined to be THE BEST PLAN. T he Seattle Community approved a
significant Levy years ago that could have helped to offset a large portion of this
cost, yet the City had other legitimate priorities. However, that does not
invalidate the APPROVED plan. The City chose how to spend the Extra money
we tax payers gave them - but that does not mean other projects are now
dismissed. T he side roads in Magnolia simply cannot handle the traffic that any of
these options would create. Cars typically must be parked on the street due to
nature ofolder homes so often only 1 car can get past at a time. That interferes
with peoples lives and the ability for their children to play outside. Who would
send their kid to play in traffic? Our neighborhood, local businesses, bus routes,
trash routes - everything is built around the Magnolia Bridge as the main path
infout of our special neighborhood. All of that traffic simply cannot be absorbed
in a reasonable & responsible way by making a connector to what is currently a
side street. Essentially, you're taking away k5 and saying HWY 99 will pick up the
traffic if we put more lights in. C'mon you guys, think about it. I'm not asking for
more than what was committed to by the City in partnership with the
Community. Is your first goal not to serve the citizens and to live up to the
commitments you made? It's the right thing to do and all of us, City & Co mmunity,
know it. Let's work together to get creative but let's keep the Magnolia Bridge
up and serving the tax paying citizens of Magnolia.
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2.Whatisyourage?

5% | would rather not say

11% 25-34
14% 65 or older

17% 55-64 29% 35-44
22% 45-54

Value Percent Responses
20-24 | 22% 6
25-34 == 10.8% 29
35-44 L1/ 29.0% 78
45-54 | . 223% 60
55-64 - 16.7% 45
65 orolder 1 138% 37
Iwould rather not say - 5.2% 14

Totals: 269
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3. Do you have adisability? (check all that apply)
100
80
60
b=
(0]
o
&
40
20
. - [ ]
Mability Vision Hearing None Other
Value Percent Responses
Mobility [ 1.3% 3
Vision | — 04% 1
Hearing _ 2.1% 5
None [ 915% 214
Other I 6.8% 16
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Other Count

Native Seattlite 1
Old and getting older. 1
Why is this relevant? 1
psychological, learning 1
Totals 4
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4. What race/ethnicity best describes you? (check all that apply)

70

60
50
E 40
@
e
Q
o 3
20
10
) — - | = -_
American Asian or Black or Hispanic or While or I'd rather nol Other
Indian or ~ Pacffic Islander  African Latino Caucasian say
Alaska Native American
Value Percent Responses
American Indian or Alaska Native l! 1.2% 3
Asian or Pacific Islander = 4.0% 10
Black or African-American g 2.0% 5
Hispanic or Latino - 2.0% 5
White or Caucasian “ 61.7% 156
I'd rather not say - 28.1% 71
Other =] 4.3% 11
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Other Count

Caucasian/African mix 1
Does it really matter? i
Human 1
Mixed Korean and Jewish 1
What does this have to do with the 1:1 replacement 1
Totals 5
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5. What gender do you most identify with? (check all that apply)
60
50
40
=
Lot}
o a0
ol
o
20
10
o — _—
Female Male Non-binary Transgender I'd rather not I'd prefer to
say sel-describe
Value Percent Responses
Female o] 57.0% 147
Male B 30.6% 79
Non-binary E 0.8% 2
Transgender - 0.4% 1
I'd rather notsay I@ 10.9% 28
I'd prefer to self-describe - 1.2% 3
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I'd prefer to self-describe Count

Human 1
WT F- oh, Seattle. 1
Totals 2
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6. What is your current household situation?

1% Stay with friends or family 5% Rent single-family home

10% Own Condominium, co-op, 7% Rent apartment, room,

duplex duplex, or dorm
78% Own single family home

Value Percent Responses
Rent single-family home B 50% 13
Rent apartment, room, duplex, or dorm - 6.6% 17
Own single family home [l 77.6% 201
Own Condominium, co-op, duplex - 10.0% 26
Stay with friends or family - 0.8% 2

Totals: 259
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7.Whatis your annual household income?

1% $7,500 or less

[

— 0% $15,001 to 525,000

™ 3% $25,001 to $35,000

5% $35,001 to $55,000

36% I'd rath: t
TRy 4% $55,001 to $75,000

10% $75,001 to $100,000

13% $100,001 to $150,000

7% §150,001 to $200,000

21% More than $200,000
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Value Percent Responses

$7,500 or less 0.8% 2
$15,001 to $25,000 0.4% 1
$25,001 to $35,000 | 2.7% 7
$35,001 to $55,000 | 4.7% 12
$55,001 to $75,000 ] 4.3% 11
$75,001 to $100,000 § 9.8% 25
$100,001 to $150,000 i 12.9% 33
$150,001 to $200,000 | 7.0% 18
More than $200,000 fi 21.1% 54
I'd rather not say . J 36.3% 93

Totals: 256
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8.Howdid you hear about this project? (pick all that apply)

3% An organization I'm involved

ith
2% My employer 21% News media

24% Friend, neighbor, family
member

22% Neighborhood blog

2% City of Seattle / SDOT email

14% Nextdoor

© 2% City of Seattle / SDOT
website

0% Twitter

9% Facebook
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Value Percent Responses

News media I 20.9% 55
Neighborhood blog I 22.4% 59
City of Seattle / SDOT email 2.3% 6
City of Seattle / SDOT website | 1.9% 5
Twitter 0.4% 1
Facebook [ ] 9.1% 24
Nextdoor | 14.4% 38
Friend, neighbor, family member m | 24.0% 63
My employer 1.5% 4
An organization I'minvolved with 3.0% 8

Totals: 263
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Appendix G: Email & Mailed Comments

Note: We provide all comments as they were submitted. We did not edit for content or clarity.
All personally-identifying information has been removed.

Email Comments
Comment

(No body text; Subject line only)

What about putting weight restrictions on Magnolia bridge? Wouldn't that help to
make it last longer?

Hello:

I'd like to know if any particular section of the existing bridge is worse than
another. Why? Financially, it would be wise to consider full, in-kind replacement of
the ‘sloped’ [west-most] portion first, if the "level’ portion (east-most] portion is
considered sufficient as-is, [and then do the east-most section later, when
required).

Of course, the reverse argument would be made if the ‘level” section needed
updating before the ‘sloped’ section.

Dear Dawn and Wes,

The significant and large neighborhood, and island, of Magnolia cannot lose four
congestion-less

lanes of traffic in/out. | work in downtown Seattle 6-7 days a week, and often
drive several times back and forth

to my home in Magnolia each day. | cannot ride a bike to work because | carry
heavy equipment to and from my job

consistently.

The suggestion that Magnolia does not need the Magnolia bridge is like saying
Ballard does not need their bridge.

Further the "traffic modifications” on Thorndyke at Dravus and Emerson- both
juggernauts into Magnolia- are substantially worse

traffic sites at all times now.

We purchased a modest home in Magnolia because it was so well designed for
commuters going to downtown Seattle.
That includes our bus routes!

If the Magnolia bridge is torn down and not replaced 1-1, we will sell and move out
of Seattle and stop paying taxes into

the disaster of non-improvements made to all of Seattle traffic and our beloved
peaceful, quiet Magnolia neighborhood.
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June 21,
2018

Dear Dawn and Wes,

| just attended an informational meeting in Magnolia to look at the “cheaper”
bridge replacement options for our huge community.

What a tragic sick joke the city is playing on the 6th largest neighborhood in the
city-
not to mention an island.

It's such an insult and unacceptable to be told 360million is too much to replace a
perfectly functioning traffic corridor- one of the only in Seattle now.

We need Town Halls with Mayor Durkan and Sally Bagshaw hearing from every
single resident of Magnolia that a 1-1 replacement is the only option.

(Also, Please forward this to your employers and the people deciding on “cheaper”
Magnolia Bridge solutions.

They are wasting your time and putting you in an awful predicament with our
whole Magnolia community. They should be ashamed. )

Only acceptable solution is replacement of Magnolia Bridge 1:1. Think positive
and get it done for Magnolia!

| would like to see a detailed cost study explaining why a replacement Magnolia
Bridge would cost $400 million. Where is that publicly available for free? If not
already publicly available, | am requesting that you make it publicly available for
free.

| would like to see a practical study done on the effect of the Magnolia Bridge
removal and the role it plays on the Seattle city traffic flow all hours of the day
.this can be done simply enough Shut the bridge down for two day's for a solid 24
hours mid Business week on a Tuesday and Wednesday or for a solid seven days
even better so we can study the effect it would have on none Business days. as a
60 year resident of the Magnolia district ( not one of the affluent mind you merely
raised in a Boeing family) i remember after the Nisqaully quake and how bad
traffic was trying to get back into Magnolia at 7pm in the evening at Dravus or
Emerson.and considering the recent influx of people at 1,100 people per week for
the last few years . i can not imagine it be any better .But lets not imagine Shut
Bridge Down for a week 24-7 and lets see Dravus and Emerson handle influx of
day to day traffic.

| attended the Magnolia Bridge meeting in the park last week and have a few
comments.

Of the three routes in and out of Magnolia, the bridge is the only one that
maintains a good flow of traffic. This is the route | take back and forth

daily. Neither Emerson nor Dravus could absorb the Magnolia Bridge traffic.
Emerson street: heading out of Magnolia gets very back up by the Ballard Bridge
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traffic. It is especially frustrating trying to get to Nickerson.

Emerson street: heading in to Magnolia backs way up because the car right turn
lane was removed for a bike lane. (Bad move). Should perhaps build a bike bridge
and get us our right turn lane back.

Dravus Street: heading out of Magnolia gets backed up per which appears to be
very poor timing of the lights with the new bike lane.

Dravus Street: heading into Magnolia gets backed up because you can no longer
turn right on a red per the new bike lane. When pedestrians are using the
crosswalk when you finally get a green light makes the situation even worse.
Dravus Street: when all of those new apartments on both sides of Dravus and
15thare filled with renters, | can’t even imagine how bad the traffic is going to be.
The best solution is for the city/state to come up with the money to rebuild the
bridge. It not only provides great access for residents to their homes, it also
provides good access to the Village shops and restaurants and to Discovery Park.
| know you had an alternative third route into Magnolia which at least would not
dump everyone onto the other two routes. | just wanted to mention the farther you
move North on Elliot Avenue/15thAvenue towards the Ballard Bridge the more
traffic gets backed up and when the Bridge is open, which is quite often, it is even
worse. That is a big advantage to having an entry into Magnolia at the current
location. Also, the new third route into Magnolia does not lend it self as an easy
route into the commercial area of Magnolia.

Thanks for taking my comments.

These are the facts:

Magnolia is/has been a community forgotten, overlooked and reportedly all
residents are wealthy. In the 1950°s residents promised a high school in
Interbay.... instead we got a garbage dump. The pool was ours in the 1970’s but
went to QA instead. Oh and please remember Magnolia got the sewage treatment
plant with 25-40 trucks leaving the area daily. And now the bridge REALLY?

Can | stop paying the majority of our house taxes? Did West Seattle get a bridge?
Find a way to get this done and refurbish the bridge and stop allowing Magnolia
residents to be short changed!

Hello!

| was not able to make the sessions, but | am a resident in Magnolia (outside of the
Village) and wanted to provide a few pieces of input below.

One general question, have these options been vetted through the lens of Expedia
moving their headquarters to Interbay next year (bringing thousands of new
commuters onto 15th right by the Magnolia bridge]?

**What options are there to include the Dravus improvements in Alternative [?7 **

As someone who takes this road in and out of Magnolia almost daily, the traffic
has become increasingly bad given the number of new apartments in
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Interbay. Without exaggeration, it can take up to 10-15 minutes (on an off traffic
time) to go from 20th to 15th Street.

If you're going to funnel more traffic on this road, it needs to be improved
regardless of which alternative.

| would heavily prioritize Alternatives | and IlI.

The specific reason is the bridge off of 15th. No matter the time of day, the
current bridge is the only sure fire way to get into Magnolia (coming northbound)
without backing up traffic onto 15th. Itis helpful because it pulls cars out of 15th
vs. backing them all up at Dravus (where it already gets congested per prior
comment].

Given Expedia’s new HQ in Interbay opening next year, we should prioritize pulling
people off of 15th, not stacking cars on it.

Thanks for the consideration!

Replace the Magnolia Bridge. New bridge same place.

| live in Magnolia and use the bridge daily and if you tear it down and do not
replace it, how are we supposed to get on off the hill ?

Dravus ? No Way

We need a bridge.

| live at so will be greatly affected by this decision.

| believe that the ways the alternatives were presented, only the W Armory Bridge
would provide any relief. The 2 Dravus alternatives would have made getting onto
Magnolia impossible. There has been so much building on Dravus, at least 4
apartment buildings either completed or in the process of being built, within the
past year so data is already out of date. In addition there has been increased
building around Emerson that is not reflected in any of your data. | feel that the
presentations were stacked so that only the W Armory Bridge would be chosen.

If the W Armory Bridge is built how will you mitigate the noise?

How will you mitigate the light that will come straight into our units?

How will you mitigate the air pollution?

Will we still have safe access to our parking lot?

What improvements on Thorndyke Ave W will you make? The presentations did
not show any except a light at Halladay. Do you plan turn lanes?

The SDOT consult at the June 20 presentation said the bridge would be about 35
feet in width, is that really the width?

What will happen to the bike lanes on Thorndyke?
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June 23,
2018

June 25,
2018

What will happen to the off street parking?

| wonder if we will be able to even use our decks or open our windows.

What about our property values over the next 6 years. It appears that you won't
even try to get funding until 2024. Who will buy an unit in a building that has the
potential to be right next to a bridge? There was a Magnolia resident at the June
20 presentation who put his house up for sale the day before the Seattle Times
article about the bridge and he has gotten one offer, not even a low ball one. | feel
that we are left out to hang for the next 6 years.

None of the above was covered in your presentations. What about added cost to
mitigate these problems? Does the $250 million cover any of these issues?

| think the port should pay to replace the part of the Magnolia Bridge that services
the port and then you would have the money to replace the bridge. Was this even
considered?

If you are going to build the W Armory Bridge | suggest that the bridge comes up
further south, in between Hallady and 23rd Ave. It would impact fewer people
living on Thorndyke and provide better access to the southern part of Magnolia. |
realize this might cost more but it would provide better service for Magnolia.

A very upset Magnolia resident

Hi. Noticed that your survey is conspicuously missing entering/leaving Magnolia
by foot/bike via the Elliott Bay Trail as it intersects with 21st Ave W and again at
20th Ave W/Thorndyke Ave W.

You might want to fix that as right now it's completely ruining your data for cyclists
and pedestrians coming from the south.

That being said, I've taken those routes and ended up taking the bridge instead (via
the sidewalk) by bike as it's by far the least unpleasant route for me to get up into
Magnolia on a bike.

Dear Seattle Department of Transportation,

Please put the Magnolia Bridge replacement plan at the top of your infrastructure
agenda!

Seems like it would be the right time to go back to the State shoreline Board, this
time with some money for the groups via a settlement. Can we do that? I'd like to
see more solutions before this southern magnolia community loses its access
infout. There are only SEVEN houses between the beach and the marina [most in
complete disrepair). Given the costs of replacing the bridge, perhaps we can buy
them all out and get our access.

- called CSB on 6/8/18 regarding a number of transportation issues.
Murphy said for the past two days one of the exit lanes from I-5 at Seneca had
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June 26,
2018

been blocked off with cones with no notice or signs requiring drivers to merge and
causing traffic back ups. Murphy said he believes the lane was closed due to a
repaving project on 6th Ave. Murphy is unhappy the city does not plan to replace
the Magnolia Bridge and he disagrees with putting a rapid ride bus lane on Denny
Way.

Dear SDOT,

| FULLY SUPPORT A 1:1 MAGNOLIA BRIDGE REPLACEMENT.

As a longtime resident of Magnolia, | have been attending the presentations put
forward by SDOT. | strongly support a direct replacement of the Magnolia bridge
over the many other options the study is considering. It is also apparent that there
has not been enough direct collaboration by the agency employed by SDOT with
Light Rail and Metro.

The recent additions of the bike lane to W. Emerson near the Fisherman's
terminal, and the new signal configurations on Dravus have had the opposite
effect of mitigating traffic on both of these access points into and out of Magnolia.

This makes the use of the bridge even more important. | encourage SDOT to
consider increasing the frequency of the left turn signal at the base of the bridge
to run more often. This would allow residents to turn north on 15th Ave. West in a
timely manner, and would alleviate some of the outbound traffic on the other two
roadways during peak travel times.

