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The Movement to Reconnect Seattle
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Our Mission

To build the case and constituency for lidding Interstate 5 and
building a more connected, sustainable, and equitable Seattle.

Steering Committee Coalition Partners
Scott Bonjukian, co-chair
John Feit, co-chair
Natalie Bicknell Yinan Liu Fiscal Sponsor
Jim Castanes Tina Morehead orthwest Downtown

: : : " Progressive Seattle
Michael Connolly  Eliot Mueting ‘ Inshitute Acsociation
L|Z Dunn Tracy Patton Volut ionizing grassroots politics
Bruno Lambert Katy Ricchiuto r .
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Grassroots Civic Engagement
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Challenge: Disconnections & Traffic Pollution

j » The construction of Interstate 5

severed nine of 18 east-street
connections, particularly Minor, Yale,
and Terry Avenues.

» Living nearby and walking or bicycling
across |-5 is extremely unpleasant.

“The drivers of cars and trucks might live in
homes far from the highway...But city dwellers
who live near the highway, and who might walk
and take transit more so than they drive, are
prone to pollution’s effect.”

- Darin Givens, ATL Urbanist

I-5 IN THE PIKE-PINE CORRIDOR
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WSS seattle Streets (Current) Percentage Slopes on Existing Percentage Slopes on

e FrREVIAY I-5 Crossings Missing Links

cemeee WalKways and Stairs " 0to6percent 4to 6 percent
structural Assessment s 7to 10 percent (I Eto 10 percent
Boundary {Study Site) wssm 11to018 percent i 10 to 11 percent

The street grid
prior to the
construction of
I-5 was relatively
connected

as it moved

% | awayfromthe

waterfront, as
shown in the
underlying
image from the
historical 1923
zoning map

for downtown
Seattle (City of
Seattle, 2016).
The figure
illustrates the
missing street
connections
that pre-date
the construction
of I-5in the
1960s.



Challenge: Rapid Growth & Scarce Public Land

Downtown, Capitol Hill, and First Hill are 3.5%
of Seattle’s land area and are absorbing 29% of
population growth without similar increases in

parks, affordable housing, and schools.
Calculated from OPCD Urban Village Indicators Monitoring Report, 2018
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Lid Construction Examples
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National Trends and Case Stud
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Private and Public Examples

A\

7

me>
-“'\‘

By
e

a®

-\
)

- 4o
= — 7S » 3
e f ) |
1 LK H Al - / ! I
EIENT o] / \
Ve el REA!Y 02 | / -
1l hrotor I« ' \

FENWAY CENTER (BOSTON) = KLYDE WARREN PARK (DALLAS)
“.It's transformational, reconnecting Back Bay to the "Klyde Warren Park is a beautiful place that helps stitch
Fenway where the highway has separated them for a together our city center and serves as a wonderful attraction
very long time..” for Dallas residents and visitors from around the world...”

- John Bonanno, IQHQ Chief Investment Officer -Dallas Mayor Eric Johnson



Study Area
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Study Area — Wider Look
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Feasibility Study Highlights

nnnnnnn -

[ - t
!

EBEE =‘a‘
FResasaanans Sl
S S
S=gmmnT Ty ‘Jﬁi P it [
: .

Y

t_lw,' g

I-5 Lid Feasibility Study
Summary Report

September 2020

G) city of Seattle

Y|\ Seattle
|||\ Office of Planning &
Community Development
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WSDOT

Result: We can and should lid
the freeway in Central Seattle.

“Lidding I-5 through downtown presents an
opportunity to tackle some of the most
pressing challenges facing Seattle.”

“The robust fiscal and economic benefits of
a lid, in addition to the public benefits
described in this study, make a lid project
worthy of consideration...”



Regional Equity Considerations

Lidding I-5 in Central
Seattle will help rectify
regional highway
mitigation inequities.

A 2018 University of |
California study

== Potential Lid Study Areas

confirmed Freeway Park T aaaain

Median Household Income, USD

and Sam Smith Park are S

40,001

more equitably located "

70,001

than the many lids built e
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Data Source: "Demographic Base" GIS Shapefile by King County, updated August 9, 2016, based on 2010 - 2014 American Community Survey 5 Year Average

Map by Lid I-5



2022
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Achievements To Date

Washington legislature funds WSDOT work for I-5 corridor planning

City Council directs OPCD to identify citywide freeway lid opportunities
I-5 Lid Feasibility Study finds the project is possible and should advance
Lidding I-5 endorsed in Seattle’s Imagine Greater Downtown initiative
City-funded public design process produces conceptual lid designs
Funding for I-5 lid feasibility study approved by City Council

Seattle Comprehensive Plan includes lid-supportive policies



How You Can Help

A\

ﬁls SEATTLE CITY COUNCIL o o i e » Endorse our federal gran‘t
| application (letters by 9/18)

File #: Res 32100, Version: 2

CITY OF SEATTLE
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Make an introduction to
RESOLUTION
\AVII-{I_E;giISIT;SCNe ?rspggrﬁtiﬁ:gzr: i\lilgggl ?:;itg‘?: 5El r:ssz:é:z;t:t;fst.through the center of Seattle, splitting | i ke m i n d e d O rg a n i Z at i O n S

neighborhoods and dividing Downtown Seattle from adjacent communities; and

WHEREAS, in response to the impacts of Interstate 5 on the City and in recognition of opportunities to create )) J O i n -t h e m a i I i n g | i S-t

new open space, better connections between neighborhoods, and opportunities for residential

development including affordable housing, community members have come together to form Lid I-5 to
advocate for lids across the interstate; and
WHEREAS, in response to the efforts of Lid I-5, the Seattle Convention Center provided funding for the
development of a feasibility study to identify whether a lid across the interstate between Downtown
Seattle and the Pike/Pine, Capitol Hill and First Hill neighborhoods would be feasible; and
WHEREAS, the Office of Planning and Community Development (OPCD) prepared the I-5 Lid Feasibility
Study (Lid Study), which found that lidding between Downtown Seattle and Capitol Hill and Pike/Pine

would be feasible but challenging; and
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Follow | Share | Advocate
www.lidiS.org
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