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1-888-AWV-LINE WWW.ALASKANWAYVIADUCT.ORG 999 THIRD AVENUE, SUITE 2424, SEATTLE, WA 98104 


 
Alaskan Way Viaduct & Seawall Replacement Program 
2010 Communication and Public Involvement Plan   
 


Background 


The Alaskan Way Viaduct and Seawall Replacement Program is led by the Washington 
State Department of Transportation (WSDOT) in partnership with the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA), King County, Port of Seattle and the City of Seattle. The 
program’s goal is to replace a critical element of Seattle’s infrastructure – the viaduct 
section of SR 99 – and the adjacent seawall that helps support it. 


Constructed in the 1950s, the double-tiered viaduct is nearly two miles long and 
parallels Alaskan Way. The viaduct is a vital local and regional transportation link and 
carries about 110,000 vehicles each day. The seawall, built from concrete and timber in 
the 1930s, extends along Seattle’s waterfront and supports the soil behind it. 


Studies in the 1990s showed that the viaduct was nearing the end of its useful life, 
apparent by its exposed rebar and weakened columns. The 2001 Nisqually earthquake 
further damaged the viaduct, forcing WSDOT to temporarily close it for inspection and 
limited repairs. The viaduct and nearby seawall are vulnerable in another earthquake 
and continue to show signs of age and deterioration.  
 
On Jan. 13, 2009, Governor Christine Gregoire, then-King County Executive Ron Sims 
and then-Seattle Mayor Greg Nickels endorsed a plan replacing the central waterfront 
portion of the Alaskan Way Viaduct with a bored tunnel beneath downtown. As part of 
this recommendation, the City would build a new surface street and new public open 
spaces along the waterfront, improve other city streets and replace the seawall between 
Colman Dock and Pine Street, and the County would invest in expanded transit service. 
The recommendation was based on collaboration with a 29-member Stakeholder 
Advisory Committee representing communities, economic interests and cause-driven 
organizations; eight public meetings and hundreds of public comments. During its 2009 
session, the Washington State Legislature passed a bill that endorses the tunnel 
recommendation and provides funding for the state’s projects. Governor Gregoire 
signed this legislation into law on May 12, 2009. 
 
FHWA, WSDOT and the City of Seattle are leading the environmental review process 
for the viaduct’s central replacement. Because of the recommendation of a bored 
tunnel, which had not previously been studied in-depth, a second Supplemental Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) that analyzes the bored tunnel alternative has 
been initiated. The Supplemental Draft EIS builds upon the previous review of a cut-
and-cover tunnel and an elevated structure and will be published for public review in 
2010. The final EIS and Record of Decision are expected to be issued in 2011. 
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The state’s cost for the viaduct replacement, including the proposed bored tunnel and 
the south end viaduct replacement near the stadiums, is estimated at $3.1 billion. These 
projects have $2.4 billion in committed funding from the state gas tax and federal 
sources. An additional $300 million is expected to be contributed by the Port of Seattle 
(which still requires formal port commission approval). We are also studying the 
feasibility of tolling the proposed bored tunnel to raise the remaining $400 million. 


This plan outlines the communications and public involvement program for the Alaskan 
Way Viaduct and Seawall Replacement Program. Consistent and clear messages will 
be combined with widespread outreach to ensure that WSDOT and its partner agencies 
are meeting their commitments to program delivery, accountability, and transparent 
communications. This plan outlines anticipated milestones, key messages, and target 
audiences for the program.  


Priority implementation strategies consistent throughout this plan are: 


 Distribute accurate information about program developments. 
 Engage people living and working in the program area during multiple face-to-


face interactions. 
 Respond to information requests promptly. 
 


Individual communication plans will be developed for key milestones (e.g., release of 
the Supplemental Draft EIS), neighborhoods (e.g., Pioneer Square, Belltown), and 
projects (e.g., bored tunnel north portal, vent buildings), as needed. These plans will 
reference the overall communication goals and objectives while providing more detail 
about implementation and timing. 


Key Milestones 


Individual communication plans have been or will be developed to address each of the 
key milestones below: 
 
 Environmental and 


Other 
Contracting Construction 


2010, First Half Release tolling and 
cost/finance plan to 
State Legislature 


Release draft and 
final Request for 
Proposals for bored 
tunnel design-build 
project 


Begin Stage 2 
construction for S. 
Holgate to S. King 
Street (a.k.a. south 
end) viaduct 
replacement  


2010, Second Half Release second 
Supplemental Draft 
EIS for central 
viaduct replacement 


Announce apparent 
best value proposal 
for bored tunnel 
design-build project 


 


2011 Release Final EIS 
and Record of 
Decision for central 
viaduct replacement 


 Begin construction 
of central viaduct 
replacement 
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2013   New SR 99 
segment between 
S. Holgate and S. 
King streets opens 
to drivers 


2015   New SR 99 
segment in 
downtown Seattle 
opens to drivers 


2016   Demolish viaduct 
along waterfront 


Communication Goal 


The goal of the communications program is to support WSDOT and its partner 
agencies by proactively engaging and educating the public and elected officials about 
the SR 99 replacement program, and working to increase acceptance and support for 
the replacement. 


Communication Strategies 


To achieve the communication goal, WSDOT will implement the following strategies: 
 


 Engage elected officials and the public in a meaningful dialogue about the 
program’s purpose and benefits, while listening and responding to concerns and 
questions. 


 
 Communicate proactively with elected officials, at the local and state level, about 


program changes, design refinements, public comments, and cost and funding. 
 


 Build strong relationships within the community.  
 


 Solicit public comments that represent a broad range of users, stakeholders, and 
geographic areas for WSDOT and its partner agencies to use in decision-making. 


 
 Cultivate relationships with multiple media sources in order to make sure a broad 


mix of media coverage reflects program messages. 
  


Communication Tactics 


 Engage members of the public through newsletters, the program Web site, e-mail 
updates, presentations, one-on-one meetings, and open houses to keep them 
up-to-date regarding program developments. 


 
 Brief community associations and interest groups in the program area at key 


milestones or when new information becomes available.  
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 Gather input and feedback from members of the north portal and south portal 
working groups for the proposed bored tunnel, as well as other program advisory 
groups. 


 
 Brief local, regional and state elected officials as new information becomes 


available and prior to key program milestones or new program developments. 
 


 Provide current and relevant information to thousands of SR 99 users via e-mail 
and the program Web site (www.alaskanwayviaduct.org).  


 
 Present clear and timely information to the media in order to tell WSDOT’s story 


and achieve accurate coverage in local and regional news. 


Significant Communications Risks 


 Public confusion about the status of the program – why some parts of the 
replacement are moving forward while others are still under environmental 
review.  
 


 Public confusion about which agency is responsible for funding and building the 
various elements of the overall program.   
 


 Recommendations from program partners or working groups that disagree with 
technical staff recommendations. 


 
 Public confusion about who is responsible for potential cost overruns – the State 


or ”Seattle area property owners benefitting from the project.” 
 


 Public and legislative confusion regarding timing of financial needs and potential 
hurdles as they relate to maintaining the program schedule. 
 


 Timing and rollout of the tolling discussion with the public. 
 


 Public uncertainty about the new City administration, including the direction it will 
take with the proposed bored tunnel design and schedule. 
 


 Construction fatigue, particularly in the south of downtown area. 
 


Significant Communications Opportunities 


 Demonstrate the state’s commitment to design and deliver a replacement for the 
Alaskan Way Viaduct that is seismically sound and improves mobility into and 
through downtown Seattle. 
 


 Showcase WSDOT’s ability to deliver a $3.1 billion program, the largest in the 
agency’s history, which will also benefit other large projects in development. 
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 Build trust in WSDOT’s ability to address community concerns about design or 


construction plans. 
 


 Increase public confidence by clearly and openly sharing information in a timely 
manner. 


 
 Build upon relationships already established as well as develop new ones with 


resource agencies, elected officials and community groups. 
 


Roles and Responsibilities 


 Alaskan Way Viaduct and Seawall Replacement Program team, led by 
WSDOT 
The program team is responsible for design and delivery of the state’s viaduct 
replacement projects, which include the south end viaduct replacement and the 
central viaduct replacement. The program communications team coordinates and 
implements communications and outreach activities to ensure clear and 
consistent messaging.  


 
 Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 


This is the federal lead agency for the program. FHWA is responsible for 
ensuring that federal regulations and standards are followed, and they are 
primarily responsible for the content and accuracy of National Environmental 
Policy Act documents. Agency representatives assist with program outreach and 
communications activities related to the Environmental Impact Statement. 


 
 Seattle Department of Transportation (SDOT) 


This agency provides technical assistance to the program and is responsible for 
design and delivery of city projects that are part of the program. These projects 
include two-way Mercer Street, Spokane Street Viaduct widening, the new 
waterfront surface street and open space, and the central waterfront seawall 
replacement. SDOT’s communications team assists with program outreach and 
communications activities as appropriate. 
 


 King County Department of Transportation 
This agency provides technical assistance and feedback on transit-related 
elements of the program and assists with outreach and communications activities 
as appropriate. 
  


 Port of Seattle 
This agency provides feedback on freight-related elements of the program and 
assists with outreach and communications activities as appropriate. 
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Key Messages 


Close coordination among program partners will be important in sharing a single “story” 
with the public that translates technical information into terms the community can 
understand and use. The communications team will continue to consult with partner 
agencies and technical teams in this effort. The following key messages will be the 
foundation of communication and outreach activities (through 2010). 


 The Alaskan Way Viaduct and adjacent seawall continue to show signs of age 
and deterioration and are vulnerable in another earthquake. They must be 
replaced. 


 
 We are moving forward to replace the southern mile of the viaduct, south of 


downtown Seattle, with a new side-by-side roadway that has wider lanes, meets 
current earthquake standards and improves mobility for people and goods. 
Construction of the new roadway will begin in spring 2010. 


 
 For the viaduct section that goes through downtown and connects to the Battery 


Street Tunnel, there is an ongoing environmental process that is reviewing three 
alternatives – a bored tunnel, cut-and-cover tunnel and an elevated structure. A 
second Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement, which analyzes the 
bored tunnel alternative and builds upon the previous review of the other 
alternatives, will be published in 2010. 


 
 A major advantage of the proposed bored tunnel is that construction impacts to 


businesses and the travelling public would be minimized. Using a tunnel boring 
machine would allow us to build the new corridor while SR 99 remains open to 
traffic. 


 
 The proposed bored tunnel would maintain an efficient route through the city for 


people and goods that would otherwise congest city streets or I-5. To 
accommodate future growth in and around downtown, the County and City plan 
to invest in expanded transit and improved city streets. 


 
 Moving SR 99 traffic underground would have several environmental benefits. 


New stormwater treatment would improve water quality in Elliott Bay, and traffic 
noise would be contained within the tunnel. New open space and public access 
would also be created on the waterfront once the viaduct is removed. 
 


 The state’s cost for the viaduct replacement is estimated at $3.1 billion. These 
projects have $2.4 billion in committed funding from the state gas tax and federal 
sources. An additional $300 million is expected to be contributed by the Port of 
Seattle (which still requires formal port commission approval). We are also 
studying the feasibility of tolling to raise the remaining $400 million. 
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Target Audiences 


Within the program area: 
 


  Policy makers and key stakeholders 
o Elected officials from the State, County, Port and City, as well as federal 


representatives 
o Working groups (north portal, south portal, central waterfront, and the 


city’s Committee on Central Waterfront Partnerships) 
o Coalitions or interest groups that have stated positions or objectives for 


the program 
 


 People who will benefit from the program 
o Businesses, freight, and consumers who rely on SR 99 for movement of 


goods and services 
o Commuters and other SR 99 users 
o Metro bus riders 
o Bicyclists and pedestrians 
o Colman dock users 
 


 People who live or work in the program area  
o Neighborhood and community associations  
o Business associations and owners 
o Property owners potentially impacted 
o Minority populations  
o Low-income populations  
o Limited English proficiency populations 
o Social service providers 


 
 Sports and special event centers 


o Safeco Field  
o Qwest Field and Event Center 
o Key Arena 
o Seattle Center 


 
 Regional attractions 


o Seattle Aquarium 
o Seattle Art Museum 
o Olympic Sculpture Park 
o Pike Place Market 
o EMP 
o Seattle Space Needle 


 
 Large employers in the industrial neighborhoods of Interbay, Ballard and the 


Duwamish 
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 Advocacy groups for issues related to pedestrian/bicycle access, transportation, 
environmental protection, and others 


 Labor unions  
 Media 
 Regulatory agencies (via program environmental team) 
 Tribal governments (via program tribal liaison) 


 


Outside program area  


 Elected officials and their staffs who are members of transportation and  
appropriations committees, and those at the leadership level, at the state and 
federal level 


 The cities of Des Moines, Seatac, Burien, Vashon, and Shoreline and the Seattle 
neighborhoods of Green Lake, Greenwood, Phinney, Georgetown, and South 
Park whose residents use the SR 99 corridor  


 Commuters who use the I-5 and I-405 corridors, who may be affected during 
construction  


 Freight haulers that use the Port of Seattle 
 Tourists visiting waterfront attractions 
 Cruise ship passengers headed to Pier 91 


             


Public Involvement Tools           


The following outreach tools will be used to support program planning and decision-
making. Tools are separated into three categories: techniques to provide information, 


techniques to obtain feedback, and techniques to bring people together.1 


Guiding Principles  


 Ensure early, continuous, and meaningful involvement by the public 
o Build and maintain long-term relationships 
o Demonstrate how public input was incorporated into program decisions 
o Be upfront and proactive about design, schedule changes and cost; 


discuss challenges as they are known 
o Ensure that the public is involved in time to inform decisions 


 
 Collect information and input from members of the public on an ongoing basis 


o Provide active and passive public engagement tools 
o Provide quantitative and qualitative summaries of input gathered 
o Ensure that program constraints are clearly expressed to manage 


expectations 
 
 Look for opportunities that maximize results and minimize costs/resources for the 


public to engage and share input 


                                                      
1 Categories based on the IAP2 Student Manual, Planning for Effective Public Participation, 2006. 
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o Begin to use innovative technology to engage members of the public (Web 
surveys, virtual open houses, etc.)  


o Post information on program Web site as it is received 
o Allow for interactive education and input sharing at any time of day 
o Offer opportunities other than attending a large open house or public 


meeting  
o Use existing events and meetings to provide updates and collect input 


 
 Use speaking or talking points that are technically accurate, consistent with 


program status and tailored to different audiences based on geography, needs 
and interests 


 


Techniques to provide information 


Elected official briefings  


The communications team will support the program leadership team in providing 
presentations to the legislature, city and county councils, and the port 
commission at key milestones, when program information changes, or as 
requested.  


Agency communications staff meetings 


The communications team will meet regularly with partner agency 
communications staff to update and develop strategies for disseminating 
information through agency channels. 


Door-to-door 


Prior to events, program changes, field work and/or construction, 
communications staff will conduct in-person outreach to businesses and 
residences in the program area.  


Fairs, festivals and farmers markets  


The communications team will focus on engaging various communities, including 
minority, low income and limited English proficient, at neighborhood fairs, 
festivals and farmers markets to ensure a wide range of the community is 
reached. Comments and questions from the public are recorded and 
summarized. 


Printed and electronic materials 


A range of informational materials will be developed and updated to use during 
the above efforts. These materials are described in detail in the next section. 


Hotline 


The program hotline is a telephone messaging system that is regularly updated 
to provide information about upcoming events, field work, construction and 
detours. The telephone number is heavily advertised on all communication 
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materials, including magnets and pens that are distributed at public events. In 
addition to listening to recorded information, callers can speak to a 
communications staff member during regular business hours. 


Techniques to obtain feedback 


Surveys and comment forms (electronic, phone, printed) 


Public comments are accepted at any time via e-mail, fax, phone, mail and the 
Web site. Issue-specific comment forms and Web-based surveys will be 
developed for open houses and certain outreach efforts like building surveys. 
Comments will be tracked and summarized on a monthly basis and reports will 
be available online. 


Advisory groups 


Three working groups have been established to help inform the design and 
environmental review process for the viaduct’s central waterfront replacement. 
The three working groups are the north portal, south portal and central 
waterfront. All meetings are open to the public and written comments are 
encouraged and collected. Materials presented at the working group meetings 
are posted on the program Web site.  


In addition to the above mentioned groups, the City has passed an ordinance 
establishing a Committee on Central Waterfront Partnerships to advise the City 
on issues relating to the design and development of the open spaces on the 
central waterfront.  


One-on-one interviews 


Many social service providers, low income housing groups, and environmental 
justice organizations are located in the downtown Seattle area. These 
organizations represent and serve the low income and/or minority populations 
that live, work and travel through the area. One-on-one interviews are held with 
the organizations to ensure these groups are engaged in the decision-making 
process, and to discuss their concerns. 


Techniques to bring people together 
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Community and interest group presentations 


The viaduct program team will continue to meet with community, civic, advocacy, 
labor unions, and business groups in the program area, with an emphasis on 
groups affected by construction. Key neighborhoods include West Seattle, 
SODO, International District, Pioneer Square, Downtown, Belltown, South Lake 
Union, Queen Anne, Interbay, Magnolia and Ballard. Less engaged communities 
on the fringe of the program area are also important, such as Greenwood, Green 
Lake, Wallingford, Fremont, Phinney Ridge, Georgetown, South Park and White 
Center. The viaduct program team will continue to meet with these groups at key 
milestones, when program information changes, and as requested.   


Open houses and hearings 


The communications team will continue to plan and host open houses and public 
hearings to pro-actively engage and involve the public in the program. Public 
hearings will be planned during the comment period for the second Supplemental 
Draft EIS. Open houses may also be planned for one or all of the following 
topics: tolling, portal designs, construction sequencing and impacts, vent 
buildings, mitigation, the Final EIS, key milestones, etc. All open house materials 
will be posted on the program Web site. Public comments will be encouraged as 
a way to refine program decisions.  


Tours 


Program area tours will be conducted with members of the public as well as 
elected officials and the media. Tours help the participants better understand 
how the program will function once it’s complete. 


Social networking / Online media  


The program communications manager and state communication director will 
consider if, and how, to best use social networking tools. This could include 
blogs, Facebook, Twitter, or others.  


Public Information Materials 


Guiding Principles: 


 Prepare and distribute materials that are easy to understand to a wide range of 
people 


o Comply with Governor Gregoire’s “Plain Talk” executive order; work 
with stakeholders and community groups to ensure that the information 
we are sharing meets the communications needs of Seattle residents 
and surrounding communities 


o Incorporate new images wherever possible to make program concepts 
clearer 


o Translate materials 
o Use existing community channels to distribute materials (social service 


organizations, neighborhood associations, business alliances, etc.) 
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 Be consistent with WSDOT and program standards in order to be easily 
identifiable and understood  


 All materials will be accessible in print form and/or electronically  


The following public information and outreach materials will be distributed widely at 
public meetings, briefings, fairs and festivals, and via the program Web site. Other 
materials could be developed when necessary to meet a communications objective.  


Program Web site 


The program Web site will continue to be a key information channel for the public. The 
site will provide information on program goals, benefits, cost, schedule and construction. 
Existing pages will be updated promptly as information changes. New “issue” pages will 
be developed as needed. Traffic to the site will be monitored to continuously improve its 
effectiveness in delivering program information. 


Photography and videography 


The communications team will continue to use photographs and video as a way to 
highlight program events, news, accomplishments and construction activities. Photos 
and other images will be added to WSDOT’s Flickr account. 


Folios and fact sheets 


The communications team will develop and update folios and fact sheets to describe 
various elements of the program, including individual projects, construction sequencing, 
cost and funding, emerging issues, and common questions. These materials will be 
developed as needed to support program messages and public participation efforts. 
They will continue to be distributed at program events including fairs/festivals, briefings, 
public meetings, and tours. All folios and fact sheets will be posted on the program Web 
site.  


Translated materials 


In order to provide information to limited English proficient individuals, informational 
materials will be translated into other common languages found within the program 
area. 


Monthly e-mail updates 


The communications team will coordinate the development and distribution of monthly 
e-mail updates to alert the public and interested groups about new program 
developments and milestones, as well as upcoming events and opportunities for input. 
E-mails will be sent to the Alaskan Way Viaduct program listserv which includes 
approximately 6,000 e-mail addresses.  
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Traveling informational display 


A stand-alone display providing an overview of the program will be housed in high-traffic 
areas, such as libraries and community centers throughout the program area. The 
displays will reflect current program information and will be used to increase the visibility 
of the program. They will be rotated every two weeks and updated as needed.  


Newsletter mailers 


Newsletter mailers may be used to convey program information to the public and 
announce upcoming events and opportunities for public input. Newsletters could include 
information about program changes, design refinements, tolling, the environmental 
process, and dates for upcoming open houses and public events. The newsletter could 
contain a printed comment form, or encourage readers to go to the program Web site to 
submit comments. Mailings may occur to an existing distribution list or to select carrier 
routes in and/or near the program corridor. 


Postcard mailer 


A postcard mailer may be used prior to the release of the second Supplemental Draft 
EIS and the Final EIS. The postcard may be sent to all addresses on the program 
mailing list, including agencies and jurisdictions, and to all people that commented on 
earlier environmental impact statements. It may also be sent to all available residential 
and commercial addresses within a half-mile radius of the program corridor.    


Newspaper display ads 


Display ads will be placed in a variety of print and online publications prior to large 
public events/open houses and to announce the release of the Supplemental Draft EIS 
and Final EIS.  


PowerPoint presentations 


The master program PowerPoint will be updated regularly. Presentations to 
neighborhood, business, and agencies will be tailored to specific interests and slides will 
be added as needed. Specific talking points will be developed for each presentation.  


Visual simulations 


Visual simulations are a great way to help the public visualize construction and/or the 
completed program from various locations and perspectives. The communications team 
will continue to work with the engineering team to update existing video simulations as 
well as release new ones. All simulations will be posted on YouTube or the program 
Web site. Still images will be extracted from the visual simulations to be used in 
presentations, informational materials and on display boards.   


Display boards 


Informational posters mounted on display boards will be developed for open houses, 
tours and community presentations. Information presented will be consistent with the 
program status and provide a public-friendly introduction to the technical information 
currently under consideration or recently finalized. All boards used at open houses or 
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community presentations will be posted on the program Web site. Open house boards 
may also be presented online as a narrated PowerPoint. 


Media 


Media relations is led by the program owners and supported by the communications 
team. It includes communication with reporters from print, television and radio news 
outlets as well as reporters and blog writers for electronic information dissemination. 
The program will continue to be responsive to media requests for information, will be 
watchful that accurate information is being disseminated, will use both paid and earned 
media coverage to gain greater turnout at the program’s public events, and will have 
designated staff available to respond to media inquiries from the viaduct office and at 
public events.  Additionally, the program will look for opportunities to proactively develop 
stories for the media reflecting and reinforcing program successes and messages. 


Ongoing media activities will include press releases, media events, interviews, op-ed 
submissions, and editorial board briefings depending on the significance of the event or 
program decision. In addition, media serving minority, ethnic and low-income 
neighborhoods will be kept informed via distribution of press materials, including 
translated materials if needed.   


The program’s media strategy is typically more active leading up to key program 
milestones and when a particular issue attracts interest.  


Key Contacts 


 Ron Paananen, Program Administrator 
206-826-7497, paananr@wsdot.wa.gov  


 Kimberly Farley, Director of Operations 
206-382-5244, farleyk@wsdot.wa.gov  


 Linea Laird, Director of Central and North Projects 
206-267-6834, lairdl@wsdot.wa.gov  


 Ron Judd, Director of Communications and Stakeholder Outreach 
206-267-6389, juddron@wsdot.wa.gov 


 John White, Director of Engineering and Administrative Support 
206-382-5270, whitejh@wsdot.wa.gov  


 Theresa Greco, Director of Program Management 
206-267-3785, grecot@wsdot.wa.gov 


 Matt Preedy, Director of South End Projects 
206-267-6388, preedym@wsdot.wa.gov  


 Susan Everett, Engineering Manager 
206-826-7496, everets@wsdot.wa.gov  
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 Kristy Van Ness, Communications Manager 
206-382-6361, vannesk@wsdot.wa.gov 


 Allison Hanson, Environmental Manager 
206-382-5279, hansona@wsdot.wa.gov 
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From: Dye, Dave
Sent: Monday, December 01, 2008 4:35 PM
To: Grotefendt, Amy (Consultant); Paananen, Ron
Cc: White, John; Lenz, KaDeena (Consultant); Ziegler, Jennifer
Subject: RE: Alaskan Way Viaduct Briefings - Senator Haugen and Representative Clibborn


Page 1 of 2


10/14/2009


Amy and Ron - will look at this tonight - one thing we want to make sure is we don't get this week's briefings out in 
front of the Governor's decision making, so I assume this is the "what we've learned" about the eight scenarios 
leaving open the conversation about what hybrids come along to the EOC on the 11th and not speculating at all 
about the final "winner"...Jennifer - as soon as you have some feel for what the briefing/conversation schedule 
with the Governor et al is (I know, good luck) let us know so we can message the right information about the 
decision process that will be unfolding over the next 30 days...thanks...by the way, are you coming to the briefings 
with Judy tomorrow and leg staff on Wednesday? 
  
-dave 
 


From: Grotefendt, Amy (Consultant) 
Sent: Mon 12/1/2008 4:27 PM 
To: Dye, Dave; Paananen, Ron 
Cc: White, John; Lenz, KaDeena (Consultant) 
Subject: FW: Alaskan Way Viaduct Briefings - Senator Haugen and Representative Clibborn 
 
Can you please review this evening?  The only thing I think may be missing is the historic resources/shading info 
we presented to the SAC in September -- if you think leg. members will be interested in that info. 
 


From: Lenz, KaDeena (Consultant) 
Sent: Wed 11/26/2008 4:46 PM 
To: Dye, Dave; Paananen, Ron; White, John 
Cc: Grotefendt, Amy (Consultant); Van Ness, Kristy (Consultant) 
Subject: FW: Alaskan Way Viaduct Briefings - Senator Haugen and Representative Clibborn 
 
Dave, Ron and John, 
  
I don't know if you'll be checking your blackberries over the 4-day weekend, but just in case, attached is the 
first draft of an AWV presentation for the legislators. I understand that Tuesday, Dec. 2 is the first briefing. Please 
let me know if there is too much or too little information, or if you'd like to go in a different direction. I will be 
checking email over the weekend, should you have changes. Otherwise, we can make changes on Monday. 
  
Thanks, 
KaDeena  


From: White, John  
Sent: Wednesday, November 26, 2008 1:28 PM 
To: Grotefendt, Amy (Consultant); Van Ness, Kristy (Consultant) 
Cc: Paananen, Ron 
Subject: Fw: Alaskan Way Viaduct Briefings - Senator Haugen and Representative Clibborn 
 
Ron may have already forwarded this, if not, this is a heads up on starting to put together some very 
concise/summarized AWV leg briefing materials that cover the whole 'story'. 
 







John 


From: Dye, Dave  
To: Dye, Dave; McLemore, Susanne  
Cc: Paananen, Ron; White, John; Aldridge, Jo; Hammond, Paula; Meredith, Julie  
Sent: Wed Nov 26 13:20:30 2008 
Subject: RE: Alaskan Way Viaduct Briefings - Senator Haugen and Representative Clibborn  


Susie - clarification - the briefings offered were to be on both projects - AWV and 520 - and we still need to do this 
by the 11th - sorry for the confusion. 
  
-dave 
 


From: Dye, Dave  
Sent: Wednesday, November 26, 2008 1:17 PM 
To: McLemore, Susanne 
Cc: Paananen, Ron; White, John; Aldridge, Jo; Hammond, Paula; Meredith, Julie 
Subject: Alaskan Way Viaduct Briefings - Senator Haugen and Representative Clibborn 
 
Hey Susie - Paula asked that we set up (I think individual) briefings with Senator Haugen and Representative 
Clibborn to brief them on the Alaskan Way Viaduct Project before the December 11th EOC meeting.  We can 
meet either here in Olympia or visit their home turf, whatever works best.  Need to make this happen asap. 
  
Ron and John - please assemble what amounts to a "catch up" briefing - let's begin where we left last session - 
let's give an update on moving forward projects, and then provide background and discussion of where we are 
now on the central waterfront planning, our guiding principles, measures, what options we looked at, what we 
have learned from completed analyses, and what's next - both process and decision making.  We'll shoot for 
about a half hour of presentation and have a half hour for questions if we are lucky enough to get that much time 
scheduled on such short notice. 
  
Ron - you might ask Julie to prepare a similar program for the 520 because we'll need to be making those rounds 
as well. 
  
Susie - after we get these two briefings scheduled for the Viaduct, please offer a similar briefing to Representative 
Hunter, Representative Eddy, Senator-elect Jarrett, and Senator Tom (offer both viaduct and 520).  We should 
also offer Representative  Cody, Senator Kaufmann, the new Representative that took Helen Sommers place, 
and Senator Marr the same briefings before session.  We have already briefed up Senator Murray and 
Representative Pederson and Speaker Chopp along the way.  Thanks. 
  
-dave 
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From: Dye, Dave
Sent: Friday, January 16, 2009 4:53 PM
To: Lenz, KaDeena (Consultant); Paananen, Ron; Van Ness, Kristy (Consultant); White, John; Ziegler, 


Jennifer; Judd, Ron
Cc: Grotefendt, Amy (Consultant)
Subject: Re: City of Seattle AWV news release
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Let's work on our game plan next week - we may have to adjust and get in motion the week of the 26th - looks like 
that will be leg briefing week anyway - key is sharpening our freight messaging and we need to have invites out to 
freight interests for a workshop before then (invites - we don't have to have that meeting) - more tuesday...good 
week everybody...and, we need to the tri-agency out there... 
 