Wes, thank's for getting back to me on the subject of the Magnolia bridge.i read
somewhere numbers from a city traffic study suggesting Dravus street has a
higher volume of traffic usage daily than the Magnolia Bridge 7even Emerson
street show's more volume of traffic than the Magnolia Bridge? if this is example
what your traffic analyses yeild's. | suggest you or one of your staff take drive into
Magnolia and over to commodore way at 4thirty pm today and try leaving
Magnolia using Emerson street.and then tomorrow try the same experiment using
Dravus and the following day try the same experiment using the Magnolia Bridge
and repeat once a week for a month and throw in trying leave Magnolia at the
same time on Saturday at the same time from emerson ,Dravus And the Magnolia
bridge.then you'll have a realistic traffic analyses .i'am curious since the Magnolia
Bridge is on Port of Seattle property why is the city involved and considering in the
late 1920°s when the bridge was built after the fire on the west wheeler trestle.the
cost of the bridge was paid for by an assement of the Magnolians covering 50% of
the cost and the railroad paid for over 25% bridge building cost as the property the
bridge is on now then was rail road property then and since they the Rail road
created the fire on the Wheeler street trestle and the city of Seattle covering less
than a quarter of the bridge building cost.what changed why is the bridge a city of
Seattle issue? my understanding the port of Seattle and City of Seattle are
separate from each their own? if that is true then isn't the bridge the ports
problem? i'll say this ever since the Marina at Smith cove opened and the people
with the Boats moored in that marina coming down the Magnolia Bridge and
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making illegal u-turns to get to their boats i have wondered when something
would change. thank you.

For each of the alternatives under consideration, please retain an independent
third party, such as Salmon-Seattle, to evaluate the design vis-a-vis fish friendly.
Thank you,

To Project Management of the Magnolia Bridge Planning Study:

| am writing to express my concern regarding the upcoming demolition of the
Magnolia Bridge and the three options that are being given to the community. |
feel strongly that none of these options are viable options. One has to live in
Magnolia to understand what the impact will be. Itis necessary to replace the
Magnolia bridge in kind. Itis the only access point to West Magnolia.

| live at Monterra of Magnolia condominiums, 2551 Thorndyke Ave West, which is
at the intersection of Thorndyke and Halladay, where it is proposed that the
Armory Street Bridge would end. If option 1 were chosen, it appears that the
entrance to the garage of our building would be in the middle of the intersection of
the Armory Street Bridge and Thorndyke Ave West. It would also have a huge
negative impact on our residential neighborhood. Noise, pollution, and traffic
would be increased as well as lights. The additional traffic would create
pedestrian safety issues. The addition of the bridge would also take away parking
at the intersection of Halladay and Thorndyke and | believe the end result would be
decreased property values.

After attending one of the sessions that you offered to the community, |
understand that the city needs to look at alternatives and that the city could
possibly obtain money from other sources to fund smaller projects, however, if
property values decrease, the city should be taking into consideration that as
property values decrease taxes on property decrease. Therefore, the additional
cost of replacing the Magnolia bridge in kind may end up being a financial wash.

On a slightly different note, the city needs to do more advance planning regarding
roads and infrastructure. There have been and are in the process of building
multiple high density apartment and/or condominium buildings along 15th Street
near Dravis. This currently has a very negative impact on traffic build up on both
Dravis and 15th. No matter what fixes are done in place of the Magnolia Bridge,
Dravis Street needs improvements as well as 15th Street. The city needs to be
charging developers for infrastructure improvements prior to approving building
permits.

As far as the Project Management of the Magnolia Bridge Planning Study is
concerned, | advocate for the replacement of the current Magnolia bridge.

| hope that SDOT and the City Council will take my concerns seriously.

Magnolia Bridge Planning Study: Drop-In Sessions Summary Report | 118




Our property tax is outrageous, our streets are a disaster and the most important,
we need safe transportation over our Magnolia Bridge. Magnolia families are not
the only people that drive our bridge. Tour busses, delivery trucks,

visitors,etc. enough BIKE LANES, we need a new Magnolia Bridge for the Safety of
our community!!

This is a message to state my strong support for a Mafnolia Bridge one for one
replacement. No alternative comes close to serving the community's needs. The
alternativeS would require longer drive times, particularly by public transit and
lead to more pollution, more wasted time, and ultimately few savings. If
necessary, the community might be willing to contribute a small amount toward
the completion of the bridge.

We have lived in Magnolia since 1987 and can’t image not having the Magnolia
bridge as a vital transportation link to downtown Seattle and about. My husband
has always used and depended upon public transportation to get to his job in
downtown Seattle. His 96 y.o mother lives in downtown Seattle and it is the
quickest way for us to see and help her with doctor’s appointments and grocery
shopping. The bridge is also vital for us locals should a disaster like an
earthquake occur. We need this bridge and not having the foresight to keep it
would be foolish. Stop studying it and fix it! We never miss a vote!!l Do the right

To Whom It May Concern:

The attached letters are from the Monterra at Magnolia Condominium and the
Holly Terrace Condominiums, bearing the signatures of homeowners and
residents of both condominiums. The homeowners and residents of the Monterra
at Magnolia Condominium and the Holly Terrace Condominiums have reviewed
the three Magnolia Bridge Replacement Plan proposals. We believe that an in-
kind replacement of the Magnolia Bridge remains the only viable option.

Of the alternatives, we believe that Alternative #1, building the Armory Way Bridge
to connect to Thorndyke Avenue at Halladay Street, would have the most negative
impacgt to the surrounding residential neighborhood. Thorndyke Avenue would
become a main route between Downtown and Magnolia, serving up to 17,000
vehicles per day that previously used the Magnolia Bridge. The neighborhood
would suffer increased noise, pollution, and traffic; and reduce property values
along Thorndyke Avenue, and by extension, Magnolia as a whole. We believe that
lost property value should be added to the cost of the alternatives, and we haven't
seen this addressed in the cost estimates.

Our property values would be impacted particularly significantly, as they are
positioned at the corner of Thorndyke Avenue and Halladay Street--directly

adjacent to the intersection at the end of the proposed Armory Bridge.

We appreciate your consideration of our concerns, and we hope you will join us in
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advocating for replacement of the existing Magnolia Bridge.
The attachment bears the signatures of homeowners and residents of both
Condominiums.

Subject line: | supporta 1:1 replacement

Thanks

| am a lifetime Magnolia resident 58 years.| only support a 1:1 replacement of the
Magnolia bridge.The other alternatives are almost as costly and are traffic and
emergency vehicles nightmares.

| lived here when the bridge was closed for repairs.The traffic was horrible.Since
then the traffic has tripled in the area.Also two of the remaining routes have been
diminished by bike lanes.The only logical answer is a 1:1 replacement of the
bridge.

The idea of not replacing the Magnolia bridge, and significantly isolating
thousands of homes, just as you have a giant business like Expedia move into the
area is absolutely ridiculous.

| support a 1:1 replacement of the Magnolia bridge.

| am a life long Magnolia resident and home owner who attended the Magnolia
Bridge Survey information session ran by SDOT. It was very informative but also
brought up many more questions and concerns for me regarding the long-term
planning for dealing with the Magnolia Bridge.

It is my understanding that the city is now treating the fixing of or replacement of
the Magnolia Bridge when the need arises is the "preferred” option by most. The
alternatives that are being "shopped” do not provide a reasonable option for
entry/exit for Magnolia in lieu of the Magnolia Bridge for numerous reasons.

Reduced emergency response times will put residents’ safety and security at risk,
particularly because we don’t have our own police station. It will also put all the
residents at increased risk in the event there is a natural disaster.

Dispersed entry/exit across the width of the neighborhood is very important to the
overall flow of traffic. When there is a back up or change to one route, there is a
notable change to the other routes.

It is clear that the city does not have an accurate understanding of traffic patterns
at the Dravis and Emerson routes since recent bike lane and traffic light changes
have created major delays. Dravis and Emerson are no longer viable options for
many commuters and would only get worse with the removal of the bridge.

Changing demographics from individual or dual retiree home owners to two
professionals with young kids will exponentially increase the number of cars and

commuters using the various entry/exit points during peak traffic on any given day.
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It does not appear that this was taken into consideration during the traffic pattern
analysis.

The Armory Street bridge option is not a comparable alternative to the Magnolia
bridge because it basically funnels the traffic to the same part of the neighborhood
as the Dravis route.

Although the fixing or replacement of the Magnolia Bridge is the most expensive, it
is also the best option so | would be curious how the city weighs the cost
difference against the benefits of the most viable option. The city has no problem
spending money on bike lanes that do not serve an essential function like the
bridge but claim that they can't find the money to support critical infrastructure
like the bridge. This is unacceptable.

| would be happy to participate in any further discussion on this matter. Please
continue to seek neighborhood feedback.

Dear Mr. Ducey:

| am writing to express my concern regarding the upcoming demolition of the
Magnolia Bridge and the three options that are being given to the community. |
feel strongly that none of these options are viable options. One has to live in
Magnolia to understand what the impact will be. Itis necessary to replace the
Magnolia bridge in kind. Itis the only access point to West Magnolia.

| live at Monterra of Magnolia condominiums, 2551 Thorndyke Ave West, which is
at the intersection of Thorndyke and Halladay, where it is proposed that the
Armory Street Bridge would end. If option 1 were chosen, it appears that the
entrance to the garage of our building would be in the middle of the intersection of
the Armory Street Bridge and Thorndyke Ave West. It would also have a huge
negative impact on our residential neighborhood. Noise, pollution, and traffic
would be increased as well as lights. The additional traffic would create
pedestrian safety issues. The addition of the bridge would also take away parking
at the intersection of Halladay and Thorndyke and | believe the end result would be
decreased property values.

After attending one of the sessions that you offered to the community, |
understand that the city needs to look at alternatives and that the city could
possibly obtain money from other sources to fund smaller projects, however, if
property values decrease, the city should be taking into consideration that as
property values decrease taxes on property decrease. Therefore, the additional
cost of replacing the Magnolia bridge in kind may end up being a financial wash.

On a slightly different note, the city needs to do more advance planning regarding
roads and infrastructure. There have been and are in the process of building
multiple high density apartment and/or condominium buildings along 15th Street
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near Dravis. This currently has a very negative impact on traffic build up on both
Dravis and 15th. No matter what fixes are done in place of the Magnolia Bridge,
Dravis Street needs improvements as well as 15th Street. The city needs to be
charging developers for infrastructure improvements prior to approving building
permits.

As far as the Project Management of the Magnolia Bridge Planning Study is
concerned, | advocate for the replacement of the current Magnolia bridge.
| hope that SDOT and the City Council will take my concerns seriously.

Hello,

As a citizen and home owner in of Magnolia | am amazed that in reviewing the DOT
Magnolia online Open House that the cost of the Bridge replacement is ranked as
being twice as important as Community Input. Considering the property taxes we
pay [which continues to go up drastically) | would think that the needs of those
being affected by your reducing access to their homes and businesses should be
weighted higher. As a taxpayer | understood that the purpose of city agencies was
to protect and to serve the constituents. | guess that is a no longer a reality.

| may be misinterpreting the Washington State Constitution, but it is my
understanding that if a citizen is deprived of the major access to his property (by a
government entity) which existed at the time the property was purchased, that the
citizen is appropriately compensated. Since many people in Magnolia commute
regularly using the Magnolia Bridge, that might be a large compensation. Is that
your understanding?

Please replace the bridge. It is in the best interest of the Magnolia Community.

As a longtime resident of Magnolia, | am one of thousands of Seattle citizens who
depend on the Magnolia Bridge for access to the rest of the city. Magnolia has
only 3 access points, all of which are heavily used on a daily (hourly!] basis. To
alter the bridge to something other than a 1:1 replacement is foolish and
irresponsible. The other 2 access points into Magnolia are at full capacity and
have become more choked in the past year by bike lanes. The backups at Dravus
and Emerson have increased dramatically because of the addition of bike lanes
(and loss of car lanes).

The option of a 1:1 bridge replacement MUST be included in the city's review of the
Magnolia Bridge replacement.

Replacement Bridge is the only way to
keep traffic moving...will also limit traffic
issues for Interbay, Queen Anne, Ballard
areas! Forward thinking at its best. Thank
you for supporting us!

To: MagnoliaBridge@Seattle.gov

Please accept these comments to your on-line open house via email, to support a format
that is more readable for you.

(Dawn, thank you for offering us an extension to early this week.) Best, -, Port
of Seattle
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Survey questions

Currently reside in Magnolia? yes, some port employees do, as well as at Elliott Bay
Marina

Commute regularly in and out of Magnolia for work? No, but to T-91.

Which mode of transportation? Varies

Which route do you take when leaving/entering? Varies, often Magnolia Bridge for T-91
activities

Overarching Comments:

e We believe it’s not possible to make a choice among alternatives, nor to rank the
components without further information on traffic and component costs.

e What costs are included by component? The alternatives’ cost estimates seemed
to be too optimistically low ($216K - $250K).

e We have heard the community’s concerns about the full bridge replacement,
and believe that all alternatives should be compared against the full bridge
replacement (presumably after some value engineering of the last bridge design
& cost estimate). Please ensure that the costs of the replacement and the
alternatives are comparable when presented — construction only, or including
design & mobilization, etc.

e Further, we agree that coordination and compatibility with ST3 West Seattle &
Ballard Link extension is critical.

Specific Component Comments:
COMPONENT 1:

a) Design: Wouldn’t this trail have to be widened to be able to accommodate the
traffic volume that this study is meant to address and handle? How many lanes
is this road way and how is the replacement bike path designed (AASHTO
standards?)

b) Costs: What's the cost of acquiring extra land/space needed for widening and
reconfiguring the space up there? Currently there are marshalling yard and a
few yard leases on the west side of T91 uplands. Relocation and dislocation
costs? Cost of mitigation traffic impact to T91 upland area (vs. now — only a bike
path)? Do the costs include new fence line to secure the terminal? How was the
cost estimate for slope stabilization and Port property value performed?

¢) MMNO (port maintenance building) will be separated from the rest of the
Terminal with a public road. How do we mitigate that? Costs?

d) Would the same road be serving cruise traffic into the cruise parking lot too?
Traffic control? Safety?

COMPONENT 2A: same question as above regarding terminal security/fencing.

COMPONENT 5B:

a) Design: how many lanes? How will this accommodate oversized loads and large
project cargo? Will large vehicles need to use alternate routing, requiring
improvements to 22nd Ave or another street north of Thorndyke to make 90
degree turns into the terminal (5B <-> 6D or 6D <-> 2A)?

b) Costs: what costs have been captured?

c) Feasibility: what is the likelihood BNSF will support this alternative? What is
their response to date?
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COMPONENT 7:

a) We heard City staff say that this component is needed to “maintain access to the
Port.” If there is insufficient capacity on Galer for the variety of users
anticipated, please consider a flyover farther south of Galer.

b) Design: We have a meeting set up to understand how North/South terminal
traffic currently using this area can be accommodated, including single and
double wide trailers. We cannot weigh in on this open house prior to that
information.

¢) Costs: What costs are included for this component? How was the cost estimate
for Port property value performed?

d) Construction: What is the construction impact on port activities?

COMPONENT 8:

a) Traffic: How much traffic is expected on this route, and what is the
origin/destination?

b) Design: We have a meeting set up to understand how North/South terminal
traffic currently using this area can be accommodated, including single and
double wide trailers. We cannot weigh in on this open house prior to that
information. How does the footprint of this component impact the T-91 East
Entrance gate, Alaskan Way W, the bike path and access to the sub-station? Is
the pedestrian bridge and replacement staircase included?

c) Costs: What costs are included for this component?

d) Construction: What is the construction impact on port activities?

COMPONENT 10:

a) Design: Can this component be designed for a future extension if additional
funding is available to connect to the top of Magnolia? Can other access points
be explored? Does it maintain existing center ramps to main gate and access to
Anthony’s?

b) Costs: What costs are included for this component? Is a bike/pedestrian path
included?

c) Traffic: How much traffic is expected on this route to access the Marina,
commercial uses there, wastewater plant, park, etc?

d) Construction: What is the construction impact on port activities?

Additional Alternative:
Please consider an alternative that constructs Components (3), (5B), (7-in location
farther south), & (10)? Would that meet all needs and still come in less than 1:1 rebuild?
Benefits of this are that it would:
a. Improve Dravus — Component 3
b. Provide a third, south end access to Magnolia and the Village —
Component 5B
¢. Accommodate future traffic expectations for Alaskan Way — Component
7 (in location farther south) — Or, could Component 10 incorporate a left
exit lane that could fly over or under eastbound traffic onto Alaskan Way
to accomplish same without expense of another route over the tracks?
Maintain T-91 West gate access, main gate access and good access to Smith Cove Park
and the Marina — Component 10
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Mailed Comments

Date

June 22

Comment

| use the Magnolia Bridge Monday thru Firdy to come in from the south and leave to
go home south. The Dravus traffic will add an additional 10-25 minutes to my
commute. Replace or repair the bridge.

| personally use the Magnolia Bridge every day, morning & evening, Monday through
Friday going to & from work. | choose this route because Dravus Street is already so
congested. The City of Seattle would do a great disservice to the public if the Magnolia
Bridge is removed. Why does commercial real estate always win over the common
good of the public... just like the removal of the Alaska Way Viaduct.

To whom it may concern:

The removal and not rebuilding of the Magnolia bridge would be an utter catastrophe
for residents and businesses. The traffic is already severely impacted by the $12
MILLION DOLLAR bike lanes that have been added. Not to mention safety vehicles
would not be able to access during heavy traffic times. | can’t imagine aside from
financial gain why ANYONE would feel this was in the best interest of the people. It’s
to line the pockets of those with financial interest ALWAYS. Follow the money and it’s
always to only help a few and hurt the masses.

Dear Ms. Schellenberger:

| am writing this letter to express my concern regarding the upcoming demolition of
the Magnolia Bride and the three options that are being given to the community.
None of these options are viable options. One has to live in Magnolia to understand
what the impact will be. It is necessary to replace the Magnolia bridge. It is the only
access point to West Magnolia. Also, all of the buses into Magnolia take this route.

Traffic is already bad in rush hour, so if buses took Dravis Street, commute times
would e extended and the desirability of living close in would diminish. If the Armory
Bridge was constructed buses, as well as anyone, whould have to take a long circuitous
route to enter Magnolia.

| liver at the intersection of Thorndyke and Halladay, where it is proposed that the
Armory Street Bridge would end. If option 1 were chosen, the entrance to the garage
of our luxury condominium building would be in the middle of the intersection of the
bridge if built. Construction of the Armory street bridge would add noise and
environmental pollution to the area as well as additional traffic and light, eliminate
parking, create safely issues and reduce our property values.

| understand that the city needs to look at alternatives and there may be money from
additional sources by having smaller projects, but if property values decrease, in
essence, the cost of bridge construction increases. One cancels out the other.
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The city needs to do more advance planning regarding roads and infrastructure. There
have been or are in the process of building multiple high density apartment or
condominium buildings along 156h Street causing 15th Street to back-up terribly. This
makes the traffic on Dravis very bad in rush hour. No matter what fixes are done in
place of the Magnolia Bridge, Dravis Street needs improvements as well as 15th. The
city could be charging developers for infrastructure improvements in order to help
with the costs of improving infrastructure.

My vote is for replacement of the Magnolia Bridge with the Magnolia Bridge.

Sincerely,

The magnolia Bridge must be repaired or replaced. Traffic in & out of the Magnolia
area is already clogged w/ delays. This will be a major problem for everyone working &
living in the Magnolia/Interbay area. Something must be done!

SDOT -

Thank you for letting me express an opinion on the replacement of the Magnolia
Bridge.

Frankly | would like to see the bridge replaced with a new one. The costs could be
shared with the Port of Seattle who needs to access Pier 90/91. Also maybe “good to
go” passes could be added to the bridge to help pay for a new one. My vote is for a
new bridge. Not any of the other options. Thank you,

To Whom It May Concern:

The homeowners and residents of the Monterra at Magnolia Condominium and Holly
Terrace Condominiums have reviewed the three Magnolia Bridge Replacement Plan
proposals. We believe that an in-kind replacement of the Magnolia Bridge remains the
only viable option.

Of the alternatives, we believe that Alternative #1, building the Armory Way Bridge to
connect to Thorndyke Avenue at Halladay Street, would have the most negative
impact to the surrounding residential neighborhood. Thorndyke Avenue would
become a main route between Downtown and Magnolia, serving up to 17,000 vehicles
per day that previously used the Magnolia Bridge. The neighborhood would suffer
increased noise, pollution, and traffic; and reduced parking and pedestrian safety.
These negative factors are likely to reduce property values along Thorndyke Avenue,
and, by extension, Magnolia as a whole. We believe that lost property value should be
added to the cost of the alternatives, and we haven’t seen this addressed in the cost
estimates.

Our properties would be impacted particularly significantly, as they are positioned at
the corner of Throndyke Avenue and Halladay Street — directly adjacent to the
intersection at the end of the proposed Armory Way Bridge.

We appreciate your consideration of our concerns, and we hope you will join us in
advocating for replacement of the existing Magnolia Bridge.
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Signed,
[From: Residents of Monterra at Magnolia]

To Whom It May Concern:

The homeowners and residents of the Monterra at Magnolia Condominium and Holly
Terrace Condominiums have reviewed the three Magnolia Bridge Replacement Plan
proposals. We believe that an in-kind replacement of the Magnolia Bridge remains the
only viable option.

Of the alternatives, we believe that Alternative #1, building the Armory Way Bridge to
connect to Thorndyke Avenue at Halladay Street, would have the most negative
impact to the surrounding residential neighborhood. Thorndyke Avenue would
become a main route between Downtown and Magnolia, serving up to 17,000 vehicles
per day that previously used the Magnolia Bridge. The neighborhood would suffer
increased noise, pollution, and traffic; and reduced parking and pedestrian safety.
These negative factors are likely to reduce property values along Thorndyke Avenue,
and, by extension, Magnolia as a whole. We believe that lost property value should be
added to the cost of the alternatives, and we haven’t seen this addressed in the cost
estimates.

Our properties would be impacted particularly significantly, as they are positioned at
the corner of Throndyke Avenue and Halladay Street — directly adjacent to the
intersection at the end of the proposed Armory Way Bridge.

We appreciate your consideration of our concerns, and we hope you will join us in
advocating for replacement of the existing Magnolia Bridge.

Signed,
[From: Residents of Holly Terrace Condominiums]
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Appendix H: Magnolia Community Council Survey Results

Note: These results are included upon request from the Magnolia Community Council and only include

certain questions.

Magnolia Bridge Community Conversation Survey

Q1 Describe your connection to Magnolia (check all that apply)

Answered: 308 Skipped: 1

Resident - at
least1...
Resident - at
least1...

Resident -
with childre...

Magnelia
business own...
Magnelia
business own...

Magnolia
business own...

Magnelia
business...

Magnolia
business...
Household
employes...
MNon-Magnolia
business own...
Visitor -
recreational
Visitor =
friends or...
Other (please i
specify)
0% 0% 20% 30% 40% 50% BO% 70% 80% 0% 100%
ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES
Resident - at least 1 household member working 75.87%
Resident — at least 1 household member retired 21.75%
Resident — with children living at home 43.51%
Magnolia business owner — solohome office 9.74%
8.42%
Magnolia business owner — small business
Magnolia business owner — large business 0.32%

117

234
&7
134
30

29
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Magnolia Bridge Community Conversation Survey

Magnolia business employee — small business 1.95% 6
Magnolia business employee — large business 0.65% 2
Househald employee (nanny, etc.) 0.69% 2
Non-Magnolia business owner doing business in Magnolia (contraclor, elc.) 0.87% 3
Visitor - recreational 227% 7
Visitor - friends or family 1.85% 8

3.90% 12

Other {please specify)
Total Respondents: 308

2t
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Magnolia Bridge Community Conversation Survey

Q6 How do you usually enter or leave Magnolia?

Answered: 307  Skipped: 2

Magnolia
Bridge...
Magnolia
Bridge,...

Magnolia
Bridge,...

B
Dravus |

primarily
Dravus,
sometimes...
Dravus,
sometimes...
Emerson
OVerpass...

Emerson
OVErpass,..

Emerson
OVerpass,...

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%  60% T0% 80% 90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES
Magnolia Bridge primarily 48.53%
Magnolia Bridge, sometimes Dravus 19.54%
Magnalia Bridge, sometimes Emerson 11.73%
Dravus primarily 1.30%
Dravus, somelimes Magnolia Bridge 5.54%
Dravus, somefimes Emerson 1.63%
Emerson overpass primarily 261%
Emerson overpass, somelimes Magnalia Bridge 6.84%

2.28%

Emerson overpass, sometimes Dravus

TOTAL

317

149

60

36

21

307
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Magnolia Bridge Community Conversation Survey

Q7 What attributes of the Magnolia Community are important to you?
Check all that apply.

Answered: 304 Skipped: 5

Easy access to
Downtown...

Graceful
arterials wi...

A safe and
supportive...

Magnolia
Village's...

Fishermen's
Terminal

The Marina

Easy access to
Downtown...

A low key
place to liv...

Dedicated
Northbound...

Beautiful
views enteri...

Pedestrian-frie
ndly Village...

Magnolia
Boulevard

Discovery Park

Daybreak Star

50%

8
&

T0% 80%  90% 100%

o
&

10% 20%  30%

8

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES

Easy access to Downtown (driving) 86.84%

Graceful arierials with water/mountainfcity view corridars 52.30%

A safe and supportive communily for families 83.22%

Magnolia Village's aftributes and community activilies 73.36%

264

253
223
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Magnolia Bridge Community Conversation Survey

Fishermen's Terminal 53.95% 164
The Marina 26.97% 82
Easy access to Downtown (public transportation) 68.09% 207
A low key place lo live close lo downlown 80.92% 246
Dedicated Northbound traffic lane from Mercer Place to Magnolia Bridge overpass 47.04% 143
Beautiful views entering and leaving Magnalia from Magnolia Bridge 54.61% 166
Pedestrian-friendly Village and manageable traffic on residential streels 81.58% 248
Magnolia Boulevard 45.07% 137
Discovery Park 76.64% 233
Daybreak Star 16.12% 49

Tatal Respondents: 304

517
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Q8 What attributes of today's Magnolia Bridge are important to you?
Check all that apply.

Answered: 300 Skipped: 8

Easy access to
Downtown...

Leads to
graceful...

Best access to
Magnolia...

Reminds me
that we live...

Easy access to
Downtown...

Dedicated
Northbound...

Easy access
for tourists...

Easy access
for Magnolia...

Distributes
access to...

Emergency
vehicle acce...

o
£l

10% 20%  30%  40%  50%  60%  T0%  BO%  90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES

Easy access lo Downlown {driving) 89.67%
Leads to graceful arterials with water/mountain/city view corridors in both directions 38.67%
Best access lo Magnolia Village businesses and amenilies 73.00%
Reminds me that we live near a thriving maritime industry 27.00%
Easy access lo Downtown (public transportation) 70.33%
Dedicated Northbound traffic lane from Mercer Place to Magnolia Bridge overpass - eases traffic for other northbound traffic 62.33%
Easy access for lourisls lo visil Magnolia Boulevard vislas 28.67%
Easy access for Magnolia's new elemenlary school and buses 38.67%

Distributes access to Magnolia for southbound residents and businesses 81.67%

Emergency vehicle access lo and from Magnolia 82.33%

6/7

269
116
219

81
21
187

86
116

245

247
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Tolal Respondents: 300

T
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Q3 What are the impacts for Magnolia, pros and cons of the presentation
by SDOT (Seattle Department of Transportation)? Please include any
ideas or suggestions you have. Presentation can be reviewed
here: https:/iwww.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/SDOT/BridgeStairsProgram/bridges/2(

Arvvwered. 171
& RESPONSES DATE
1 This 15 @ stupd survey. You snould ask for questons 1o specfics. B8 BT AM
2 Loss of the Magnasta Bridge would creale o migor impict on balfe, sommaece, pubbe acoess 1o BHEI2018 1117 AM

parks, emergancy vehicias and deacier reisf n he avent of an eathguake,

3 Whal is the costto stablize the current bridge? We should be entited & see SDOT's analysis. EM42018 RIS M
Wiy wiuld SDOT rake a presentabon abost 3 opbons wih dala sssocated with sach, bl nal
Include in ther presentaticn the "updaled” cost dala for 1.1 replacemant - "smoke and mirors™
cormes fo mind.

1 Trafiic is aiready heavy with i tridge!! Removal of e bridge wil create an ongaing snared BAI018 £05 PR
rrieess. Mo one will wand fo come oo Magnolia who daesn live heee. Bad news for Magnosa
Business!]

o

Regardess of which apbicn, we wil have longer access fimes, Option 1 is probably the best hive EMA20I8 E19PM

a5 weill

B Th current bridge is a proven roule, the alemabives aee nol proven and foirimpact on the ENAI2018 514 PM
oty may be greater fan ST suggests, Aty sollion ies 1o incuds a bridge.

r Wa reaty need to improve traffic fow mic and out of Magnaia, not resinct i frther. An actual 1:1 B8 AT PM
rupincemant tidge & e oy opfon. Fusthermorne, the changess 1o Drnas and Emarson need to

Bba undane or alered,

g SOOT has litte regard for residents’ need o have mone than two access points 1o ow island’, B1412018 220 PK
Diravais o5 alrady & congestion mghlmare and Emerson has teen reducad fo ane ane sther way
due to the moslly vacant béke lane. Traffic on Emerson commanly backs up o Fisheman's
Terminal, Adtbng the addonn trallic ko Dess bo aecess ponls wl be a dsaste, dyke i
nat capable of handing 8! the traflic curantly managed by e Magnolia Brdge,

8 Pros; not really seeing any Cons, reduced acoess [0 southem Magnaia and the vilage. EHU2018 1118 AM
Resuental siraets batwaan Thamdice and 28t and Garfaid o Dravus wil sea noreased iraflic
they're not equipoed 1o handle, padicualy as most of them aren't skaight or are broken uo by
stnirwrys, medinns, ele. Alsa, wih Dravus as an inoeased areial, the secton of 300 AW
batwaan Draves and Bamett wil ses ncreased traffic which is NOT SAFE. That section of road i
ety ctrgtely medaquate for B velume f careatly feedles. Moreover, Draves deef s o
rasily proniemate aphen, Boih Besaysa B dghie at the Iterbay Fackon £ausa backups, the
Bridge isnt suffcient for the traffis valume A carries, and the street past Gilman is a a steep grade
thut 1501 conducve ko tustuck balfs (and f closes: duning winter i we gel saowhoe). In sho, the
layout of streets in Southeasi Magnolia makes ha traffic fow impicatons of e Ammary bridge

vty dicary and this cotians of no additionil bridge aren't sven worth the pager thiy e willen on.

10 Gowith Alternative | Bnd siso consider sddng 8 new brdge norh of Dravie scrogs the yard B1412018 50 Am
1 oo of the presentabions as alteratves 10 the Magnoia Brdge are feasile as presemed, A1 wil  B142078 810 AM
I8ia some [ amaunt of ey use B8 ExEtng

bridpe. | beliove two seclions of e bridga were refrafitied when last dosad. Only e middie span
ik lefl i bong up o earth quake code, Plesse ceview (s pond, Also fallow Bie doliar on how
praviously alocsled funds set aside for infrastructure were used. Dl the Mercer comdos | trolly
tine and Allentown take these fnds 7

12 Withaul bndge; propesty values down, longer commite, quaity of ifs goas down With badge: B0 120 0M
quaily of He dees nal contivua te delencrate n Magneia. It has already gone down substantaly.

13 Resraval of the Magnats brdigs wiheal restasng @ in the Galer S sormder would have horifs B0 1141 PN
impact on the Magnoba Village business community. 10,300 fo 25,000 vehicies o day year round
caprently pass wihin e bleek or less of e Magnols Vilage. Lass of the tralfe fow trough
these surounding strests and arlenais wil resull n joss of Ihe customers, income, agity of
wrngoyees 1o gel to ther Faces of eraioyment, obiily @ supply e stoes md, Gnaly, he death
af the small business commundy, The Magnoia Viliags has grown o sarve nol only local residants
but moee importaniy the Seatfie residants wha come 1o enjoy the view of downlown Seatile, fo
wisil Seallie’s lgest prek, ko play on e oty owned ball Bsids, o swim al one of the cty's twe
owned owidoar pools, o dine 1 one of e many restawrants that have oesn Dwit i serve s
inesrming grieup of pespe, 1 work in Bie suroudng neghbishond or wihe come 1o the paces
ther home naightarhoad, Thess are 1ha pecale who wisit e estatisnmanis of tha Magnalia
Village. Perhags if SDOT included the |0ss to he peopla using the brdge or the costs (o the
usiness camenurly and Bieir ergioyees By moghl see how essensive ndd repaeng Bie bdge
in at |mast & smilar configurabion would ba for Seatile. Further, the sludies that examined the fraffic
flws spem b the existing ; pints and haw adidng
addibonal traffic inte hose locstions wil grealy exacerbats he swstng siustons, Fulure sdditons
af traffic fom e eimisabion of the Aﬂskaﬂ Way Viadust wil compound the Yaffic fiows an
Awe W, and Elal Ave o baffs seak reutes, Tryng S |
tums across 15t for Nuﬂhbuun:llrnﬁ’ trying o get into Magnolia will add significantly fo siow
el foe the 4158 A . Limdng the cvirpiess 1o Mignoia via the exsting bidge woud
=eam Io ba the most lagicad !u-urunin mitgating &l of these problems,

14 Tiveres dree v prs Bor Magneha in te SDOT presealon BIMZI2018 12:00 AM
13 Same a5 abave BTH2018 FATPM
16 Thie samc o5 2. EM 12018 BO7T PM
17 Thiere were no pros. Any sobon ather than mankainng or rebuildng fa todge = an sbsurdly. BANZ018 102 PM

2 The SOOT repeesentabive seemed onfamidiar with e points of view being presented by ofher ES/2018 7:14 AW
S00T represeniabives ust a fow years age. Why the drrrabc chige in agpromsh?