-dave 


From: Lenz, KaDeena (Consultant)  
To: Paananen, Ron; Van Ness, Kristy (Consultant); White, John  
Cc: Grotefendt, Amy (Consultant); Dye, Dave  
Sent: Fri Jan 16 16:44:09 2009 
Subject: RE: City of Seattle AWV news release  


I just emailed Dave Gering (MIC) and told him that we would prefer to meet with MIC and the Duwamish TMA in 
February. He had proposed two dates at the end of January.  
  
KaDeena 
 


From: Paananen, Ron  
Sent: Friday, January 16, 2009 4:29 PM 
To: Van Ness, Kristy (Consultant); White, John 
Cc: Lenz, KaDeena (Consultant); Grotefendt, Amy (Consultant); Dye, Dave 
Subject: RE: City of Seattle AWV news release 
 
Given the conversation I just had with Eugene Wasserman, this is becoming a problem.  We may want to regroup 
on the outreach strategy. 
 


From: Van Ness, Kristy (Consultant) 
Sent: Fri 1/16/2009 4:20 PM 
To: White, John; Paananen, Ron 
Cc: Lenz, KaDeena (Consultant); Grotefendt, Amy (Consultant) 
Subject: FW: City of Seattle AWV news release 
 
And the briefing requests are coming in! 
  
Tracie left me a message this afternoon and said that the City will be briefing SLUFAN on Tuesday. We've had a 
few other requests for briefings come in as well, and while I've heard that our team would like to wait until 
February to go out and talk with groups, I'm also hearing that the City (not sure about the County) would like to be 
out earlier than that. 
  
Can we sit down next week and talk through our outreach strategy -- if it's a tri-agency effort, or if we'd like to do it 
another way, and the best timing to start scheduling briefings?







  
Thanks, 
Kristy 
 


From: Brown, Lloyd  
Sent: Friday, January 16, 2009 3:24 PM 
To: Grotefendt, Amy (Consultant); Van Ness, Kristy (Consultant); Dye, Dave; Hammond, Paula; Paananen, Ron; 
White, John; Greco, Theresa; Lenz, KaDeena (Consultant) 
Cc: Auyoung, Dillon; Lenzi, Jerry C; Arnis, Amy 
Subject: City of Seattle AWV news release 
 
The City held a news conference and issued a news release this afternoon related to the AWV project. - ldb 
 


From: Lockard, Laura (GOV) [mailto:Laura.Lockard@GOV.WA.GOV]  
Sent: Friday, January 16, 2009 3:21 PM 
To: Brown, Lloyd 
Subject:  
 
http://www.seattle.gov/mayor/newsdetail.asp?ID=9281&dept=40 
  
Laura Lockard 
Deputy Communications Director 
Office of the Governor 
Legislative Building 
PO Box 40002 
Olympia, WA 98504-0002 
  
work: (360)902-4102 
cell: (360)239-2190 
Laura.Lockard@gov.wa.gov 
  


"NOTICE: This communication may contain privileged or other confidential information. If you have received it in error, 
please advise the sender by reply email and immediately delete the message and any attachments without copying or 
disclosing the contents. Thank you."  
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From: Dye, Dave
Sent: Monday, December 29, 2008 3:30 PM
To: Judd, Ron; Ziegler, Jennifer; Hammond, Paula; White, John; Paananen, Ron
Subject: Fw: Tunnel replacement for the viaduct


Page 1 of 1


10/14/2009


This is a multiple hundred million add-on (at least) with construction impacts and schedule implications if it is even 
technically possible - we need to discuss our approach to this because it has not been part of the design (that's 
why we went with the cut and cover last time) - will tee up tomorrow and follow up later... 
 
-dave 


From: Eugene Wasserman  
To: Dye, Dave  
Cc: Warren Aakervik ; Suzie Burke ; gene hoglund ; Poor, Geraldine ; garneau_properties@msn.com ; Bob 
Donegan  
Sent: Mon Dec 29 15:11:38 2008 
Subject: Tunnel replacement for the viaduct  


The North Seattle Industrial Association is very concerned about the various tunnel cost estimates. 
 
All the groups who advocate a tunnel include the provision that it connects to the Ballard/Interbay area.  
Yet neither of the two estimates, WSDOT's  nor the people associated with Cascadia include this 
provision.  Since one-third of the traffic on the Viaduct is from the Ballard/Interbay area it would not be 
a fair comparison between the Elevated and the Tunnel without this provision. 
 
I hope you can correct this problem. 
 
Thanks. 
 
--  
Eugene Wasserman 
206 440-2660 
eugene@ecwassociates.com 








 
 
November 20, 2008 
 
Alaskan Way Viaduct Stakeholders Advisory Committee 
c/o Alaskan Way Viaduct and Seawall Replacement Program 
999 Third Ave., Suite 2424 
Seattle, WA 98104 
 
Dear Committee:  
 
Cascadia Center of Discovery Institute wants to express its continued support for the Committee’s 
work to find new alternatives for replacing the Alaskan Way Viaduct. As the Committee enters the 
final stages of its deliberations, we wanted to also make sure that the advances in and practicalities of 
tunneling technology are fully and fairly appreciated.  
 
In March, you received from us a letter explaining our view that a deep-bored bypass option deserves 
serious consideration as a workable, effective option for replacing the aging Viaduct. That letter and 
its attachments articulated the reasons that this option could be the best solution. We also shared 
examples of tunnel projects around the world. Since then, and with the assistance of ARUP, a leading 
global engineering and consulting firm, we have more closely analyzed worldwide tunnel projects. 
Those findings are summarized in the charts and comprehensive study attached to this letter and titled, 
“Large Diameter Soft Ground Bored Tunnel Review.”  
 
Cascadia Center is a strong supporter of surface transit options, and we have worked on issues such as 
bus rapid transit, streetcars and passenger ferries. Surface transit options appear to be a feasible first 
step, but the deep-bored bypass tunnel option should continue to be studied and considered as a 
solution for the 70 percent of vehicles now using the Viaduct for freight and bypass purposes. For the 
sake of Western Washington’s economic viability, and to realistically plan for a growing population 
and capacity issues, the tunnel should be further vetted. A deep-bored tunnel stands the best long term 
chance of helping the region fully utilize Highway 99 and the Interstate 5 corridor. Further, a key 
advantage of the deep-bored tunnel is that it can be constructed without disrupting the waterfront and 
its businesses.  
 
As indicated in the attached material, advances in tunnel technology—especially with regard to 
diameter increases—continue at a steady pace. As noted in the report, “the completion of two highway 
tunnels beneath the Yangtze River in Shanghai, China in September this year represents another 
milestone….” Those tunnels have a 51ft. diameter and “will carry three lanes of vehicular traffic and a 
transit line in each direction.” That region’s soil consists of sand and clay. We strongly encourage your 
review of the most recent Cascadia-ARUP report, which offers these key conclusions about tunnel 
boring technology: 
 


• Capable of increasingly large diameters—up to 51ft.—and increasingly common in use and 
proposal for worldwide and U.S. highway traffic; 


• Becoming more commonly used and of larger diameter (Moscow, Russia-based ZOA 
Infrastruktura has penned a deal to acquire a 62.3ft. diameter tunnel boring machine); 


• Able to successfully and safely navigate weak ground and in significant groundwater 
pressures 


 
The Cascadia-ARUP report also addresses cost comparisons for several projects around the globe. 
Although there are multiple and variable considerations to weigh when estimating costs for large 
infrastructure projects, Table 2 and Figure 4 of the report “suggest a typical cost range per mile of a  
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twin bore project of approximately $200M to $700M” indicating “that construction costs for tunnel 
projects larger than a two mile Alaskan Way by-pass tunnel are somewhat less than previously 
published estimates.” Importantly, the report emphasizes that whole-life costs of a tunnel make more 
sense than other options. From the report: “The life span of tunnels have historically been longer than 
that of viaducts, with the BNSF tunnels in Seattle being over 100 years old against the existing 
Alaskan Way Viaduct and SR-520, which are reaching the end of their life span after approximately 
50 years.” 
 
Based on our research and analysis, there seems to be no reason not to give full consideration to the 
deep-bored bypass tunnel option. As a means of lowering cost, addressing capacity, offering the least 
amount of disruption to the city and its inhabitants, controlling storm-water runoff into the Bay, and 
reducing emissions, a tunnel option makes most sense. A deep bored tunnel also has the benefit of 
increasing Seattle’s natural asthetic by allowing views (from neighborhoods such as Magnolia and 
Fremont) and allowing South Lake Union and South Queen Anne to be “knit” back together. The issue 
of capacity is a vitally important consideration, and it is important to remember that studies show that 
the majority of vehicles using the Viaduct are passing through, not trying to get to, the city.  
 
Our letter from March addressed a variety of legitimate issues—Seattle’s substantive history with 
tunnels, capacity and freight concerns, and environmental matters—that are part of the debate. As 
reference to those issues, we’ve also included the entirety of our March submission to the Committee.  
 
Finally, in 2007, we held an international tunneling symposium that brought international experts in to 
discuss advances in tunneling technology and possibilities. We would look forward to hosting another 
session in early 2009. Such a session would be important because there are other projects in the area 
with a strong interest in how deep-bored tunnels can be used. Most importantly, a session in early 
2009 could be designed to answer these specific questions: specific costs for a Seattle tunnel; possible 
construction duration schedules based on whether one or two moling machines were used; budget 
scenarios, including mitigation; and, the impact on the city under this scenario. 
 
Thank you again for your important work. As the Committee enters the close of its deliberations, we 
urge strong, fair consideration of the inland deep-bored bypass tunnel. We look forward to answering 
any questions you may have and stand ready to help in any way we can. 
 
Sincerely, 


 
Bruce Agnew 
Policy Director 
Cascadia Center of Discovery Institute 
208 Columbia Street 
Seattle, WA 98104 
(206) 292-0401 x113 direct; (206) 228-4011 mobile 
bagnew@discovery.org 
 
Attachments 
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Comparison Charts Extracted from “Large Diameter Soft Ground Bored Tunnel Review,” November 2008  
Commissioned by Cascadia Center  


 


COMPLETED LARGE BORE TUNNELS – TABLE 1 
 


Completed large diameter highway tunnels 


Name Length Dia. Bores 


Reported 
cost per mile 
of tunnel  
($) Soils Function 


Shanghai River Crossing, 
China 4.6 mi 50.6 ft twin $27m sand, clay, rubble Road 


Madrid M-30 - north 
tunnel of the south bypass, 
Spain 3.65 mi 50 ft twin $131m 


marly clays of the 
Madrid Tertiary 
penuela and 
gypsum  Road 


Serebryany Bor Tunnel 1.5 mi 46.6 ft twin no data no data Road/Metro 


Lefortovo, Moscow 1.3 mi 46.6 ft twin $439m 


fine to coarse sand, 
clay, limestone 
(medium strength, 
partially very 
fissured) Road 


4th Tube of the Elbe 
Tunnel, Germany 1.6 mi 46.5 ft single $303m 


sand and mud, rock 
and pebbles, marly 
till and mica 
schist Road 


SMART Tunnel, Kuala 
Lumpur, Malaysia 1.86 mi 43.3 ft single $85m no data 


Water/ 
Road 


Wesertunnel, Kleinensiel, 
Germany 1 mi 38.3 ft twin $180m 


clay, sand, turf, till, 
silt Road 


Westerschelde, Terneuzen, 
Netherlands 4.1 mi 37 ft twin $60m 


soft, permeable 
ground Road 


A-86W East Tunnel, Paris 
France 6.2 mi 34 ft single $242m 


limestone, sand, 
clay, marl, chalk Road 


 
SURVEY OF TUNNEL COSTS – TABLE 2 


 


Tunnel 
Year 


completed 
Diameter 


(ft) Bores 


Alignment 
length 
(miles) 


Total length 
of tunnels 


(miles) 


Reported 
cost ($ 


million) 


Cost per mile of 
tunnel 


(million $/mile) 
Port of Miami Tunnel proposed 36 twin 0.7 1.5 1,000 $677 


Lefortovo 2005 47 single 1.4 1.4 600 $439 
Airport Link Brisbane 2012 41 twin 3.3 6.5 2,206 $338 
Groene Hart Tunnel 2006 48 single 1.4 1.4 450 $332 
4th Tube of the Elbe  2002 47 single 2.6 2.6 775 $303 


I-710 (A3) proposed 501 triple 4.1 12.4 3,585 $290 
I-710 (C3) proposed 421 triple 4.0 12.0 3,195 $266 


A86W 2010 37.91 single 10.9 10.9 2,641 $242 
Wesertunnel 2001 38 twin 1.0 2.0 358 $180 


Beacon Hill Tunnel 2009 21 twin 0.8 1.6 280 $172 
M-30 2008 50 twin 2.2 4.3 570 $131 


Dublin Port Tunnel 2006 38 twin 2.8 5.6 530 $94 
Pannerdenschkanaal 2003 32 twin 1.0 2.0 173 $86 


SMART 2007 43 single 6.0 6.0 515 $85 
Wuhan 2008 37 twin 1.7 3.4 288 $85 
Nanjing 2013 49 twin 1.9 3.7 245 $66 


Westerschelde 2002 37 twin 4.1 8.2 490 $60 
Shanghai River Crossing 2008 51 twin 4.6 9.3 245 $27 


 
1 This scheme contains multiple tunnel diameters.  This number presented is the average tunnel diameter. 








From: Dye, Dave
Sent: Wednesday, January 07, 2009 4:00 PM
To: Grotefendt, Amy (Consultant); Ziegler, Jennifer; Paananen, Ron
Cc: White, John; Brown, Lloyd
Subject: RE: Bored Tunnel Information 
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Amy - a couple of comments (and great job getting this together):
  
1.  funding table looks great 
2.  traffic memo is missing "the three key takeaways"...like:  SR 99 bored tunnel moves more vehicles north south 
through town than the existing viaduct and battery street tunnel (like 20 plus thousand) which is good for our 
regional economy; The SR 99 bored tunnel maintains today's travel times for  regional through trips in 2030!  
(drop all the 2 minute add stuff due to growth - polishing the turd stuff - who really knows?);   Revised schedule is 
great but drop the reference to "environmental impact statement" in the note and say "environmental document" - 
keep our options open. 
  
other than that, all good... 
  
-dave 
 


From: Grotefendt, Amy (Consultant)  
Sent: Wednesday, January 07, 2009 3:07 PM 
To: Ziegler, Jennifer; Dye, Dave; Paananen, Ron 
Cc: White, John; Brown, Lloyd 
Subject: Bored Tunnel Information  
 
Sorry for the delay... 
  
Attached are three things: 
  
1.  Updated cost and funding sources table 
2.  Traffic performance memo 
3.  Revised schedule 
  
Please let us know if you see any changes needed in these materials or you have questions. 
Thanks 
AJG 
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Public Involvement Current Key Activities and On-Going Action List 
August 24, 2009 
 
Program Management 


• Monthly Report – draft due to Theresa mid-September (Eric) 
o WSDOT Examples, Draft Outline due to Harry, Brian and Janice 8/25 


• PDR update (Alissa, Eric, Heather) 
• LiveLink (Lara, Alissa, Nathan) 


 
Field Activities 


• Battery Street Tunnel –SB one-lane closure Aug. 26; Additional NB closure for 
noisy work – date TBD (Travis). 


• Full inspection and closure – October 24 and 25  
o  6 a.m. to 5:30 p.m. (Oct. 24) and 6 a.m. to 6 p.m. (Oct. 25) 
o Media, electeds, public tours? (Amy G) 


 
Electrical Line Relocation Project (Ryan) 


• Operationally complete Nov. 24 
• Splice window for transmission lines (Sept 9 – Nov 14) 


 
Battery Street Tunnel (Travis) 


• Cleaning of HADs – future date, not during Oct. closure 
• Closure of NB on-ramp 


 
S. Holgate to S. King Street (Travis and Chad) 


• Stage 1 
o Center-turn lane, T-46 
o Operationally complete April 5, 2010 


• Stage 2  
o FONSI 180-day appeal period ends Sept. 14 
o Re-evaluation due to project changes since FONSI 
o Advertisement – October 26, 2009 


 Contractor outreach 
o Start of construction – March 1, 2010 
o Operationally complete – March 10, 2014 
o MOTT Update 
o Urban Design Guidelines – Copy of guidelines, check Design Commission 


notes (Chad) 
o Pioneer Square Outreach (Chad) 
o Review plans to ensure inclusion of info on homeless guidelines, project 


info signage, etc. (Chad) 
• Cultural Resources Public Materials (Amy T) 
• Artwork (1051 Building); J. Gascon (Chad) 


 
Bored Tunnel 


• Release of geotech info – August 26 (Eric/Emily N) 
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• RFQ issued – September 15 
o Draft media release 
o Contractor outreach needed (Emily N) 


• Contractor communications (Kristy, Emily N, Amy G) 
o Update contractor folio (Emily N) 


• Visual Design Guidelines (KaDeena) 
o Outreach this fall – working groups? 


• Building Surveys – completion scheduled for end of August (Lara) 
o Report Template – review (KaDeena) 


 Draft Deliverables – Oct. 15 
 Final Deliverables – Dec. 1 


o Survey – scheduled for distribution X (Lara) 
• Geotech Work (Heather) 
• Surveying/Potholing Areaways (Ryan) 
• Visual Simulations 


o Bored Tunnel and Waterfront 
 Tracking comments/edits (Amy T) 
 Voiceover script (Amy T) 
 Response to blog comments (Amy G), COS reviewing 


o TBM  
 video for use with voiceover (Emily M) 
 ready for RFQ release 


• New bored tunnel folio (Eric) 
• Scoping meeting – summary (KaDeena) – COS reviewing 
• Response letters – Mag Club, BINMIC (Amy T, Amy G) 
• Portal Outreach Communications Plan (Emily M, Amy T) 


o Prioritize list, make calls to set up briefings 
o Public meetings in November for portal concepts? 


• Portal Graphics – reader-friendly (Amy T, Emily M) 
• Tunnel cross section report – internal.  


o FAQs re: tunnel cross section (Eric) 
• RFP Comments/Review (Kristy) 
• Environmental Strategy 


o Project History Report – finalized X (Amy T) 
o Discipline Report update (Amy T) 
o SDEIS update (Amy T) 


 Purpose and Need 
 Schedule 


• Independent cost review – Web page (Eric) 
 
SR 99 ITS 


• Notification letters (Eric) 
• Public response (Eric) 


 
Real Estate and Right of Way 
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Construction Communications 


• Demo of building on Pier 48 (Travis) 
• Construction Communications Plan (Travis)  


 
Executive Recommendation report (Kristy/Amy G) 


• Comments from SDOT this week 
• Posted on the Web 


 
Working Groups 


• Emails to central, south and north out? (Amy T/Emily M) 
• Next steps 


 
Overall Communications 


• Communications Protocol (Amy G)  
• Emergency Closure Plan update (Emily M) 
• EJ Newsletter (Emily N) 
• Translated folios – distribute via mail (Emily N) 
• Update database to identify social service agencies (Emily N) 
• Mercer Project – talking points and folio (Amy T) 
• Public responses (Eric) 


 
Overall Outreach 


• Fairs and Festivals (Heather/Alissa) 
• Community Briefings (Lara) 
• Electeds tour  


o Follow-up from July tour questions and info requests w/ Rep. Carlyle and 
others (Amy G/Amy T) 


o Tour in central waterfront  (Amy G) 
• Traveling displays – rotating this week (Alissa) 


 
Staffing 


• Update on the Move, Mid-September (Kristy) 
 








August 2009 
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The Alaskan Way Viaduct & Seawall Replacement Program 1 


 2 


Public Involvement Discipline Report 3 


Agreement No. Y‐9715 4 


Task CC.04 5 


 6 


The Alaskan Way Viaduct & Seawall Replacement Program is a joint effort between the 7 


Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), the Washington State Department of 8 


Transportation (WSDOT), and the City of Seattle.  To conduct this project, WSDOT 9 


contracted with: 10 


 11 


Parsons Brinckerhoff  12 


999 Third Avenue, Suite 2200 13 


Seattle, WA 98104 14 


 15 


In association with: 16 


Arthur G. Bendelius 17 


Berger/ABAM Engineers Inc. 18 


Bolima Drafting & Design 19 


David Evans and Associates, Inc. 20 


Entech Northwest, Inc. 21 


EnviroIssues, Inc. 22 


HDR Engineering, Inc. 23 


Hough, Beck and Baird, Inc. 24 


Jacobs Engineering Group Inc. 25 


Mimi Sheridan, AICP 26 


Parametrix, Inc. 27 


Power Engineers, Inc. 28 


Roma Design Group 29 


RoseWater GHD 30 


Sequana Environmental 31 


Shannon & Wilson, Inc. 32 


So‐Deep, Inc. 33 


Telvent Farradyne, Inc. 34 


Tetra Tech, Inc. 35 


William P. Ott 36 


 37 
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Chapter 1  INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY 1 


1.1  Introduction 2 


This discipline report evaluates the Bored Tunnel Alternative, the new alternative 3 


under consideration for replacing the Alaskan Way Viaduct.  This report and the 4 


Alaskan Way Viaduct Replacement Project Supplemental Draft Environmental 5 


Impact Statement (EIS) that it supports are intended to provide new information 6 


and updated analyses to those presented in the March 2004 Alaskan Way Viaduct 7 


and Seawall Replacement Project Draft EIS and the July 2006 Alaskan Way 8 


Viaduct and Seawall Replacement Project Supplemental Draft EIS.  The discipline 9 


reports present the detailed technical analyses of existing conditions and 10 


predicted effects of the Bored Tunnel Alternative.  The results of these analyses 11 


are presented in the main volume of the Supplemental Draft EIS.   12 


The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) is the lead federal agency for this 13 


project, primarily responsible for compliance with the National Environmental 14 


Policy Act (NEPA) and other federal regulations, as well as distributing federal 15 


funding.  As part of the NEPA process, FWHA is also responsible for selecting the 16 


preferred alternative.  FHWA will base their decision on the information 17 


evaluated during the environmental review process, including the Supplemental 18 


Draft EIS, to be followed by the Final EIS.  FHWA can then issue their NEPA 19 


decision, called the Record of Decision (ROD), independent from the other agency 20 


recommendations.   21 


The 2004 Draft EIS (WSDOT et al. 2004) evaluated five Build Alternatives and a 22 


No Build Alternative.  In December 2004, the project proponents identified the 23 


cut‐and‐cover Tunnel Alternative as the preferred alternative and carried the 24 


Rebuild Alternative forward for analysis as well.  The 2006 Supplemental Draft 25 


EIS (WSDOT et al. 2006) analyzed two alternatives—a refined cut‐and‐cover 26 


Tunnel Alternative and a modified rebuild alternative called the Elevated 27 


Structure Alternative.  After continued public and agency debate, Governor 28 


Gregoire called for an advisory vote to be held in the City of Seattle.  The March 29 


2007 ballot included an elevated alternative and a surface‐tunnel hybrid 30 


alternative.  The citizens voted down both alternatives.   31 


Following this election, the lead agencies committed to a collaborative process to 32 


find a solution to replace the viaduct along Seattle’s central waterfront.  This 33 


Partnership Process is described in Appendix T, the Project History Report.  In 34 


January 2009, Governor Gregoire, King County Executive Sims, and Seattle 35 


Mayor Nickels announced that the agencies had reached a consensus and 36 


recommended replacing the aging viaduct with a bored tunnel.   37 
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The environmental review process for the Alaskan Way Viaduct Replacement 1 


Project (the project) builds on the five Build Alternatives evaluated in the 2004 2 


Draft EIS and the two Build Alternatives evaluated in the 2006 Supplemental 3 


Draft EIS.  It also incorporates the work done during the Partnership Process.  The 4 


bored tunnel was not studied as part of the previous environmental review 5 


process, and so it becomes the eighth alternative to be evaluated in detail.   6 


The Bored Tunnel Alternative analyzed in this discipline report and in the 7 


Supplemental Draft EIS has been evaluated both quantitatively and qualitatively.  8 


The Bored Tunnel Alternative includes replacing State Route (SR) 99 with a bored 9 


tunnel and associated improvements, such as relocating utilities located on or 10 


under the viaduct, removing the viaduct, decommissioning the Battery Street 11 


Tunnel, and making improvements to the surface streets in the tunnel’s south and 12 


north portal areas.  For these project elements, the analyses of effects and benefits 13 


have been quantified with supporting studies, and the resulting data are found in 14 


the discipline reports (Appendices A through R).  These analyses focus on 15 


assessing the Bored Tunnel Alternative’s potential impacts for both construction 16 


and operation, and considering appropriate mitigation measures that could be 17 


employed.  The No Build Alternative is also analyzed. 18 


The Alaskan Way Viaduct Replacement Project is one of several independent 19 


projects that improve safety and mobility along SR 99 and the Seattle waterfront 20 


from the SODO area south of downtown to Seattle Center.  Collectively, these 21 


individual projects are often referred to as the Alaskan Way Viaduct and Seawall 22 


Replacement Program (the Program).  This Supplemental Draft EIS evaluates the 23 


cumulative effects of complimentary projects referred to as the Program.  Direct 24 


and indirect environmental effects of these independent projects are considered 25 


separately.  This collection of projects is categorized into four groups:  roadway 26 


elements, non‐roadway elements, projects under construction, and completed 27 


projects. 28 


Roadway Elements 29 


 Alaskan Way Surface Street Improvements 30 


 Elliott/Western Connector 31 


 Mercer Street Improvements 32 


Non‐Roadway Elements 33 


 First Avenue Streetcar 34 


 Transit Enhancements 35 


 Seawall Replacement 36 


 Alaskan Way Promenade 37 







 
SR 99: Alaskan Way Viaduct & Seawall Replacement Program  September 2009 


Alaskan Way Viaduct Replacement Project  3 


Public Involvement Discipline Report  


Supplemental Draft EIS – For Internal Review Only 


Projects Under Construction 1 


 S. Holgate Street to S. King Street Viaduct Replacement 2 


 Transportation Improvements to Minimize Traffic Effects During 3 


Construction 4 


 Electrical Line Relocation along the Viaduct’s South End 5 


Completed Projects 6 


 Column Safety Repairs 7 


1.2  Summary 8 


The public involvement discipline report describes the tribal and agency 9 


coordination and public involvement that the project team conducted following 10 


the 2006 Supplemental Draft EIS publication through the publication of the 11 


second Supplemental Draft EIS.  It also describes future plans for public 12 


involvement to be conducted prior to the publication of the Final EIS. 13 


 14 
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Chapter 2  AGENCY AND TRIBAL COORDINATION AND 1 


PUBLIC OUTREACH PROCESS 2 


2.1  Overview of Lead Agencies 3 


The lead agencies are FHWA, Washington State Department of Transportation 4 


(WSDOT), and the City of Seattle (City).  FHWA is the federal lead agency for this 5 


project and is responsible for ensuring that federal regulations and standards are 6 


followed.  FHWA has the primary responsibility for the content and accuracy of 7 


NEPA documents and has approval authority for all expenditures of federal‐aid 8 


highway funds.  WSDOT is the owner of SR 99 and the viaduct and is responsible 9 


for structural inspections and major maintenance.  The City is responsible for 10 


viaduct traffic operations and minor maintenance.  In addition, the City owns and 11 


maintains the seawall, the Alaskan Way surface street, the area underneath the 12 


viaduct, and many of the utilities located in the project area.   13 


2.2  Planning for Coordination and Public Outreach 14 


Involvement of the public, agencies, and tribes is essential to a project’s 15 


development.  By engaging these groups early, WSDOT can better incorporate 16 


comments into design. 17 


WSDOT developed and implemented a comprehensive, ongoing public 18 


involvement program for the project.  A wide variety of tools and activities have 19 


been used to inform, educate, and promote two‐way communication with the 20 


community.  Activities generally correspond to key project milestones and help 21 


balance the project’s objectives with the interests of the local community and 22 


others who use SR 99.  Some of the public involvement activities and tools 23 


WSDOT has used include the following: 24 


 Public meetings 25 


 Community briefings 26 


 Stakeholder Advisory Committee 27 


 Working groups 28 


 Public tours 29 


 Fairs and festivals 30 


 Social service provider interviews 31 


 Electronic communications 32 


 Written materials 33 


 Media relations 34 


 Public comments 35 


 Contractor events 36 
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 Agency and tribal coordination meetings 1 


Input from the public, agencies, and tribes is an important consideration in the 2 


project’s design and decision‐making process.  To document involvement 3 


opportunities, WSDOT tracks outreach activities and agency and tribal 4 


coordination in databases. 5 


In 2007, Seattle voters rejected both a surface‐tunnel hybrid and an elevated 6 


structure to replace the viaduct.  Subsequently, WSDOT, King County, and the 7 


City announced a new strategy for finding a replacement for the seismically 8 


vulnerable viaduct.  The three agencies agreed to look at systemic improvements 9 


that would more efficiently move people and goods within a broader area.  This 10 


decision led to work with a 29‐member Stakeholder Advisory Committee and the 11 


analysis of alternatives based on six guiding principles: 12 


1. Improve public safety. 13 


2. Provide efficient movement of people and goods now and in the future. 14 


3. Maintain or improve downtown Seattle, regional, port, and state 15 


economies. 16 


4. Enhance Seattle’s waterfront, downtown, and adjacent neighborhoods as a 17 


place for people. 18 


5. Create solutions that are fiscally responsible. 19 


6. Improve the health of the environment. 20 


This effort was a critical factor in determining how the central waterfront portion 21 


of the Alaskan Way Viaduct could be replaced with a bored tunnel beneath 22 


downtown, a new waterfront surface street, transit investments, and downtown 23 


waterfront and city street improvements. 24 


2.3  Study Area for Public Involvement 25 


For the public involvement process, the project corridor is defined as 26 


communities adjacent to SR 99 as well as communities to the north and south that 27 


rely heavily on the corridor for travel.  This study area coincides with the systems 28 


approach that was considered during the Stakeholder Advisory Committee 29 


process, which includes the entire system of streets, transit service, and freeways 30 


from Lake Washington to Elliott Bay, and from N.E. 85th Street in the north to 31 