1/8
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19 The SOHOT riz clid il ivswerr quiestions abst the bridge i span when asked by mulighe SRR 1001 PM
paopia, | know bridga engnaers are sole ko detarmine fus, 0 not 8 wid guessing gama. Ite parl
af their work. Seatie Times preseted thal info; 2024. B years from now. Thal was ha mast
rparant mace, I lals peopls kraw whal ey need o da, Sall, move, consider olher places for
business, It gives people o deadine fo see the urgency in geting o 3rd bridge up. With fis nows
itzcnl B bricge, e upzone ghan niseds 4 hat, I dnkes us aboul sl el 20 minuts k cear e
Emarson overpass onto the Bakad bridge in the aflemoon. There are a iot of pacple trying to
leave Magnaka from Be industial aeea, Fistarman Torminal and thi railrcad yord, I mcons when
the Magnes brdge s gone, T bike lane nests & b i R, Add the
crosswaiks which wers removed naar ihe bus stops back. {This is such an egregious oversighl wi
he new L lane thal il puls pedastians al tsk - especialy in e fall aod winter when we have
=narter daylight hours. ) I'm open 10 a 3rd bridga al a difarent sda, bl il has 1o be abie io handie
high vokene, mmdlni truchs and buses asly, Rght now, we see bucks getling stk on the

Dravus and F fien The pales, mebs and STOP sgns e
constantly geting hit wlmdcs making ight tum af thess access paints. Al of fasa things waste
lme, cause ool ey and e unsalie. We don'l ride bikes o werk

bacause ow work requires {raveling great distances and riding a bike s nof a praciical opton.
Proty ruch for the e resson wiry @l e preseoders deove o look an Uber b e meeling. We
o hka ¥ nde for fum, but in B2 mountans and in less trafiic, Our QI neighibars are fallowng the
bridge issue clogaly. They aircady ot traffic jam spillage oo thiir neighborhocd - from Rlks 1o
The o and wesd Inng fo gel baffrom dewnlown Weth Bie derese of he vadud, A knows
iraflic wed gat much worss,

26 How can you remeve a big access point and nof buid ancther cne’? Wil hagpens in cise of an SAI2018 044 PM
smergency?

21 All gong 1o losng bridge ER/2018 TABPM

= The impact of removing e Magnolia Bridge affacts our pusiic safety for emargency velvses and  BA/2018 541 PM

will cause congestion. The impact of Expedia maving 0 and constuction fram Scund Transt otz
also siressas dur romds. Oxr money has been used in an bresponsbie manner. The 17 year detay
Imfing the Magnoka Bridge has escalaled fhe cost ~perhaps thal money was usad fo creale bike
fainne irdr ele. e v 1o the desres of Bie leadership and
Iheer paitcal sspiratans, We ara ME of e frst nswﬂmds tappad far our ax dallars bl we
dan even have our basis roadways feodired--badges, pothales, elc.

3 SOOT gave a toblly nadequals, daled presanlabon offering no raal nformaton, | fssl be oty GRI2018 635 PM
should koense bike riders to pay for bike lanes. Bike lanes are ciogging the only acoess roads in
and ool of the neightborhood with no regiscements, The idea (el Bkes wil force the eidery or
famies with chidren oul of ther cars is ndcwoss. SOOT should offer bus roues to Bailard and
Queren Anne If they wanl & reduce Iraffic. SDOT neads 1o guaranies Dol emergency police and
can gl o the in & spacific amaunt of ima, Ettveal planning waald
induds erergency respanse instead of lass accass.

| e et thes Magnaba Bucget!!i! BR2018 1000 AN

25 The QAMagnalia ¥ needs io SOOT's priniities and fanding pians for all BTIZE 1212PM
traflic: 5 fromels for e next 20 years.

6 There are na pros. Cons: Bus service lo'from Magnalia wil be impacied and will further clog &T2018 812 AM

Drarvus and Emerson Trave! bmes will be increased for all mades of nsportsbon. Busndsses
wil b2 impactsd with (ewer non-msidents visting. Cruss tanminal and Masina will be mmpacted a5
5. Magnoka rasidents wil na longer ba able to access thase areas and businasses dredlly.

T SOOT, provded nolhng other than budgel sost for the removal of the currenl Lridge.... which wes BP0 1017 AM
at best a astmate which was based upon no fact or facts.

7% It recnlly comes b light thad thee ity and SOOT determined o 2015 el te oily visle option. BE/2018 928 AM
1o address ihe aging Magnoia bndge 15 a 1:1 regiacement of e brdge. Tris decsion was based
on what was best for the swiranment, the community, baffic fow e, During fe May 21 meting,
the SDOT rep (who we now know was mvoived in Bhe 2015 1.1 bedge mplacermant
regommendafion) did an aboul Jace and claimed that 1:1 beidge !!:u'a:urrcfi wns nol an opfon.
Chaarly there pre pobtical farces o play now thil have signif
Impact and iha Magnota commundy. i seams thal SDOT and the Port are working logather to
push teir new agenda of bridge removal thraugh.

= Az 5 reside who cutently commutes into the cty, | travel Boross the Magnolia bridge s minmum 65/2018 8:15 AM
af twa imes a day, This bridge is by for the best access inlo and cul of owr noightaraoad, and one
o e gresabest dravwes lo eng m Magnsia = Bl you (as you s 8 world sway bul n resily can
gat downtown in as itlle as 10 mintes depending on the fime of day. This wdl changs § we do nol
have the corrend baflfc patiern thid the bridge offers, Further, Dee been expianng cpenng a
Business in ha Vilage and the chalienges that ihis would present in weitors caming nto our

ity make me leg aout the vabikty of o business within our
W must have: rriannibien Wi slals we are in bday, The serenlly
w:scdwiuhnns an they will increase: cong and travel ime indo and out

of o neghbarmood.

o ‘Wa need a 1:1 bndge. No cther " iothose of wswhoSve are.  GAS/2018 10085 PM
1 heoed e speakens o the May 216 moeting, bul § seems e decisions hive eseenlinlly been
mads and ha vaces of iha resdents are almast unwalzoma at (ns poinl. |ve pad property toes
in thes city for 25 years and now I'm told fere's no money 1o repiace a major thorcughfiaen thal
llcws e b meraciconnect with the resd of the oy, Why? Replacng fe Magnoin Brege hns
baen on the city's radar since e Nisquafly quake in 2001 and as | recall, it was to be replaced fin
) by now, 5o what happened 1o the anlispated funds?

3t A compiels boianeck for Magnola residents. BS/2018 840 PM
2 All Cans. ES/20B TIIPM
a3 Samany audanca [ an 1o listan hal tha were G018 B0 PR
rendared mool becauss the rest of us couldnl hear. The mestng plaaners were wfhnﬂ\r
sarprised by te Rirnoul and g ndd glan The msebng wis
kL Same quaslion as above? C OT p fat do nat conlain Irl about BS2018 4:15PM
thiz iteriabves for inteligent, practical dmum Frung.
35 the pians presented by the Gty s3em very reasonabie, especialy given they have selected an BS2018 253 PM
altrnie scoess point Dl wil be fess of o Surden U lax gayers and sl provde drecl scoess o
Wagnola,
35 Person who peesentd was nol a dacision maikes, nor well encugh informed about the subject BS/2018 2.34 PM

mafier. We need all cobors beng considened 1o e présented n @ very simpie, wery clhe manngr =
with pros, cons and estimated costs for sach altamative. Seems that impact sudies were quits old
Band didn't anticipate fubure growth in traffic.

218
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S PRR] of #ie: Magrioia Brelge. W spent yias o Do pufliz bive SRS 144 PM
sarihguake, | am funioys that the cty would consider throwng all of thal work and community ingut
agida. Your plans might wark for an ADDITIONAL or EMERGENCY access paind, bul wil be

¥ wicinig awicl asa At the 11 i your

anatysis. Or look af an al-grade commeclion from the marina wp the hil.

8 | prefer repincement of Gaefeld bridge and witenng Dravas. Propeity taes fom this E2018 553 AM
naighborhood should be adequate

k] Impicts mclude mivy ool |ocats unhappy aboul this sght thing beng done. EMI20TE 1200 AM

aa Teaff pon T YHE BREYDBCNINg maike a right turn 15 alrsady hombie snca the 43172013 11:21 AM
ik fane wenl in place. Taka 3-4 kght changes to tuen on Dravus during rush hour. Thiy ook
ey a0y gnilre nght furm lane for B few, the ke nders

41 Goas: Lreally da not ke anytting that b traffic on Tharnd, d anyting that E31/2018 230 AM
could jeopandize the steline i nivastucture and new bike i eading up io bt strest,
Addtionally, tes gets in the way of Ihe 31 and 33 bus routas that use hat street. Bkes. buses and
pedestrions should be givien right of way, Prog, Impreving Dravas inlerseciion nel a lernble idea,

a2 S0OT as=umad 8 bridge s mpossisie financally. But hevng 8l raffic go through Dreves and the SE0Z018 10034 PM
niarth route will be nsane. SDOT parsen was unwilling (o think of how many different actore-
stals, cly, porl, busnesses, reroad, le could 81 pul = fanding. He sad an LID s impessile, bul
a law one might be possinie,

43 A long ms Magrolin gets a new tridge (o eplace the high Misgocia bridge. | fel the ares wil SA0/7018 457 PM
remain accessibia,

44 Pro - update T Magecta Bridge! Pro - ight radl on 138 ave! Gon - lack of ranspaeency of S80AIE 22PN
Imgiamentng affordabie howsing

45 1} Dbviously, cost is a lmiing and cruciad factor, bul A 15 nol ba anly facler, This s a 202018 1201 AM
Transgadshon raject the most smsorand considerabon needs lo be how paople—n cans, in buses,
an bikes, on foot-can move inlo and cof of Magnola. Lowest cost does not naces=arily maan
gretest value, 2) Please pian for growth, If Emerson and Dvavus, wih currend trfis lomds and &
, airgady are how awlul will iy be a3 the populabon
increases if he thind access goinl is remaved? Thorg is Cnly 50 much capadity thal can be added
o s roules, and rerauling ballic (hal olherwse would have used the bridge will add songeston
to 15t {wisa sready congested) and surface strocts witkn Magnoia. 3 It st ust about cars: Do
the current traffic counts incude tuses? The numbers for the bridge seemed quits iow. Pls, whst
aboul pedastnans walking to the waledront? I we do bufd a new brdgs, | would request 3 drect
riale for pedistions belwuen Magnalie and Smith Cove/Bliatl Bay Par/Mytis Edwards Pask,
rafiar Fian havng ks cross Bie backs and e cross back, 4) Bul 418 sbaul cars, ko, Magnoia is
& vary hily home o many seniors and familles who simply cannct walk half a mis uphdl to get o
the tus o tike to three cilferent schools. Many people in Magnois nesd lo use a vehicle,
SOOT likes A or nak.

a8 reenove bike lane froem Emerson and widen Dravoes S09/7018 1220 PM

a1 See above SRWB 11:11 AN

48 Despite assurances, SDOT is not taung inlo considerabion e current raflfic constrants of e S8 8 AM
o

o Way s fram Mag they o "
uphnsufficient. Removing the bridge wil only make rssues cataskroghéc. This wil alsa only gel

wirss wilh Expeca moving in

a8 Kol acceptabla o have an sflernatve thal dumps cars, busas and tucks on the aas side of S29/2018 B3 AM
Mingiia whee thie s aee nel equipped for the enount of traffe, This i nal a Fundisnal
sitamstive.

50 SDOT dassn't secm 1o that the Themd, ¥ negabve 0 S22/2018 1151 PM
thiesr gt o communily.

51 See apave comments E20/2018 104EPM

5 Finduire b repince e brdge wil oreals congesbon and safidy issuss o enlenng and exing SR8 A03PM
Magnoka wil become a sanous chalengs.

&3 Thvie prrassientiation fadtedd 1o take o accound e actt impiel emeving e bidge wihsa a SRR RI4PM
o waould have on the by

54 G, Trallic taffic traflle (especally afier bhe anesl) Evacastion, no way “slemelve rles’ wil  S28/2078 298 PR
help suppaert an evacuabon off of magnoka -Emengency Vehoies, mast use the brdgs lo gat o
areas in magnolia quickly. No police station in magnalia, so dhis is important for Magnoians,
Escmcintly with the rss of teft, breakens ate No Pros

85 Thiés is not a soiution - fhes is 8 laughabée excuse for nol &iocatng fhe proger resowrces o help 528/2018 4:57 PM

rmimnkain ihe wonderul neighbormood as 1 grows: 1 mone and mone new househad cwnoes.
% Demaiish the Brdge snd budd something slss st smmour LPUHB LM

87 Neetinerly ropesals would drormatically inceise our commutng bme to downlawn. S/28/2018 12,48 PM
i8 E88 BIOVE APEIZIE 11:41 AM

59 Good docunent. Did nat see, but resident dscussion ndicates the needs of the part seem 1o S2E/2078 RAG AM
vasily cabwaigh (he needs of resslents. The solubon should lake inlo cansideralion growth far
moving people and goods mutti-modaly.

4] S00T mnices i minds up before scheduled mestings, Seattie residence do nol have say n ther S96/2018 825 AM
futurs,

E1 Cone, end rosull only 2 ways oul and into Magnoha, 3 car lanes sach way SRSI2018 1149 PM
g2 Tweaid e 1o see viabie soltions, 242018 1044 PM

&3 The Magnolia bridge must b fied, Othewise, we anly have two way's off Magnoia and the baffic  S2S2013 214 PM
will be hombls,
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[ Thee pros of thie SDOT presentation & tal they are consdenng allermatves ookng al the coste, SRS19018 T4 PM
wihich seems (o be samething 1het s, |s not partcuiarly good 81, witiass there 12 million dollar B
mie bike pads, Haning said that their communication strategy i harrendous becauge itis lell
svaryons wilh e impression thad Fey wl nal be domg the sneda-one eplacement of the bndgs
ihat thay have aircady spent significant money delermining is he right choice. They dd not have
ot pnid far in B ] wheen Py rrimdis Bt decsion 5o now knawing the cost o tigher but sl
it fundad shouldnt really ¥ 3 Dutcoma par ¥ mitgrim ha
othr two allerrotive inlels have become loss viable, withess romoval of Tanes on the ot tridge
al the g of Megniia b provida dual deection b lanes el even the 3% of the popaabon whe
are bikers don't always use, gimnating traffic capaciy on thal rouls. The other cons of the S0OT
presentaiion ncuche thid B oty person aveslable has no ides aboul fe o, B wes such @
ciear and offensive dodge of e issus. As with many things S0OT doas, complately smoarassng
and incorgebent.

B8 The proslam win iha prasantabon is thal hey did not present infermation on impacts, As 8 S2818 19 PM
resdent ['m cencamed about talfc faw, negative impacl 12 aur busingssses, and impadl on
proparty { I e Iraff
&5 Impacts of fie SDOT presenfation? It made ma understand that the Gity of Seabfin is caarly ER52018 B40PM
considhering ric resiacing #ie Magnaln Bridge st al and is sericusly conslenng # lowsr cost
Eat wil sy y 1he Magr ¥. The oniy "pro” was 1o undersiand the
SDOT's posiion on this malier. The only “con”™ wars hal no one who actually hes decsion-making
aultexrdy on bridge replacermant was presenl. Nol sure | Bus was bacause the meskng plannans
did not invite the right peogle or f the BDOT just senl someone they knew would provids basic
infgrmation.

BT Since P of 5 mentioned their planio develop land it appears hay wanl the bridge removed for 5252018 £38PM
better land use. However (s wil oreate probiemn for acoess by residents and emengency vehicles.
Tha wil sisg afiect business and other commarcal ventures,

] Lack of any resp by for greveating abilty to defver on timalon budgel, SRSI2018 232 PM
f the e ¥ {rma e lanas, lell 1
B3 There is a0 prefminary analyss of the finasncal and Irafiic fiow impacts of the dffering plans 825/2018 1.55PM
between (he vanous slematves, (hus making e anmlysis not much befler San ussess. We need
o rough costs and rough p and expeciad taffc fiow expactaons.
70 Thary fuve a rribed amemt of eptios e Wheeder Bridge opb Vimprove olher SOS018 117 PM

exits and enrances | am not convingad the bndge has to ga o the vitage.. the bridge 15 thare has
been far over 8D yoars and Vilage hos waxed and waned regardigss..changed from serices 1o
retad and back.. Magnokes have lo suppal the Vilage. Thak of a non confrantabonal way to gal
Infarmation whan SDOT has dona with is wor..nol sure past mesting was a good venue for

infzrmation sharing realy.
m See aove S2HWI1ZIZPM
Tz Magnola would be guister ond ess e a sularb, SR8 1206 PM
3 Wa pay hegh property laxes, are bascaly on an miand, and nave mnimal earvices. The quaity of a.lzﬁfz‘ma 1138 AM

Iife hor i changing al an incredbly rapid pace — and nat fr e botlar,

] Thees presenlihon doemn't appmar (o consider cormmuts and ingrasslegress TIMES (offom LRSI 11 AN
Magnolia. Ensuring commute fimes are not inoreased showd be a key considerafion.

75 Shouid have started wilh why we nesd to replace yieh bridge: Stalusiafetyisksiotc. More detads S25/2018 10:37 AM
about e specifics and impacts of aach segmant proposat would be have been heiplul. Ak,
irgact of aet replacng Magnilia bridge.

1] The Magnolia Bridge is the KEY way 1o gel i Magnaiia. The other routes are used bul due tonew  S28/2018 10:26 AW
apardments, Dravus is aver-used and with e new bika lanes, Emensan is tatally congasted

T Agan, | ses snly negabve rmpast beatauss of ared Iredf SRSI018 10:10 AM
There will also ikely be a negative impact cn housing prices. Magniolia is wonderfully sihusded right
iz wilh sy access 1o te sty Anyting that alfects tl alfects the descasity of e
naighborhood. it might not be feit in @ boom market naw, bul will have signifcant
ance this bubbie bursts, Furtier, making it narder (o leave Mignoia or enler Magnola could have
negabve ranh a nalwal deaster or gency a8 peops ailher by lo leave or by lo gel
back in o thair children, faerifies, pets, ois.

] o good opkon excapt 1o replace Magnoln Brdge s scosplatie SIS A AN

™ ‘Wil thess be upgrades o yke and Géman ko hand! d traffic for bokh cars and SR512018 B48 AN
Business vihicles? Funneling al bus trffic 1o Magnaiia fivough Dravas SUwil certainy add 1o
congestion, Wil thare ba shutlies from Magnoia and Quasn Anng o caery train riders & tha ignt
rad statizas?

BO The presenlabon by SDOT was complelely lacung n delad or explanation, The answers lo many SREI01E Q25 AM
quostions wors *| don't know® or Yook at the website.” The pressnter admitted SDOT is relying cn
Infzrminbion and survey resails 10+ yenrs oid Such a big decsion needs curend infrmation and
Thoughtial investigation.

Bl PROS - having & mesting, CONS - msufficient dita presented segaeding brdge opticns, SPEIF0IE B7IAM
Insufficient dats on irsflic demands win a iost brage, msuficient dsla and sssumptions on mpact
1z Thomdyke. Dravus and Emarson, nsufficient dala an peak usage and commise Brmes in and
aut of Magnaka, no mankon of neks from delayed ke for Emergency Servicas nol baing sida to
usa the Magnota Bridge. lack of understanding in funding colions and costs, no top leadarship
Trgers SDOT prasand thil had mthoity, 2 one present fom SOOT thal seeme) to hine o sense of
Pistorical issuss and probiems crealed by e 2001 bndge shut down. Moreaver, e SDOT rap
basically didn't wan 1o hear any comments about funding a full brdge reglacement. Thare
ssarmad bk be no or very e coordinetan sl Eawmakers and a vsion, Really poor gresantsbon
and lack of |sadership by 5007

82 al e poind years ago fere was considerslion o e s stes on man plce nd comes inks SREI018 13 AM
32nd ave west via West Galer =i, there is only a tiny portion of fhe road messing { actually there =
o palh there) this & nol even & consideration from whil | can see bl wiy can't @ be?

B3 Take ine monay set asids for kansportabion and figure tes oul. I'm sure there's 3 way engineers SR8I7018 B35 AM
can figure out a way 1o retrofit thus thing. How much was speat on the retrefl fat ddnt work? Sue
Vil canilractor and tae the meney lo heip replacs the bndge. | can beieve Bus 5 aven o for
discussion.

4 has s alternatve oule of surdace gast Elit Bay masing b 320 Ave and come ug 1o the village ShSINIB RIS AM
wihout 3 brdge at all?

4/8

Magnolia Bridge Planning Study: Drop-In Sessions Summary Report | 138



Magnolia Bridge Community Conversation Survey SurveyMonkey

85 | hiave: et seien of hisd iy comparatives of e vancus altenatives - that is all of the & (%) S519018 RS AM
sliarmatives hal are nedher Dravus mor existing replacemant. They are iad oul and descnioed, bt
atherwise seem nat to be considersd

85 SOOT 15 comestin e commend tal e Cily dossat have the Rands b ragace he bridge n #s SRSIE EST AM
presend place. Ms. Bagshaw was in a meeting at Magnolia Lutheran a few years age and bold us
{urrder dhvect questionng Fom Bruze Carler) thid e City's flan al thil Bme was “na plan i
regiace tha bndge™_.. and Bruce added “unbl i falis down? 1o which Ms. Bagshaw had no reply.
Bl reluctantly admilled Bl such o scenario woud be the most By way to gel Fedeal fands lo
maka A replacament haopen, From thal ponl omverd, I've viawed SDOT comments about the Mag
Bridgs as "dssembling. misdirection and lies”, as hey never address the regtacement issue. Aisa,
The bidge ngrieers who allende:d B Bagshiw meekng (SOOT) mnlaned thil i was and
continues to ba "adeguate and safe® except in e event of an sarthquaks,

&7 Samie a above ERAI018 R 15 AM
B8 Ko halg or understanding provded SSI8 & 10 AM
B8 Very signifcant although e presentalion facked any real dotails, sflematives. costs and the S282018 502 AM
leader of the proect, This aspadt was axtremely pocsdy handad,
0 See abaove Hatement 5292018 R28 AM
o SOHOT does ol have a feastils plan, 'Costalfzchva’ 8 an oxymoron in e contest of ther glans, 5242018 11:25 PM
Kofhing proposed will be an ‘effeclive’ replacement o substhte for the bridge.
az Presentaticn was poor and faciFly fo show slides was severely nadequate. The sngineer was SRS 1L PM
thnzwn 1o the wolves by ks managemant. Nona of thew ooéons are as good as bndge
regiacement - hawever even if bridge is replsced oiher op y b
|s repiacad unisss A way is found to budd parsdial Bridge -- no diszus=san abaul what tha
iities are. Offar than ona-fo: Bridge reql , oy an oobion wif 3 bridge over
ralvend fram Armory bo Thormdyke is sven 8 Dravies and B

improvements ara needed {sspaciafly after the dsaster bie lanas recenlly added]) but wil til ba
il especnlly fr hose on Southern sde of Magnoia.

B3 It = gong to cause so many iraffc backups snd make magnola even mone seciuded. S20I2018 11:00 PM
o] Bad roads, bod raffic, wastes money , reduces acoess and thay do nol have any respansibily i 52412078 10.37T PM
the welfare of magnaka. No trdge s blacnad .
%5 Pros: aone Gens: massive traffic congestion S2412018 1D:34 PM
% We need the brdge SMI2018 10:27 PM
a7 Charge Magnoiia homp owners a perceniage o rebuld the tridge. We cannol lose access i 52412018 221 PM
dawniown Sealtie via ne enlice south side of Magnoke,
B nong SRZ01E R4S AN
oy 10 teard s sy - e lack of SDOT's planing eeeans we don | realy know whil our opbons e, S4I7018 B 18 AM
Trea bridge naeds to be replaced. Or some sauth end equivalent access point neads to be
eslablished.
e 1t = unaccagtatle thal the leder of he progec was ool al e meekng. Bul s subsbhbs dd as SI2018 757 AN

wedl a5 he cowd considering the topic. Every dedision by fhe ourrent City Councl and SDOT was
prenveed desestrous for oue cly. 'm cutraged thad this project fers Geen “on the booke™ for 17 years,
ohviousty placed at the bottom rung of prosbes. SDOT and the Counci ssem biasad in thar
apperenl chice 12 nal replace e bralge, Al acess pors oy benefit he Petl There &
rics vkl alemative B replacng e bidga el wil manage Be balls Bow sk Magnota, And |
dont see \nhene these afiemats roules extend wel info the heart of Magnolia, Thomdyke and
ik on il of Mag: traffic! Once again, SDOT and their governng
body- e Ssalls ity Cowncl- are bianlantly ignoring the best interests of Seatlie residants.

4] Safely Haath Access Propety valse SN RITPM

o2 Locks e they have aiready made up thar decision 1o tear down Ihe tridge and net repiaca iL SR3018 B0 PM
Thes is gaing 1o bo a boardagge for Magnoia.

109 The biggest impadd = the impac to safsty, commuls bmes and a decing 0 our propary vaiues SRAE T PN

o4 This cily neads 1o be sudied. Where is o the milcns and milkons of dollars beng spenl? s.'zé.fzms E42PM

105 Unebainly, wirry for rasidents sings no queshons wers answensd, SRAI0E SA8 PM

106 You guys already know tha answer o this. And the residents have been Ioudly reminding you 8232018 242 PM
repmatedy!

o ‘Wa nead soma way of connacting e Soutn end of Magnolia io tha city. ¥When e brdge comas SIS ZUPM

daw, will they be abie ko pul ina reads or saméthing thl can gude the 173 of e neghtarhead
off the Bluff withcul drvesting inam 1o Dravus. | would ask thal SDOT taka a naw survay, e dala
they used wos saveral yoars od. | would also ask tat Sally Bapshaw and members of SOOT
mllemgd 1o leave Magnsin and drve sulh on 150 during the moming rush hiar. | wowld ask el
Saly Bagshaw and SDOT atiempl to Ieave Magnoia gong north ower the brdge via Emenson at
Apm an  waekday, and hopefifly Py cod experience e bk up when i bidge s up, We
snould aiso take 8 iook 8l how e Sndge going up Bnd down coabnuously sifacts kaffc, Would
fhese be a way fo lmd it o certain Bmes, [ke on the hour, o every 30 minules? Additanally | da
ot kncw f B Gght s will be effeckve f we cannal gat the residants of of Magndia to uss the

Iight ril.

108 Ay altarmative Bal mduces the nunber of 5 i Wewe  S2302018 158 P
aiready nad 20% of inceming lanas removed by the bike lane on l:msr!u!l

09 Impraving Dravus coukd help with traflic Now, Gt the el issae 1S often the Ballard Bridge. There SR3INIE 1218 PM
nagds 1o ba B nne buld under tha watanway 12 Aleviale ha backups causad by sips.

gh ] Teafficihcoess S232018 1213 FPM

m There was a fadure lo comemarcals. SOOT faled o sddeess the cormmunily cancams: we need SR 1135 AM

access that is al leas! as good as we have naw and considaring one land has been removed from
the Fishermen's lermnal access 1o Mignolis we probatily need improved sccess. They faled 1o
‘@xpiam now oglions other than 110 1 repiacemant can meat the commundy nesds. New access
needs 1o be in piace before e bridge 15 taken oul of service. | think the communty can
understand the cos issues bul we nead 1o be assured we will have access.

12 This weuld greally increass commule ima for thousands of residents and warkers. ARA018 11:08 AM

113 the lack af concern for Bie need 1o rebuld the brdge S2220178 1042 AM
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114 Regsair o rirbuii B curvend Bricge, o traffc s only incroasing everywhere in Seatlle, The Vilage 52312018 10,23 AM
weuld bacome ieolated and desolsle being 52 ramoved from tha rest of the oy,

115 Cons - meroased affo congeston and ravel Smes wil hurl curent residentsbosinessas and SZANE0IEAM
deter futrn rasdantsbusnasses from e ares,

116 Re+outing trallic onta already-strained Dravus and Emerson wil b2 a mess. 52317018 851 AM

1z Ka SRAMIE B AN

118 Con s nol replacing the brdge when we pay huge taxes to fve here S2312018 B0 AM

119 Same pros and cons as of porl resentasbon. Cveral cons o presentalion was Bat thiee was no SR8 T2 AM
parspactive for Magnoia itsedl .. was off SOOT and Piar out not tha community

120 much on SDOT's nal £a much on impacts. The  S73/2018 7.26 AM
presenters knowiedgs was (oo kmied. Too many questons coud not be answered, or they weare
dadged.

4] Acsess tefrom Magnata SR8 716 AM

12 Heol Magnolia has been el down by SDOT and the city council. My only suggestion is do nol ER212018 10:57 PM
rerriave the Magnoin Bridge.

123 Kol repiacing the Mag brdge would be a fervible mistake. This nexghborhood has tens of 52212018 10:56 FM

thesands of residents Bl wesld be lel Wt only 2 ways 1o get inls Be neghberhesd. One is
extremaly pusy (Dravus) with ha new apartmants. The other has recanty bean mads worse
{Emarson) with the reassignment of ana lane 1o a bike lane, Lnacsegtablell!

124 Ty el & dacand jub of g thes shudy Being conducled bul d look soermes SRS 1046 PM
questions to make dear that the study is o find pabential atlt and that
thiee 121 plar is sill en the take.

125 ‘Wa expenanced unod dalays and traffic back ups when the brdge was out of sarvice after tha SR8 1045 FM

Nesupaally Eathquake. To lve tur lives Ues way wilh no eid in sight i beyend just being o urdan,
‘e dasarve Accass io our homes.

126 Haed to say when there was nothing presentad thal would give any idea ol whal i in the warks, S22018 103 PM
T ganieman from SOOT spohe a ol bul said notheng.
27 Pros: foial bradge replacement is st one of the siematves Cons: cost of bridge replacemend They  £22/2018 10:15PM

haven't looked o other resources for money o bridge, e federal governmenl ke ey dd for
West Seatile Magnoia resdents nol regresented in pianneng commifies or final vole of brdge
rogirwerenl. Thisy havie spent Lua much maney on beke lmes Uil ore used by less of 8 gupalaiion
Than Magnsha Bridge They stahad bridkge replasernant m 2001 and 2007 and dadn’t da anything
about it Presonder cowlda't answer specific questions aboul the project Bureaucracy is holding up
movement on projcd Mayor snd sty counc nol in altendancs at meetng, Wy dd we come?
Allematves were nol reviewad al meating - not a dlear pickure of altarnatives on the table
Widening Dravut i aol fesibie. Apariments are beng bt thefe and Dravas is nod a diredt route
1o magnalia vilage and Giufl Not A good atamatve Thay almady messed up Emarson with ke
lanes. Traffic is backed up mors now & the ime. Thomdy®e is not a good oplan far bridgs 1 go
Mo s s el dreed b rest of Magnola, B wil conjest sole sireets None of The peopls masng The
dacision atoul the bridga drive it dady They ddn't consider #'s the main way for emergancy o get
1o Magrialin {SPD, ambfances, Fire oo} Thene ane only 3 warys (o get 1o aed fresn Magnolin The
bridge has 113 of he balfc. They didn't seem to undarstand thal affectng e tridge negatvely wil
signficantly impact trafic fiaw

R Ty chdnl kel us aytheng. The cokons wers nol presentad. SRS A5IPM
123 1'don't think SOOT addresses the issua. £R212018 R5EFM
130 Thare were no concels answers, Now I'm B2 in power allentded our representabve and mays LRAMIE 24PN

wem absend. We have not heard from fire. medical and other emergency sarvces as to how thes
will repaed v B, Fie and pobce meponse brmes shoud Be evaluated, ncuding the

Imgpact the new aparimant and Expadia Ll will bring 1o our nag!
131 Nothng less $hon a folad Seattie City Council replacament will be asceptable. SR8 H43 PM
132 Poory prasanied, Presenbsr had Hile mfarmstion or answers ks questans, SRAMIE BT PM
133 Didnt get any answers. 52212018 33TFM
134 Thiey resily talked arcund P ssue bul ssamed ko be sayng ey can't aflord a 1.1 relacement SR2IP018 D04 PM

for our bridge. That is iotally unaccepiable. When any accident occurs, or the Ballard Bridge
Brgnis down, falfe backs up south of Dravus and is griddocked. i we dont have he Magioka
Bridge, thene 12 no way in or oul. The is 8 serous quaity of (e (ssue 8s wel 83 a safaly [=sua for
geting emergency vefidies n and oul. Nal acceptable,

135 Big impact on e Vilage, none of Be slsmalves provde cea ascess b the Wisgs. Alss bus SR RIS PM
roules, though | think Metro's long term plan is lo move the roufes io Dravus io B in with ight rad,

e I see betler accass 1o Smith Cove and Marina, Cans msad congeston al Drvs wil

gt worse wilh Lgnt rad. The pian s 10 totally rebuid Dravus Brdges over 150 and over rad Iracks «

gt sl (T SDOT sans 1o do Gl before U bridge is destered unvsal. Could mean Magislia

down k3 only one accass punt.