Seattle’s city limits in the south. 32 


2.4  Agency Coordination 33 


The project team has involved agencies since the 2001 Notice of Intent and 34 


through the development of the 2004 Draft EIS and 2006 Supplemental Draft EIS.  35 







 
SR 99: Alaskan Way Viaduct & Seawall Replacement Program  September 2009 


Alaskan Way Viaduct Replacement Project  7 


Public Involvement Discipline Report  


Supplemental Draft EIS – For Internal Review Only 


Agencies have participated in many ways, including the Resource Agency 1 


Leadership Forum (which met until 2006) as well as ongoing consultation and 2 


coordination through NEPA scoping, emails, phone calls, field visits, and 3 


meetings.  The agencies have also been given the opportunity to review discipline 4 


reports and appropriate sections of the Draft EIS and Supplemental Draft EISs 5 


prior to publication.   6 


Cooperating agencies are those governmental agencies specifically requested by 7 


the lead agency to participate during the environmental review process.  FHWA’s 8 


NEPA regulations (23 CFR 771.111(d)) require that those agencies with 9 


jurisdiction by law (with permitting or land transfer authority) be invited to be 10 


cooperating agencies for the EIS.  The Federal Transit Administration, King 11 


County, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and the Port of Seattle are cooperating 12 


agencies for the project. 13 


Interested agencies are those agencies and tribal governments that participate in 14 


the environmental review process because they have an interest in the project.  15 


Interested agencies for this project include the following: 16 


 Muckleshoot Indian Tribe 17 


 National Marine Fisheries Service 18 


 Puget Sound Clean Air Agency 19 


 Snoqualmie Tribe 20 


 Suquamish Tribe 21 


 Tulalip Tribes 22 


 Washington State Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation 23 


 Washington State Department of Ecology 24 


 Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife 25 


 Washington State Department of Natural Resources 26 


 U.S. Department of Fish and Wildlife 27 


 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 28 


 Yakama Nation 29 


Cooperating and interested agencies also review and provide input on the agency 30 


and tribal involvement plans, methodology reports, discipline reports, drafts of 31 


the Supplemental Draft EIS and the Record of Decision. 32 


In addition to coordination among the resource agencies, WSDOT, the City, King 33 


County, and the Port of Seattle work together and meet regularly at both 34 


management and staff levels to carry the project forward. 35 
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2.5  Tribal Coordination 1 


The project team implemented a plan designed to encourage early and continued 2 


involvement from tribes potentially affected by the project, and to ensure that 3 


their input will be incorporated into the decision‐making process.  The project 4 


will consult with non‐federally recognized tribes as interested parties and with 5 


federally recognized tribes by government‐to‐government consultation.   6 


FHWA is the federal lead agency for the project, but defers implementation of the 7 


consultation process to WSDOT.  As a result, WSDOT coordinates the 8 


consultation process and manages communication with the tribes.  However, 9 


FHWA retains ultimate responsibility for compliance with government‐to‐10 


government consultation requirements, and a tribe may request to consult 11 


directly with FHWA. 12 


The project team initiated formal consultation with the following tribes: 13 


 Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakama Nation 14 


 Muckleshoot Indian Tribe 15 


 Snoqualmie Indian Tribe 16 


 Suquamish Tribe 17 


 Tulalip Tribes 18 


 Duwamish Tribe, as an interested party (non‐federally recognized) 19 


The following tribes have treaty fishing rights (usual and accustomed areas) near 20 


the project area: 21 


 Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakama Nation – Duwamish River 22 


and tributaries; no saltwater 23 


 Muckleshoot Indian Tribe – Elliott Bay; Lake Washington 24 


 Suquamish Tribe – Marine waters of Puget Sound from northern tip of 25 


Vashon Island to Fraser River; no usual and accustomed areas on east side 26 


of Puget Sound 27 


 Tulalip Tribes – Puget Sound south of Whidbey Island to the present West 28 


Point Lighthouse 29 


 30 
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Chapter 3  AGENCY AND TRIBAL COORDINATION AND PUBLIC 1 


OUTREACH ACTIVITIES 2 


3.1  Agency Coordination Activities 3 


Agency coordination has been an integral part of the project, both with resource 4 


agencies and through the Partnership Process (see Appendix T, Project History 5 


Report for additional information). 6 


3.1.1 Partnership Process 7 


In 2007, Seattle voters rejected both a surface‐tunnel hybrid and an elevated 8 


structure to replace the viaduct.  Subsequently, WSDOT, King County, and the 9 


City announced a new strategy—the Partnership Process—for finding a 10 


replacement for the seismically vulnerable viaduct.  The three agencies agreed to 11 


work collaboratively and look at systemic improvements that would more 12 


efficiently move people and goods within a broader project area.  This decision 13 


led to work with a 29‐member Stakeholder Advisory Committee. 14 


In addition to the Stakeholder Advisory Committee, WSDOT, King County, and 15 


the City created an Interagency Working Group that included staff from different 16 


public agencies around the region.  The purpose of the group, which met until 17 


December 2008, was to share information on the central waterfront portion of the 18 


project with public agencies and to collect technical feedback on alternatives as 19 


they were developed.   20 


Agencies participating in the working group included Community Transit, 21 


FHWA, Freight Mobility Strategic Investment Board, Passenger Ferry District, 22 


Pierce Transit, Port of Seattle, Public Health Seattle & King County, Puget Sound 23 


Clean Air Agency, Puget Sound Regional Council, Sound Transit, and 24 


Washington State Ferries. 25 


The Partnership Process was a critical factor in determining how the central 26 


waterfront portion of the Alaskan Way Viaduct would be replaced with a bored 27 


tunnel beneath downtown, a new waterfront surface street, transit investments, 28 


and downtown waterfront and city street improvements. 29 


3.1.2 Resource Agencies 30 


Following the announcement of the Bored Tunnel Alternative and subsequent 31 


decisions among the agencies about the environmental review process, the lead 32 


agencies held an agency scoping meeting on June 8, 2009, to introduce the 33 
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Supplemental Draft EIS, initiate discussions, answer questions, and collect 1 


scoping comments.  The following local, state, and federal resource agencies and 2 


tribes were invited to participate in the scoping meeting: 3 


 Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakama Nation 4 


 Federal Transit Administration 5 


 King County 6 


 King County Metro 7 


 Muckleshoot Indian Tribe 8 


 NOAA Fisheries 9 


 Port of Seattle 10 


 Puget Sound Clean Air Agency 11 


 Snoqualmie Nation 12 


 Suquamish Tribe 13 


 Tulalip Tribes 14 


 U.S. Coast Guard 15 


 U.S. Department of Fish and Wildlife 16 


 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 17 


 Washington State Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation 18 


 Washington State Department of Ecology 19 


 Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife 20 


 Washington State Department of Natural Resources 21 


 Washington State Ferries 22 


3.2  Tribal Coordination Activities 23 


The project team will engage in consultation any time the tribes request but 24 


generally seeks consultation around major milestones.  The consultation process 25 


may include document review, face‐to‐face meetings, or multi‐tribal and/or multi‐26 


agency meetings.   27 


At the request of the tribes, project staff will formally meet with cultural and 28 


natural resource staff and/or committees and will involve technical staff in group 29 


meetings concerning applicable issues (e.g., identification of fish and wildlife 30 


habitat). 31 


Project staff will keep the interested tribes fully informed throughout the 32 


planning, permitting, and development process.  In an effort to engage interested 33 


tribes in the planning and permitting process, staff will seek tribal input and 34 


comments throughout the environmental review process to ensure effective 35 


government‐to‐government consultation.  For example, the lead agencies send 36 


scoping notices, invitations to scoping meetings, and documentation, such as the 37 


discipline reports, for review. 38 
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3.3  Public Outreach Activities 1 


As part of the Alaskan Way Viaduct and Seawall Replacement Program’s 2 


comprehensive public involvement plan, the project team engages agencies, 3 


tribes, and the public and coordinates and documents interactions.  Many tools 4 


are used by the public involvement and communications team to give the public 5 


opportunities to provide feedback, be involved in the Program, or get current 6 


information, including public meetings, stakeholder working groups, public 7 


tours, fairs and festivals, community and stakeholder briefings, written materials, 8 


press releases and media events, and electronic communications. 9 


The project team also seeks out and considers the needs of those traditionally 10 


underserved by existing transportation systems, such as low‐income and minority 11 


households, who may face challenges accessing employment and other services.  12 


Census information on language spoken at home and information from social 13 


service provider interviews was used to identify the languages that most Limited 14 


English Proficient populations in the study area speak (see Appendix H, Social 15 


Discipline Report for more details on this analysis).  Outreach tools used to 16 


address the communication gap include translating project fact sheets into 17 


Chinese, Spanish, Tagalog, and Vietnamese and distributing them at fairs, 18 


festivals, and community meetings.  Multilingual information is also provided on 19 


the project Web page so users can click on either Chinese, Spanish, Tagalog or 20 


Vietnamese and basic project information is brought up in that language. Other 21 


outreach tools include briefing community groups, advertising meetings in 22 


locations and publications that serve diverse populations, maintaining 23 


comprehensive mailing and email lists, and maintaining an information phone 24 


line and website. 25 


Public involvement will be an ongoing effort for the duration of the project. 26 


3.3.1 Public Meetings 27 


Between July 2006 and July 2009, 29 open‐house style public meetings were held 28 


to gather community input and provide information about various elements of 29 


the Program and potential contracting opportunities.  A list of public meeting 30 


dates and locations can be found in Attachment A6. 31 


Advance notification is provided to the community in a variety of formats, 32 


including display advertisements, online display ads, community calendars, 33 


posters, email updates, postings on the project website, and mailed postcards.  34 


For the 29 meetings, more than 74,000 people received a postcard or email 35 


notification, posters were hung at more than 1,000 locations, and display ads or 36 


online ads were placed with the following news sources:  Ballard News Tribune, 37 


West Seattle Herald/White Center News, Beacon Hill News/South District 38 
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Journal, Capitol Hill Times, North Seattle Herald Outlook, Madison Park Times, 1 


Magnolia News, Queen Anne News, Seattle Weekly, Seattle Times/Post‐2 


Intelligencer, The Stranger, Daily Journal of Commerce, Siete Dias, NW Asian 3 


Weekly/Seattle Chinese Post, International Examiner, NW Vietnamese Weekly, 4 


Real Change, Chinese Seattle News, Tú Decides/You Decide, SODOtraffic.com, 5 


Crosscut.com, and the West Seattle Blog. 6 


Informational boards and handouts were available at each open house to provide 7 


details of the project.  Attendees were welcome to provide comments by email or 8 


comment form, and in some cases a court reporter was available as well.  9 


Approximately 800 comments were received at the public meetings.  Some 10 


common comment topics included access to the bored tunnel, access to 11 


downtown, vehicle carrying capacity of the bored tunnel, and various aspects that 12 


should be studied in the Supplemental Draft EIS, such as transportation, air 13 


quality, land use, and visual quality. 14 


3.3.2 Community and Stakeholder Briefings 15 


Briefings allow the project team to reach members of the public at their own 16 


neighborhood meetings and events.  Since publication of the 2006 Supplemental 17 


Draft EIS, members of the project team, including County and City 18 


representatives, have attended more than 330 community and stakeholder 19 


briefings, listed in Attachment A3.  Project team members from WSDOT, King 20 


County, and the City meet with community associations, business organizations, 21 


social service organizations, and interest and neighborhood groups to provide the 22 


latest updates, including design plans, timelines, cost estimates, and the next 23 


steps to be taken in the planning process.  Briefings are also an opportunity for a 24 


group to ask questions about the project, share concerns, or identify community 25 


values that should be considered during the design process.  Summaries are 26 


entered into a project database. 27 


The project also maintains a proactive and responsive relationship with elected 28 


officials, including the Office of the Governor, Washington State legislators, City 29 


of Seattle Mayor, King County Executive, King County Council, Port of Seattle 30 


Commission, and the Seattle City Council.  These elected officials have been 31 


provided with project updates near key milestones to support the decision‐32 


making process. 33 


3.3.3 Stakeholder Advisory Committee 34 


In December 2007, the Governor, County Executive, and Mayor appointed a 35 


Stakeholder Advisory Committee of local community and business 36 


representatives to provide feedback on potential solutions for the viaduct’s 37 


central waterfront replacement.  The committee consisted of 29 individuals that 38 
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represented communities, economic interests, and cause‐driven organizations.  1 


The purpose of this advisory committee, which met until December 2008, was to 2 


review, deliberate on, and provide comments on the technical work for the central 3 


waterfront replacement.  The list of participating stakeholders and meeting dates 4 


is included in Attachment A1.   5 


When the executives made their recommendation for the bored tunnel and 6 


related improvements in January 2009, it was based on the results of an in‐depth 7 


technical analysis, extensive work with the Stakeholder Advisory Committee and 8 


a public outreach process with opportunities for people to learn more about the 9 


project and share their feedback.  Materials from the Stakeholder Advisory 10 


Committee process are available on the website.  Refer to the Project History 11 


Report for more information about the Partnership Process. 12 


3.3.4 Working Groups 13 


During initial design stages and to help inform the Supplemental Draft EIS 14 


analysis, three working groups were formed to provide input and feedback:  the 15 


north portal, south portal, and central waterfront working groups.  These groups, 16 


made up of individuals representing neighborhood, freight, economic interests 17 


and cause‐driven organizations, began meeting in May 2009.  Materials from the 18 


working group meetings—including presentations and portal design concepts—19 


are available on the project website.  Member rosters and meeting dates are 20 


included in Attachment A2..   21 


3.3.5 Public Tours 22 


Since the 2001 Nisqually earthquake, WSDOT bridge maintenance crews have 23 


closed the Alaskan Way Viaduct every six months to conduct an in‐depth 24 


inspection of the structure and monitor for any continuing deterioration or 25 


movement.  During the course of the Program, the project team has often taken 26 


advantage of this semiannual closure by hosting a public walking tour on the 27 


viaduct while it is closed to traffic.  This gives attendees a first‐hand look at the 28 


viaduct and provides them opportunities to ask questions of the technical staff 29 


and learn more about how WSDOT and the City maintain the viaduct to ensure 30 


public safety.  Participants spend approximately 45 minutes on a guided tour.  31 


Two public tours were held in 2006, 2007, and 2008.  One tour was held in 2009.  32 


Because of space and time constraints, the tours were RSVP only, and more than 33 


900 people have attended the tours.  Participants also received a packet of written 34 


materials and contact information for the project team.  35 


In addition to public tours, WSDOT hosts tours for elected officials and members 36 


of the media during the viaduct inspection closures. Seven tours were held 37 


between 2006 and 2009. 38 
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3.3.6 Fairs and Festivals 1 


Many fairs, festivals, and farmers markets take place around Seattle during the 2 


summer months.  These informal events provide another opportunity for 3 


members of the project team to conveniently reach the public in their own 4 


neighborhood.  The purpose of attending community events is to raise awareness, 5 


answer questions, and collect feedback. 6 


The team generally staffs an informational booth that includes an informational 7 


display, fact sheets and folios, and a signup sheet for visitors who want to receive 8 


monthly Program updates by email.  The project team has attended 9 


approximately 95 fairs, festivals, and farmers markets since publication of the 10 


2006 Supplemental Draft EIS.  More than 12,000 festival attendees visited the 11 


booths to ask questions, make comments, or read materials. 12 


3.3.7 Social Service Provider Interviews 13 


The project team has interviewed social service providers within the project area 14 


to ensure that these organizations are engaged in the decision‐making process 15 


and to hear their concerns about potential effects to their property or operations.  16 


Attachment A4 includes a list of the organizations that have been contacted along 17 


with a list of completed interviews and briefings.   18 


3.3.8 Field Work and Construction Notification 19 


The project team to be a good neighbor and to minimize effects to businesses, 20 


residents, and property owners when feasible.  In advance of field work or 21 


construction activities, the project team notifies nearby property owners and 22 


tenants of expected activities and possible disruptions.  Since July 2006, project 23 


team members have provided field work notification more than 80 times.  This 24 


notification may take the form of an email, letter, phone call, or site visit. 25 


3.3.9 Contractor Outreach 26 


WSDOT and the City aim to engage the contracting community early and share 27 


project information as design progresses. This early engagement will provide 28 


opportunities for more contractors to bid on projects with the goal of receiving 29 


contractor bids within engineers’ estimates. In 2009, WSDOT hosted three events 30 


for contractors related to elements of the Program.  31 


WSDOT and the City are committed to increasing Disadvantaged Business 32 


Enterprise and Women and Minority Business Enterprise (DBE/WMBE) 33 


participation on the project. A work group was formed and an outreach effort 34 


was planned to keep DBE/WMBE businesses well‐informed about contracting 35 


opportunities, requirements, and support services. WSDOT has attended or 36 
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hosted more than 15 meetings or events to coordinate with DBE/WMBE 1 


businesses since 2006.  2 


3.3.10 Electronic Communications 3 


The project website (www.alaskanwayviaduct.org), embedded within WSDOT’s 4 


website, provides access to a wealth of information.  At their convenience, the 5 


public is able to review project information, receive answers to commonly asked 6 


questions, and learn about opportunities for involvement.  The site is updated on 7 


a regular basis to ensure that current and accurate information is available. 8 


The website follows a standard WSDOT format.  The project status box is updated 9 


most often to reflect the latest information and news on the project and to link to 10 


relevant documents.  The main sections of the website are as follows:  11 


Program Info 12 


 Program Home 13 


 About the Viaduct & Seawall 14 


 Commonly Asked Questions 15 


 Contact Us 16 


 Contracting and Equal Opportunity 17 


 Current Work 18 


 Email Update 19 


 Inspection Results 20 


 Library 21 


 Map 22 


 Photo Gallery 23 


 Public Events 24 


 Related Projects 25 


 Timeline 26 


Projects 27 


 Central Waterfront 28 


 Column Safety 29 


 Electrical Line Relocation 30 


 North End 31 


 South End 32 


 Transit/Other Improvements 33 


In addition to maintaining the project website, the public involvement team 34 


occasionally contributes to WDSOT’s project of the week, featured on the 35 


agency’s home page, and also to the WSDOT blog.  36 


Videos 37 
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The project team has also developed visual simulations or videos which help to 1 


explain project features of the bored tunnel and Alaskan Way surface street that 2 


have been posted to YouTube and the WSDOT blog. These videos are used at 3 


community events, stakeholder briefings, are available on the project website, and 4 


are also shared with the media. 5 


Email updates 6 


The public involvement team also maintains an electronic mailing list of 7 


approximately 6,000 people for those wishing to receive regular updates.  Email 8 


updates are sent monthly to provide a brief summary of the latest project news, 9 


highlight upcoming events, and notify the public about opportunities for input. 10 


3.3.11 Written Materials 11 


Folios and Fact Sheets 12 


Folios and fact sheets are generally used at any event where the project team is 13 


interacting with the public.  These materials provide a comprehensive overview 14 


of the project and are generally distributed at public meetings, briefings, and fairs 15 


and festivals.  Fact sheets and folios are updated as project information changes, 16 


and when appropriate, these materials are translated into one of four languages:  17 


Chinese, Spanish, Tagalog, or Vietnamese.  All materials, including the translated 18 


versions, are available on the project website.  The list below captures fact sheets 19 


and folios that were developed and used between 2006 and 2009: 20 


 Bored Tunnel Fact Sheet 21 


 Cut and Cover vs. Elevated Structure 22 


 Keeping Downtown Open and Livable During Construction 23 


 Keeping People and Freight Moving During Construction 24 


 Project Finance Plan 25 


 Property Purchases and Easements 26 


 A Retrofit Is Not Enough 27 


 South End of the Viaduct Corridor 28 


 How Did We Get to Two Alternatives? 29 


 Updated Cost Estimates: Alaskan Way Viaduct and SR 520 Bridge 30 


 Equal Opportunities in Construction 31 


 Moving Forward Projects 32 


 Moving Forward: Electrical Line Relocation Project 33 


 Moving Forward: Column Safety Repairs 34 


 Moving Forward in the North End 35 
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 Moving Forward in the South End 1 


 Moving Forward: Transit Enhancements and Capital Improvements 2 


 Potential Building Blocks for the Central Waterfront Viaduct Replacement 3 


 Central Waterfront 4 


 All Tunnels Are Not the Same: SR 99 Deep Bored Tunnel vs. the 5 


Waterfront Tunnel 6 


 A Comparison of the Big Dig and the Alaskan Way Viaduct and Seawall 7 


Replacement Program 8 


 Learning and Listening: How the Bored Tunnel Recommendation Was 9 


Developed 10 


 Elliott Avenue and Western Avenue Connections Before & After 11 


 Public Safety a Top Priority in Bored Tunnel 12 


 Program Timeline 13 


 Understanding the Program’s Cost and Funding 14 


 A World of Experience: Learning from Local and Internal Tunnel Projects 15 


Informational Displays 16 


More than 200 informational display boards were developed to explain the 17 


project to attendees at public meetings.  In addition to the display boards used at 18 


public meetings, the project team has created traveling displays to “travel” to 19 


various public locations around Seattle and for use at fairs and festivals. This 20 


provides members of the public an opportunity to learn more about the project in 21 


their own community. The displays are updated at key milestones.  22 


3.3.12 Media Relations 23 


The Alaskan Way Viaduct Replacement Project is a significant project for the 24 


Puget Sound region and, as such, receives quite a bit of media coverage.  Press 25 


releases and media advisories are issued on a regular basis, and the project team 26 


coordinates media interviews and press events as appropriate.  The team has sent 27 


approximately 60 news releases to WSDOT’s media list, and approximately 3,000 28 


news stories and blog posts have mentioned the project since July 2006.  This 29 


media coverage reached the entire region and is an effective way to update the 30 


public on progress. 31 


3.3.13 Public Comments 32 


Public comments have been gathered from the beginning of the project.  Each 33 


month, the project team receives numerous comments, including emails (sent to 34 


viaduct@wsdot.wa.gov), letters, and telephone calls (via the toll‐free hotline, 35 
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1‐888‐AWV‐LINE).  Additionally, we receive correspondence forwarded from the 1 


Governor’s office, state legislators, County Council offices, and City Council 2 


offices.   3 


The toll‐free information line allows callers to speak with a staff member; leave a 4 


message; or request materials in Braille, in large format, or in other languages.  5 


The information line also offers a translation service for those who speak Spanish, 6 


Vietnamese, Chinese, or Tagalog.  The information line number is advertised on 7 


all communication materials, including fact sheets, newsletters, and information 8 


displays. 9 


Approximately 200 information line calls have been documented.  Comments are 10 


entered directly into the public comment database, while questions are forwarded 11 


to the appropriate team member for a response.  Responses are made via a follow‐12 


up phone call or other method, if requested by the caller. 13 


The Program email address is also a popular way to ask a question or share a 14 


comment.  More than 2,100 emails or web comment forms have been sent to the 15 


project team’s inbox.  The comments and associated responses are entered 16 


directly into the public comment database. 17 


An opportunity to provide comments is also available at public meetings.  A 18 


comment form was provided at each of the public meetings, and approximately 19 


800 comments were received and entered into the public comment database.  20 


Summaries of the comments are available at www.wsdot.wa.gov/Projects/Viaduct21 


/library‐publiccomments.htm. 22 


 23 
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Chapter 4  FUTURE OUTREACH 1 


4.1  Planning Ahead for Outreach 2 


The project team develops a comprehensive public outreach and 3 


communications plan each year.  With such a large project, information 4 


changes, and the plan is updated regularly to ensure that it is relevant to the 5 


current project status and includes any unforeseen activities or community 6 


concerns.  This plan shows where public input can be integrated, particularly 7 


around project milestones.  Members of the project team stay in regular 8 


contact with community groups in the project corridor and schedule briefings 9 


well in advance of any milestones.  In addition, specific communications and 10 


outreach plans are developed for individual events that delve into more 11 


detail. 12 


The project team will continue to hold community briefings, maintain a 13 


project presence at community events, and be responsive to information line 14 


calls and emails from the public.  The team remains committed to 15 


meaningfully engaging agencies, tribes, and the public throughout the 16 


evolution of the project from design through construction. 17 


4.2  Future Opportunities for Public Involvement 18 


Outreach will continue following the release of the Supplemental Draft EIS.  19 


As the lead agencies refine the project, the public involvement team will work 20 


to keep stakeholders engaged and informed of the changes that will affect 21 


them.  The team will work directly with those who are likely to be affected by 22 


viaduct construction on traffic management strategies and mitigation 23 


strategies to minimize effects. 24 


Following the release of the Supplemental Draft EIS, the public will have an 25 


opportunity to submit formal comments between DATE and DATE, 2010.  A 26 


series of public hearings will be held in Seattle during the public comment 27 


period that follows the release of the Supplemental Draft EIS.  The hearings 28 


will allow the lead agencies to explain the purpose of the Supplemental Draft 29 


EIS and the environmental review process, and will provide the public an 30 


opportunity to formally comment on the Supplemental Draft EIS.  The public 31 


hearings will be held on Date X, 2010, at LOCATION.  A translator will be 32 


available upon request at the hearing. 33 


During the comment period, the public will be invited to provide input 34 


through various methods, such as written comment form, court reporter, 35 


email, and mail.  In the Final EIS, the lead agencies and Supplemental Draft 36 
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EIS report authors will respond to all comments received during the 45‐day 1 


comment period.2 







 


 1 








 


 1   


1-888-AWV-LINE WWW.ALASKANWAYVIADUCT.ORG 999 THIRD AVENUE, SUITE 2424, SEATTLE, WA 98104 


 
Alaskan Way Viaduct & Seawall Replacement Program 
2010 Communication and Public Involvement Plan   
 


Background 


The Alaskan Way Viaduct and Seawall Replacement Program is led by the Washington 
State Department of Transportation (WSDOT) in partnership with the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA), King County, Port of Seattle and the City of Seattle. The 
program’s goal is to replace a critical element of Seattle’s infrastructure – the viaduct 
section of SR 99 – and the adjacent seawall that helps support it. 


Constructed in the 1950s, the double-tiered viaduct is nearly two miles long and 
parallels Alaskan Way. The viaduct is a vital local and regional transportation link and 
carries about 110,000 vehicles each day. The seawall, built from concrete and timber in 
the 1930s, extends along Seattle’s waterfront and supports the soil behind it. 


Studies in the 1990s showed that the viaduct was nearing the end of its useful life, 
apparent by its exposed rebar and weakened columns. The 2001 Nisqually earthquake 
further damaged the viaduct, forcing WSDOT to temporarily close it for inspection and 
limited repairs. The viaduct and nearby seawall are vulnerable in another earthquake 
and continue to show signs of age and deterioration.  
 
On Jan. 13, 2009, Governor Christine Gregoire, then-King County Executive Ron Sims 
and then-Seattle Mayor Greg Nickels endorsed a plan replacing the central waterfront 
portion of the Alaskan Way Viaduct with a bored tunnel beneath downtown. As part of 
this recommendation, the City would build a new surface street and new public open 
spaces along the waterfront, improve other city streets and replace the seawall between 
Colman Dock and Pine Street, and the County would invest in expanded transit service. 
The recommendation was based on collaboration with a 29-member Stakeholder 
Advisory Committee representing communities, economic interests and cause-driven 
organizations; eight public meetings and hundreds of public comments. During its 2009 
session, the Washington State Legislature passed a bill that endorses the tunnel 
recommendation and provides funding for the state’s projects. Governor Gregoire 
signed this legislation into law on May 12, 2009. 
 
FHWA, WSDOT and the City of Seattle are leading the environmental review process 
for the viaduct’s central replacement. Because of the recommendation of a bored 
tunnel, which had not previously been studied in-depth, a second Supplemental Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) that analyzes the bored tunnel alternative has 
been initiated. The Supplemental Draft EIS builds upon the previous review of a cut-
and-cover tunnel and an elevated structure and will be published for public review in 
2010. The final EIS and Record of Decision are expected to be issued in 2011. 
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The state’s cost for the viaduct replacement, including the proposed bored tunnel and 
the south end viaduct replacement near the stadiums, is estimated at $3.1 billion. These 
projects have $2.4 billion in committed funding from the state gas tax and federal 
sources. An additional $300 million is expected to be contributed by the Port of Seattle 
(which still requires formal port commission approval). We are also studying the 
feasibility of tolling the proposed bored tunnel to raise the remaining $400 million. 


This plan outlines the communications and public involvement program for the Alaskan 
Way Viaduct and Seawall Replacement Program. Consistent and clear messages will 
be combined with widespread outreach to ensure that WSDOT and its partner agencies 
are meeting their commitments to program delivery, accountability, and transparent 
communications. This plan outlines anticipated milestones, key messages, and target 
audiences for the program.  


Priority implementation strategies consistent throughout this plan are: 


 Distribute accurate information about program developments. 
 Engage people living and working in the program area during multiple face-to-


face interactions. 
 Respond to information requests promptly. 
 


Individual communication plans will be developed for key milestones (e.g., release of 
the Supplemental Draft EIS), neighborhoods (e.g., Pioneer Square, Belltown), and 
projects (e.g., bored tunnel north portal, vent buildings), as needed. These plans will 
reference the overall communication goals and objectives while providing more detail 
about implementation and timing. 


Key Milestones 


Individual communication plans have been or will be developed to address each of the 
key milestones below: 
 
 Environmental and 


Other 
Contracting Construction 


2010, First Half Release tolling and 
cost/finance plan to 
State Legislature 


Release draft and 
final Request for 
Proposals for bored 
tunnel design-build 
project 


Begin Stage 2 
construction for S. 
Holgate to S. King 
Street (a.k.a. south 
end) viaduct 
replacement  


2010, Second Half Release second 
Supplemental Draft 
EIS for central 
viaduct replacement 


Announce apparent 
best value proposal 
for bored tunnel 
design-build project 


 


2011 Release Final EIS 
and Record of 
Decision for central 
viaduct replacement 


 Begin construction 
of central viaduct 
replacement 
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2013   New SR 99 
segment between 
S. Holgate and S. 
King streets opens 
to drivers 


2015   New SR 99 
segment in 
downtown Seattle 
opens to drivers 


2016   Demolish viaduct 
along waterfront 


Communication Goal 


The goal of the communications program is to support WSDOT and its partner 
agencies by proactively engaging and educating the public and elected officials about 
the SR 99 replacement program, and working to increase acceptance and support for 
the replacement. 


Communication Strategies 


To achieve the communication goal, WSDOT will implement the following strategies: 
 


 Engage elected officials and the public in a meaningful dialogue about the 
program’s purpose and benefits, while listening and responding to concerns and 
questions. 


 
 Communicate proactively with elected officials, at the local and state level, about 


program changes, design refinements, public comments, and cost and funding. 
 


 Build strong relationships within the community.  
 


 Solicit public comments that represent a broad range of users, stakeholders, and 
geographic areas for WSDOT and its partner agencies to use in decision-making. 


 
 Cultivate relationships with multiple media sources in order to make sure a broad 


mix of media coverage reflects program messages. 
  


Communication Tactics 


 Engage members of the public through newsletters, the program Web site, e-mail 
updates, presentations, one-on-one meetings, and open houses to keep them 
up-to-date regarding program developments. 


 
 Brief community associations and interest groups in the program area at key 


milestones or when new information becomes available.  
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 Gather input and feedback from members of the north portal and south portal 
working groups for the proposed bored tunnel, as well as other program advisory 
groups. 


 
 Brief local, regional and state elected officials as new information becomes 


available and prior to key program milestones or new program developments. 
 


 Provide current and relevant information to thousands of SR 99 users via e-mail 
and the program Web site (www.alaskanwayviaduct.org).  


 
 Present clear and timely information to the media in order to tell WSDOT’s story 


and achieve accurate coverage in local and regional news. 


Significant Communications Risks 


 Public confusion about the status of the program – why some parts of the 
replacement are moving forward while others are still under environmental 
review.  
 


 Public confusion about which agency is responsible for funding and building the 
various elements of the overall program.   
 


 Recommendations from program partners or working groups that disagree with 
technical staff recommendations. 


 
 Public confusion about who is responsible for potential cost overruns – the State 


or ”Seattle area property owners benefitting from the project.” 
 


 Public and legislative confusion regarding timing of financial needs and potential 
hurdles as they relate to maintaining the program schedule. 
 


 Timing and rollout of the tolling discussion with the public. 
 


 Public uncertainty about the new City administration, including the direction it will 
take with the proposed bored tunnel design and schedule. 
 


 Construction fatigue, particularly in the south of downtown area. 
 


Significant Communications Opportunities 


 Demonstrate the state’s commitment to design and deliver a replacement for the 
Alaskan Way Viaduct that is seismically sound and improves mobility into and 
through downtown Seattle. 
 


 Showcase WSDOT’s ability to deliver a $3.1 billion program, the largest in the 
agency’s history, which will also benefit other large projects in development. 
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 Build trust in WSDOT’s ability to address community concerns about design or 


construction plans. 
 


 Increase public confidence by clearly and openly sharing information in a timely 
manner. 


 
 Build upon relationships already established as well as develop new ones with 


resource agencies, elected officials and community groups. 
 


Roles and Responsibilities 


 Alaskan Way Viaduct and Seawall Replacement Program team, led by 
WSDOT 
The program team is responsible for design and delivery of the state’s viaduct 
replacement projects, which include the south end viaduct replacement and the 
central viaduct replacement. The program communications team coordinates and 
implements communications and outreach activities to ensure clear and 
consistent messaging.  


 
 Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 


This is the federal lead agency for the program. FHWA is responsible for 
ensuring that federal regulations and standards are followed, and they are 
primarily responsible for the content and accuracy of National Environmental 
Policy Act documents. Agency representatives assist with program outreach and 
communications activities related to the Environmental Impact Statement. 


 
 Seattle Department of Transportation (SDOT) 


This agency provides technical assistance to the program and is responsible for 
design and delivery of city projects that are part of the program. These projects 
include two-way Mercer Street, Spokane Street Viaduct widening, the new 
waterfront surface street and open space, and the central waterfront seawall 
replacement. SDOT’s communications team assists with program outreach and 
communications activities as appropriate. 
 


 King County Department of Transportation 
This agency provides technical assistance and feedback on transit-related 
elements of the program and assists with outreach and communications activities 
as appropriate. 
  


 Port of Seattle 
This agency provides feedback on freight-related elements of the program and 
assists with outreach and communications activities as appropriate. 
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Key Messages 


Close coordination among program partners will be important in sharing a single “story” 
with the public that translates technical information into terms the community can 
understand and use. The communications team will continue to consult with partner 
agencies and technical teams in this effort. The following key messages will be the 
foundation of communication and outreach activities (through 2010). 


 The Alaskan Way Viaduct and adjacent seawall continue to show signs of age 
and deterioration and are vulnerable in another earthquake. They must be 
replaced. 


 
 We are moving forward to replace the southern mile of the viaduct, south of 


downtown Seattle, with a new side-by-side roadway that has wider lanes, meets 
current earthquake standards and improves mobility for people and goods. 
Construction of the new roadway will begin in spring 2010. 


 
 For the viaduct section that goes through downtown and connects to the Battery 


Street Tunnel, there is an ongoing environmental process that is reviewing three 
alternatives – a bored tunnel, cut-and-cover tunnel and an elevated structure. A 
second Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement, which analyzes the 
bored tunnel alternative and builds upon the previous review of the other 
alternatives, will be published in 2010. 


 
 A major advantage of the proposed bored tunnel is that construction impacts to 


businesses and the travelling public would be minimized. Using a tunnel boring 
machine would allow us to build the new corridor while SR 99 remains open to 
traffic. 


 
 The proposed bored tunnel would maintain an efficient route through the city for 


people and goods that would otherwise congest city streets or I-5. To 
accommodate future growth in and around downtown, the County and City plan 
to invest in expanded transit and improved city streets. 


 
 Moving SR 99 traffic underground would have several environmental benefits. 


New stormwater treatment would improve water quality in Elliott Bay, and traffic 
noise would be contained within the tunnel. New open space and public access 
would also be created on the waterfront once the viaduct is removed. 
 


 The state’s cost for the viaduct replacement is estimated at $3.1 billion. These 
projects have $2.4 billion in committed funding from the state gas tax and federal 
sources. An additional $300 million is expected to be contributed by the Port of 
Seattle (which still requires formal port commission approval). We are also 
studying the feasibility of tolling to raise the remaining $400 million. 
 


Public Disclosure Request 10-0292 for Elizabeth Campbell 
7th Installment







 


Alaskan Way Viaduct Program Communications Plan  Page 7 of 15 
KaDeena Lenz, lenzk@wsdot.wa.gov, 206-267-3836  Dec. 1, 2009 


Target Audiences 


Within the program area: 
 


  Policy makers and key stakeholders 
o Elected officials from the State, County, Port and City, as well as federal 


representatives 
o Working groups (north portal, south portal, central waterfront, and the 


city’s Committee on Central Waterfront Partnerships) 
o Coalitions or interest groups that have stated positions or objectives for 


the program 
 


 People who will benefit from the program 
o Businesses, freight, and consumers who rely on SR 99 for movement of 


goods and services 
o Commuters and other SR 99 users 
o Metro bus riders 
o Bicyclists and pedestrians 
o Colman dock users 
 


 People who live or work in the program area  
o Neighborhood and community associations  
o Business associations and owners 
o Property owners potentially impacted 
o Minority populations  
o Low-income populations  
o Limited English proficiency populations 
o Social service providers 


 
 Sports and special event centers 


o Safeco Field  
o Qwest Field and Event Center 
o Key Arena 
o Seattle Center 


 
 Regional attractions 


o Seattle Aquarium 
o Seattle Art Museum 
o Olympic Sculpture Park 
o Pike Place Market 
o EMP 
o Seattle Space Needle 


 
 Large employers in the industrial neighborhoods of Interbay, Ballard and the 


Duwamish 
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 Advocacy groups for issues related to pedestrian/bicycle access, transportation, 
environmental protection, and others 


 Labor unions  
 Media 
 Regulatory agencies (via program environmental team) 
 Tribal governments (via program tribal liaison) 


 


Outside program area  


 Elected officials and their staffs who are members of transportation and  
appropriations committees, and those at the leadership level, at the state and 
federal level 


 The cities of Des Moines, Seatac, Burien, Vashon, and Shoreline and the Seattle 
neighborhoods of Green Lake, Greenwood, Phinney, Georgetown, and South 
Park whose residents use the SR 99 corridor  


 Commuters who use the I-5 and I-405 corridors, who may be affected during 
construction  


 Freight haulers that use the Port of Seattle 
 Tourists visiting waterfront attractions 
 Cruise ship passengers headed to Pier 91 


             


Public Involvement Tools           


The following outreach tools will be used to support program planning and decision-
making. Tools are separated into three categories: techniques to provide information, 


techniques to obtain feedback, and techniques to bring people together.1 


Guiding Principles  


 Ensure early, continuous, and meaningful involvement by the public 
o Build and maintain long-term relationships 
o Demonstrate how public input was incorporated into program decisions 
o Be upfront and proactive about design, schedule changes and cost; 


discuss challenges as they are known 
o Ensure that the public is involved in time to inform decisions 


 
 Collect information and input from members of the public on an ongoing basis 


o Provide active and passive public engagement tools 
o Provide quantitative and qualitative summaries of input gathered 
o Ensure that program constraints are clearly expressed to manage 


expectations 
 
 Look for opportunities that maximize results and minimize costs/resources for the 


public to engage and share input 


                                                      
1 Categories based on the IAP2 Student Manual, Planning for Effective Public Participation, 2006. 


Public Disclosure Request 10-0292 for Elizabeth Campbell 
7th Installment







 


Alaskan Way Viaduct Program Communications Plan  Page 9 of 15 
KaDeena Lenz, lenzk@wsdot.wa.gov, 206-267-3836  Dec. 1, 2009 


o Begin to use innovative technology to engage members of the public (Web 
surveys, virtual open houses, etc.)  


o Post information on program Web site as it is received 
o Allow for interactive education and input sharing at any time of day 
o Offer opportunities other than attending a large open house or public 


meeting  
o Use existing events and meetings to provide updates and collect input 


 
 Use speaking or talking points that are technically accurate, consistent with 


program status and tailored to different audiences based on geography, needs 
and interests 


 


Techniques to provide information 


Elected official briefings  


The communications team will support the program leadership team in providing 
presentations to the legislature, city and county councils, and the port 
commission at key milestones, when program information changes, or as 
requested.  


Agency communications staff meetings 


The communications team will meet regularly with partner agency 
communications staff to update and develop strategies for disseminating 
information through agency channels. 


Door-to-door 


Prior to events, program changes, field work and/or construction, 
communications staff will conduct in-person outreach to businesses and 
residences in the program area.  


Fairs, festivals and farmers markets  


The communications team will focus on engaging various communities, including 
minority, low income and limited English proficient, at neighborhood fairs, 
festivals and farmers markets to ensure a wide range of the community is 
reached. Comments and questions from the public are recorded and 
summarized. 


Printed and electronic materials 


A range of informational materials will be developed and updated to use during 
the above efforts. These materials are described in detail in the next section. 


Hotline 


The program hotline is a telephone messaging system that is regularly updated 
to provide information about upcoming events, field work, construction and 
detours. The telephone number is heavily advertised on all communication 
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materials, including magnets and pens that are distributed at public events. In 
addition to listening to recorded information, callers can speak to a 
communications staff member during regular business hours. 


Techniques to obtain feedback 


Surveys and comment forms (electronic, phone, printed) 


Public comments are accepted at any time via e-mail, fax, phone, mail and the 
Web site. Issue-specific comment forms and Web-based surveys will be 
developed for open houses and certain outreach efforts like building surveys. 
Comments will be tracked and summarized on a monthly basis and reports will 
be available online. 


Advisory groups 


Three working groups have been established to help inform the design and 
environmental review process for the viaduct’s central waterfront replacement. 
The three working groups are the north portal, south portal and central 
waterfront. All meetings are open to the public and written comments are 
encouraged and collected. Materials presented at the working group meetings 
are posted on the program Web site.  


In addition to the above mentioned groups, the City has passed an ordinance 
establishing a Committee on Central Waterfront Partnerships to advise the City 
on issues relating to the design and development of the open spaces on the 
central waterfront.  


One-on-one interviews 


Many social service providers, low income housing groups, and environmental 
justice organizations are located in the downtown Seattle area. These 
organizations represent and serve the low income and/or minority populations 
that live, work and travel through the area. One-on-one interviews are held with 
the organizations to ensure these groups are engaged in the decision-making 
process, and to discuss their concerns. 


Techniques to bring people together 
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Community and interest group presentations 


The viaduct program team will continue to meet with community, civic, advocacy, 
labor unions, and business groups in the program area, with an emphasis on 
groups affected by construction. Key neighborhoods include West Seattle, 
SODO, International District, Pioneer Square, Downtown, Belltown, South Lake 
Union, Queen Anne, Interbay, Magnolia and Ballard. Less engaged communities 
on the fringe of the program area are also important, such as Greenwood, Green 
Lake, Wallingford, Fremont, Phinney Ridge, Georgetown, South Park and White 
Center. The viaduct program team will continue to meet with these groups at key 
milestones, when program information changes, and as requested.   


Open houses and hearings 


The communications team will continue to plan and host open houses and public 
hearings to pro-actively engage and involve the public in the program. Public 
hearings will be planned during the comment period for the second Supplemental 
Draft EIS. Open houses may also be planned for one or all of the following 
topics: tolling, portal designs, construction sequencing and impacts, vent 
buildings, mitigation, the Final EIS, key milestones, etc. All open house materials 
will be posted on the program Web site. Public comments will be encouraged as 
a way to refine program decisions.  


Tours 


Program area tours will be conducted with members of the public as well as 
elected officials and the media. Tours help the participants better understand 
how the program will function once it’s complete. 


Social networking / Online media  


The program communications manager and state communication director will 
consider if, and how, to best use social networking tools. This could include 
blogs, Facebook, Twitter, or others.  


Public Information Materials 


Guiding Principles: 


 Prepare and distribute materials that are easy to understand to a wide range of 
people 


o Comply with Governor Gregoire’s “Plain Talk” executive order; work 
with stakeholders and community groups to ensure that the information 
we are sharing meets the communications needs of Seattle residents 
and surrounding communities 


o Incorporate new images wherever possible to make program concepts 
clearer 


o Translate materials 
o Use existing community channels to distribute materials (social service 


organizations, neighborhood associations, business alliances, etc.) 
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 Be consistent with WSDOT and program standards in order to be easily 
identifiable and understood  


 All materials will be accessible in print form and/or electronically  


The following public information and outreach materials will be distributed widely at 
public meetings, briefings, fairs and festivals, and via the program Web site. Other 
materials could be developed when necessary to meet a communications objective.  


Program Web site 


The program Web site will continue to be a key information channel for the public. The 
site will provide information on program goals, benefits, cost, schedule and construction. 
Existing pages will be updated promptly as information changes. New “issue” pages will 
be developed as needed. Traffic to the site will be monitored to continuously improve its 
effectiveness in delivering program information. 


Photography and videography 


The communications team will continue to use photographs and video as a way to 
highlight program events, news, accomplishments and construction activities. Photos 
and other images will be added to WSDOT’s Flickr account. 


Folios and fact sheets 


The communications team will develop and update folios and fact sheets to describe 
various elements of the program, including individual projects, construction sequencing, 
cost and funding, emerging issues, and common questions. These materials will be 
developed as needed to support program messages and public participation efforts. 
They will continue to be distributed at program events including fairs/festivals, briefings, 
public meetings, and tours. All folios and fact sheets will be posted on the program Web 
site.  


Translated materials 


In order to provide information to limited English proficient individuals, informational 
materials will be translated into other common languages found within the program 
area. 


Monthly e-mail updates 


The communications team will coordinate the development and distribution of monthly 
e-mail updates to alert the public and interested groups about new program 
developments and milestones, as well as upcoming events and opportunities for input. 
E-mails will be sent to the Alaskan Way Viaduct program listserv which includes 
approximately 6,000 e-mail addresses.  
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Traveling informational display 


A stand-alone display providing an overview of the program will be housed in high-traffic 
areas, such as libraries and community centers throughout the program area. The 
displays will reflect current program information and will be used to increase the visibility 
of the program. They will be rotated every two weeks and updated as needed.  


Newsletter mailers 


Newsletter mailers may be used to convey program information to the public and 
announce upcoming events and opportunities for public input. Newsletters could include 
information about program changes, design refinements, tolling, the environmental 
process, and dates for upcoming open houses and public events. The newsletter could 
contain a printed comment form, or encourage readers to go to the program Web site to 
submit comments. Mailings may occur to an existing distribution list or to select carrier 
routes in and/or near the program corridor. 


Postcard mailer 


A postcard mailer may be used prior to the release of the second Supplemental Draft 
EIS and the Final EIS. The postcard may be sent to all addresses on the program 
mailing list, including agencies and jurisdictions, and to all people that commented on 
earlier environmental impact statements. It may also be sent to all available residential 
and commercial addresses within a half-mile radius of the program corridor.    


Newspaper display ads 


Display ads will be placed in a variety of print and online publications prior to large 
public events/open houses and to announce the release of the Supplemental Draft EIS 
and Final EIS.  


PowerPoint presentations 


The master program PowerPoint will be updated regularly. Presentations to 
neighborhood, business, and agencies will be tailored to specific interests and slides will 
be added as needed. Specific talking points will be developed for each presentation.  


Visual simulations 


Visual simulations are a great way to help the public visualize construction and/or the 
completed program from various locations and perspectives. The communications team 
will continue to work with the engineering team to update existing video simulations as 
well as release new ones. All simulations will be posted on YouTube or the program 
Web site. Still images will be extracted from the visual simulations to be used in 
presentations, informational materials and on display boards.   


Display boards 


Informational posters mounted on display boards will be developed for open houses, 
tours and community presentations. Information presented will be consistent with the 
program status and provide a public-friendly introduction to the technical information 
currently under consideration or recently finalized. All boards used at open houses or 
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community presentations will be posted on the program Web site. Open house boards 
may also be presented online as a narrated PowerPoint. 


Media 


Media relations is led by the program owners and supported by the communications 
team. It includes communication with reporters from print, television and radio news 
outlets as well as reporters and blog writers for electronic information dissemination. 
The program will continue to be responsive to media requests for information, will be 
watchful that accurate information is being disseminated, will use both paid and earned 
media coverage to gain greater turnout at the program’s public events, and will have 
designated staff available to respond to media inquiries from the viaduct office and at 
public events.  Additionally, the program will look for opportunities to proactively develop 
stories for the media reflecting and reinforcing program successes and messages. 


Ongoing media activities will include press releases, media events, interviews, op-ed 
submissions, and editorial board briefings depending on the significance of the event or 
program decision. In addition, media serving minority, ethnic and low-income 
neighborhoods will be kept informed via distribution of press materials, including 
translated materials if needed.   


The program’s media strategy is typically more active leading up to key program 
milestones and when a particular issue attracts interest.  


Key Contacts 


 Ron Paananen, Program Administrator 
206-826-7497, paananr@wsdot.wa.gov  


 Kimberly Farley, Director of Operations 
206-382-5244, farleyk@wsdot.wa.gov  


 Linea Laird, Director of Central and North Projects 
206-267-6834, lairdl@wsdot.wa.gov  


 Ron Judd, Director of Communications and Stakeholder Outreach 
206-267-6389, juddron@wsdot.wa.gov 


 John White, Director of Engineering and Administrative Support 
206-382-5270, whitejh@wsdot.wa.gov  


 Theresa Greco, Director of Program Management 
206-267-3785, grecot@wsdot.wa.gov 


 Matt Preedy, Director of South End Projects 
206-267-6388, preedym@wsdot.wa.gov  


 Susan Everett, Engineering Manager 
206-826-7496, everets@wsdot.wa.gov  
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 Kristy Van Ness, Communications Manager 
206-382-6361, vannesk@wsdot.wa.gov 


 Allison Hanson, Environmental Manager 
206-382-5279, hansona@wsdot.wa.gov 
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From: Ziegler, Jennifer (GOV) [Jennifer.Ziegler@gov.wa.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, January 07, 2009 4:04 PM
To: Dye, Dave; Grotefendt, Amy (Consultant); Paananen, Ron
Cc: White, John; Brown, Lloyd
Subject: RE: Bored Tunnel Information 


Page 1 of 1


6/16/2009


I just pulled pieces out of the traffic memo and inserted them in the brief--so I'll just add the take-away items 
referenced below.  
 


From: Dye, Dave [mailto:DyeD@wsdot.wa.gov]  
Sent: Wednesday, January 07, 2009 4:00 PM 
To: Grotefendt, Amy (Consultant); Ziegler, Jennifer (GOV); Paananen, Ron 
Cc: White, John; Brown, Lloyd 
Subject: RE: Bored Tunnel Information  
 
Amy - a couple of comments (and great job getting this together): 
  
1.  funding table looks great 
2.  traffic memo is missing "the three key takeaways"...like:  SR 99 bored tunnel moves more vehicles north south 
through town than the existing viaduct and battery street tunnel (like 20 plus thousand) which is good for our 
regional economy; The SR 99 bored tunnel maintains today's travel times for  regional through trips in 2030!  
(drop all the 2 minute add stuff due to growth - polishing the turd stuff - who really knows?);   Revised schedule is 
great but drop the reference to "environmental impact statement" in the note and say "environmental document" - 
keep our options open. 
  
other than that, all good... 
  
-dave 
 


From: Grotefendt, Amy (Consultant)  
Sent: Wednesday, January 07, 2009 3:07 PM 
To: Ziegler, Jennifer; Dye, Dave; Paananen, Ron 
Cc: White, John; Brown, Lloyd 
Subject: Bored Tunnel Information  
 
Sorry for the delay... 
  
Attached are three things: 
  
1.  Updated cost and funding sources table 
2.  Traffic performance memo 
3.  Revised schedule 
  
Please let us know if you see any changes needed in these materials or you have questions. 
Thanks 
AJG 
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SR 520 and Alaskan Way Viaduct Release of Updated 
Cost Estimates Draft Communication Plan 


Introduction 
This plan outlines the communication efforts regarding the updated cost estimates 
for the SR 520 and Alaskan Way Viaduct programs.  
 
The new SR 520 cost estimates are a result of a series of Cost Evaluation 
Validation Process (CEVP) workshops conducted by a team of in-house WSDOT 
experts as well as external industry professionals.   
 
The new SR 520 CEVP cost estimates reflect the following: 


• the accelerated schedule to open four lanes in 2014 and six lanes in 
2016;  


• changes to the floating bridge configuration;  
• more than ten percent of the design for the floating bridge, the Eastside 


project and the pontoon construction site;  
• less than ten percent design for the west side design options. 


 
The three west side options are the product of a mediation process directed by the 
state legislature in the 2007 legislative session in Engrossed Substitute Senate Bill 
(ESSB) 6099. That bill also requires the completion of a project impact plan in 
January 2009, and states that “the mediator shall strive to develop a project 
impact plan within the constraints of the range of estimated project costs as of 
May 1, 2007.” 
 
The updated cost estimates will be included in the project impact plan submitted 
to the governor and legislature in January 2009. In addition, an updated SR 520 
Corridor Program Finance Plan to be submitted early in 2009 will include these 
cost estimates. During the 2009 legislative session, WSDOT will continue 
working collaboratively with the Governor’s office and state legislature to 
identify funding options for the construction of the new SR 520 Bridge. 
 
The Alaskan Way Viaduct cost estimates are a result of planning level estimates 
for eight scenarios being tested as potential options for the central section of the 
viaduct. These estimates are meant to be used for comparative purposes only. 
Many of the scenario building blocks are at conceptual-level planning only. Risks 
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and inflation assessments were prepared by staff from WSDOT, King County, 
and the City of Seattle.  
 
The Alaskan Way Viaduct planning-level cost estimates reflect the following: 


• more than 20 percent design for the independent elevated (Scenario D) 
and the cut-and-cover tunnel (Scenario G); and 


• conceptual-level planning for all other scenarios, including the SR 99, 
transit, city street, I-5, and streetcar building blocks. 


 
The eight scenarios are the result of a planning effort begun in December 2007 
that took a new approach to the central waterfront portion of the Alaskan Way 
Viaduct and Seawall. This new approach is considering investments to the entire 
network of city streets, transit, I-5, and SR 99 from Elliott Bay to Lake 
Washington, and from N. 85th St. to Seattle’s southern city limits.  
 
The planning-level cost estimates will be used by WSDOT, King County, and the 
City of Seattle to assess the benefits and costs of each of the building blocks in 
order to create two to three new hybrid scenarios. This will take place in early 
December. A decision on the central waterfront section of the viaduct and seawall 
will be made by Governor Gregoire, King County Executive Sims, and Seattle 
Mayor Greg Nickels by the end of the year. 
 
Consistent and clear messages will be combined with widespread notification and 
availability of the SR 520 CEVP cost estimates and Alaskan Way Viaduct 
planning-level cost estimates. This will ensure that WSDOT is effectively 
communicating the updated information to the public, the legislature, other local 
and regional elected officials, and other interested parties.  
 
This plan outlines the communications goal, objectives, and strategies; roles and 
responsibilities; key messages; target audiences, significant public risks; and 
measures of success. Specifics, such as the key dates and schedule, can be found 
in Appendix A.  
 


Communications goal 
• Members of the public, SR 520 mediation group, Alaskan Way Viaduct 


stakeholder advisory committee, and elected officials understand how the cost 
estimates were developed, why some costs increased, and the level of 
engineering and key assumptions in the estimates.   


• Members of the public, SR 520 mediation group, Alaskan Way Viaduct 
stakeholder advisory committee, and elected officials are able to use the cost 
estimates to make decisions on the west side interchange of SR 520, SR 520 
funding plan, and the central section of the Alaskan Way Viaduct.   
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Communications objectives 
• Provide information to the Alaskan Way Viaduct stakeholder advisory 


committee, SR 520 mediation group, governor’s office, state legislators, 
local jurisdictions and public about the updated cost estimates. 


• Increase public confidence by clearly and openly sharing updated data to 
the public as soon as it is available. 


• Gain credibility as an agency by providing updated cost information in 
time for the 2009 legislative session.  


• Set context for the 2009 legislative session during which the governor and 
legislature may recommend a westside interchange option, SR 520 
funding plan, and central waterfront option for the Alaskan Way Viaduct. 


• Respond quickly to questions and requests for additional information. 


Communications strategies 
• No surprises and manage up: Keep executives informed through calls, 


briefings, and materials. (Governor’s Office, Paula Hammond) 
• No surprises for key elected officials. Conduct phone calls with elected 


officials during 11/18 through 11/19. Hold a briefing with legislators on 
11/19. Send follow-up e-mail once data is available on program Web sites.  


• Coordinate with media to provide information to the general public. 
Hold a media briefing on 11/20 to review the cost and traffic data and 
answer questions prior to the mediation session. Have spokespeople 
available for follow-up questions.  


• Engage the SR 520 mediation and Alaskan Way Viaduct stakeholder 
advisory committee participants. Provide clear information at the 11/20 
mediation and committee sessions. Be able to confirm what next steps are  


• Lead with the Web. Update the Web sites the afternoon of 11/20. Use the 
program Web sites and email announcements to alert public of new 
information. 


• Manage down: Inform all members of the SR 520 and Alaskan Way 
Viaduct program teams as content on the updated cost estimates becomes 
available on the program Web sites.  


Roles and Responsibilities 
• WSDOT – Headquarters (Paula Hammond, Dave Dye, Lloyd Brown). 


Provide strategic advice, review key messages, coordinate communication 
activities with the Governor’s Office, and serve as spokespeople. 


• WSDOT – Urban Corridors Office (Ron Paananen, David Hopkins, 
Victoria Tobin, Joy Carpine). Provide strategic advice, review updated 
data, review media materials, assist with the media briefing, and assist 
with communication to the governor, legislators, and stakeholders. 


• SR 520 and Alaskan Way Viaduct program teams. Prepare cost estimates 
and supporting materials for the public. 
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• City of Seattle (Grace Crunican, Robert Powers, Richard Sheridan).  
Present preliminary estimates for Alaskan Way Viaduct jointly with 
WSDOT, focusing on city streets and streetcar investments. 


• King County (Harold Taniguchi, Ron Posthuma, Rocky Ogershok).  
Present preliminary estimates for Alaskan Way Viaduct jointly with 
WSDOT, focusing on transit investments. 


Target audiences 
Both Programs 
• WSDOT executives 
• Governor’s Office 
• Legislators and staff 
• FHWA 
• Media – print, broadcast, Internet 
 
SR 520  
• SR 520 Mediation Executive Committee 
• Elected officials and jurisdictional staff from Seattle, Medina, Hunts Point, 


Yarrow Point, Clyde Hill, Bellevue, Kirkland, and Redmond (secondary 
contacts with Bothell, Kenmore, and Lake Forest Park) 


• Mediation group 
• Sound Transit 
• King County METRO 
• SR 520 corridor users and neighbors 
• SR 520 email distribution list 
 
Alaskan Way Viaduct  
• Alaskan Way Viaduct Stakeholder Advisory Committee 
• Alaskan Way Viaduct Project Oversight Committee 
• Alaskan Way Viaduct Program email distribution list 


Significant public relations risks 
• Unclear results or next steps for executives and legislators 
• Public confusion about the three westside interchange options and eight 


central waterfront scenarios 
• Negative reaction by public regarding increased cost estimates 
• Perception that increased cost estimates may delay the schedule of 


replacing the SR 520 and Alaskan Way Viaduct in light of the state’s 
financial deficit 


• Proponents of options attempt to use this opportunity to advance their 
alternative and/or negate the mediation or central waterfront process 


• Proponents of options don’t trust the data and launch other public debate 
about the cost estimates and decision-making process 
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Measures of success and opportunities  
The success of the communications efforts can be measured, at least in part, in 
the following ways: 


• Elected officials, jurisdictional staff, mediation group, stakeholder 
advisory committee and general public understand the information.  