136 It well decrease home vavues and kmit accossibdily for emergency sennoe vehicles SRANWESAPM

137 SOOT rseds to shaw sir cards - garboutady gven Bl on more Than o oscasicn snsa The SR8 RIDPK
2001 Nisgually Earthquake evant making fhe Magaalia Brdge imminantly in nead of d

POS has misde publc preseatons aboul T-81 Uslands rexdeveiopment proposals. 1 s clear bt

Seattie (Mayor, SDOT, Council) are piaying B wating game, 3t Magnoiia's expense - aivd wanl fo

levurage POS revicpment of T-87 Unlands by requirng ssinificant POS fnangial parbogation

inveegtacemant of the Magnaka Brdge.

138 Noindicabion of a fix for e Magnolia bodge until the badge s deamed cbsolale, which wil not 57212018 .52 PM
anly negabvely elfecd il el ot of Misgncias, nol hmled
fo driving transporiation bul pedestrian and bicycles. | would suggesd that steps are takan fo repair
o repsling e Ericlgge Belons e bridge Eils g inspetion e the pesantalion mpies,

139 Same 83 sbove. SRA01E 51 PM

140 Given B numter of resdents Bving i Magnsks, i's m reasonalie 1o imagne Dravas ad SQLI018 TAIPM
Ermarson beng sile ks steommodats all ballc. 0 alresdy lases upwards of 45+ min some days o
enter/exit Magndia {travel 3 biooks) via those roules.

141 Hinng & bridge leadng o the south sce of Magnoli = crucal since he oler enbnesdexds arg SR TIEPM
already congastad thvoughoul the day.
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142 W waer upsat thid e o was present i could answe aiy questions. SRV 71T PM

143 Hae abave, W18 TS PW

144 The: irmparct ave sgaificant for Magnola, | saw only cong. The only pro wors betler access 1o S2U018 B4IPM
Magnoiia viiage.

145 The was vary d Thizra was a lack as well as tnent S22/2018 BAIPM

1o shanng ideas wih Ihe greup, snd a lack of engagement dunng the dessgn process with
Magnolia rasidents. Money was presented as the dection-maker but quality of ife and commumity
vege seeerid low an B st Exbenely erraging. Seluons should bo explored ke pay for the
Brdge creatvely.

148 11 the Gradge o8 foken down thene would b no soufem elance into e neghborhoed for STUNBEIEPM
Ermargancy respanss vehncies, This puls tha lives of our keds who attardd the gublic and parochal
schoals of a greater risk. M alsa increases traffic for public ranspodation vehides forced into the
rerm@ming bwo enirances. W Dvavus is aiready sl overcapacily and 5 abou 1o ged worse wih
Increased housing density on W Dravus siabed io open soon. W Emerson s alsc a full capacty
prior o losing ancthe: lane & e new Dike lne. A tew bridge is the only real sclulion wiess Ine
iy pians to e connact W Mannar Pace with W Galar and expand (110 4 1anes wa woud [osa il
The teidge & dosed.

7 He dhdl & very poor job dessabng the optens and gefling us of on the same pags. Sea my end SRUMIBRITPM
comments fr ideas.

148 S0O0T needs 1o go bissk and figurs oul why Bey'vi changed tusr appoach sece 2007. We voted 52202018 4.07 PM
|y good fadh far ta levy in 2015 and that money has bean squandered. Send your execullve next
timie, 1L was unifier of you o send @ PM in keowing fow conlentiows Bis s, 1N we need to have
Taugh Ganversiabons show up anc have hem,

149 Few answors. 52212018 405 PM

150 There will be & negabve imgad, . Araffic, commute bnes, safely, Home  SR22018 353PM
pricas, and more. If's not acceptacle ko nol replace the bridge. Wa have voted for taxas for fis.

154 Tivere will bea regalive impact, traffic, commute trmes, safety, Home SR212018 353PM
pricas, and mare. I's nat accepliadle 1 not replace the tridge. ¥Ye have yoled for Bxes for fis.

152 A stated above, you hove aleady reduted the affic lanes on the ofwr pomt of egress fram SAN8 348 PM

Magneia fom tees [Anes ko twa, now you plen i nol repiaca the brdge. s madnass and wil
create a huge traffic fow issus. The beidge needs to be recaired andfor rebuit!

153 Tudn! chsmsler, No bndge, say goodbye fo wiage commerce: borsese s iraflc onlo 2 olher wads 52202018 328P0
o Magnolia. What are costs of the other options? None given.

154 1 suggest ey findd the fured 1o rephace the current bridge. Their ideas wil negatively impact e 9212018 300PM
Ives and groparty vaiues.

155 BOOT did not “use ter words™ 12 explan Bie colions shawn on the dficul-lo-see gides, which SU0TE 248 PM

Il ma i baligve tat M. Loo was nol antrely famdiar with them.. A combned mapizhata with the
Pol areas, propased accass roulas and light rad possiiifies would be helphil.

158 When e Balard bralge s up, kaffic backs up onks 15th Ave W chalong off 8l access nlo the SRAMIG 25PN
neighborhood from the soulh. How will emergency vehicies ged inta our neighborhiood? The
el et of Bie SOOT presentofon s thal Magnslia s bean a low rurg @ity for the
fundng svaiabia for the 1ast 17 years, This was made sbundanly clear by sanding 8
ropresenlalive thal could caly vaguely answe quastons and kept askng peoele fa refer ta the

wts waanlad hom 1 e i s | et b for the guy- he was Brown under @ bus by
his higher ups that had no choics but o avod the clizens of Magnoia hat e Aghtly angry for
being $a poony served by Beir cily employess. Pul mare effert nilo findng fe funds necessary 1o
regiace the exislng bridge i lie kind. Quil wasting ow tax dalers on sludes of options that
evaryone knows will not meet the needs of te community, Access to Magnoia from thi southum
par of e neghberhood 18 ibical,

157 PROS: increasing aase of access 1 Magnota (and to other rads). GONS: 1 imagna a mulfi- SR8 244 PM
cormponenl des would be quils pocey
158 One hestates to change anyting! Fd like to sse tha bridge replaced exadlly whare i is. 5217018 237 P
158 N pros enly cons seen f bridge not replaced. Replace bridge with lum lanes 1o access Ellicll Bay 592202018 203PM
Maring. 5o much ] '] need a1 least the
Pave,
160 Ned enaugn ndaemabion, wa naed & bridgs A021018 203 PM
161 Dravus and Emerson st ace already o capacity {and Eayand) duning rish howr, Going fom 28t 5222018 .09 PM

e W ko 150 ave, W can ks oves & hall hour, The adidon of handreds of new sparmeants al
15t and Dravus wil only exacerbate tis problem. In adddion, the ony buses that coma inbo
Magnoim cureny use Ememson (431) and te Magnain brdge excusively, Addng tose 4 (%)
roufes |o Dravus and Emarson wil only mase baffc worse,

182 Wogw, just noge, Rebald e idge ond slop spendng money on ke lnes SRV 1157 AM

163 Whara wik 1ha bis roole b wih ina brdge. it wil be a vaffic nightmane gattng in and out of AR213018 10:56 AM
magndhia, Dravus aready has traffic all tha way ug tie hil.

184 Can't gomment since | wasnl b S2212018 854 AM

185 Teaif living , liiing speed of v emergency 52312018 545 AN

i, ok of exits in case of sanhgekes,

166 Presentation dificut for ayperson 10 undarsiand. Most cations are deemead infeasiola. If | am SR8 BTE AM
roadding correctly te only option stil on the table is 1o Widen™ Dravus Street for resdents and T
the ipwar portion of e bredge for the Pon. Appeass Ihers (s na replacemant oglion on tha lats

any langes.
167 Ever sncs The 2001 Nsquaily quake, e commundy has gven a chear and comstend message: SR8 1257 AM
thae bridge naade an indond . funding such as Fedaral, Stats, LID,

toting, bondelevns need 19 be revisited. I s uracceptable thal 15+ yoars have dapsed and wo
hava no repiacament bdga of fundad pian o show for L
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168 00T i wasting 1wk Bl
been complatad, The work co 7 concludad that the Magnolis Bridge repiacement
paraflel to e existing bridge is thi best and mast cast-eficctive salution. The work has alroady

t ¢ Vg Lol g The Part, BNSF, the

State, and the Federa! Government, must ol contrbule heavly to fie funding, especally

1504 Ave sl wned fryover 1o fe il The Gy and 3

contriuta b3 the final Magneta connection segtion,

169 e aboul sound karsil We want our bridge! S2112018 11.03FM
170 Tha imgsct of rameving e Bridga i= (nat traffic Laaving snd retuming 1o Magnaia wil be siower S21/2078 10:43 PN
and mare cowvaluled than s, The bridge leads 1o Bree man aderials for the neighbomacd with
3 ghls; o olher s ths, | v el repacng be brege.
ikl Before remaving the brdge, buid the aemative or fe new bidge. If that is not possile, mest SR8 X13PM

densificston f the aea, | wery Frunl Misgy
The It takes for amergency vehicies 1o get
o you Like away thil access o Magnsha, you o

nhas

car to help cut in emengery
S0 T uricy Sibualicns is
sulbrg resickenls as risk,
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Q9 Please use this space to share your ideas or solutions

Answered: 146 Skipped: 163

RESPONSES

Revisit access via 32nd. | am a working mom and | commute to elementary schools, preschools,
after-school activilies, and a full day of work downlown. Literally, if traffic is worsened infoul of
Magnolia it will directly impact my career as | will not be able to spend as many hours at work and
also take care of my kids. I'm trying to do both currently and the only way that works is because |
can gel loffrom downlown relatively quickly. My primary goals are that there are easy ways infoul
of Magnalia during rush hours.

Replacement of the Magnolia bridge is paramount. Distributing traffic to other entry points is
unacceplable.

We need accurale comparison dala for the FOUR oplions on the lable thal includes 1:1
replacement.

Build a replacement bridge... in the end whatever it costs it won't be as much as the overruns will
cost for all the things the cily, SDoT ele will need lo change in order lo accommadale anolher
solution. Any alternative solution will become a money sink as various entities grab large chunks of
money to decide to reinvent the wheel, simply because the city did not think this through and fund
a bridge, thus saving ilself more money than any cost lhe bridge replacement will incur.

Direct replacement of the Magnolia Bridge is the only acceptable option.

Replacing Magnolia Bridge 1:1 is clearly best solulion. If Armory Way oplion is chosen, should be
routed to let traffic off as far south as possible on Thorndike, but this would likely make Boston into
a de Taclo arlerial {even though Blaine/Condon would probably be the designaled arlerial). Armour
is another possible arterial but the median on 27th would need ta be removed. The misalignment
of all streets crossing 28th will lead to more left turns and likely more accidents. A thorough study
of traffic impacts ACROSS THE NEIGHBORHOOD must be done, as studying just the streets
closest to the bridge entrances is wholly inadequale.

Alternative | is fine. But what would be ever better is to add new bridges at Bertona and Barrett by
lidding that part of the rail yard. Adding a lid would allow for lwo new entrances lo Magnalia and
add space for a new city park for Interbay or land for a new Junior/High schoal which will be
needed as the population continues to grow.

Don't remove whal can be fixed . Modify bul don't eut access. More frequent smaller bus shullies
might ease transpartation to and from the Rapid Ride Bus Roules.

Replace existing bridge 1:1

the only option is rebuild the bridge

Replace or repair existing Magnolia Bridge. Look at other bridges in nearby towns and similar
Incations that have been recently for much less money than has been proposed for this project.
There are numerous examples of struclures thal share similar challenges yel have been buill Tor
as litle as 1/4 the cost. Alsa new techniques are now available that may significantly reduce the

cost to repair the existing struclure resulling in a bridge less expensive than the currently proposed
alternatives.

No comment

my biggest concern is the inefficiency of bus routes and increased traffic that will occur if the
bridge becomes decommissioned. I'm also concerned about reduced access to an already cut off
corner of Seallle.

Hold SDOT responsible to work with the state, feds and the port o stop wasting money on absurd
alternatives and to figure out how io build the bridge. Even a toll may work.

Replace the bridge Add more lanes for car traffic and better access Bike lane this year have
compromised lraffic significantly

179

DATE
6/19/2018 10:22 PM

6/18/2018 12:40 PM

6/14/2018 8:36 PM

6/14/2018 5:14 PM

6/14/2018 3:20 PM
6/14/2018 11:18 AM

6/14/2018 9:59 AM

6/14/2018 8:10 AM

6/14/2018 7:29 AM
6/14/2018 6:59 AM
6/13/2018 11:41 PM

6/11/2018 7:37 PM
610/2018 10:54 AM

6/8/2018 7:02 PM

6/9/2018 11:51 AM
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We need three ways to enter and leave Magnalia. Whenever we are limited to just two (because of
construction) there is a dramatic impact on our guality of life.

| can't afford a LID. We all pay very high taxes for all kinds of projects and very expensive
infrastructure for downtown, Pike/Pine, ID, U District, lower QA growth. SDOT and City Council
didn'l proposed a LID specific to these areas. Il should nol do so here.

I trust a suitable, safe and comparable replacement will be built for Magnolia residents. We
definitely need the bridge to be replaced in some shape or form. Ideally in a cost effective manner,
And in the location of the current bridge.

Need to have a replacement bridge. It would feel too isolated and not make magnolia very livable
keeping/improving all 3 access in and out of Magnaolia

The Magnolia community is a significant tax source for the city. It is unconscionable that SDOT
has not appropriately planned for a bridge replacement. Inslead we are stuck with bike lanes thal
no one wanted and few from the neighborhood use. Seattle seems to treat our neighborhood as if

it weren'l really part of the cily. They take our lax money and then reduce or eliminale services.
(i.e. No bridge replacement, threat of kids going to Lincoln instead of Ballard High School, no
maonarail, no Westside access to new SR99 tunnel, ele.) The bridge takedown will also negalively
impact the planned low income housing al Fort Lawton. You eanl add lots of new housing and then
fail to provide infrastructure. The anly solution is to replace the Magnolia Bridge.

The solution is simple.....simply replace the bridge by a new bridge....

Could you also keep us up to date on Carla Skoglund's request for a full audit of how the city used
the transporiation money thal was supposedly earmarked for our communily in the ast levy? |
think it was a reasonable request and one that may convince the city they need to be accountable
and they need to come to the bargaining table. Right now, other than public pressure, there is
nothing that can make them come to the bargaining table and nothing holding them accountable
for anything.

Rebuild the bridge. This is why we pay taxes. We live in Magnolia for many reasons and are all
passionate residents who Lruly love and value our communily. We have chosen Lo live there for a
variety of reasons, bul | would speculate that a majority of residents regularly rely an the Magnolia
bridge on a daily basis. Proposing alternative solutions 1o this critical thruway is appalling. This will
increase transit times and congestion in aur community. It will make the community less appealing
and will pose challenges for Lhe viability of our businesses. As a taxpaying citizen, Lhe facl that we
are even having this conversation is appalling. Meanwhile, we're happy to spend millions of daollars
on homelessness bul your taxpaying cilizens are not being preserved the rights 1o standard
provisions which the city should be providing. Unacceptabie.

We need a 1:1 bridge replacement. Find the money.

We have to have a replacement bridge. To move the traffic from the Magnolia bridge to Dravus
and Nickerson Emersan simply will not work.

1:1 replacement is the only viable solution.| have lived in Magnolia 57 tears.A lifelong resident,
1:1 replacement is the only viable salution.| have lived in Magnaolia 57 tears.A lifelong resident.

Daily, | watch fire engines, polices cars, ambulances and other emergency vehicles rapidly driving
up the bridge lo save people’s lives. Il is obviously the faslesl, easiesl and quickest roule. |l musl
be replaced. Thinking side streets will recreate the path of the bridge is short sided and not what is
needed.

Find someobe who actually knows how lo manage complex community discussions and decision-
making and have that person/entity manage the process.