• Elected officials are able to speak knowledgeably about the west side 
alternatives and the updated costs.  


• Minimal questions are received regarding the approach or methods used to 
update the data. 


• High number of visits to the program Web sites. 
• Constituent comments reflect that the information was clearly presented.  
• Media coverage is timely and accurate.  


 
Key messages 
 


SR 520 Program CEVP Cost Estimates 
 


• Replacing SR 520 is a critical safety project. The current bridges are 
vulnerable to windstorms and earthquakes.  


• A funding plan is needed to open a new bridge to drivers in 2014. This 
will enable WSDOT to begin pontoon construction next year and work on 
the east side of the corridor in 2010.   


• The most likely cost estimate for the project is $4.6 billion. This is an 
increase of 10 percent from 2006 and reflects a more detailed level of 
design, input from communities on mitigation and enhancements, and 
increases in global construction costs. If decision-makers select one of the 
other two options being considered in the west side mediation process, the 
most likely costs range from $5,066 billion (Option L) to $6.672 billion 
(Option K). 
 


Alaskan Way Viaduct and Seawall Planning-Level Cost Estimates 


 TBD 
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Calendar of Events  
(Items in italics are activities not related to cost estimate release, but are included for 
coordination purposes) 


Date Event/Activity Logistics Info Responsibility 
Mon., Nov. 17 Brief Governor’s Senior Staff on 


SR 520 and Alaskan Way 
Viaduct cost estimates 


Afternoon, 
Olympia 


Paula Hammond, 
Dave Dye 


Tues., Nov. 18 Update 520 mediation executive 
committee with traffic results for 
Westside mediation 


Send 11/18 
PowerPoint 
presentation via 
email 


Jennifer Ziegler 


Tues., Nov. 18 Update 520 Tolling 
Implementation Committee 
members with traffic results for 
Westside mediation 


Send 11/18 
PowerPoint 
presentation via 
email 


David Hopkins 


Tues., Nov. 18 Update cities of Lake Forest 
Park, Bothell, and Kenmore with 
traffic results for westside 
mediation 


Send 11/18 
PowerPoint 
presentation via 
email 


David Hopkins 


Tues., Nov. 18 SR 520 mediation panel meeting 1 to 7 p.m. 
MOHAI 


Ron Judd, Jennifer 
Ziegler, Dave Dye, 
Ron Paananen, Julie 
Meredith 


Tues., Nov. 18 Update SR 520 program Web site 
with materials presented at 
mediation panel meeting 


Afternoon SR 520 
communication team 


Weds., Nov. 19 Presentation to Transportation 
Commission on Alaskan Way 
Viaduct  


9 a.m., Olympia Ron Paananen, John 
White 


Weds., Nov. 19 Legislative briefing on Alaskan 
Way Viaduct costs 


10 to 11 a.m., 
Olympia 


Jennifer Ziegler, Dave 
Dye, Ron Paananen, 
John White 


Weds., Nov. 19 Legislative briefing on SR 520 
costs 


11 a.m. to 12 p.m., 
Olympia 


Jennifer Ziegler, Dave 
Dye, Ron Paananen, 
Julie Meredith 


Weds., Nov. 19 Update SR 520 mediation 
executive committee members 
(other than leg.) 
• Seattle Mayor Nickels 
• Seattle CM Conlin 
• KC Executive Sims 
• UW President Emmert 
• ST CEO Earl 
• FHWA Division Director 


Phone calls after 
leg. briefing 


 
 
 
Ron Judd, Jennifer 
Ziegler 
 
 
 
Ron Paananen 
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Date Event/Activity Logistics Info Responsibility 
Mathis 


Weds., Nov. 19 Issue media advisory for SR 520 
roundtable  


1:00 p.m. SR 520 
communication team 


Weds., Nov. 19 Issue media advisory for Alaskan 
Way Viaduct roundtable 


1:00 p.m. Alaskan Way Viaduct 
communication team 


Thurs., Nov. 20 Update stakeholders on SR 520 
costs 
• Paige Miller 
• Ted Lane 
• Maurice Cooper 
• Jonathan Dubman 


Morning Ron Judd, Jennifer 
Ziegler 


Thurs., Nov. 20 Send Alaskan Way Viaduct and 
SR 520 cost estimates and news 
release to legislators 


10 a.m. Willy Leiste, Elissa 
Hicks 


Thurs., Nov. 20 Hold Alaskan Way Viaduct 
media roundtable on information 
to be presented to SAC 


10 to 11 a.m., 
Urban Corridors 
Office (tentative) 


Ron Paananen, Ron 
Posthuma, Bob 
Powers 


Thurs., Nov. 20 Issue news release about Alaskan 
Way Viaduct costs 


10:30 a.m. Alaskan Way Viaduct 
communication team 


Thurs., Nov. 20 Issue news release about SR 520 
costs 


11 a.m. SR 520 
communication team 


Thurs., Nov. 20 Hold SR 520 media roundtable  11 a.m. to 12 p.m., 
Urban Corridors 
Office (tentative) 


Paula Hammond (to 
be confirmed), Dave 
Dye, Julie Meredith 


Thurs., Nov. 20 SR 520 mediation panel meeting 1 to 5 p.m. 
Seattle Center 
Northwest Rooms 


Dave Dye, Ron 
Paananen, Julie 
Meredith 


Thurs., Nov. 20 Alaskan Way Viaduct 
Stakeholder Advisory Committee 


4 to 7:30 p.m., 
Plymouth 
Congregational 
Church 


Dave Dye, Ron 
Paananen, John White 


Fri., Nov. 21 Brief Gov. Gregoire on SR 520 
and Alaskan Way Viaduct 
programs 


Olympia Paula Hammond, 
Dave Dye, Ron 
Paananen 


Key Contacts   
WSDOT Headquarters 
 
Paula Hammond, Secretary, WSDOT 
360-705-7054, hammonp@wsdot.wa.gov 
 
Dave Dye, Deputy Secretary, WSDOT 
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360-705-7773, dyed@wsdot.wa 
 
Lloyd Brown, WSDOT Communications Director 
360-705-7076, brownl@wsdot.wa.gov 
 
Urban Corridor Office 
 
Ron Paananen, UCO Deputy Director 
206-770-3565, paananr@wsdot.wa.gov 
 
David Hopkins, UCO, Director, Government Relations and Communications 
206-464-1194, hopkida@wsdot.wa.gov 
 
Victoria Tobin, UCO Communications Manager 
206- 440-4613, tobinv@wsdot.wa.gov 
 
Joy Carpine-Cazzanti, UCO, Government and Community Relations Manager 
206- 491-6974, carpinej@wsdot.wa.gov 
 
SR 520 Program Office 
 
Julie Meredith, SR 520 Project Director 
206-770-3568, meredjl@wsdot.wa.gov 
 
Amy Grotefendt, SR 520 Communications Strategic Advisor 
206-295-9846, grotefa@wsdot.wa.gov 
 
Suanne Pelley, SR 520 Communications Manager 
206-770-3578, pelleys@wsdot.wa.gov 
 
Elizabeth Faulkner, SR 520 Deputy Communications Manager 
206-770-3633, faulkne@wsdot.wa.gov  
 
Alaskan Way Viaduct Program Office 
 
John White, Alaskan Way Viaduct Program Director 
206-770-3568, meredjl@wsdot.wa.gov 
 
Amy Grotefendt, Alaskan Way Viaduct Communications Strategic Advisor  
206-295-9846, grotefa@wsdot.wa.gov 
 
Kristy Van Ness, Alaskan Way Viaduct Communications Manager 
206-382-6361, vannesk@wsdot.wa.gov 
 
Emily Fishkin, Alaskan Way Viaduct Communications Lead 
206-267-6321, fishkie@wsdot.wa.gov  
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SR 520 Media Roundtable 
Spokespeople   
 Paula Hammond, WSDOT Secretary (tentative) 


Dave Dye, WSDOT Deputy Secretary 
 Julie Meredith, SR 520 Program Director 
 
Technical Resources 


Larry Kyle 
Rick Singer 
Greg Wornell 
Daniel Babuca  
 


Communication Staff 
Lloyd Brown, HQ (tentative)  
Victoria Tobin, UCO 
Amy Grotefendt, SR 520 Communications 
Suanne Pelley, SR 520 Communications 


 
Format 


Spokespeople sitting at table with reporters. Display materials around 
room.  Media packets available with information identified below.   
 
See agenda below 


 
Display 


2006 and 2008 Cost Comparison Summary 
Detailed Option A Estimate:  I-5 to Floating Bridge 
Detailed Option K Estimate:  I-5 to Floating Bridge 
Detailed Option L Estimate:  I-5 to Floating Bridge 


 
Media Kit 


News release 
 
Cost Estimates (available in hardcopy and CD) 
• 2006 and 2008 Cost Comparison Summary 
• Detailed Option A Estimate:  I-5 to Floating Bridge 
• Detailed Option K Estimate:  I-5 to Floating Bridge 
• Detailed Option L Estimate:  I-5 to Floating Bridge 
 
Background Information (available in CD) 
• Cost Estimate for SR 520 Corridor With Option A 
• Cost Estimate for SR 520 Corridor With Option K 
• Cost Estimate for SR 520 Corridor With Option L 
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Contact Information 
 


Draft Agenda (for internal purposes only) 
  


Time Agenda Who 
10:00 a.m. Welcome and Introductions 


 
Paula Hammond 


10:05 a.m. Overview 
• What to Expect Today 
• 2006 vs. 2008 Cost Estimates 


 


Paula Hammond 
Dave Dye 


10:10 a.m. Review Updated Cost Estimates  
• Eastside  
• Floating Bridge and Pontoon 


Construction Site 
 
Question and Answers 


 


Dave Dye 
Julie Meredith 


10:30 a.m. Review West Side Design Alternatives Cost 
Estimates 
 
Questions and Answers 
 


Dave Dye 
Julie Meredith 


11:00 a.m. Adjourn 
 


 


  
Talking Points  


 
Welcome and Introductions (Paula Hammond) 
• Thank you for joining us today to learn about the most recent update to 


the SR 520 program costs.  


• With me today are Dave Dye, WSDOT Deputy Secretary, and Julie 
Meredith, the director of the SR 520 Program 


 
Overview (Paula Hammond) 
• This morning we will be walking through the cost estimates for the 


program, beginning on the east side of the corridor and working our 
way across the lake to I-5.   


• We’ll spend the first 30 minutes talking about the east side of the 
corridor and the lake crossing. 


• We’d like to reserve the last 30 minutes to discuss the west side 
interchange options, which have come out of the work of the 
mediation panel. As these are new options and new cost estimates, we 
think they will take 30 minutes to walk through and discuss with you. 
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• As most of you know, the SR 520 corridor program is working toward 
replacing the floating bridge and approaches, which are at risk due to 
earthquakes and windstorms, and the Portage Bay viaduct, which is at 
risk due to earthquakes. 


• A quick reminder of where we’ve been… 


• The governor and legislature have agreed that the SR 520 corridor 
should be rebuilt with four general purpose lanes and two HOV lanes. 
This will improve public safety and mobility in the corridor. In fact, 
with the addition of two HOV lanes, XX percent more people will 
move in the corridor with only a three percent increase in vehicles. 


• In 2006 the governor’s expert review panel recommended that the 
costs for SR 520 incorporate a higher rate of inflation based on the 
rapid growth of worldwide construction costs. 


• This cost re-evaluation resulted in a new cost estimate for the project:  
$3.9 billion most likely cost for the six-lane Montlake interchange 
option and $4.38 billion most likely cost for the six-lane Pacific 
interchange option. 


• In 2008, the governor announced an accelerated schedule for the 
project and changes to the pontoon configuration across the lake. 
These two items resulted in a potential cost saving of $500 to $700 
million, reducing the project costs to $3.7 to $3.9 billion.   


• Key decisions have been made on the project since 2006, which have 
allowed us to develop more detailed project designs: 


- A preferred site for constructing pontoons was selected in Grays 
Harbor. 


- A design for the east side was agreed to with the local 
jurisdictions. 


- Other decisions? 


• Why are we updating costs now?  Two key decisions lie ahead for us 
on the SR 520 program: 


- We need to select a design for the west side interchange option. 
The legislature set up a mediation process, which has provided us 
with three options. We need agreement on these in the next 
legislative session in order to move forward with project design 
and meeting the accelerated schedule. 


- We need to fund the new SR 520. The legislature also set up a 
tolling implementation committee last year, of which I am a 
member, to evaluate options for partly funding SR 520 through 
tolls. The committee is due to reports on those options in January.  
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- WSDOT will take some of the tolling options evaluated by the 
committee, current state funding committed to the program, and 
develop an updated finance plan for the legislature to consider next 
session. 


- We are hopeful that the legislature will use these two documents to 
help us agree on a funding plan that will allow us to move forward 
on the accelerated schedule set by the governor. 


- The accelerated schedule will not only improve public safety, but 
also improve mobility across Lake Washington. 


 
2008 Cost Estimates (Dave Dye) 
• As most of you probably know, WSDOT uses the Cost Estimation 


Validation Process (CEVP) as an estimating tool that considers cost, 
schedule, risks, opportunities and uncertainties. A  few factors that 
influence cost estimates include: 


- Contractor bid price adjustments related to contract packaging, 
delivery method and competition. 


- Uncertainty about the pontoon fabrication and assembly of the 
flanker pontoons and pontoon assembly. 


- Refinements to the floating bridge design following the most 
recent wind/wave analysis. 


- Possible schedule delays  


- Accommodation for future high-capacity transit. 


- New regulations and scope changes. 


- Extended overhead costs resulting from preconstruction delay. 


• A decision on the west side interchange will be informed by the 
completion of a project impact plan in December. Three potential 
options remain, two of which are significantly different from those 
evaluated in the Draft EIS. This means that the costs for Option K and 
L are based on conceptual level designs. 


• This year we have completed a full CEVP for the entire program. This 
included almost five weeks of time with independent experts who 
reviewed the base costs and identified risks to scope and schedule. 


• While some of the costs are reflective of advances in engineering, we 
still have not yet reached 30 percent design nor received 
environmental approval. We expect that these costs will continue to be 
refined as we move forward. 


• We also updated the inflation rate to better reflect changes to the 
national and global economy. 


- More detail here 







 


SR 520 and Alaskan Way Viaduct Release of Updated Cost Estimates Draft Communication Plan Page 13 
Amy Grotefendt, grotefa@wsdot.wa.gov, 206-295-9846 10/14/2009 


• We’ll now walk through the updates that were made to the project’s 
cost estimates.  


- More detail here 


 
Eastside Transit and HOV Project (Dave Dye, Julie Meredith) 
• The most likely cost for SR 520 from Evergreen Point Road to I-405 is 


$776 million. In 2006, we estimated the cost for this segment to be 
$680 million. 


• The increased cost is a result of: 


- Unit price increases of $106 million. This includes materials such 
as…. 


- Quantity increases of $43 million.  Design on the east side has 
reached 10 percent; this means that we are better able to estimate 
the quantity of items, such as noise walls, and reflect a more 
accurate estimate of the costs. The amount of wetland mitigation 
acreage increased 146 percent. 


- Scope changes of $18 million.  Input from regulatory agencies and 
local jurisdictions, as well as new regulations, have led to scope 
changes. For example, new stormwater requirements have added 
costs for wetland mitigation and treatment options. 


• We are exploring options for reducing the costs, including changing 
the structure types, pavement type, and traffic detours during 
construction. 


 
 


Floating Bridge Pontoon Construction Site (Dave Dye, Julie Meredith) 
• The most likely cost for the pontoon construction site and 22 pontoons 


is $358 million.  


• The most likely cost for constructing the remaining pontoons and 
building the new floating bridge is $1.37 billion.  


• The total cost for these two items is $1.728 billion 


• In 2006, we estimated the costs for these two project elements to be 
$1.488 billion   


• The increased cost is a result of: 


- Meeting seismic standards. We believe a site in Grays Harbor is 
most likely the only place in Washington that can be permitted as a 
pontoon construction site. However, the geology of the area 
requires a more expensive design to meet seismic standards.   


- Others? 
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 We are exploring options for reducing the costs, including pontoon 
salvage which presents an opportunity to reduce demolition costs, 
construction engineering and drainage.  


 
West side design options 
• All of the options on the west side of the corridor include: 


- Quieter pavement 


- Narrower footprint 


- Elimination of the Montlake flyer stop and new direct connections 
to the Montlake Multimodal Center. 


- Lid over I-5 at Roanoke 


• The most likely cost for the west side of the corridor is $2.022 to 
$2.298 billion, assuming Option A that has been developed in the 
mediation process. In 2006, we estimated the cost for this segment to 
be $1.892 billion (assuming the Montlake interchange option).  


• The increased cost is a result of community input through the 
mediation process, including: 


- The addition of quieter pavement 


- Changing the aesthetic design of the Portage Bay bridge 


- Adding a lid over I-5 at Roanoke 


The cost will be at the lower end of the range if the land bridge over 
Foster Island, the ramps at Lake Washington Boulevard, and the 
eastbound HOV direct access ramps are not included. 


• If decision-makers select Option K, the most likely cost is $4.070 to 
$4.168 billion. For comparison purposes, in 2006 we estimated the 
cost for this segment to be $2.202 billion (assuming the Pacific St. 
interchange option).  The scope items that make up the biggest 
percentage of the cost are: 


- Designing the Portage Bay viaduct to include a false arch ($242 
million).   


- Constructing a tunnel under the Montlake Cut ($704 million).  This 
is for a sequential excavation tunneling method. If a less expensive 
tunneling approach were selected up to $X million could be saved, 
however, regulatory agencies have raised significant concerns 
about the impacts to fish from the alternate approach. 


- Building a single-point urban interchange east of the existing one 
($775 million). 


• If Option L is selected, the most likely cost is $2.562 to $2.642 billion.  
For comparison purposes, in 2006 we estimated the cost for this 
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segment to be $2.202 billion (assuming the Pacific St. interchange 
option).  The scope items that make up the biggest percentages of the 
cost are: 


- Designing the Portage Bay viaduct to include a false arch ($242 
million) 


- Constructing a new bascule bridge over the Montlake Cut ($208 
million). 


- Building a single-point urban interchange east of the existing one 
($179 million). 
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Alaskan Way Viaduct Media Roundtable 
Spokespeople   
 Ron Paananen, UCO Deputy Administrator 


Ron Posthuma, King County DOT Deputy Director 
 Bob Powers, Seattle DOT Deputy Director 
 
Technical Resources 


Jim Parsons, Independent Project Manager 
 


Communication Staff 
Lloyd Brown, HQ (tentative)  
Victoria Tobin, UCO 
Amy Grotefendt, Alaskan Way Viaduct 
Emily Fishkin, Alaskan Way Viaduct 
Rocky Ogershok, King County DOT 
Rick Sheridan, Seattle DOT 


 
Format 


Spokespeople sitting at table with reporters. Display materials around 
room.  Media packets available with information identified below.   
 
Presentation of costs will take 15 to 20 minutes. Remaining time reserved 
for question and answer. 


 
Display 


TBD 
 
Media Kit 


News release 
 
TBD 


 
Contact Information 
 


Draft Agenda 
 


TBD  
 


 







 


SR 520 and Alaskan Way Viaduct Release of Updated Cost Estimates Draft Communication Plan Page 17 
Amy Grotefendt, grotefa@wsdot.wa.gov, 206-295-9846 10/14/2009 


General Common Questions  
 


1. How are a slowing economy and fewer construction jobs on the horizon being factored 
into the cost estimates? 


 
SR 520 Common Questions  


 
2. What caused the project costs to increase from $3.98 to $4.6 billion in less than a year? 


The updated cost estimates reflects a combination of factors including; more detailed level of 
design, input from communities on both sides of the lake on mitigation and enhancements, 
increases in global construction costs, new regulations, and scope changes. [NEED TO ADD 
A COUPLE KEY FACTS HERE.] The estimates also take into consideration potential 
schedule delays, risks, opportunities and uncertainties.  This is all part of the Cost Estimation 
Validation Process that WSDOT uses on a regular basis to provide the public with more 
realistic projections of the probable cost and schedule for a project. 
 


3. What mitigation is assumed for the west side neighborhoods and University of 
Washington?  
A project impact plan will be delivered to the governor and state legislature by the end of this 
year. It will outline the west side interchange options and their effect on neighborhoods, 
quality of life, traffic, the environment, parks, the Washington Park Arboretum and the 
University of Washington.  Mitigation elements common to all of the options include lids, 
noise abatement, use of active traffic management, a new Bus Rapid Transit service plan, 
best practices for stormwater, use of transportation demand management. 


 
4. The west side Option A seems the most financially reasonable. Are either of the other 


two options affordable? 
We are updating the 2008 finance plan and will make it available to the governor and 
legislature in early 2009.  The Tolling Implementation Committee will be making 
recommendations to the legislature on the results of various tolling scenarios across the lake.  
We are here to present the cost updates. It will be up the governor and legislature to decide 
on which option is most affordable, based on all the information. 


 
5. Does this mean tolling I-90 is inevitable? Will tolling on both bridges begin in 2010? 


The state legislature will need to decide on the implementation of tolling across the lake on 
both SR 520 and I-90.   


 
6. How confident are you in these higher costs? Will we see higher costs in two years? 


These cost estimates reflect our best estimates at this point in time.  We will continue to 
conduct cost estimates throughout the life of the project using CEVP. This process takes into 
consideration cost, schedule, risks, opportunities and uncertainties. We know that schedule 
delays increase costs due to the increasing costs of materials such as steel and concrete. We 
also know that our national financial crisis is having a ripple effect to local state and 
municipalities in terms of borrowing and bonding services. 
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7. Why did the costs for building the pontoon construction site in Grays Harbor increase 
so dramatically? Should other sites be considered? 
 


Alaskan Way Viaduct Common Questions  
 


8. TBD 
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Viaduct Construction Communications Manager 


 
The Construction Communications Manager is member of the Alaskan Way Viaduct and 
Seawall Replacement Program (AWV) Communications Team. Team members will 
coordinate outreach, communications and media to ensure a seamless product for the 
public, elected officials and other agencies.  
 
This position reports directly to Engineering Manager Matt Preedy and indirectly reports 
to Viaduct Communications Manager Kristy Van Ness. 
This position reports directly to the Viaduct Communications Director Kristy Van Ness 
for the purposes of day-to-day execution of this job description. This position reports to 
Engineering Manager and Director of Construction Matt Preedy for the purposes of 
personnel management. 
 
The role and responsibility of the construction communications manager is to manage the 
day-to-day communication activities associated with Alaskan Way Viaduct projects 
under construction. This will include coordination with the Viaduct communications 
team and local agencies such as the City of Seattle, King County, the Port of Seattle, and 
others.  
 
To date these projects currently include: 
 


o S. Holgate to S. King Street – Stage 1 
o  


Electrical Line Relocation  
o  


Battery Street Tunnel maintenance and upgrades 
o  


SR 519 
o  


Other city projects, including Spokane Street Viaduct 
 
This position will also closely follow projects in design.  These projects include: 


o S. Holgate to S. King Street, Stage 2 
o SR 99 Bored Tunnel and Systems 
o North and South Portals  
o Alaskan Way Boulevard and Central Waterfront Promenade  
o Seawall Replacement  
o Initial Transit Enhancements and Other Improvements Projects  
o Viaduct Demolition 
o Other city projects, including Mercer (coordination with) 
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Viaduct Construction: cradle to grave / construction lead 


 Assist communications staff with messaging related to the SR 99 tunnel 
during the design process. 


 Create and implement a detailed construction communications and media 
relations plan. 


  


RFP 
 Lead writer and editor for public information and outreach portions for AWV-


based project request for qualifications (RFQ), request for proposals (RFP) 
and other relevant contract writing and reviewing. Review and edit contract 
language for other relevant disciplines.  


 Work with Viaduct overall program communications and outreach to make 
sure language reflects program communications and outreach goals and ideas, 
keeping them protected from the contracting process.   


Construction communications and coordination 
 Encourage construction communications between agencies and track various 


projects, scopes, schedules and work locations for continued overall 
downtown Seattle construction communications awareness and accountability. 


 Coordinate with Northwest Region’s traffic management center on SR 99 road 
closures and detours, including 2010 construction season planning. 


 Work with WSDOT Public Transportation Division and NWR Northwest 
Region to identify future construction hotspots.  


 Coordinate with the environmental team as needed as part of permit 
requirements, noise variances, etc. 


 Notify the public and stakeholders regarding upcoming construction activities, 
detours, noise, or other activities on a regular basis. 


 Write and/or manage writing of communications plans for construction. 
Coordinate review, including incorporating comments from partner agencies. 


 Provide information regarding contract advertisement dates, procurement 
process, and goals for upcoming contract to DBE/WMBE communications 
staff. 


 Coordinate with other members of the communications team to ensure proper 
notification and coordination of messaging related to construction projects, 
including environmental justice, field work, and community relations and 
outreach staff. 


 Provide up-to-date construction information to communications staff 
responsible for hotline and public response management. 


 Prepare and or manage information materials about construction projects. 
Includes fact sheets, folios, letters, fliers, postcards and posters. 


 Manage the on-going maintenance and inspections of the viaduct and the 
Battery Street Tunnel – semi-annual closures, visual inspections. 
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o Coordinate with NW Region Traffic and Bridge Maintenance Office.  
o Work with communication manager for review and approval of dates, 


which includes coordination with the City of Seattle and King County. 
 Act as internal WSDOT contact person for coordination of construction 


projects with AWV-funding. These projects currently include: 
o I-5 Active Traffic Management Project 
o City of Seattle intelligent transportation system projects 


 Provide daily, or more frequent, updates on construction projects to program 
communications director. 


Media relations  
 Create a proactive media relations plan to promote upcoming construction 


milestones and closures. 
 Provide timely and accurate information to the media. 
 Proactively identify public relations risks and opportunities. 
 Track results of public outreach, communications strategies and tactics. 
 Track regional construction closures/issues and determine how they could 


affect Viaduct AWV related projects. 
 Coordinate messaging with WSDOT's Northwest Region, SDOTCity of 


Seattle, King County and other agencies. 
 Serve as WSDOT spokesperson for television, radio and newspaper 


interviews during crisis situations and periods of high-profile construction. 
 Spot trends in regional and national media that could affect WSDOT. 
 Develop story ideas to pitch to local, regional and national media. 
 Provide 24/7 media relations support to project program team and region. 
 
 Create construction talking points, graphics and briefing papers for project 


program staff and executives. 
 Coordinate with the media relations team on media interviews and 


information requests related to construction projects. 
 Write and/or manage news releases, project folios, WSDOT blog entries, trade 


magazine articles and other written materials.  
 Create construction communications review process with program 


communications director.  
 In coordination with other communications staff, mMonitor project program 


media coverage for accuracy and filtration of WSDOT and program 
messaging.  


 Work Coordinate with project program staff and graphic designers to create 
graphics to illustrate project elementsconstruction and traffic revisions, 
closures and detours. 


 Shoot and edit photos and video. 
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Viaduct / WSDOT Construction in Downtown Seattle Web site  
 Work Coordinate with SR 99 ViaductAWV communications staff modify the 


existingupdate project Web pages to better feature project milestones, closures 
and issuesconstruction communications affecting drivers or stakeholders. 


 Manage and create content, graphics and construction related Web pages. 


Construction communications quality control 
 Edit and approve all written and electronic construction communications 


documents: Web pages, public involvement plans, noise fliers, media 
advisories, press media releases, folios; posters etc. for WSDOT style, 
messaging (for both WSDOT and the AWV Program) and design standards. 


 Coach and mentor WSDOT and consultant staff on WSDOT style and 
messaging guidelines. 


Regional and project crisis communications 
 Continue to update project crisis communications plans incorporating 


WSDOT’s “No surprises” philosophy  
 Assist other WSDOT regions and teams with disaster and emergency 


response: i.e. snow and ice, flooding, death in a workzonework zone, 
significant collision or construction affecting traffic etc.  


Marketing, branding, graphics  
 Work with SR 99 project staff and executives to create a brand for the SR 99 


tunnel. 
 Peer review of materials such as Edit and approve all written and electronic 


documents: Wweb pages, public involvement plans, noise fliers, media 
advisories, press media releases, folios; posters etc. for WSDOT style, 
messaging and design standards. 


 


Stakeholder relations 
 Continue to work with SODO, Mariners, Port of Seattle, DSA, Sound Transit, 


King County, City of Seattle, Freight MoblityMobility (FMAC) and 
emergency services. This work will be coordinated with other outreach efforts 
provided by the public involvement team. 


 Attend construction management meetings, including meetings with partner 
agencies (City of Seattle, King County, etc) to coordinate AWV program 
work with other jurisdictions’ construction projects. 


 Attend weekly communications and public involvement team meetings 
(includes both internal program staff and other agency staff from City of 
Seattle, King County, Port of Seattle, etc.) 


Training 
 Continue to lead “No Surprises” training courses for WSDOT staff 


Comment [kvn1]: Is this for the viaduct 
program, or for projects outside of the viaduct 
umbrella? 
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 Continue to lead Media Training courses for WSDOT Executives and 
ViaductAWV project program staff. 


General Viaduct program support 
 Attend outreach event such as public meetings, fairs, festivals and farmers 


markets representing the overall AWV program. 
 Answer project hotline and respond to public inquiries from a variety of 


sources. 


Personnel 
 Supervise CC4 and CC3 WSDOT construction communications staff on the 


Viaduct AWV Program. 


Other 
 Continue to lead communications for WSDOT’s quieter pavement program. 
 Continue to provide strategic advice for WSDOT’s cable median barrier 


program. 
 








 
 


 
Public meetings and open houses 


 
Summary since 2001: 


 45 public meetings and open houses 
 16 public hearings 


 
Date Location, Neighborhood 


June 28, 2001 Mountaineers Building, Queen Anne 
Nov. 13, 2001 Seattle Pacific University, Queen Anne 
Nov. 14, 2001 Arctic Building, downtown Seattle 
Nov. 15, 2001 Lafayette Elementary School, West Seattle 
Feb. 25, 2002 Arctic Building, downtown Seattle 
Feb. 26, 2002 Sylvester Middle School, Burien 
Feb. 27, 2002 Ballard High School, Ballard 
Feb. 28, 2002 Lafayette Elementary School, West Seattle 
March 5, 2002 Meridian Park School, Shoreline 
June 17, 2002 Seattle Center, Queen Anne 
July 24, 2002 Port of Seattle, downtown Seattle 
July 25, 2002 Gatewood School, West Seattle 
July 30, 2002 BF Day Elementary School, Fremont 
Sept. 30, 2003 BF Day Elementary School, Fremont 
Oct. 1, 2003 Plymouth Congregational Church, downtown Seattle 
Oct. 2, 2003 Lafayette Elementary School, West Seattle 
March 9, 2004 Seattle Center, Queen Anne 
March 10, 2004 Starbucks Center, SODO 
March 11, 2004 Argosy Cruises - Pier 55, downtown Seattle 
June 21, 2005 Benaroya Hall, downtown Seattle 
June 22, 2005 Naval Armory, Interbay 
June 23, 2005 West Seattle High School, West Seattle 
March 2, 2006 Seattle Aquarium, downtown Seattle 
May 22, 2006 Plymouth Congregational Church, downtown Seattle 
May 23, 2006 Cooper Elementary School, West Seattle 
May 24, 2006 Ballard Community Center, Ballard 
Aug. 22, 2007 Grand Central Arcade, Pioneer Square 
Sept. 24, 2007 Starbucks Support Center, SODO 
Sept. 26, 2007 Madison Middle School, West Seattle 
Feb. 12, 2008 Cooper Elementary School, West Seattle 
April 28, 2008 Pyramid Restaurant, SODO 
May 8, 2008 Seattle Center, Queen Anne 
May 13, 2008 Madison Middle School, West Seattle 







Alaskan Way Viaduct and Seawall Replacement Program 2 
Public meetings and open houses 


Date Location, Neighborhood 
May 15, 2008 Adams Elementary School, Ballard 
Sept. 11, 2008 Plymouth Congregational Church, downtown Seattle 
Sept. 16, 2008 Fauntleroy Church, West Seattle 
Sept. 18, 2008 Leif Erickson Hall, Ballard 
Oct. 16, 2008 Mountaineers Building, Queen Anne 
Dec. 15, 2008 Town Hall Seattle, First Hill 
Feb. 23, 2009 Adams Elementary School, Ballard 
Feb. 24, 2009 Madison Middle School, West Seattle 
June 8, 2009 Seattle City Hall, downtown Seattle 
June 10, 2009 Madison Middle School, West Seattle 
June 11, 2009 Leif Erickson Hall, Ballard 
Feb. 25, 2010 Plymouth Congregational Church, downtown Seattle 


Public hearings: 
2004 Draft Environmental Impact Statement 


April 27, 2004 Arctic Building, downtown Seattle 
April 28, 2004 Lafayette Elementary School, West Seattle 
April 29, 2004 Leif Erickson Hall, Ballard 


Public hearings: 
2006 Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement 


Sept. 7, 2006 Plymouth Congregational Church, downtown Seattle 
Sept. 12, 2006 Madison Middle School, West Seattle 
Sept. 13, 2006 Ballard Community Center, Ballard 
Sept. 14, 2006 Plymouth Congregational Church, downtown Seattle 


Public hearings: 
S. Holgate Street to S. King Street Viaduct Replacement Project 


Environmental Assessment 
July 10, 2008 Town Hall Seattle, First Hill 
July 15, 2008 Madison Middle School, West Seattle 


SR 99 Corridor Hearing 
April 22, 2010 Silver Cloud Inn, SODO 
April 27, 2010 Madison Middle School, West Seattle 
April 28, 2010 Ballard High School, Ballard 


Public Hearings: 
2010 Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement 


Nov. 16, 2010 Madison Middle School, West Seattle 
Nov. 17, 2010 Ballard High School, Ballard 
Nov. 18, 2010 Plymouth Congregational Church, downtown Seattle 


Limited Access Control Hearing  
Dec. 14, 2010 Seattle Central Library, downtown Seattle 


 








 
 
             FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE  


                   3 p.m. PST 
                 Contact: Mike Wussow 
                     +1 (206) 292-0401 x158 
 


EXPERTS SAY TUNNEL COSTS FOR REPLACING VIADUCT A MYTH  
Tunnel Pros Urge State, County, City to Weigh Real Costs as Decision Nears 


 
SEATTLE, WASH. (Dec. 10, 2008)—As regional leaders approach the end of year deadline for finalizing 
replacement options for the Alaskan Way Viaduct, tunnel experts say cost estimates for a deep-bored tunnel 
are inflated, inaccurate and more myth than reality.  


Experts say that the figures being reported for a deep-bored tunnel include costs—such as $900 
million for surface streets and $350 million for a seawall—that shouldn’t be part of the cost equation. 
According to a letter from a group of five experts and sent to Washington’s deputy transportation secretary, 
David Dye, a tunnel “could be completed in the 60 months period with a price of $2B or less.” That’s years 
and at least one billion dollars less than a state analysis concluded. And that cost puts the tunnel option well 
within range of other options. 


The latest evidence to backup the experts’ argument that costs are overestimated came this morning, 
when The Seattle Times reported that the final and accepted bid for the University Link Tunnel “was 34 
percent below the agency’s (Sound Transit) estimate of $29.6 million.” 


“Contrary to what some are saying, these experts are doing an apples-to-apples comparison,” says 
Bruce Agnew, director of Cascadia Center of Discovery Institute, sponsor of a recent tunnel comparison 
study. “This morning’s news about the University Link Tunnel reaffirms their contention that costs for 
tunnels are reasonable and often lower than expected. We strongly hope the state, county and city will sit 
down with this respected group of deep-bored tunneling experts before the end of the year. We’d be happy to  
facilitate and host that discussion.” 


The five experts who signed the letter to Deputy Secretary Dye—Richard Prust, Vladimir Khazak, 
Dick Robbins, Kern Jacobson and Gerhard Sauer—all have extensive experience with tunnels. Mr. Khazak 
helped lead the development of the downtown transit tunnel which was completed in 1986. Mr. Prust’s 
company, global engineering firm, Arup, has completed a Cascadia Center-sponsored tunnel cost comparison 
estimate that shows clearly that tunnels are being built around the world, at a faster pace, at less cost and 
disruption, and using highly advanced technology. Seattle itself uses tunnels, including the recently completed 
Beacon Hill tunnel, which came in at $300 million. 


The group of five experts says that the estimates being reported peg labor and material costs much 
higher than necessary or realistic for Seattle. Their tunnel estimates “include portals, tunnels and all associated 
safety requirements,” and “the data falls in the range $100M to $350M per mile of single tunnel, which would 
equate to $400M to $1.4B for a twin bore two mile tunnel in Seattle.”  


Many cities have embraced the advances in deep-bored tunneling technology to help alleviate 
congestion and facilitiate the movement of people and goods. There is a proposed 1.5 miles long tunnel ($677 
million/mile) project for the Port of Miami (Fla.), and a 58 feet diameter bored tunnel is being considered for 
a 4.5 miles long project in Los Angeles for I-710 (under $300 million/mile). Paris, Madrid, Moscow and 
Shanghai all have tunnels.  


“The benefits of a deep-bored tunnel are too compelling to ignore,” says Cascadia’s Agnew. “The 
waterfront wouldn’t be disrupted during construction, which would allow commerce and commuting to 
continue. Tunnels last 100-150 years—twice as long as anything else on the table, which makes the full life 
cycle cost competitive. It is really the only choice that meets the economic, environmental and sustainability 
needs of the region, including costs.” 


-30- 
 


CASCADIA CENTER OF DISCOVERY INSTITUTE is known for its leadership in transportation and development issues in the Cascadia 
Corridor, Puget Sound and the U.S.-Canadian cross-border realm. Funded in large part by the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, 
Cascadia is proud of its reputation as an independent voice for solutions to regional and national challenges, a voice shared through 
policy analyses, testimony to government bodies, and through forums and conferences designed to solve complex policy matters. 
More at: www.cascadiaproject.org 







Survey of reported costs


Majority of projects indicate
a cost per mile of single
tunnel of less than $350M.
This equates, for two
tunnels 10,000 ft long, to
$1.38n.


Survey of bored tunnel reported costs (per mile of bored tunnel)


$700 $800


Millions


Reported project cost (per mile of bored tunnel)


Nofes:
. Costs are reported project costs, and have been normalized to indicate the cost of a mile of single tunnel
. No price escalation has been incorporated
. Costs for l-710 project in Los Angeles are from feasibility study - project is not built
. Alaskan Way figures based on $2.8bn for twin 10,000ft long tunnels
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December 8, 2008


Dear Stakeholders and Project Team:


We are a group of tunneling professionals writing to urge you to carry forth the Deep-
Bored Tunnel option for further analysis as a viable solution for the Alaskan Way Viaduct
replacement project. We have broad collective experience, having built machines for and
designed or built scores of deep bore tunnels around the world. Although we work for
different firms and compete against each other to design and build these tunnels, we
have come to the same conclusion: The Deep Bored Tunnel provides a reliable, cost
effective and socially responsible solution for the replacement of the Viaduct and the
development of the downtown waterfront. We universally applaud your efforts to
consider the investment in a solution for the Viaduct that includes a deep-bored tunnel.


The Deep-Bored alternatives offer significant short and long-term economic and regional
benefits in terms of increased greater public amenity, reduced congestion, increased
property values, greater seismic resilience, reduced downtown disruption, and the ability
to keep the existing Viaduct in operation during construction. While we believe that these
benefits outweigh any cost differential, we would also like to offer additional cost data
that we believe indicates that the Bored Tunnel solution would cost less than the $3.5
billion currently proposed-a price tag we believe diminishes the chance that the deep-
bored option will get a fair evaluation.


The attached chart provides project costs from tunnel projects around the world,
normalized to cost per mile of single tunnel. While these costs have not been updated
for construction inflation, the current prediction for the Seattle tunnel is higher by a
significant margin than any similar tunnel project built anywhere in the world. While we
are not in a position to analyze the detail of the estimate, we question several aspects of
the cost estimate:


1. Twenty-five percent of total cost is added for "design fee." Our experience
indicates that the design fee could be much smaller, perhaps even half that amount.


2. Assumption of 10-year construction period inflates costs and results in
excessive inflation premium costs. The assumption of twin bores using a single
boring machine causes the time to construct to be extended, penalizing it with
additional risk, contingency and inflation costs.


3. lnflated risk premium. Our experience in designing and managing construction of
the 3'd Avenue bus tunnel in Seattle tells us that ground risk can be minimized since
most of the downtown is already surveyed and conditions are widely understood.
Locating tunnels in the public right of way where they are visible, placing tunnels as
far from the shoreline as possible, and selecting routes with wider public right of way
are just a few items that could reduce risk and cost of construction. This risk is
further reduced as a result of developments in tunneling technology in recent years,
along with experience gained on localtunnel projects.


4. There are other opportunities to reduce costs and increase benefits by
considering other innovative approaches such as use of a single large diameter
tunnel rather than twin bores.







Once again, we commend the Stakeholders Committee and the technical team for their
fair consideration of all solutions, including the Deep-Bored Tunnel option. We
understand and respect your need to carefully weigh all the options before you.


The actions you take will influence the shape of our city and region for many decades to
come. Based on our extensive experience, we believe there is ample justification to
carry the Deep-Bored option forward for further analysis. This presents the ultimate
opportunity to create a legacy that reclaims our waterfront, sustains regional mobility,
preserves urban neighborhoods, protects the flow of freight and goods, and is ultimately
the most affordable option in front of you.


Respectfully,


øø,/-
Vladimir Khazak
Vice President, HNTB


ÊdæÃ--
Dick Robbins
Founder, Robbins Company


Ø
Richard Prust
Associate Principal, Arup


ard Sauer


Transportation Engineering Consultant


Sauer Corporation


A) High Level Summary of Long-term Benefits of Deep-Bored Option
B) Summary of ARUP cost analyses
C) Comparison of Tunnel Costs (p. 1 1 in attachment)


Attachments:







Attachment A
High Level Summary of Benefits of Deep-Bored Tunnel Approach


. Diverts the 66% of bypass traffic on the Viaduct from the city grid, allowing
the cityscape to be used for more noble purposes


. Can be built with the least construction disruption and lowest mitigation
costs of any alternative, thereby protecting Seattle's downtown
neighborhoods


. Allows continued use of the Alaskan Way Viaduct during construction


. Potential to eliminate the Battery Tunnel turn, and eliminate the barrier of
Aurora Avenue north of Battery Street to knit Uptown and S. Lake Union
neighborhoods back together


. Creates a mechanism to collect water runoff and particulate air pollution


. Eliminates noise impacts


. Has the lowest life cycle cost and can be expected to last longer than any
other scenario (the BN tunnel under Seattle is more than 100 years old)


. Can reduce freight traffic through downtown, making pedestrian and biking
safer and more attractive


. Enhances and protects throughput capacity for freight, maritime and
industrial uses, the Port, Boeing, and even transit


. Tunnels and underground space generally have a very long life:


Some tunnels have been in continuous use contributing to the
environment and sustainable development for centuries.


Tunnels have been demonstrated to behave very well during
earthquakes-in fact, better than surface structures. A tunnel would
provide an important north-south corridor in a seismic event.


. Despite potential initial cost, the Life-Cycle Cost of deep bored tunnels can
be competitive or even lower than Surface Alternatives, ultimately
resulting in far lower replacement costs.


. Can be funded through tolls and allows the easiest mechanism to manage
traffic through tolls







December 9, 2008


David Dye
Deputy Secretary
Washington State Department of Transportation
P. O. Box 47300
Olympia, WA 98504-7300


RE: Deep Bore Tunnel Gost Estimates


Dear Mr. Dye:


Thank you for your very relevant comments and questions regarding our perspectives on
the cost of a deep bore tunnel option. We welcome this opportunity to share our thinking
about why we believe that the deep bore estimates and design and construction time
provided to the team is more conservative than may be appropriate. While we are not
privileged to know the basis and assumptions of the detailed schedules and estimates
developed to date, it is our observation from the professional prospective based on the
global experience that such project could be completed in the 60 months period with a
price of $28 or less.


Cost Estimation Sources/Methodology
We have based our analysis on an inventory of reported tunnel project costs for a range
of projects across the world that are either completed, under construction or in planning.
The majority of the projects we reviewed are either in design or construction or were
complete in the last 2 years, although some are up to 7 years old.


What is included in the cost estimates?
Unfortunately, these reported costs do not permit a direct comparison. They do,
however, allow a project to be placed within the context of other similar projects,
Although the available literature rarely details the specific cost breakdown, we can say
with certainty that these project costs typically include portals, tunnels and all associated
safety requirements, all systems including but not limited to the ventilation structures
where required, all building protections, ground modification, utilities, etc,. The majority
of the data falls in the range of $100M to $350M per mile of single tunnel, which would
equate to $400M to $1.48 for a twin bore two-mile tunnel in Seattle.


As reported project costs, these figures would be expected to include design and
construction risk.


The Inflation Factor
As we noted in our letter, the costs presented have not been escalated because
escalation rates can vary significantly from country to country and city to city, along with
fluctuating currency exchange rates. While it is true that there have been high
escalation rates over the last 10 to 15 years, these costs have stabilized recently in the
last 2 months, with materials prices reducing and labor prices leveling over the last two
months. The BCI (building projects) and CCI (lnfrastructure projects) indices for Seattle
over the last 12 months were 6% and 2.0% per annum respectively. Our best estimate
over the coming years, given the recent reduction in materials prices, is an escalation
rate of the order of 3.0 to 3.5%. The long term trend of the CCI index indicates an
escalation o'f 4.5 lf we apply this latter figure to the costs of projects either under







construction or completed in the last 2 years, we can project an upper bound cost of
$500M per mile of tunnel (i.e. $28 for a twin bored 2 mile long tunnel in Seattle) with the
majority of data falling within the original range quoted above, assuming a mid-point of
construction of 2015.


We fully recognize that this analysis is not a substitute for a rigorous cost analysis.
Nevertheless, there is no question that the current cost estimates presented to the
project team and stakeholders put the deep bore tunnel option at the very high range of
real costs for real projects elsewhere on the globe. As individuals with extensive
tunneling experience, we do not understand why those costs should be so high.


Thank you, once again for your prompt and thoughtful response to our input. We
reiterate our interest in being available to the project team and stakeholders to provide
the benefit of our direct and global experience in tunneling technology and project
management.


Sincerely,


Wf
Richard Prust
Associate Principal, Arup


Vladimir Khazak
Vice President, HNTB


Ê^dÊr4-;-
Dick Roþbins
Founder, Robþins Company
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Kern Jacobson


ng Consultant
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Working draft.  Not for public release.  Oct. 16, 2009 


Earthquake Video Simulation Talking Points – Oct. 25, 2009 
 
There is a one in ten chance than an earthquake could permanently damage the 
Alaskan Way Viaduct and seawall.  
 


 In 2007 new geotechnical data and a better understanding of local and regional seismic 
behavior allowed seismic and structural experts to determine that there is a higher chance 
of an earthquake occurring that could cause portions of the viaduct to collapse. 


 This translates to a one in ten chance that an earthquake that could permanently damage 
the viaduct could occur in the next 10 years. This is approximately double the previously 
identified risk.   


 This is a more intense earthquake than the 2001 Nisqually earthquake and would either 
be closer, be stronger, or last longer.  


 In early 2007 we began to work on a visual simulation of how the viaduct would respond 
in the event of an earthquake in order to better understand the new information, share the 
new seismic information to the public, and emphasize the importance of moving forward.  


 Experts from an international structural engineering firm and the University of 
Washington reviewed the video simulation and found it to be an accurate representation 
of the new seismic information and impact on the viaduct. 


 Once the video was completed in November 2007, WSDOT decided not to release it 
because it sensationalized a serious safety issue and could distract from the collaborative 
process that was underway. The technical information was released to the public in early 
2008 and shared at a stakeholder advisory committee, posted on the Web site, and 
provided in briefings to elected officials. 


 


We are releasing this video now because of a public disclosure request. 


 This video does not contain new information. We released the seismic risk information 
portrayed in the video simulation to the public in early 2008 – at a stakeholder meeting, 
posted on the Web site, and through briefings to elected officials. 


 We are releasing this video now because of a public disclosure request. The request was 
for a number of documents, including the earthquake simulation video.  


 Our intent is to comply with the public disclosure request. However we remain concerned 
that this video sensationalizes a serious safety issue. 


 


WSDOT continues work to ensure the viaduct is safe for drivers, but we cannot 
afford further delay. 


 This video shows clearly why we cannot afford to delay taking down the viaduct.   


 Progress is being made. We are starting construction in March to take down the south 
half of the viaduct near the sports stadiums. The project will be advertised to contractors 
on Monday, Oct. 26. 


Public Disclosure Request 10-0292 for Elizabeth Campbell Sixth Installment







Working draft.  Not for public release.  Oct. 16, 2009 


 The viaduct is safe for drivers today. WSDOT has kept close watch on the viaduct ever 
since the 2001 Nisqually earthquake.  


o Inspections have increased to four times a year to ensure it remains safe for 
drivers. When damage is found during the inspections, steps to repair the damage 
are taken. 


o We strengthened four column footings between Columbia and Yesler in 2008. 
This is a temporary repair that limits settlement in this area of the viaduct, 
prevents further damage to the structure, and allows the viaduct to remain open to 
traffic. 


o Vehicles with a gross weight of more than 105,500 pounds are prohibited, and 
trucks and buses must travel in the right-hand lane only. 


 WSDOT is installing an automated closure system this spring. The current system is 
manual and requires the police force and others to close the viaduct in an emergency.  


 The automated system will remove traffic from the viaduct in case of a catastrophic 
failure or a moderate seismic event that weakens the structure. The system will include: 


o New monitoring system, including GPS antennas and wireless equipment, to 
detect structure and ground movement. 


o Eight gates placed at ramps and entrances to the viaduct 


o Advance warning signs, to notify travelers of a closure, will be added or upgraded 
in west Seattle, south Seattle, SODO, downtown, and north of the Battery Street 
Tunnel.  


o Traffic cameras will be added along the viaduct and at gate locations. 


 The automated closure system will cost approximately $3.75 million and is being funded 
by federal funds. 


 
The City of Seattle will replace the seawall in parallel with the bored tunnel. 


 The seawall is at the same risk of collapse in the event of an earthquake as the viaduct. 


 Replacement of the seawall is currently undergoing environmental review by the City of 
Seattle and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. 


 Design will begin next year and construction of the new seawall will begin in parallel 
with construction of the bored tunnel.  


Public Disclosure Request 10-0292 for Elizabeth Campbell Sixth Installment
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From: Dye, Dave
Sent: Tuesday, December 30, 2008 3:22 PM
To: Paananen, Ron; Hammond, Paula; Grotefendt, Amy (Consultant); Judd, Ron; Ziegler, 


Jennifer; Stone, Craig; White, John
Subject: RE: AWV Cost Estimates - Follow Up


 Hey all - we had a pretty good discussion at the AWV office today regarding project cost 
estimates, with most of the focus on the bored tunnel.  You may have seen some e-mail from
me earlier suggesting that the costs for the single-bore could be somewhat lower than the 
$2.13 billion figure used originally.  Based on my conversations today, I'm inclined to 
say the $2.13 billion figure is the right figure to build a finance plan around...here's 
why:


- The probable cost range from which we pulled that figure is about $1.9 billion to $2.4 
billion, with most probable being $2.13 billion.
- This range is not a full CEVP range - probably more like the 30% to 70% CEVP range -- a 
full 10% to 90% range might be something more like $1.6 to $3.0 billion, with the 60% 
about the same as our $2.13 billion (some conjecture here, but informed conjecture).
- ARUP and Cascadia are suggesting the tunnel can be done in the $1.6 to $1.8 range, 
closer to the lower end of what we might expect to see in our full range when the CEVP is 
conducted.  There is no doubt that there is optimism in that number.
- Taking what we learned from our expert review panel in 2006, we would expect to see the 
wider range given where we are in the design process and that targeting the number 
somewhere around 50-60% for finance plan development seems reasonable.
- We'll pull together a few tunnel experts in the next couple of weeks to check our 
approach on this but don't expect a major shift in this number.


So, that's a long way of saying I think we should stick with the $2.13 billion number for 
financial planning purposes...in a conversation with the other members of the tri-agency 
today they concur.  Along those lines, work about who pays for what and transportation 
performance and construction impacts etc. continues so we will have good information for 
our 9-3 workshop at the city on Friday.  That's it for now, and of course, all subject to 
change.  Talk to you soon.


-dave


-----Original Message-----
From: Dye, Dave
Sent: Sunday, December 28, 2008 11:05 AM
To: Paananen, Ron; Hammond, Paula; Grotefendt, Amy (Consultant); Judd, Ron; Ziegler, 
Jennifer; Stone, Craig
Subject: AWV Cost Estimates


Hey all - some vacation time gave me pause to ponder our work program regarding bored 
tunnel cost estimates and the obvious thought hit me:  if we adjust the risk profile for 
the tunnel shouldn't we do the same (at least take the same approach) for the elevated and
surface options?  After all, it is still all relative and how might the dynamics change if
the plain jane elevated can be done for 2.2 billion inclusive of seawall and utilities or 
frank's option can be done for 2.8 billion?  What if the surface is way cheaper than any 
of those?  It seems the opponents of a tunnel will want (demand) apples to apples 
comparisons, so I think we need to expand our work effort next week...this is likely going
to take a couple of weeks to accomplish compounded by holidays.


First, we'll need to assemble a group of cost estimators to review the base costs and 
markups for things like design allowance, engineering and cm.  Then, a group needs to 
review the risk profiles for the options to see if they are overstated as some tunnel 
experts suggest - and do it fairly.  And, we need to asses that issue and whether or not 
the same holds true for surface and the elevated options too.  All while trying to be true
to our CEVP process.  Need someone from the CRA office (Gable?) And Reilly would be 
good...anyone know when he's back?  Need to bring Larry Kyle too because the same issues 
are being raised on 520 so let's be consistent across the board - might learn a thing or 
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two from 405 also...


Okay, enough for now - I think gov's office is expecting some update tomorrow and we can 
provide status but we need to not rush out a number before we get all this in context - 
we'll only get one chance to do this the right way - I'll check on work efforts in 
progress (tunnel focused) tomorrow via e-mail and will be in office Tuesday for a better 
assessment - in the mean time, a workshop is tentativley planned with city and county on 
Friday to review the tunnel option and what components go in and who pays...phew...


More later...


-dave








AWVSRP Oversight Committees 
 
 


City of Seattle Sponsored Committees:  
 
Special Committee on the AWVSRP and Central Waterfront Planning – Meeting June 21, July 6, 19, 
August 2, 16, September 7, 20 after 2pm Full Council meeting with additional meeting dates throughout 
summer 2010 as needed. Co-Chairs Bagshaw, Clark and Rasmussen. 
 
Purpose: The Special Committee on the AWVSRP and Central Waterfront Planning provides for 
coordinated City Council oversight of the bored tunnel project and the waterfront and seawall designs. 
Through meetings of this Special Committee, the Council will assert Seattle interests at each stage of the 
project. The committee will analyze, review, and as appropriate, act on Alaskan Way Viaduct and 
Seawall Replacement Program proposals and legislation including steps to implement the Bored Tunnel 
Alternative, the Moving Forward projects, and the seawall replacement; agreements between the City 
and WSDOT; and all mitigation plans and efforts. Council will review the State's analysis of tolling 
options and provide policy guidance reflecting the City's interests, review executive proposals for 
implementing new Seawall Bond measure, Transportation Benefit District and increased Commercial 
Parking Tax to support City projects, and review the Executive's preliminary analysis of a potential new 
Local Improvement District. Furthermore, the committee will review, monitor and act on plans, 
strategies and partnerships for the management, use and programming of new public spaces on the 
Central Waterfront. The Committee will also review and act on development or redevelopment of the 
Parks Department's waterfront properties on the Central Waterfront, including the Central Waterfront 
Master Plan for Piers 57-63 (Alaskan Way Landing).  
 
Website: http://www.seattle.gov/council/issues/viaduct.htm 
 
Membership: All City Councilmembers 
 
 
Central Waterfront Partnerships Committee – Meets 3rd Thursday of every month, Co-Chairs Maggie 
Walker and Charles Royer. 
 
Purpose: The Central Waterfront Partnerships Committee will recommend models for the management, 
use and programming of new public spaces on the Central Waterfront. It will advise the Mayor and 
Council on the strategies and partnerships necessary to successfully develop and manage new public 
spaces, looking both at the Alaskan Way Viaduct Seawall Replacement Program (AWVSRP) specifically, 
as well as broadly at the neighborhoods bordering Elliott Bay and connections to major Center City 
destinations. 


 
Outcomes: The Committee’s work will culminate in a set of specific recommendations to the Mayor and 
Council in each of the topic areas described above by September 2010. The Committee will be run in an 
open and transparent manner, with early and frequent public open houses to allow broad public input in 
forming recommendations 
 
Website: http://www.seattle.gov/DPD/Planning/Central_Waterfront/Overview/ 
 



http://www.seattle.gov/council/issues/viaduct.htm





Membership:  
 
At-Large Members 
Carol Binder  
Mahlon Clements  
Joshua Curtis  
Bob Davidson  
Bob Donegan  
Kathy Fletcher  
Gary Glant  
Patrick Gordon  
Craig Hanway  
John Halliday  
Gerry Johnson  
Greg Johnson  
James Kelly  
Donald King  
Bob Klein  
 
 
Ed Medeiros  
Cary Moon  
John Nesholm  
Jan O’Connor  
John Odland  
Vlad Oustimovich  
Mike Peringer  


Mark Reddington  
Chris Rogers  
Charley Royer  
Laine Ross  
Catherine Stanford  
Brian Steinberg  
Ron Turner  
Todd Vogel  
Margaret Walker  
Maiko Winkler-Chin  
Michael Woo  
Martha Wyckoff  
 
City Boards and Commissions Reps 
Josh Brower, Seattle Planning Commission  
Mary Johnston, Seattle Design Commission  
Donna Kostka, Seattle Board of Park 
Commissioners  
 
Ex-Officio Members  
Peter Hahn, Seattle Department of 
Transportation  
Christopher Williams, Seattle Department of 
Parks and Recreation 
Diane Sugimura, Seattle Department of 
Planning and Development 
Joe McWilliams, Port of Seattle 


 
 


Regional Committee: 
 
Governor’s Project Oversight Committee: Meets quarterly, TBD 
 
Purpose: Review and comment on the work of the decision-making process related to the replacement 
of the AWV and the progress of various project proposals. A single source of accountability for 
integration, coordination, tracking and information of all requisite components of the replacement 
projects.  Represents all the primary funders of the project.  
 
Membership: Governor, KC Exec, Mayor of Seattle, Chairs of State House and Senate Transportation 
Committees, one member of the King and Seattle City Councils, Port of Seattle representative.  
 