Make SDOT and its consultants work harder to show the communily the advantages of the
proposed alternatives. There really are some. Better drawings are needed for their presentations.
They need to include in their presentations the expecled rouling of traffic to the village and
elsewhere. SDOT needs to pay for these things now. Be wise. Think this through. Don't just do the
same knee-jerk decision making that did nol work for us in 2002-2008.

this survey seems biased towards keeping / duplicating the exisling magnolia bridge -- but | value
peace and quiet in the neighborhood. i do live near the bridge, but would prefer to drive further
than see sa much traffic flying by at high speed (since averyona seems to think it's the autobahn).
centrally located access points will distribute the traffic more evenly than the current bridge, and
have just as much potential to get people where they need to go quickly.
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6/9/2018 7:14 AM

6/8/2018 10:01 PM

6/8/2018 9:49 PM

6/872018 9:44 PM
6/8/2018 10:00 AM
6/7/2018 8:12 AM

6/6/2018 10:17 AM

6/6/2018 9:28 AM

6/6/2018 8:15 AM

6/5/2018 10:56 PM
6/5/2018 8:40 PM

6/5/2018 7:45 PM
6/5/2018 7:45 PM
6/5/2018 6:03 PM

6/8/2018 6:03 PM

6/5/2018 4:15 PM

6/5/2018 2:53 PM
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33 Replace bridge, connect to smith cove, widen dravus, make traffic flow better at dravus. 6/5/2018 2:34 PM

34 We should have three entry ways to Magnolia as we have 20k residents, most of whom need to 6/5/2018 1:37 PM
get in and out of Magnolia each day. Having two entryways is not an option. We don't need the
exact same bridge, but we need something comparable in and out of that area.

35 | am deeply concerned about safety of the Magnalia community without a major boulevard type 6/2/2018 9:53 AM
access that the Magnolia bridge provides. The time it would take for ALS vehicles and police
vehicles with the choked up Dravus and Emmerson routes and a circuilous narrower allernative il
not acceptable, We already have high property crime, there have been numerous bank robberies
where the school children have had to shelter in place. Imagine a school shooting! a multi home
fire! | can foresee lawsuits regarding unnecessary loss of life or property to run into the many
millions, making 300-400 million for a Magnolia bridge replacement seem well spent

36 Build a new bridge as per the original plan. Could the bridge be a historical struclure??? Magnolia  6/172018 1:47 PM
should be designated as a historical neighborhood.

v Stop being annoying, be a decent person and stop posting these, 6/1/2018 12:09 AM

38 already have, thank you 5/31/2018 11:21 AM

39 Although | love the Bridge, it's a bridge primarily used for rich people in multi-million dollar homes. 5/3172018 9:30 AM

It's freeway design is totally unsafe and unnecessary. | think it should be preserved via tolling and
bus/bike access should be significantly improved.

40 Nothing specific 5/30/2018 9:57 PM
41 Ploase updale & replace the Magnolia Bridge! Please support light rail on 151h ave! 5/30/2018 2:12 PM

42 Don'l bolher rebuilding the bridge. 5/30/2018 12:22 PM
43 We need a third access point al lhe southern end--whether Ihal is a ene-lo-one replacement for 5/30/2018 12:01 AM

the bridge or something else! Thank you io everyone who cares about Magnolia and has worked
hard lo make our voices heard ;)

44 Replace the existing Bridge with a Functional alternative that does not dump existing traffic on 5/29/2018 8:31 AM
surface slreels on easl side of Magnolia where there is only one lane each way and wilh proposed
Sound Transit rail stop.

45 This neighborhood is filled with young families and retirees. Many of the people who have o come  5/29/2018 7:37 AM
and go by car are driving lo aclivities not relaled lo work that are outside of Ihe neighborhood, and
that public transporation doesn't serve effectively, Dr appointments, kid pickups, errands, etc.

46 We need to have a cost-blind approach to what would be best for the community, Only then can 5/28/2018 11:51 PM
we balance all our options and come up wilh somelhing that makes sense for all. We need to be
thinking for the next 100 years; the current bridge will last 100 years by the time it's done and we
owe the fulure the same care.

47 The Magnolia Bridge is an essential part of this community. All of Seattle is growing in population 5/28/2018 9:28 PM
densily and that includes Magnolia. Which means lhe bridge presence will be more important in
the years ahead. The Village business district could become a vital area for residents outside of
Magnolia but only if the bridge stays as an access point. Also, the access via the north near
fisherman's terminal has been decreased by one lane for bikes. Magnolia does not have that many
bikers o warranl this decrease or expense. ILis upselting the cily would priorilize bike access over
bridge repair or replacement.

48 Solution: 1. Replace the bridge. Consider the tax revenue that comes from the Magnalia 52812018 9:03 PM
communily and do whal's righl. 2. Come up wilh tour best allemative, consider Lhe cosl, then
replace the Magnolia bridge with a temporary toll to make up the difference in cost.

49 Federal or state funding, redo City and County budget to account for money spent across all 5/28/2018 8:14 PM
departments to increase funding options for a replacement bridge or significant repairs

50 Magnolians need that bridge. 5/28/2018 516 PM

51 If there's no bridge replacement, add a lightrail station on the way to Ballard to help alleviate the 5/28/2018 4:57 PM

driving need (o get downtown.

52 The focus on the needs of Magnalia cilizens was missing from the "Magnolia Bridge Communily 51282018 Z:35 PM
Conversation”. My takeaway from the meeting is none of the presenters know what they are doing
and none of them care about the citizens of Magnolia.

K] Replace Ihe bridge wilh al leasl as many lanes as il has. b/27/2018 7:41 AM
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| don't know what the structural considerations are - seismic, truck and traffic loads, volume, other?
My hope is thal lhe bridge is re-purposed for pedestrian and bicycle (including e-bike) use and
possibly bus/light rail,

A mix of city transporiation funds and LID for magnalia, Queen Anne, interbay and potentially
Ballard. All of these neighborhoods will be impacled by congestion if there is no bridge
replacement.

Government...do nol velo. The Magnolia bridge must be fixed. For ant of you that were in the city
when we had the mudslides and part of the bridge was damaged, you know the inconvenience this
caused Magnolia. Imagine if it was taken away. Not a good idea. Listen to Magnolia residence.

The bridge must be replaced. If it takes an | i d and some combination of City funds particularly
since the citizens of Magnalia pay an inordinate amount for police and fire protection that goes ta
all the rest of the city bul very lillle to us, and most particularly if the homeless housing in Forl
Lawton passes such that there is even further burden on the Northern portions of Magnalia Inlet
and Outlet in order to provide the services that that population will most desperately need, we
simply cannct afford to lose this. In fact if that passes one would think that some of the homeless
Levy should go lo repairing the bridge to ensure thal they ¢an gelin and oul.

I'd like to see an audit and have an explanation io why there is no money to fixireplace the bridge.
The bridge needs to be replaced or a 3rd southern access road must be created.
We need a magnaolia address city council candidate who can win district 7 in fall of 19

We enter from Dravus, Emerson and Mag Bridge not one of the options. Mot sure how relevant the
last question is lo transporlation issues facing us loday or whal you are really lrying lo ask.

See above
A safe bridge would be extremely expensive soni Lhink il's fair lo remaove il
| am extremely worried aboul access for emergency services.

Account for the money. Replace the bridge with a solution that maintains the status quo for
commule and transil limes.

We are one of the 7 Hills that make up Seattle. The Bridge is the main arterial to our
neighborhood. Our tax base for the Seattle Budget should dictate that there 1S money to replace
this connection to our neighborhood. Simply saying there is no money is nol acceplable. This
maney should come from the MOVE SEATTLE Budget!

Stabilize the bridge. Or leave it alone. I'd rather take my chances than not have it.
Replace bridge

We used to shop at QFC and often drove Dravus St. Due to increased traffic in that area we try to
avoid it

Mo one seems to be talking about the ramifications of the Magnolia Bridge going away and
building some small overpasses and narrow access roads inslead. Traffic volumes on the bridge
now. Commute times out of Magnolia at peak morning rush hour is afready backed up thanks to
SDOT adding bus only lanes. Impact to clogging Thorndyke and making lurns onto small roads -
buses, semi trucks, emergency vehicles. Clogging Dravus and Emerson (already messed up by
SDOT for taking lanes away for bikes). Whal all this would do to commuters going to Ballard up
and down 15th Ave West, which is already bad during peak am and pm drive times. On a higher
level, where are lawmakers on any of this? Why aren't they at these meatings? Who is leading this
canversation? Who should it be? MCC? A coalition?

W Marine place to W galer st - 32nd ave west

Stop the slupid bike lanes that hardly anyone can use and pul the money towards maintaining our
streets and brdges. Magnolia, Quemn Anne and Ballard residents have already paid for this bridge!

Don't let money impact long term traffic and access issues to the Magnolia neighborhood

Fix or replace the bridge immediately; we have been taxed for it; funds diverted and wasted

4719
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5/26/2018 9:46 AM

5/25/2018 10:54 PM

5/25/2018 8:14 PM

5/25/2018 7:41 PM

§/25/2018 6:47 PM
5/25/2018 4:39 PM
5/25/2018 2:38 PM
5/25/2018 1:17 PM

5/25/2018 12:35 PM
5/25/2018 12:06 PM
5/25/2018 11:38 AM
5/25/2018 11:34 AM

5/252018 10:26 AM

5/25/2018 10:10 AM
5/25/2018 9:49 AM
5252018 9:49 AM

5/25/2018 9:23 AM

5/25/2018 9:13 AM
5/25/2018 8:36 AM

5/25/2018 8:18 AM
5/25/2018 6:10 AM
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There is plenty of money to replace the Magnalia Bridge if the maney the City Council has would
only use it in ways to serve all the people of Seallle. Too much is wasled away. We pay a lot in
taxes, more than some neighbaorhoods, and deserve 1o have our bridge replaced. Emersonis a
nightmare now with a bike lane thal didn't to be buill as it was and Dravus is backed up because of
the Na Turn. With single family housing disappearing, can congestion will only get worse,
Solution? Rebuild the bridge. Period.

It would be extremely unsafe in an earthquake. Somebody needs to look for money to replace it.

I'm canvinced that the Port is in the driver's seat and does not want to see a bridge replacement
due to the impact of construction on current and future operations on the Pier 91 property. |
believe the most sensible solution for maintaining a 3rd - southern - route is through the Port
property. One way or another. 'Occupy Lhe Port' as far as 'm concerned - and elect City Council
People and Port commissioners who will be responsive to the needs of the citizens rather than
large, internalional busingss interests.

Build the bridge again to be stronger and maore supportive than it is now.

Please use our lax dollars lo save the bridge. We are paying for bike lanes and homeless
encampments - it’s the least the city can do for hard working people.

We need lo conlinue to distribute access 1o Magnolia by using three routes 1o keep the traffic
volume in each route at a manageable level.

Da not take away this bridge

Spend the money to repair or replace the bridge for the community that pays the taxes, instead of
the homeless!

I'm supportive of bike safely. Bul wilh my job, | carry heavy equipment to and from work every
single day. | cannot hop on a bike or sit in unnecessary traffic every time | have to go to work-
6iTdays a week downlown Seallle.

| have no alternative solulion, bul fear the extra heavy trafflic back-up when Expedia moves in and
the development of new businesses along 15th Ave. W

There musl be a soulh Magnolia access point o keep Magnolia safe and lo make il thrive. Given
the amount of money Seallle s willing to spend on small populations (homeless and cyclists),
there should be zero issue whatsoever in the cily’s ability to fund and construcl a new bridge.

My only solution is to promole the bridge replacement as the only viable alternalive, and lo work
on voting the current Council out of their offices!

Why doesn't the city ban heavy trucks from using the bridge immediately, to preserve its functional
life as lang as possible and provide more lime for a replacement o be buill???

The bridge needs lo either be maintained or replaced. There is no acceplable allernalive.
Magnolia homeowners contribute a substantial amount of tax revenue to the city, we should not
have to suffer because the city is mismanaged and cannot afford the bridge as a result.

We need a new city council and a new mayar

We have paid and they mispent our money. They owe us a new bridge! | would be willing to toll
Ihe bridge o help pay.

replace the Magnolia Bridge

REPLACE THE MAGNOLIA BRIDGE!!! YOU KNOW IT IS UNSAFE AND IT DISGUSTS ALL OF
US THAT THE CITY DOESNT CARE! REPLACE THE MAGNOLIA BRIDGE AND QUIT
WASTING EVERYONES TIME WITH THIS DEBATE!!!

| know that Magnolia residents have been criticized for not wanting more development. However
we do pay laxes, and area already fecling pressured by only have 3 access points into fout of the
neighborhood.

No roadway in the city of Seattle should be taken away, especially with the current unoptimization
of traffic. Either expand Lhe two other existing entrances significantly and reduce amount of lights,
rebuild the magnolia bridge, or build a new bridge at a different southern entrance.
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5/25/2018 5:53 AM

5/25/2018 12:02 AM

5/24/2018 11:25 PM

5/24/2018 11:00 PM

5/24/2018 10.34 PM

5/24/2018 10:27 PM

5/24/2018 10:27 PM

5/24/2018 10:24 PM

5/24/2018 3:21 PM

5/24/2018 8:46 AM

5/24/2018 8:18 AM

5/24/2018 7:57 AM

5/23/2018 9:48 PM

5/23/2018 9:27 PM

5/23/2018 8:50 PM
5/23/2018 8:42 PM

5/23/2018 6:42 PM
5/23/2018 342 PM

512312018 2:14 PM

&§/2312018 12:13 PM
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The presenters at the meeting seemed to have no feel for the community concern, What people 5/23/2018 11:35 AM
hear is the city will remove 1/3 of the access to the neighborhood. One lane has already been

removed form the Fishermen's terminal access, Dravus is grid locked with new development,

densily is being encouraged. So the result is limited access lo Magnoalia, delay in emergency

services. [t seems that we pay high taxes and get increasingly limited services { 1/2 a policeman at

any given lime, no response o calls aboul properly crime, no streel maintaince)

With growing multi-family housing in Magnolia, Queen Anne and Ballard, we need the bridge to 5/2312018 11:05 AM
keep access oplions to magnolia. Plus, with a thriving Sealtle business environment, Magnolia

has become a key neighborhood ta support our economy (I suppart aur high properly tax--now we

need to support our transportation needs for this neighborhood). Magnolia has one of the largest

resident populations in Seattle, and it's critical to keep the bridge.

Please do not remove the bridge Please, it would cost some persons life due to response and 5/2372018 10:42 AM
delivery lime lo emergency services. | have made note of this comment as well with others and the
City of Seattle will be held accountable when this tragic incident happens to a Magnolia resident,

Cutting off tax paying citizens is not an option. 5/23/2018 10:23 AM

A third access point to Magnolia is important given how much population has already moved in 5/23/2018 9:51 AM
here and how much mare is anticipated with Expedia coming. Any third access point should ideally

be made in a way thal mimics the existing bridge by keeping lraffic flow moving and nol crealing

additional congestion on other streets or entrances to Magnolia.

The impact of removing or restricting traffic flow at the area where the Magnolia Bridge is currently  5/23/2018 5:41 AM
would be massive. And it would affect neighborhoods all the way from Bell Town o Crown Hill. We
need to find and allot money to repair or rebuild the bridge.

Please keep/maintain the Magnolia Bridge!!! We would seriously consider moving out of the 5/23/2018 8:07 AM
neighborhood if Dravus - and the already clogged up Emerson route - were our only option.

We are new lo this cily and neighborhood yel this is the first we heard aboul the bridge going 6/23/2018 7:28 AM
away. It's interesting that the quake occurred 17 years ago. If the bridge is unsafe why have

Magnolia residentsivisitors and/or business palrons been allowed o use this bridge all along. Why

lear it down (& nol replace it!) now?

The property tax on our house has increased 60% over the same period the bridge replacement 5/23/2018 7:26 AM
cost has increased 41%. And the city says it doesn't have the maney?

Qur family really likes the idea of eliminating access from the bridge to distribute the traffic over 5/23/2018 7:16 AM
several olher access points - will feel less like a freeway there. Perhaps make an aerial park
similar to NY's High Line!

This is an essential piece of infrastructure in a growing region. Replacing the Magnalia bridge 52312018 452 AM
goes hand in hand with increasing urban densily and access to public ransportalion. Thank you

for your consideration.

Keep the bridge. Not doing so would be very detrimental lo traffic on |-15 and entry/exil to and 5/22/12018 10:57 PM

fram Magnalia. Dravus and Nickersan are traffic nightmares already.

Naot replacing the Mag bridge would be a terrible mistake. This neighborhood has tens of 5/22/2018 10:56 PM
thousands of residents thal would be left with only 2 ways to get inle the neighborhood. One is

extremely busy (Dravus) with the new apartments. The other has recently been made worse

{Emerson) with the reassignment of one lane o a bike lane. Unacceplable!! | can'l believe that the

city is spending millions on bike lanes and not supporting the current infrastructure that exists for

the tax paying residents of the city.

| have no idea of the feasibilily, bul | know the area well. Here is my basic concepl: ILis nol 6/22/2018 10:33 PM
separate ideas, but a whole interconnected plan. (Assuming there will not be a total bridge

replacement) #1- Port needs to give up some land. Period. #2 Elliot Bay trail gets replaced with a

north south road. (herelolore called Road X) #3 - Remove the high part of the bridge, keep the

lower part and creale an exit to connect with Road X #4 Open up two or 3 of the east west streets

that now dead end around or below Thorndyke. ( ie: Boston, crockett, or Newton and have them

connect with Road X #5- Add a new smaller bridge to Connect 15th Ave W to Road X, but farther

norlh, by opening up either Wheeler, or Barrell or 7 Il would cross over the railroad tracks. Il would

need a new stoplight alang 15th which will also serve to slow it down {a good thing). This Newly

opened up roadibverpass, will also connect lo Road X,

Replace the bridge in its entirety. Only acceptable oplion is one-on-one replacement. Anything 5/22/2018 10:15 PM
else will severely affect traffic.
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There needs to be more entrances into Magnolia, not less. The bike lanes have made traffic warse
{longer lights).

Hald the City accountable Include Magnolia residents & business owners in the decision-making
pracess Develop a plan & timeling to raise the money o implement the replacement plan already
approved =10 years ago Mo more meetings that don't address the real issues wilth speakers who
are not "management” andlor cannot address the real issues or questions Elect reps who will
participate

Replace the Magnalia bridge.
Nothing less than a total Seatile City Council replacement will be acceptable.
Bridge must be replaced in same or nearby location. Access to magnolia already too limited.

There's no way Dravus and Emerson can support the additional traffic from the bridge and the
addilional lraffic from the apariments being built along 14ih. Reducing the access poinls in and oul
of Magnaolia from 3 to 2 seems to be a huge safety issue

We. MUST. Find a way to save ar replace the bridge !!!!

| was extremely disappointed the no one in city leadership was there to take the hard questions.
The gentleman from SDOT was the project manager | believe and unprepared to answer most of
the questions he was asked. | displayed a huge failure of leadership in our cily and | ask MCC
haold them accountable and be willing ta come {o our neighborhood meetings.

Make sure when they are calculating cost of aliernatives they factor in the value of our time and
polential decrease in our properly values if the bridge is nol replaced

Pul pressure on POS and make il clear Magnolia knows that they are the reason
SDOT/Mayor/Council can't seem to come up with the money for replacement of the Magnolia
Bridge. Meanwhile, Magnolia needs Lo slart calling oul SDOT/Mayor/Council for borderline bad
faith in their conduct with our community.

| would love to have more public transportation options visited if the city is intending to take away
one of Magnalias major access points. Perhaps speeding up the Interbay portion of the Light Rail
would be good alternative lo crealing bike lanes thal realistically wont be used most of the year
and bridges for cars that would only add o the pollution and car traffic.

TOLL BRIDGE TO RAISE FUNDS TO FIX OR REPLACE BRIDGE!N!

| wish | had solutions, but if Magnolia residents were able to help pay for part of the cost of the
bridge by applying for a grant or by making donations, | think they would...

| am willing to pay a lax lo have a bridge.
Access lo Magnalia is getling harder and harder, check oul Emerson Lo and from Magnolia al Spm

The simplest solutions tend to be the maost effective and in the end, most ecanamical. The bridge
needs lo be rebuill. | wonder where the disaster funding thal Palli Murray secured for the
rebuilding of the bridge has gone, as well as why the solutions of the onginal task force to rebuild
the bridge have been thrown out, when so much money was spent on the original study. The
estimated budget was $200 million two years ago, so | don't understand why it has doubled. The
new proposed solulions are all band-aid approaches thal will end up cosling more than the bridge
in the end. The fewesi components, the less cost. There will be a variety of unforseen issues due
lo the serious revamping of major lralfic patterns thal will end up cosling more in the end. Il's
always better to do it Right the first time. Replace the bridge, no matter how long it takes.

If cost is the biggest obstacle we need to discuss creative options with the cily to get this bridge to
slay or be rebuill. No other alternative is sufficient for our neighborhood.
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There is a general belief in Magnolia that we pay more in taxes then we get from the City. There's
also the observalion thal we are generally not as liberal as the rest of Sealtle. Suspicion that these
two are connected is leading 1o serious pent up anger. Our policing, roads, ball fields, and even
lennis courls are way below par. We've know this city bridge needs replacement for a long time.
$384 million doesn't have to come out of the city coffers all at once, but it does need to happen,
Thousands of residents have bought into this communily with three ways in and three ways oul.
Any less is gnd lock. Our density is growing not declining. If Dravus can take more it should, but
that won't solve the problem. If two thirds of Magnolia traffic from both hills tries to fight its way to
Dravus you will have grid lock delays all through Magnolia, nol just around Dravus. Forcing
somelhing up Thorndyke doesnt help much either. We need a Soulh end exil to spread the traffic
around.

Integrate with business leaders on your panels. You only have elecled officials, and could use
mare business experts who've delivered on multiple profitable praojects.

Not sure | have any ideas or solutions but feel strongly tearing down and not replacing the
Magnolia bridge will have a highly negative impacl on Magnolia residents and businesses. Tralfic
on Dravus and Emersan are already horrific at commute times and this would exacerbate that. It
would make it almost prohibitive for people Lo gel downlown or for olhers Lo visit Magnolia,

Replace the Bridge!
Replace the Bridge!

Not repairing f replacing the bridge will create a huge problem for not anly Interbay and Magnaolia
but lourism in the city of Seattle.

Optlions for partnerships to fund the rebuilding of the bridge, Port, Cily, Federal, busingss.

Vote in politicians who are commitied to maintaining critical infrastructure before starting new
prajects,

Discover the amount of sales, property, license and b&o taxes generated on our little "istand” and
request we receive the benefit of our fair share. It appears that other parts of town are having
maintenance, repairs and safely challenges mel when we can't even get interest in our serial
arsonist. | feel that the city leaders (none of which reside on Magnolia) are milking us to the benefit
of all the other parts of town. A collaboration between the Port and SDOT might be promising.

Please stop wasting our tax dollars Irying to find an alternative to what the neighborhood clearly
needs for safe access in and out of Magnolia- an in-kind replacement bridge.

Need to have the bridge with turn lanes to access marina, park and restaurants in both directions.

| understand the bridge is unsafe and il needs Lo be dealt with. | like the idea of extending Armory
way/Williams over the lrain lracks because then the soulh side of Ihe neighborhood has access
butisn't having to drive 5 miles out of their way and sit in Ballard traffic on 15th just to get home.

Slow growth in interbay. Developers should nol have priority over quality of life.

The wesl side of the city will be cul off from easy access to 98 when the lunnel opens, since we
can no langer use Elliolt and will have to use a surface streel with sloplighls or go across Mercer.
Now you're limiling mebility even more? You would think a growing city with increased densily
would prioritize more routes to move people, not fewer routes. With young children who have

many years of aclivities, school commules lo middie and high school, and olher needs, we can'l sil

in traffic all day. The city is too congested to have the kids bike everywhere safely, so we need to
drive, as the bus doesn’t easily get from swimming to piano to soccer etc. My elderly disabled
father needs ta be able to drive around, as the bus doesn’t meet his needs. Please replace the
bridge. Patty Murray and our stale reps need lo prioritize this need.

See note above.

Daes the "Port" want the bridge where it is or do they feel it is in the way? | get the feeling that the
Porl of Seallle wants o change the road way for their bengfit with no regard to the residents. We
need a 4 lane access point on the South end of the neighborhood. Feels like this project got
shelved for trains and bike lanes in the city now the Magnolia residents are lefl oul yet again.

Ever since the 2001 Nisqually quake, the communily has given a clear and consistent message:
the bridge needs an in-kind replacement. Alternative funding sources such as Federal, State, LID,
tolling, bonds/levies need to be revisited.
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144 The Port, BNSF, and the State need to step up to cover the costs of 3/4 of the Bridge from the 5/21/12018 11:31 PM

15th Ave exit and Miyover, across the railroad racks and including the exits and connections to the

Marina and to Piers 90 & 91. The cruise ship access and fishing fleet support is just too important

for Port revenue and for the State economy. The final connecting portion of the Bridge is the anly

portion that should be part of a funding discussion. The only two options that should be under

discussion are lo connect lo Magnolia al Galer Streel, jusl like the current Bridge, or lo widen the

road to the Marina and extend it all of the way to 32nd Ave W. The latter option would require an

elevated bridge over a portion of Elliott Bay and the removal of several homes on lower Galer St.

al 32nd Ave W. Il would also require widening 32nd and revising the inlerseclions in and around

Magnolia Village.
145 Please rebuild the Magnolia bridge. 5/21/2018 10:43 PM
146 Please maintain three access routes toffrom Magnolia. 5/21/2018 9:25 PM
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Alternative 1

New Armory Way Bridge and Magnolia Bridge Segment to Alaskan Way
with new West Uplands Perimeter Road and improvements to 20th Ave
w

Magnolia Bridge Planning Study

Alternative Scoring

Mobility & Connectivity

Environmental Impact

Cost Estimate

Implementation Characteristics

Community Support

Criteria Weight AIIO_T_Z::" of Points Score Criteria Weight Points Score Criteria Weight Points Score Criteria Weight Points Score Criteria Weight Points Score
Vehicular Access 75% - - - Impacts to Adjacent Land Use 40% 30 12 Cost Estimate 100% 70 70 Construction Duration 40% 70 28 Public Support 50% 30 15
o Access to Magnolia Village 15.0% 50 7.50
® Access to Marina/Waterfront from 15th Ave W 15.0% 50 7.50 Impacts to Sensitive Areas 30% 30 9 Total 100% - 70.00 Construction Impacts 30% 90 27 Stakeholder Support 50% 30 15
* Access to Marina/Waterfront from Magnolia 15.0% 90 13.50
o Access to Terminal 91/Alaskan Way 15.0% 90 13.50 Impacts to Natural Hazards 30% 10 3 Construction Phasing 30% 90 27 Total 100% - 30.00
¢ Along 15th Ave W 15.0% 50 7.50
Subtotal - 75.0% - 49.50 Total 100% - 24.00 Total 100% - 82.00
Multimodal Mobility 25% - - -
* Pedestrian and Bicycle Access 10.0% 90 9.00
 Transit Access 10.0% 50 5.00
 Freight Access 5.0% 70 3.50
Subtotal - 25.0% - 17.50
Total 100% 100% - 67.00




Alternative 2

Dravus St Bridge Improvements and Magnolia Bridge Segment to
Alaskan Way with new West Uplands Perimeter Road and
improvements to 20th Ave W

Magnolia Bridge Planning Study

Alternative Scoring

Mobility & Connectivity

Environmental Impact

Cost Estimate

Implementation Characteristics

Community Support

Allocation of

Points

Criteria Weight Total Score Criteria Weight Points Score Criteria Weight Points Score Criteria Weight Points Score Criteria Weight Points Score
Vehicular Access 75% - - - Impacts to Adjacent Land Use 40% 30 12 Cost Estimate 100% 70 70 Construction Duration 40% 70 28 Public Support 50% 10 5
* Access to Magnolia Village 15.0% 10 1.50
e Access to Marina/Waterfront from 15th Ave W 15.0% 10 1.50 Impacts to Sensitive Areas 30% 70 21 Total 100% - 70.00 Construction Impacts 30% 30 9 Stakeholder Support 50% 50 25
® Access to Marina/Waterfront from Magnolia 15.0% 90 13.50
o Access to Terminal 91/Alaskan Way 15.0% 90 13.50 Impacts to Natural Hazards 30% 30 9 Construction Phasing 30% 70 21 Total 100% - 30.00
* Along 15th Ave W 15.0% 10 1.50
Subtotal 75.0% = 31.50 Total 100% - 42.00 Total 100% - 58.00
Multimodal Mobility 25% - - -
* Pedestrian and Bicycle Access 10.0% 50 5.00
 Transit Access 10.0% 10 1.00
* Freight Access 5.0% 30 1.50
Subtotal 25.0% = 7.50
Total 100% 100% - 39.00




Alternative 3

Dravus St Bridge Improvements and Magnolia Bridge Segment to 23rd

Magnolia Bridge Planning Study

Alternative Scoring

Ave W
Mobility & Connectivity Environmental Impact Cost Estimate Implementation Characteristics Community Support
Criteria Weight AIIO;?)::“ of Points Score Criteria Weight Points Score Criteria Weight Points Score Criteria Weight Points Score Criteria Weight Points Score
Vehicular Access 75% - - - Impacts to Adjacent Land Use 40% 30 12 Cost Estimate 100% 70 70 Construction Duration 40% 10 4 Public Support 50% 10 5
® Access to Magnolia Village 15.0% 10 1.50
® Access to Marina/Waterfront from 15th Ave W 15.0% 90 13.50 Impacts to Sensitive Areas 30% 90 27 Total 100% - 70.00 Construction Impacts 30% 10 3 Stakeholder Support 50% 70 35
 Access to Marina/Waterfront from Magnolia 15.0% 30 4.50
o Access to Terminal 91/Alaskan Way 15.0% 70 10.50 Impacts to Natural Hazards 30% 70 21 Construction Phasing 30% 50 15 Total 100% - 40.00
¢ Along 15th Ave W 15.0% 10 1.50
Subtotal - 75.0% - 31.50 Total 100% - 60.00 Total 100% - 22.00
Multimodal Mobility 25% - - -
* Pedestrian and Bicycle Access 10.0% 50 5.00
 Transit Access 10.0% 10 1.00
o Freight Access 5.0% 10 0.50
Subtotal - 25.0% - 6.50
Total 100% 100% - 38.00




Alternative 4

In-Kind replacement of existing Magnolia Bridge.

Magnolia Bridge Planning Study

Alternative Scoring

Mobility & Connectivity

Environmental Impact

Cost Estimate

Implementation Characteristics

Community Support

Allocation of

Criteria Weight Total Points Score Criteria Weight Points Score Criteria Weight Points Score Criteria Weight Points Score Criteria Weight Points Score
Vehicular Access 75% - - - Impacts to Adjacent Land Use 40% 70 28 Cost Estimate 100% 10 10 Construction Duration 40% 50 20 Public Support 50% 90 45
* Access to Magnolia Village 15.0% 90 13.50
* Access to Marina/Waterfront from 15th Ave W 15.0% 90 13.50 Impacts to Sensitive Areas 30% 90 27 Total 100% - 10.00 Construction Impacts 30% 30 9 Stakeholder Support 50% 90 45
® Access to Marina/Waterfront from Magnolia 15.0% 70 10.50
o Access to Terminal 91/Alaskan Way 15.0% 90 13.50 Impacts to Natural Hazards 30% 50 15 Construction Phasing 30% 10 3 Total 100% - 90.00
* Along 15th Ave W 15.0% 50 7.50
Subtotal = 75.0% = 58.50 Total 100% - 70.00 Total 100% - 32.00
Multimodal Mobility 25% - - -
* Pedestrian and Bicycle Access 10.0% 50 5.00
 Transit Access 10.0% 90 9.00
* Freight Access 5.0% 90 4.50
Subtotal = 25.0% = 18.50
Total 100% 100% - 77.00




Magnolia Bridge Planning Study
Concept Scoring

DETAILED SIDE-BY-SIDE SCORING

Mobility & Connectivity

Allocation of

Criteria Total Alt1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4

Vehicular Access - - - -
® Access to Magnolia 15.0% 50.00 10.00 10.00 90.00
* Access to Marina/Waterfront from 15th Ave W 15.0% 50.00 10.00 90.00 90.00
* Access to Marina/Waterfront from Magnolia 15.0% 90.00 90.00 30.00 70.00
e Access to Terminal 91 15.0% 90.00 90.00 70.00 90.00
¢ Along 15th Avenue W 15.0% 50.00 10.00 10.00 50.00
Score 75.0% 49.5 31.5 31.5 585

Multimodal Mobility - - - -
¢ Pedestrian and Bicycle Connections 10.0% 90.00 50.00 50.00 50.00
® Transit Access 10.0% 50.00 10.00 10.00 90.00
e Freight Access 5.0% 70.00 30.00 10.00 90.00
Score 25.0% 17.5 7.5 6.5 18.5
Total Mobility & Connectivity Score 67.00 39.00 38.00 77.00

Environmental Impact

Criteria Alt1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4

Impacts to Adjacent Land Use 12.00 12.00 12.00 28.00
Footprint of Impact to Sensitive Areas 9.00 21.00 27.00 27.00
Impact to Natural Hazards 3.00 9.00 21.00 15.00
Total Environmental Impact Score 24.00 42.00 60.00 70.00

Cost Estimate

Criteria Alt1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4
Cost Estimate 70.00 70.00 70.00 10.00
Total Cost Estimate Score 70.00 70.00 70.00 10.00

Implementation Characteristics

Criteria Alt1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt4

Construction Duration 28.00 28.00 4.00 20.00
Construction Impacts 27.00 9.00 3.00 9.00
Construction Phasing 27.00 21.00 15.00 3.00
Total Implementation Characteristics Score 82.00 58.00 22.00 32.00

Community Support

Criteria Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4

Public Support 15.00 5.00 5.00 45.00
Stakeholder Support 15.00 25.00 35.00 45.00
Total Community Support Score 30.00 30.00 40.00 90.00

Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4

TOTAL WEIGHTED SCORE

RANK
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