Website: http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/Projects/Viaduct/default.htm 
 
 


 
 
 







WSDOT Sponsored Committees: 
 
Working Groups: Meet monthly, meeting dates and times can be found here: 
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/Projects/Viaduct/Calendar.htm 


 
The state, King County and Seattle departments of transportation established working groups in April 
2009 to help inform the design and environmental review process for the viaduct's central replacement. 
 
The working groups are focusing on the following areas: 


 The north portal working group* discusses access into and around the north entrance to the 
proposed bored tunnel, urban design features and construction plans. This group also discusses 
city street improvements, including aspects of the two-way Mercer Street project.  


 The south portal working group* discusses access into and around the south entrance to the 
proposed bored tunnel, urban design features and construction plans.  


 The central waterfront working group* discusses the surface street configuration along the 
waterfront, including the connection to Elliott and Western avenues; waterfront traffic 
operations; the seawall replacement and the new waterfront promenade. 


Membership: Represents neighborhoods, business and freight interests, and other interest groups, 
provide comments and feedback to the program team on design and mobility issues and communicate 
the information to their constituencies. The Port of Seattle also participates in working group meetings. 
*See membership lists below for individual Work Groups.  


Website: http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/Projects/Viaduct/advisorygroups.htm 


North Portal Membership: 
 
Glenn Avery, Queen Anne Community Council 
David Brown, Pacific Northwest Ballet 
Sharon Coleman, Vulcan 
John Coney, Uptown Alliance 
David Delfs, Magnolia/Queen Anne/South Lake Union Design Review Board 
Tom Graff, Belltown Business Association 
Bob Grossman, South Lake Union Friends & Neighbors 
Ron Hildebrandt, Trident Seafoods at Interbay 
David Hiller, Cascade Bicycle Club 
Kevin Hughes, Pacific Science Center 
John Kane, BINMIC 
Bill LaBorde, Transportation Choices Coalition 
Jose D. Montaño, Magnolia Community Club 
Robert Nellams, Seattle Center 
Lee Newgent, Seattle/KC Building & Construction Trades Council 
Vince O'Halloran, Puget Sound Ports Council & Sailors Union of the Pacific 
Kim Suelze, CityIce Cold Storage 
Marko Tubic, Fremont Chamber of Commerce 
Lisa Verhovek, Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation 



http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/Projects/Viaduct/centralwaterfront.htm

http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/NR/rdonlyres/7C7A1C16-D00E-49FD-BC51-1EFE3969DD52/0/NorthPortal_WorkingGroup_Roster_Jan10.pdf

http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/NR/rdonlyres/538F6346-AAD4-4BB2-8E5E-3A51AE4D1695/0/SouthPortal_WorkingGroup_Roster_Jan10.pdf

http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/NR/rdonlyres/DF0DC891-CB72-4189-8906-0458E6B4BE9B/0/CentralWaterfront_WorkingGroupRoster_June09.pdf





Bob Viggers, Charlie’s Produce 
Elaine Wine, Ballard Neighborhood 
TBD, Futurewise 
TBD, Greater Queen Anne Chamber of Commerce 
 
South Portal Membership: 
 
Linda Anderson, Amalgamated Transit Union 
Bill Bloxom, Bloxom Company 
Jerome Cohen, West Seattle Chamber of Commerce 
Barbara Cole, Frye Apartments 
Lisa Dixon, Pioneer Square Community Association 
Al Hobart, Joint Council of Teamsters No. 28 
John Huey, Viking Bank 
Ron Kieswether, Oak Harbor Freight Lines 
Don Newby, Burien 
John Odland, MacMillan-Piper 
Marty Oppenheimer, South Park 
Vlad Oustimovitch, West Seattle 
Mike Peringer, SODO Business Association 
Joyce Pisnanont, International District 
Lisa Quinn, Feet First 
Susan Ranf, Seattle Mariners 
Paul Schieck, Seattle Seahawks 
Ed Shilley, Nucor Steel 
Pete Spalding, Delridge 
Brent Stavig, Starbucks 
Herald Ugles, International Longshore and Warehouse Union 
Bill Weise, Silver Cloud Inn 
Cynthia Welti, Mountains to Sound Greenway Trust 
 
Central Waterfront Membership: 
 
Warren Aakervik, Ballard Oil 
Zander Batchelder, Belltown Community Council 
Carol Binder, Pike Place Market 
Patrick Binion, Columbia Distributers 
Carol Burton, Magnolia/Queen Anne District Council 
Craig Curtis, American Institute of Architects 
Karen Daubert, Seattle Parks Foundation 
Bob Davidson, Seattle Aquarium Society 
Bob Donegan, Seattle Historic Waterfront Coalition 
David Freiboth, King County Labor Council 
Adam Hasson, Pioneer Square 
Dave Janis, Bicycle Alliance of Washington 
Cary Moon, People's Waterfront Coalition 
Ralph Pease, Argosy 
Chas Redmond, Feet First 







Ron Sevart, Space Needle 
Rob Sexton, Downtown Seattle Association 
Brian Steinburg, Allied Arts 
Heather Trim, People for Puget Sound 
Mark Wainwright, Admiral Neighborhood Association 
Tayloe Washburn, Greater Seattle Chamber of Commerce 
Peter Whitehead, Nelson Trucking 
Leila Wilke, Seattle Art Museum/ Sculpture Park 
TBD* Waterfront neighborhood 
TBD* Ballard neighborhood 








From: Grotefendt, Amy (Consultant)
To: White, John; Paananen, Ron
Subject: FW: Direct Connectivity
Date: Monday, June 01, 2009 1:32:18 PM


FYI.


----- Original Message -----
From: "Bob Donegan" <bobd@keepclam.com>
To: "Vlad Oustimovitch" <Vlad@Voka.us>, "Todd Burley"
<Todd@SeattleParksFoundation.org>, "Tayloe Washburn" <Washj@foster.com>,
"Rob Sexton" <sextonr@wellsfargo.com>, "Rob Johnson"
<Rob@TransportationChoices.org>, "Rita Brogan" <rbrogan@prrbiz.com>, "Renee
Roline" <reneer@discovery.org>, "Lyn Tangen" <LynT@vulcan.com>, "Karen
Daubert" <karen@seattleparksfoundation.org>, "Jon Scholes"
<JonS@DowntownSeattle.org>, "John Odland" <JCODL@aol.com>, "John Nesholm"
<JNesholm@LMNArchitects.com>, "Jan Drago" <jan.g.drago@gmail.com>,
"Elizabeth J Warman" <Elizabeth.J.Warman@boeing.com>, "Duke Schaub"
<dukeschaub@hotmail.com>, "Don Stark" <dstark@smithandstark.com>, "Don
Newby" <DonNewby@MSN.com>, "David Freiboth" <DavidKCLC@Hotmail.com>,
"Dave Gering" <dgmic@qwestoffice.net>, "Charles Royer" <croyer1@gmail.com>,
"Charles Knutson" <CharlesK@seattlechamber.com>, "Bruce Agnew"
<bagnew@discovery.org>, "Brian Steinburg" <brian.steinburg@comcast.net>, "Bob
Donegan" <BobD@KeepClam.com>, "Bill Bryant-H" <BillB@BryantChristie.com>,
"Susan Ranf" <SRanf@Mariners.com>, griffdog@myuw.net, "Bob Davidson"
<bob@aquariumsociety.org>
Sent: Saturday, May 30, 2009 4:33:29 PM GMT -08:00 US/Canada Pacific
Subject: May Meeting on Portals


    Attending:  Dan MacGrady (Vulcan for Lyn in Montreal), Gering, Kyle
and Hal (P57), Davidson, Stark, Vlad, Mark Bandy and John White
(WsDOT), Geri and Merritt, Brian, Newby, Ranf (M's), Sexton, Scholes. 
Many members were in Montreal with Seattle Chamber trip.
 
        The Political Process Continues
    Don Stark reported on many conversations he has had and cautioned
us:


the political process continues and will require efforts in city, county,
port to complete financing
there are many diversions still possible--recall the monorail was
approved several times and still failed
there will be dips in the process and bad news and we must be
prepared to deal with them
there are technical and other risks still to be determined and plans
set to cover on tunnel and portals
it will be important to take the time to prepare pre-bidding scope and
good data to get good bids
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taking time to be cautious now may save time in the future
the Artery Business Committee in Boston provided a model for what
our SR99 Coalition may need to become
Don will summarize strategy ideas and a plan for our committee for
the 8-year duration.


    North Portal Stakeholders
    MacGrady presented maps of the north portal options and reported that
the preferred alternative for almost everyone so far is option B (I have tried
to find the maps on line but do not have the secret password).  I have hard
copies it you want 1.


It is an elegant new solution that allows Aurora to continue
southbound OVER the tunnel portals, allowing exits at James,
Harrison
To get South into the tunnel from points west will be from 6th Ave, a
new street which bifurcates the Gates Foundation campus 
All three options use a new 6th avenue in Gates Foundation campus--
an issue for Gates Foundation which has been meeting mayor,
governor, Paula Hammond to discuss  Brian knows details of design
best if you have questions.
Northbound exit would be a curved exit to Dexter, similar to Broad
exit now
This solution is most similar to the one the Mercer Corridor
stakeholders preferred
Gering reported MIC and freight prefer Option B, too
Mike and Geri reported Port has not pronounced on it, yet.  Port
meets June 23 to review it.
Next N Portal Stakeholder mtg June 4


    Central Stakeholders
    Donegan, Steinburg, and Davidson summarized first meeting:


stakeholder will focus on traffic and seek to keep all urban design
options open, but not focus on design
Sea wall and city streets will not be included in SEIS analysis and will
be presented in a later EIS for noise, traffic, bikes, peds, water
plan to build a new replacement parking garage of 300 cars for 1,100
spaces to be lost
this new EIS will start only when tunnel SEIS is completed, White
thought
Focus of early efforts is configuration of bridge over BN tunnel and
alignment of surface street south of Pine St.
1st Avenue streetcar has been opposed by almost everyone who has
seen it.  Brian asked why, since it joins so many points of interest,
esp for tourists.  Answers:
    eliminates parking on first Ave
    may eliminate a lane
    does not appear to work with Boulevard in Pioneer Sq area
    complicates bus routes







    may slow the flow of traffic on 1st, a major route
    complicates traffic in stadium area
Next meeting is June 2


    South Portal Stakeholders
    Ranf, Newby, Vlad, Gering summarized first meeting:


the design preferred by WsDOT has no direct connection on
Alaskan Way to Marginal Way south of T-46.
the preferred route has surface traffic turn east off Alaskan Way to
1st Ave, south to Atlantic, then turn west back to Marginal Way
this route creates traffic bottleneck for stadiums--in front of 1st Ave,
Royal Brougham, Atlantic
a new 200,000 sq ft building is being built whose only exit will be on
Atlantic--more traffic
this route further complicates route of fuel trucks, haz mat trucks
from Harbor Island to Ballard--too many turns and more lights
Bandy and White said the railroad tail track, U-tube, T-46, Coast
Guard, tunnel entry portals made design of continued surface near
impossible
Ranf asked why there was room for TWO separate bike paths but no
auto-truck lanes?
Vlad reported few in W Seattle have discovered this route and will be
angry when they do
Vlad reported media will be at nest S portal stakeholder meeting, so
let's not create a media frenzy by arguing
Bandy and White reported this has been the preferred design of south
end from the beginning and in all Holgate south end environmental
docs and presentations.  None of us who attended those meetings nor
original stakeholders remember this alignment.
for example, the map showing this south portal option DOES NOT
SHOW the lack of a connection
labor  (ILWU, KCLC) do not like this alignment--it delays traffic to the
port
Newby reported SR 519 connection will add 5,-10,000 TRUCKS to this
route in the future
Geri reported Port traffic counts at Coast Guard station had 300
vehicles per hour in am peak, 480 in pm peak
Ranf reported the federal transit ruling on Metro busses to stadiums
adds more car traffic to this area
There is already not enough parking in stadiums area for vehicles
Next meeting is June 3


    White and Bandy noted all comments and said the focus of next south
portal stakeholder meeting would be this issue.  Several SandHogs
cautioned the project team to NOT DEFEND THIS OPTION, but instead
present facts, present the constraints, ask for help, and present accurate
and complete maps.
    Newby also warned us to be cautious in our proposed spending so we
don't saddle the next generation with problems.







 
    Bob's Interpretation
    The Coalition was overwhelmingly favorably impressed with the
creative ideas for North Portal
    The Coalition was overwhelming disappointed and even angry over
the South Portal process and proposal.
    Bandy and White felt like the "old WsDOT"--defensive, argumentative,
not good listeners, and not very thoughtful about a process for getting to a
solution that all could accept.  Gering had to step in and warn White that
"everyone here has told you this option doesn't work--labor, freight,
neighborhood, the stadiums.  You need to listen to them, not argue with
them."
    With Rob J missing, we did not discuss transit in detail, but will at next
meeting.
    It was a glorious, August Seattle day in May, so if you are in Montreal,
you missed a gem.
    As always, misteaks herein are mine alone.
 
    Next Meeting:  Thursday June 11, 4pm Ivar's Acres of Clams:  report
on latest stakeholder meetings
 
 








From: White, John
To: Van Ness, Kristy (Consultant)
Subject: Fw: February Friday Forum - A Solution for the Alaskan Way Viaduct?
Date: Thursday, January 29, 2009 10:40:39 PM


Who is the WSDOT rep for this Trans Choices forum?


John


From: Shefali Ranganathan 
To: White, John 
Sent: Thu Jan 29 17:01:24 2009
Subject: February Friday Forum - A Solution for the Alaskan Way Viaduct? 


Transportation Action!


FRIDAY FORUM - A Solution for the Alaskan Way Viaduct?  
The decision's been made and it's a TUNNEL.  Governor Gregoire, King County Executive Ron Sims
and Seattle's Mayor Greg Nickels have agreed to replace the failing viaduct with a tunnel.  What will
this tunnel look like?  How will we pay for it?  What's in it for transit? When will they take down the
viaduct?  Come get answers to these questions and more from our panel.  We'll have
representatives from the City of Seattle, King County Metro and Washington Department of
Transportation on hand to give you the latest viaduct news and join us for a lively discussion. 


WHAT: A Solution for the Alaskan Way Viaduct with representatives from the City of Seattle, King
County Metro and Washington Department of Transportation
WHERE: Seattle and KingCountyPublicHealthBuilding, 401 5th Ave., Room 115 (first floor)
WHEN: Friday, February 6, 12:00PM - 1:30PM 


Join us for a great conversation and as always, feel free to bring your lunch!


Thank you to our sponsors of the Friday Forum Series
PLATINUM 
Vulcan Inc.


GOLD
CH2M Hill
The Boeing Company
HDR Inc.


SILVER 
Jacobs and Associates | IBI Group | HNTB Corporation | Parsons Brinckerhoff
Bricklin Newman Dold | Christian Sinderman


REGISTER FOR OUR TRANSPORTATION ADVOCACY DAY
Dust off your legislative hats!  Transportation Advocacy Day is around the corner and we need you
more than ever to make a difference. This year we are heading down to Olympia to advocate for
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creating transit oriented communities, more funding for transportation choices, better accesibility for
all users including pedestrians and bicyclists, and healthier transportation solutions for kids. 


WHEN: February 24, 9:00 am to 5:00 pm
WHERE: TrinityLutheranChurch, 2020 Franklin St. SE Olympia 
REGISTER at http://www.transportationchoices.org/advocacydaysignup.asp.  


At Advocacy Day you'll have the chance to learn more about transportation issues, meet with
legislators, attend hearings, and be a professional lobbyist for a day!  


Sign up at http://www.transportationchoices.org/advocacydaysignup.asp.  
Carpools as well as shuttles from the Amtrak station available.  Lunch provided. 


Transportation Advocacy Day is brought to you by: 
All Aboard Washington • Bicycle Alliance of Washington • Cascade Bicycle Club • Environment
Washington • Feet First • Futurewise • Sierra Club, Cascade Chapter • Transportation Choices
Coalition • Uptown Alliance • Washington Environmental Council • Washington Health Foundation •
Washington Coalition for Promoting Physical Activity • WashPIRG


Contact Shefali Ranganathan at 206-329-2336, shefali@transportationchoices.org for more
information.


UPCOMING EVENTS


STREETS FOR PEOPLE Kick-off Forum
5-7 p.m., Thursday, February 12
South LakeUnion Armory, 860 Terry Ave N. 


Seattle 's abuzz with people working to improve their neighborhood streets by making them better for
walking, biking, transit and trees. What if we could all find each other, so we could learn from and
support each other?  Why  --  that would be a MOVEMENT!


Speakers:
James Irwin: Organizing in the Obama era.  
 
Renee Espiau: New York City Streets Renaissance Campaign. Hear about the amazing changes
occurring in New York as local advocates come together to work for change. Discuss how Seattle
can create its own campaign to revive great public spaces and lively streets.
 
Michael McGinn: Director of SeattleGreatCity Initiative


The Streets for People Campaign is dedicated to building a community movement that enhances our
quality of life by improving our streets as public places, and prioritizing walking, biking and transit as
the "new normal."  This campaign is based on the successful community coalition that passed the
Seattle Parks for All Levy.


Event Host: SeattleGreatCity Initiative.  


Event Sponsors: Cascade Bicycle Club, Feet First, and the Sierra Club.


CoSponsors: GroundswellNW, UrbanSparks, Sustainable Ballard, Friends of Seattle,
Spokespeople, Sustainable NE Seattle, Sustainable Seattle, Sustainable Green Lake, and the
SafeWalks Coalition.


Cheers!
Shefali Ranganathan
Director of Education and Outreach
Transportation Choices Coalition
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Elizabeth Campbell 
PBAF 567  Community Engagement  
June 6, 2011 
 


THE CASE FOR BUILDING CIVIC CAPACITY AGAINST THE AWV TUNNEL OPTION 
 


“For I am involved in mankind.  
Therefore, send not to know  
For whom the bell tolls,  


It tolls for thee.”  John Donne 
 


I.  INTRODUCTION – COMMUNITY BUILDING VERSUS SURVIVAL 


  And therein lays the answer to the challenge of solving wicked problems and building civic 


capacity.  It is not just imagination, vision, hope and action which lead to solutions to civic problems.  A 


good part of the answer is that civic opponents need to understand, they are you and you are them, in 


terms of interests, values, beliefs, and goals even if they are disparate in each others’ lives.  Discover 


their dreams and they yours, discover their human successes or failings, and they yours, and an 


understanding can be arrived at.  Both are part of the mix of life and society together, and that in 


cooperation and understanding with one another more can be realized than in oppositional moves and 


long simmering conflict.   


  Easier said than done however; that’s the thread that runs through this paper.  The resolution to 


the wicked problem, replacing the Viaduct, and the increasing conflict over the tunnel project at this 


point does not lie with discovery, in practicing community building techniques, those will come later.  


The tunnel project at this point is the legacy of hardball politics, and so it will exist for a time in a state of 


turmoil.   


  For the time being “resolution” lies in both blunting the escalating attacks against the anti‐tunnel 


positions, and in escalating the salvos against the project.  Maintaining strategic assaults upon the 


institutions, interests, and individuals that are intent upon proceeding with the project in the face of 


obvious and increasing public opposition to the project is the best course of action at this time.     


  This approach may seem counterintuitive; such a strategy could lead to the further 


entrenchment and polarization of the opposing sides.  However, given the very uneven positions 


between the two sides, some form of equalization needs to take place in order to induce some kind of 


incentive, particularly on the pro‐tunnel side, for settlement of differences.   


  The pro‐tunnel side is seasoned and has not just the full faith, credit and resources of the State 


and City governments behind it, but also substantial business, civic, and political interests supporting it.  
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The anti‐tunnel side on the other hand is relatively new in terms of organization, has relatively few 


governmental connections of note, and lacks broad organizational and business support.   


  Until the sides are on more equal footing in terms of critical mass and in terms of ultimately 


experiencing equal levels of pain and discomfort due to the positions they hold, neither side is at a point 


where it is likely to be interested in exploring compromise.   


  Fir the pro‐tunnel side, there is a long way to go before it is likely to capitulate  for reasons we 


shall see below.  Before it can come to a realization that the best course may be to engage with the 


opposition and come to a solution that serves all sides, in particular the people of the city of Seattle well, 


it must suffer greater pain and even material defeats along the way.  


  That is why the recommended first step towards building the civic capacity for a resolution to 


this matter is to increase the level of resistance to the pro‐tunnel side in order disavow it of its notions 


that it can dominate and even eliminate the opposition.  Recognition is given to the possibility that 


strength against strength will only goad each side into becoming more entrenched with and attached to 


their positions.   The hoped for outcome from this strategy however is the opposite.  That each side, and 


particularly the pro‐tunnel side, will come to see that “brute force” cannot carry the day.  That the anti‐


tunnel side is equal in its determination, the pro‐tunnel side must see that their bulwark around the 


tunnel is not impregnable.   


  If this is true, and if enough “damage” to the project is putting its viability in serious question, 


reason or the survival instinct should take hold.  At that point some effort to salvage pride or place, even 


at the expense of the tunnel project might lead to the next steps, to a true reconciliatory effort. 


  In summary then, discovery and understanding are more often sought and found in the leisure 


and lulls that come with the fatigue that is born out of strife.  At this point the pro‐tunnel alliance is far 


from experiencing fatigue.  It gives every indication that it is hungry for the repast of conflict.  It is 


particularly intent at this time upon serving up healthy portions of scorn and legal destruction against its 


opponents.  Therefore, for the time being, the factions that are opposed to the tunnel project should 


exploit this weakness of intractability, stand firm, and joyfully serve up in return the plates of wrath that 


the pro‐tunnel faction so desires.  That is a survival strategy.     


II.  WITH A CHANGE THE AUTHORIZING CLIMATE OPPORTUNITY EXISTS 


  For the better part of two and half years, for the institutions, individuals and interest groups that 


are in favor of the Alaskan Way tunnel project, their reality has been about taking for granted the 
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progress that was being made towards constructing the tunnel.  For these pro‐tunnel interests the 


decision has been made, time to move on.  The opposition to the tunnel project for them did not rise to 


the level of being a wicked problem ‐ i.e., a situation that involves many stakeholders, who will tend to 


have competing ideas about what the problem really is, what its causes are, what the solution to the 


problem is, all resulting in major political conflict and gridlock.i   


  Now for both sides the Viaduct replacement situation has become a wicked problem, how to 


move towards resolving it?  With the former settled sense of the project by the pro‐tunnel interests 


dramatically changed there appears to be greater opportunity to build public support for opposition to 


“the tunnel”.   


  In order to take advantage of that opportunity however a careful analysis of the situation must 


be undertaken so that where the opportunities lie can be discovered; who is associated with the 


opportunities can be identified; and then, what activities, actions, or interventions are most likely to 


have the greatest likelihood of creating some kind of civic capacity that will support the anti‐tunnel 


insurgency?   


  Two successful political campaigns to put the tunnel project up for a public vote have recently 


been completed.  One is for an initiative and one is for a referendum.  Both will allow the public to vote 


up or down on the tunnel project.  Conservatively, between the two campaigns, 50,000 individuals on 


the streets in Seattle signed a petition for one or the other campaign, requesting that the tunnel project 


be put up for a vote.  In order to obtain those signatures the campaigns raised a total of $131,000 and 


hired dozens of petition circulators to canvass for signatures.    These numbers are mentioned and 


significant because they help to establish a framework for the proposition that there is potential civic 


capacity that the no‐tunnel interests can tap into and build upon.    


  Between the purely public insurgency against the tunnel project, and the offensive and now 


more often defensive actions that the pro‐tunnel interests are engaging in, there is sufficient evidence 


to conclude that the tunnel project is not the “done deal”, the fait accompli that both the City Council 


and WSDOT have been laboring over for the last two and half years to convince the public that it is.   


  The suggested strategy here is to 1) Identify the key stakeholders, who stands to gain or lose as a 


result of the tunnel project?  2) raise the consciousness of the community about the issues that are 


critical to their social, economic, and environmental well‐being in relation to the tunnel project;  3) For 


too long the tunnel project has been framed by expert and governmental sources.  Reframing it from the 


public’s viewpoint – how does it affect their mobility, what will it cost them, is it a sustainable, 







4 
 


environmentally friendly solution – can lead to the public’s engagement with the issue; identify the core 


values and beliefs that the public holds.  Aligning the framing with that can build favorable, anti‐tunnel 


civic capacity. 


  And finally, gather strength from the knowledge that the position of the once seemingly 


invulnerable tunnel project is not quite so secure as it may appear.  In fact it may be more vulnerable 


than previously thought.  Putting this propitious knowledge to good use and gaining renewed strength 


from this knowledge is part of the strategy. 


III.  HOW WE GOT HERE AND WHAT HAS HAPPENED SINCE INFORM FUTURE ACTIONS 


  What opportunities there are for building civic capacity and ultimately a solution to this wicked 


problem will not initially be based in the traditional models of resolution, by applying mediation 


techniques and having a facilitator.  The capacity building opportunities at this point can only be 


discovered by further deconstructing the how we got here which includes first who got us here and then 


why.   


  Knowing with relative certainty who is driving the tunnel project, how, and why helps to identify 


necessary targets or frameworks. 


A.  THE HOW AND WHO  – THE CHANGING “PUBLIC” FACE 


  While the Viaduct replacement project in the truest sense is a public works project that does not 


mean that it is under the public’s dominion; or as an extension of the public, under the government’s 


dominion.  It has evolved and become more “private” project, driven by special interests, business and 


political interests, and by civic action interests, all that are adept at using their connections and assets 


individually and particularly collectively to achieve their goals, despite the public.ii  That does not mean 


that a public face hasn’t been put on the project.  There have been a series of public faces established by 


the proponents of the tunnel for the project.   


  The first public face was created in 2007‐2008 when WSDOT and the City convened what they 


called the Stakeholders Advisory Committee (“SAC”).  They brought together “interested stakeholders 


and the legislative bodies – to forge a [Viaduct replacement] solution capable of being broadly 


supported and implemented”.   


  The SAC met approximately 12 times over a period of a year.  Its members were hand picked by 


both the City and WSDOT; 56% of its members were the political, social, and economic elites of Seattle 


that supported a tunnel.  The balance included the opposition to the tunnel, 28% of which were for a 
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surface plus transit option, and 10% of which were for an elevated option.  At the conclusion of the 


SAC’s meeting cycle the majority of the committee members’ support was not for a tunnel, mainly 


because it was too expensive.  The findings issued by the SAC were for a hybrid elevated replacement 


option, or a hybrid surface plus transit replacement option.   


  After the SAC effort was concluded, the next critical “public” face for the tunnel project; three, 


what WSDOT calls “working groups” were established.  The stated purpose of these groups is to review 


WSDOT’s presentations to them about the tunnel, to review the information that WSDOT disseminates 


to the groups’ members, and then in turn the group members provide feedback to WSDOT about the 


tunnel information WSDOT has provided to them.  Each of the working groups has between 23 and 25 


members each, for a total of 71 hand selected members that are subject to WSDOT’s beck and call. 


  The City of Seattle followed in the footsteps of WSDOT, the public face it created is what it calls 


the Central Waterfront Partnerships Committee, a 41 member committee made up mostly of the social 


and economic elites of Seattle.  It meets and functions in tandem with WSDOT and within the context of 


the assorted activities that WSDOT and the City’s are engaged in as they implement the tunnel project   


  The final public face established by WSDOT is based on the 300 plus “public” meetings convened 


and held by WSDOT during the post‐January 13, 2009 period to even date.     


  The following list shows the outcome of an analysisiii of all of WSDOT’s Viaduct replacement 


project/tunnel project related meetings between 2001 and 2011, according to the established 


categories they were convened for, and then the percentage of all meetings for each of the eight types 


categories:  


Governmental Purpose  32% 


Business/Freight Interests  20% 


Neighborhood Interests  30% 


Professional Associations  09% 


Social Civic Organizations  04% 


Education Interests    03% 


Political Interests    01% 


Labor Interests    01% 


  The percentages of the categories do not necessarily reflect the ranking of the constituency or 


the purpose; but taken in conjunction with both the membership rosters of the committees that WSDOT 


and the City have convened, and then the identities of the hosts for the assorted WSDOT briefings and 
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community presentation meetings,  it all provides a general sense of the interests of WSDOT and the 


City in terms of who they need to communicate with, who they want to provide information to, who 


they seek to influence, who they solicit feedback and input from.  The chart shows which constituencies 


and individuals the pro‐tunnel forces need to maintain to sustain their implementation of the tunnel 


project.  This underscores the fact that to WSDOT and other pro‐tunnel leaders, these are the people 


and constituencies that are important to the governmental effort to maintain the critical political, social, 


and economic mass necessary to pull off the tunnel project.iv 


  In addition to the State’s and the City’s organizing efforts, three major “public” alliances have 


been formed to support the tunnel project, the Tunnel + Transit Coalition, the SR 99 Corridor Coalition, 


and the most recent of the three, the Let’s Move Forward political action committee.   


  The membership of the Tunnel + Transit Coalition is comprised of 25 organizations, all well 


connected, mostly traditional elite, wealthy business entities, and then well‐known, well connected civic 


organizations from Seattle.  It also includes 19 individuals as members, all either former elected officials 


or prominent business people from Seattle.         


  There are 27 members in the SR 99 Corridor Coalition.  Its members are for the most part the 


same people that are in the Tunnel + Transit group, and particularly includes the most stalwart business, 


organizations, and individuals that support the tunnel.  The coalition was created by the Discovery 


Institute, whose director was one of the principal promoters of a tunnel, who collaborated with 


tunneling industry representatives in convincing WSDOT to move forward with the tunnel.  


  The most recent group, Let’s Move Forward, counts as its members, 168 individuals, 18 present 


or past elected officials, and 51 business firms or business interest organizations.  Again, as with all the 


previous associations with the tunnel project, most if not all of the membership is prominent and well 


connected in social, business, and/or political circles.   


  The conclusions to be derived from this section are that the support situation for the tunnel 


project is now clearer in terms of what type of individuals and entities WSDOT in particular relies upon 


to both authorize and sustain the tunnel project.  By knowing this information and discerning WSDOT’s 


modus operandi in this regard, appropriate strategies for nullifying or circumventing the influence and 


power of WSDOT and the associated organizations and individuals can be devised.  Almost anyone who 


isn’t them or who is not within their sphere of influence is fair game and an appropriate object for 


cultivating support from for the anti‐tunnel faction.  
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B.  THE WHY 


  In the tradition of most successful resolutions to a wicked problem, the challenge is to see 


beyond the history of polarization and attempt to gain an understanding of where the warring sides are 


coming from.  What is really driving them?  Why are they fighting?  


  It isn’t always readily apparent who or what is behind the outbursts of conflict.  To figure out the 


dynamics in the tunnel case the agreement to proceed to build a deep bored tunnel should be 


understood from the perspective that it largely comports with the decision‐makers’ and their enablers’ 


and their supporters’, with their civic, economic, and social expediencies, their incentives, beliefs, and 


socio‐economic or political status.  Those are the drivers of the project, and those are the drivers of the 


conflict with the anti‐tunnel supporters.  


  The decision to replace the Alaskan Way Viaduct with a tunnel at a fundamental level is a 


snapshot of the pro‐tunnel entities, the business and political ones, the individuals singly and then 


wholly, in their interest groups.  The tunnel is a reflection of them. 


  The tunnel decision embodies their vision for Seattle, their vision for the Seattle Waterfront, 


their beliefs about what constitutes an appropriate style of transportation structure, what the 


appropriate amount of vehicle capacity for the roadway that replaces the Viaduct is, where the 


alignment of that roadway should be, whether the project is economically and environmentally 


sustainable in their minds.   


  Lastly, but maybe of greatest importance, is whether their viewpoints about the tunnel itself, 


what it represents, is shared by others in their group ‐ particularly others that they believe are people 


that hold common status, interests, values, social associations and political affiliations they have or want 


to have.   


  This latter theory is emphasized here because it is the perhaps the center point that holds the 


greatest explanatory power for the pro‐tunnel side and the greatest chance to craft a community 


engagement plan that counters their collective strength.   


  The question that could reasonably be asked about the pro‐tunnel group’s dynamics is all things 


being equal, can the type of roadway structure and the mechanical details of where it is located and 


how it operates generate the kind of loyalty that leads institutions, business entities, individuals, and 


social and civic groups to join in lock step solidarity with one another, or are there other driving forces?   


  Instead, are the underlying values that are held by everyone in the pro‐tunnel association what 


really gives rise to the tunnel solution, what really drives the pro‐tunnel union ‐ that it doesn’t matter 
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whether it had been a bridge, a wide boulevard, or nothing at all to replace the Viaduct, that one of their 


peer group proposed a particular option that was reasonably desirable, the tunnel, and then that they 


used the sort of negotiation that is considered acceptable and appropriate within this particular 


economic/social/political circle, the option that came the fore it is accepted, and then supported by the 


group, “even unto death”, due to a form of noblesse oblige; that with wealth, power and prestige come 


responsibilities to one’s own kind?     


  Lost in the global history of this project, which amounts to a superficial view of the history of 


how the tunnel came to be chosen, is the belief that the public had some enduring role to play in 


considering and then in choosing what Viaduct replacement option to proceed with.  That is a 


confounding factor that obscures the decisive role that the pro‐tunnel alliance played in the selection of 


the option to replace the Viaduct.  This project was never wrought in the public arena; the public did not 


make the decision to pursue the tunnel project.  A discrete group of individuals and organizations used 


their power and influence for selfish personal and institutional desires, and only for the good of their 


special interests.   


  This is the history that must be gotten out.  A history that exposes the pro‐tunnel side for the 


self‐interested, money and glory seeking enterprise that it is.   


IV.  Conclusion   


  At some future time a strategy may exist that includes considering the apparent underlying 


reasons why the pro‐tunnel side is for its position, and the assorted, just as legitimate, reasons for the 


opposition to oppose the tunnel.  Somewhere between the two there is some common ground to build 


upon, even if it is just a sliver.  It will be necessary to step back and to set aside for the moment 


historical injuries and past grievances, and recognize not just the personal side that is fueling the tunnel 


controversy, but to consider also the common vulnerability that the future may portend for both sides, 


and for Seattle in general, should the wrong choice for replacing the Viaduct be carried out.   


   If both sides would recognize that ultimately the desire to satisfy real interests, to meet real 


needs and diminish suffering, this can lead to a solution.  The alternative is to continue suffering, to 


continue to cause suffering.  This leads to the questions, is that a worthy use of your time?  Is a more 


worthy use of your time to cease the suffering? 


  Maybe for the present time the objective of coming to a negotiated solution is out of reach.  But 


the strategy proposed here is to infuse the situation with humanity, to go back to the sentiments that 


were set out in the beginning of this treatise, to understand that our humanity gives us more in common 
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than in disagreement.  It is not a perfect strategy but it is one that is bound to make us better people for 


considering it and then attempting to apply it.     


 


ATTACHMENT 


 


 


 


 
i Since January of 2009, some two and a half years have passed, and the question of what to replace the Alaskan 
Way Viaduct (“the Viaduct”) within the governmental realm and in a portion of the public realm generally seemed 
to be settled.  There were pockets of resistance to that choice to be sure, certain factions in Seattle that had 
advocated for other types of roadway alternatives prior to the tunnel decision and that opposed the tunnel on 
that basis.  However, the attention and credence given to their preferences and objections tended to be treated 
in the media, in government circles, and by pro‐tunnel supporters as more entertainment, mild distraction, than 
substantive, potentially tunnel project derailing activity.   
 
   That the pro‐tunnel interests now see the anti‐tunnel efforts as an immediate and credible threat is evidenced 
by the fact that in the last four months the two authorizing governments for the tunnel project, the City and the 
State, have filed lawsuits against both of the campaigns to keep the tunnel project off the ballot, arraying the full 
legal resources at their disposal against the tunnel vote campaigns.  Then, the public‐based pro‐tunnel forces that 
have been allied with the City and State in support of the tunnel project, a combination of business, tunnel 
industry, and traditional insider/elite individuals, they have activated themselves and been funding a counter 
campaign against the referendum and the initiative efforts.  
 
 
ii  In the early years of this project, 2001 through 2006, it was relatively true that the public was playing a 
substantive role in the Viaduct replacement selection process.  That is the time period when the project could still 
be considered a public works project; during this time the first draft versions of the environmental review of the 
project were being prepared and issued.  By mid‐2006 that was no longer true.  At that point the strong‐arm 
mayor of Seattle, Greg Nickels and his administration, had decided that a tunnel of some kind must be the choice 
for replacing the Viaduct.   
 
   While that eventuality took another couple of years to accomplish, without going into the historical details of 
how that came about, an analysis of what happened after the choice of the tunnel provides the complete picture 
of “who” is behind the tunnel, “how” they seized control of the decision‐making authority, and then moved to 
ensure that a tunnel is built.  In short it is their critical economic and political mass that created the authorizing 
environment for the State, through the governor, to proceed with the tunnel project.   It is this group of 
individuals and organizations that gave the assurances of their support for the tunnel to WSDOT officials, that in 
turn conveyed this support to the governor in order to persuade her to be a lead decision‐maker and choose the 
tunnel to replace the Viaduct.     
 
iii   The analysis of those meetings was undertaken so that why the meetings were possibly convened, based on 
who hosted and who attended them reveals much about WSDOT’s the pro‐tunnel interests’ strategic plans for 
maintaining, if not public acceptance of the tunnel project, at least preventing public opposition to the project.   
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      While all of the meetings of these WSDOT and City sponsored, tunnel‐centric committees are “open to the 
public”, because they involve a government entity or agency engaged in the public’s business, most of the 
meetings can be categorized by the type of constituency they intended to gain support from.   
      
      All 388 meetings held under WSDOT’s purview were analyzed by this author and typed according to eight 
separate categories ‐ according to the constituency interest or the purpose that appeared to dominate the 
meeting.   
 
  The meeting categories established for the analysis includes meetings for 1) a Government Purpose 
(garnering support or providing an outlet for tunnel related information, testing messaging, testing responses to 
information), for 2) Business/Freight/Industry related interests, Neighborhood interests, 3) Social/Civic  
 
 
 
 
 
Organizations interests, 5) Professional or Industry associations, 6) Education Interests, 7) Political interests, and 
8) Labor interests.   
 
iv  The WSDOT and City committees and meeting data are part of Exhibit A attached to this Memo.  








Alaskan Way Viaduct and Seawall Replacement Program 
WOSCA Sale Talking Points 
 
 
Facts about the WOSCA property: 
 WOSCA is located near Qwest Field between First Avenue S. and the Alaskan Way Viaduct 


and S. Royal Brougham Way and S. Dearborn Street. 
 WSDOT purchased the west half of WOSCA from Greg Smith in July 2007. It cost $29.1 


million and is approximately 3.75 acres. 
 In spring 2009, WSDOT demolished the WOSCA warehouse on the east side of the property. 
 In November 2009, WSDOT purchased the east half of WOSCA from Greg Smith. The two 


parcels cost $44.7 million and together are approximately 3.9 acres.  
 Between July 2007 and November 2009, WSDOT was leasing the east half of WOSCA from 


Greg Smith for approximately $2 million per year. 
 
Talking points, July 2007: 
 
 Securing the WOSCA site is another piece needed to move forward with early safety and 


mobility improvements in the north and south end that will fix over half of the seismically 
vulnerable viaduct. By getting started now with these improvements, we will make sure that 
taxpayer dollars are being spent responsibly. 


 The purchase and lease of the WOSCA site is another step bringing us closer to construction. 
This will enable us to move forward with the work in the south end, where we’ll start 
construction in 2009. 


 WSDOT follows a specific process to purchase and lease property. This includes a rigorous 
estimating process so both the taxpayers and the seller get fair compensation.  


 
Talking points, November 2009: 
 
 In 2007, WSDOT purchased the west half of the WOSCA property from developer Greg 


Smith in preparation for electrical line relocation and S. Holgate Street to S. King Street 
Viaduct Replacement Project construction. At that time, we also secured a ground lease for 
the east half of the property to use for construction staging. 


 In November 2009, WSDOT purchased the two parcels on the east half of the WOSCA 
property that it was previously leasing. Greg Smith was willing to sell the parcels, allowing 
WSDOT to avoid lease payments into 2017. 


 The WOSCA property will be used for staging and construction of the central waterfront 
viaduct replacement. 


 Once the Alaskan Way Viaduct replacement project is complete, WSDOT will surplus the 
remaining property. 


 
Common questions: 
 
Did the state use eminent domain to acquire the two parcels on the east half of WOSCA?   
No.  
 
Who did the appraisal for the state? Who came up with the prices?   
WSDOT has a real estate services department in Olympia. They did the appraisal (including an 
internal independent review) and put together the offer.  
 
How long has WSDOT been leasing the east half of WOSCA from Greg Smith, and how much in 
lease money has been paid?   
WSDOT has been leasing the eastern half of WOSCA since 2007. Lease payments have totaled 
approximately $5 million.   
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WOSCA Talking Points  2 
November 2009 


Why didn’t WSDOT buy the east half of WOSCA in the first place?   
In 2007, we purchased the property to the west of these parcels (also known as WOSCA) - we 
knew we needed this portion for construction and staging. At that time, Mr. Smith was not 
interested in selling both the west and east halves of WOSCA. Mr. Smith is now willing to sell the 
east half giving WSDOT the opportunity to avoid lease payments into 2017. We will surplus the 
property once we are done with the project.  
 
Will WSDOT be using the eastern half of WOSCA for staging, or is the land needed for the 
project itself?   
A combination of both.  
 
In April 2007, WSDOT bought a 166,400-SF site (west half of WOSCA) from Greg Smith for 
$29.1 million. What is that land being used for?   
We are using the land for two viaduct projects: electrical line relocation and our S. Holgate Street 
to S. King Street Viaduct Replacement Project (also known as the south end project).  
 
How much more land does WSDOT need to acquire for the viaduct replacement?   
We do not know at this time. It depends on the final alignment of the central waterfront viaduct 
replacement.   
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Communications Roles and Responsibilities                    Last updated: July 17, 2009 
  Page 1 of 3 


 


Communications Roles and Responsibilities 
Request for Proposals (RFP) Coordination 


 
SR 520 = SR 520 Program Team 
OR = Olympic Region Team 


D-B = Design Builder Team 
HQ = WSDOT Headquarters Team 


 
Activity Phase Lead Support Notes RFP 


Section
Planning Activities 
Communications 
planning 


O
n-


go
in


g 
fo


r 
pr


e-
co


ns
tr


uc
tio


n 
an


d 
co


ns
tr


uc
tio


n SR 520 OR Ensure consistency with program 
communications plan 


2.9.4 


Key messages SR 520 OR Ensure consistency with program 
key messages 


2.9.4 


Construction 
communications 
planning 


D-B SR 520 
OR 


Construction communications plan
Communications planning 
workshop 


2.9.3.2 


Reporting Activities 
Establish reporting 
guidelines / 
framework 


O
n-


go
in


g 
fo


r 
pr


e-
co


ns
tr


uc
tio


n 
an


d 
co


ns
tr


uc
tio


n 


SR 520 OR 
D-B 


Reporting frequency 
Close-out requirements 
Labor data 


2.9.6 


Emergency response 
procedures 


D-B OR 
SR 520 


Crisis communication plan 
Emergency contact list 
Information dissemination and 
spokesperson responsibilities 


2.9.6.4 


Construction updates 
to be used for public 
information activities 


D-B OR 
SR 520 


Monthly progress reports 
Weekly construction updates 
Weekly schedule updates 
Quarterly employment goal 
updates 
 Apprenticeships 
 Training 
 TERO 


2.9.6 


QA/QC compliance 
for communications 
materials 


D-B SR 520 
OR 


SR 520 will maintain official record 
of all public materials 


2.9.9 


Internal Communications 
Communications 
coordination 


O
n-


go
in


g 
fo


r 
pr


e-
co


ns
tr


uc
tio


n 
an


d 
co


ns
tr


uc
tio


n 


OR 
 


D-B  
SR 520 


Regular team meetings 2.9.5 
2.9.6.1 


Environmental team 
coordination 


SR 520 D-B 
OR 


Intra-office support  
 Team meetings 
 Vault tracking 


2.9.4 


Permit coordination SR 520 D-B 
OR 


Intra-office support 
Agency meetings 


2.9.4 


WSDOT Contractor 
training 


OR D-B 
SR 520 


No Surprises kick-off workshop 
On-going media training 


2.9.3.3 
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Communications Roles and Responsibilities                   Last updated: July 17, 2009 
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Activity Phase Lead Support Notes RFP 
Section 


External Communications 
Public events  Pre-permits D-B SR 520 Project briefings with business 


and community groups 
Fairs and festivals 
Public meetings, open houses 


2.9.7.8 
Post-permits D-B OR 


On-site public 
events 


Construction SR 520 
OR 


D-B Ground-breaking event 
Pontoon float-out events 


2.9.7.8.3 


Legislative 
coordination 


Pre-
construction 


SR 520 HQ State Legislators 
County Commissioners 
City Mayors and Councils 
Port Commissioners 


2.9.4 


Construction OR 
SR 520 


HQ 


Tribal 
coordination 


Pre-
agreement 


SR 520 HQ 
D-B 


Frequent coordination with 
tribes 


2.9.7.8.4 


Post-
agreement 


OR HQ 
D-B 


Environmental 
justice outreach 


Pre-
construction 


SR 520 
D-B 


OR Targeted EJ outreach 2.9.5 


Construction D-B OR 
NEPA / 
SAFETEA-LU 
coordination 


Pre-
construction 


SR 520 HQ 
OR 


PCPACT 
DEIS follow-up 
FEIS release 


2.9.4 


Media 
coordination 


Pre-
construction 


SR 520 D-B 
HQ 


Media interviews and briefings 
Press releases 
Media log 


2.9.7.11 


Construction OR D-B 
HQ 


Materials 
development 


Pre-
construction 


SR 520 HQ 
D-B 


Fact sheets 
Folios 
Web site updates 
E-mail announcements 


2.9.4 


Construction OR HQ 
D-B 


Project dialogue 
center 


Pre-
construction 


D-B SR 520 
 


Comment tracking 
Comment response 
Construction hotline 
* Need transition to Web-
based database 


2.9.7.4 
2.9.7.7 


Construction D-B SR 520 
OR 


Fieldwork 
coordination 


Pre-
construction 


D-B OR Public notification 2.9.6.3 
2.9.6.5 
2.9.7 


Street closures Pre-
construction 


D-B OR Public notification 2.9.6.3 
2.9.6.5 
2.9.7 Construction D-B OR 


On-site 
photography and 
video 


Pre-
construction 


D-B OR Construction progress photos 
CCTV monitoring 


2.9.7.9 


Construction D-B OR 


Public outreach Pre-
construction 


D-B SR 520 
OR 


Project signage / on-site kiosk 
Public engagement activities 


2.9.7.3 
2.9.7.8.2 


Construction D-B OR 
SR 520 
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Activity Phase Lead Support Notes RFP 
Section 


Pontoon facility 
tours 


Construction OR D-B Guidelines and protocols 
Safety 
Staffing 


2.9.7.12 


Subcontractor 
outreach 


Pre-
construction 


D-B OR 
HQ 


DBE/WMBE 2.9.5 


Employment 
outreach 


Pre-
construction 


D-B OR SR 
520 


Unions 
Community colleges 
Trade associations 
WorkSource 


2.9.7.8.2 
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From: Grotefendt, Amy (Consultant)
Sent: Wednesday, January 14, 2009 1:48 PM
To: Bandy, Mark; White, John; Dye, Dave; Ziegler, Jennifer
Subject: RE: AWV Talking Points - Papers Attached


Attachments: Elevated_TPsv2.doc; Surface_TPs.doc; Bored_Tunnel_TPs.doc


Attached is the latest and greatest version of all the talking points.  I'm off to get some lunch - talk to you at 2 p.m.


Elevated_TPsv2.do
c (29 KB)


Surface_TPs.doc 
(32 KB)


Bored_Tunnel_TPs.
doc (37 KB)


_____________________________________________
From: Grotefendt, Amy (Consultant)  
Sent: Wednesday, January 14, 2009 1:34 PM
To: Bandy, Mark; White, John; Dye, Dave; Ziegler, Jennifer; Brown, Lloyd
Subject: AWV Talking Points
When: Wednesday, January 14, 2009 2:00 PM-3:00 PM (GMT-08:00) Pacific Time (US & Canada).
Where: Conference Call


To review and give final comments on bored tunnel, elevated, and surface talking points.


206-440-4005
Or
360-709-8068


PIN
1087202


Jennifer and Lloyd -- not sure if you can/want to join us, but wanted you to know in case you do.







Why the SR 99 Elevated Bypass Hybrid Alternative was advanced by the tri-
agency partnership 
 


• In a word, functionality. The new four-lane elevated option did the best job of replicating 
today’s travel patterns for freight haulers and commuters, was the most familiar to current 
users, and essentially maintained the status quo with one big exception:  no downtown 
ramps. 


 
Why the SR 99 Elevated Bypass Hybrid Alternative was not selected by the three 
executives 
 


• Five objectives guided the recommendation for the central waterfront section of the 
Alaskan Way Viaduct:  safety, affordability, construction disruption, capacity, and a great 
waterfront. 


• The elevated bypass alternative recommended by the three agencies had fatal flaws in 
two of these objectives:  minimizing disruptions during construction and creating a great 
waterfront. 


Disruptions during construction would hurt the economy 


• It’s not possible to build a new viaduct and not disrupt traffic using the viaduct today. 
Building a new viaduct would require freight and commuters to be re-routed from the 
existing viaduct to city streets or drive on fewer and narrower lanes through construction 
zones on the viaduct for up to four years.  


• Detour routes and more traffic on city streets during construction will slow down freight. 
Freight going to and from the Port of Seattle’s container terminals would be stuck in 
traffic on city streets as drivers try to avoid the viaduct construction zone.  


• Waterfront businesses would certainly suffer economic hardships during eight and a half 
years of major construction at their doorstep. Many of the waterfront businesses rely on 
customers walking by and choosing to enter their store to shop, eat dinner, or take a boat 
ride. A major construction zone would likely stop customers from going to the 
waterfront. 


Seattle’s waterfront would be stuck in the 20th Century. 


• A 21st Century city needs to send the right message to the world to attract visitors and 
investments. A new viaduct would continue to cut off downtown from the waterfront and 
limit our opportunities for economic growth.  


• The elevated bypass would maintain the status quo on Seattle’s waterfront. It would build 
another viaduct that would cast shadows on people below, broadcast traffic noise at levels 
that make it difficult to hear the person next to you, and create no new open space. 


• A new viaduct offers limited opportunities to clean up Puget Sound. While stormwater 
would be treated, we would still have a 1950s-era highway on the waterfront with 
vehicles spewing exhaust and dirt near our most treasured resource.  It also forces us to 
treat stormwater with more traditional methods, rather than innovative natural drainage 
options.  







• An integrated viaduct isn’t the answer either. Enclosing the viaduct and surrounding it 
with shops and a pretty façade requires moving SR 99 closer to Elliott Bay, has the same 
(or likely worse) construction impacts on traffic, businesses and freight movement and 
further cuts off downtown Seattle from it’s historic waterfront. 


 
 







Why the I-5/Surface/Transit Hybrid Alternative was advanced by the tri-agency 
partnership 
 


• This option was put forward for further consideration because it offered a lower-cost SR 
99 option that reconnected the city’s historic waterfront with downtown, and had fewer 
impacts to the waterfront during construction.  


 
Why the I-5/Surface/Transit Hybrid Alternative was not selected by the three 
executives 
 


• Five objectives guided the recommendation for the central waterfront section of the 
Alaskan Way Viaduct:  safety, affordability, construction disruption, capacity, and a great 
waterfront. 


• The I-5/surface/transit hybrid alternative recommended by the three had fatal flaws in 
two of these objectives:  providing capacity for the future and creating a great waterfront. 


 


We can’t afford to ask I-5 to carry the viaduct’s traffic. 


• I-5 would be essential to making the surface and transit option work. Investments on I-5 
were needed to accommodate SR 99 traffic, leaving little room for future regional and 
state growth. It’s not enough to hold serve on I-5 by spending hundreds of millions of 
dollars that would only make room for drivers who use the viaduct today.  


• Business and freight interests want and deserve improvements to I-5 so they can continue 
to grow and contribute to the economy. The Port of Seattle alone is planning for a 40 
percent increase in containers by 2020. If we ask them to pay for investments on I-5, they 
should see travel times and reliability get better – not stay the same as today.  


• Travel times for trips through downtown Seattle on Alaskan Way would get longer. 
Freight haulers and drivers who rely on the viaduct to go between the north and south 
industrial areas or to the airport would experience trips that take 10 to 15 minutes longer 
than today.  


• The surface and transit option would carry eight percent fewer people through downtown 
Seattle than if a bypass route was maintained. Fewer people mean fewer people shopping, 
going to work, and contributing to the economy.   


 


The waterfront would be a place for people to drive through, not visit and enjoy. 


• The number of vehicles on Alaskan Way and Western Avenue would double. To make 
the surface and transit option work, a one-way couplet would be required – three on 
Alaskan Way and three on Western Avenue. This adds vehicles to Alaskan Way and 
turns Western Avenue into a major arterial. 


• The creation of a world class waterfront would be more challenging with the one-way 
couplet. More cars on Alaskan Way would make it more difficult for pedestrians to 







access the waterfront and turns the waterfront street into a through route rather than a 
local city street. 


• The couplet would dramatically change the way the Pike Place Market functions and 
change a local street into a major thoroughfare near a historic landmark and one the most 
popular tourist destinations in Washington. The Pike Place Market told us this was a 
grave concern for them. 







Why the bored tunnel option was not advanced by the tri-agency partnership. 
 


• It was too expensive. The bored tunnel evaluated as one of the eight scenarios was a twin 
bored tunnel under Western and First avenues cost over $3.5 billion, which did not 
include the Moving Forward Program or other investments in city streets, transit, and I-5. 


 
Why the bored tunnel hybrid alternative was selected by the three executives. 
 


• Five objectives guided the recommendation for the central waterfront section of the 
Alaskan Way Viaduct:  safety, affordability, construction disruption, capacity, and a great 
waterfront. 


• The bored tunnel hybrid alternative was recommended by the three agencies because it 
met all of the objectives. 


 


Broad agreement means we can move full speed ahead to replace the viaduct. 


• A majority of the people and interest groups we heard from agreed that this option was 
the right choice and met the most objectives. That input plus the agreement of the three 
executives means we can move ahead quickly to build the bored tunnel and take down 
the viaduct before Mother Nature does it for us. 


• It’s a different approach that addresses much of the past opposition to the cut-and-cover 
tunnel. It moves the tunnel away from the central waterfront avoiding lengthy 
construction disruptions and invests in other modes of travel reducing the number of 
lanes on SR 99. 


 


The plan makes financial sense and will support a strong economy 


• The state, county, and city have all agreed to be part of making the bored tunnel a reality 
by working with their legislative bodies to fund portions of the project. The Port of 
Seattle has also committed to work toward funding a portion of the project. It also caps 
the state’s investment at the $2.8 billion that is already committed. 


• We have confidence in the costs. The costs have been reviewed by experts with 
international and local tunneling experience. Advances in bored tunnel technology have 
been tested in other locations, which mean cost estimates are based on lessons learned 
from construction projects underway or completed. 


• It will keep our economy strong by generating and sustaining over 10,000 jobs per year 
for each of the next 10 years. It will also provide capacity for growth so businesses can 
continue to thrive in Washington state. 


 


The bored tunnel keeps Seattle and the region moving during construction 


• The bored tunnel can be built in its new corridor while SR 99 stays open to traffic. All of 
the other options required that the viaduct be taken down or partially closed before the 







new solution was put in place. This meant traffic detours would add time to people’s 
trips, which would add costs to the economy.  


• The bored tunnel avoids digging a large trench on the waterfront, and creates fewer 
disruptions to the businesses in the area. The other bypass options were proposed to be 
built where the viaduct stands today, exposing waterfront businesses to years of 
construction and downtown to increased traffic around the detours.   


• Some construction will be necessary on the waterfront – removal of the viaduct, 
rebuilding the surface street, and replacing the seawall (which can be done in phases 
during non-peak tourist seasons). By comparison, the cut-and-cover tunnel would have 
had between six and seven-and-a-half years of heavy construction on the waterfront, 
including the excavation of a 60-foot deep trench. 


 


There will be capacity for the future for freight, buses, and commuters. 


• The bored tunnel will carry between 80,000 and 85,000 vehicles each day through 
downtown Seattle and maintains today’s travel times for through trips, even with 
expected population growth. 


• It preserves I-5 as a through route for the region and state and ensures future investments 
accommodate expected growth. It also provides capacity for expected growth in freight 
mobility; the Port of Seattle is planning for a 40 percent increase in containers by 2020. 


• This alternative reduces the number of lanes on SR 99 today by carrying only four lanes 
in tunnel, compared to the six lanes proposed in the original cut-and-cover tunnel. This is 
possible because investments are made in city streets and transit to provide people with 
other choices for moving to and through the city. 


• There will be an over 25 percent increase in bus service throughout King County at a 
time when more and more people are choosing to take transit. This increase will be 
targeted toward neighborhoods on the west side of Seattle to improve service in and out 
of downtown. 


 


This creates a world-class waterfront and helps ensure Seattle is a 21st Century city. 


• A 21st Century city needs to send the right message to the world to attract visitors and 
investments. Removing the viaduct will re-connect the city with its waterfront and create 
a world-class destination. This will make our economy stronger and leave a legacy we 
can take pride in. 


• The waterfront will be better for people and the natural environment. The plan builds a 
new promenade for people to play and work without the noise, shadows, and dust from 
the viaduct. It also eliminates the 110,000 vehicles from the water’s edge that contribute 
to air and stormwater pollution. 
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Community and Organization Briefings - 2010 
 
In 2010 the AWV program provided approximately 95 community briefings. Since 2001 
the program has provided more than 720 community briefings. 
 
Date attended Organization Location 
Jan. 11, 2010 Jackson Place Community Club Artspace Hiawatha  


843 Hiawatha Pl. S. 
Jan. 19, 2010 Seattle Freight Mobility Advisory 


Committee 
Brown Bear Carwash 
3977 Leary Way NW 


Jan. 21, 2010 Seattle Parking and Access Review 
Committee 


Seattle Municipal Tower 
700 Fifth Ave. 


Jan. 21, 2010 Seattle Design Commission Seattle City Hall  
600 Fourth Ave. 


Jan. 26, 2010 North Seattle Industrial Association Brown Bear Carwash 
3977 Leary Way NW 


Jan. 28, 2010 Great City Brownbag  Klondike Gold Rush 
Museum 
319 Second Ave. S. 


Feb. 2, 2010 University of Washington 
Global Trade, Transportation and 
Logistics Class 


University of Washington 
371 Loew Hall 


Feb. 3, 2010 Pioneer Square Preservation Board Seattle City Hall 
600 Fourth Ave. 


Feb. 3, 2010 Transportation Club of Seattle Rainer Country Club  
11133 Des Moines 
Memorial Dr. S. 


Feb. 8, 2010 Magnolia/Queen Anne District 
Council 


Magnolia Community 
Center 
2550 34th Ave. W. 


Feb. 9, 2010 Downtown Seattle Association 600 Stewart St.  
Feb. 9, 2010 Manufacturing Industrial Council: 


Transportation Management 
Association 


Puget Sound Industrial 
Excellence Center 
6737 Corson Ave. S. 


Feb. 9, 2010 Seattle All City Professional Liability 
Seminar 


One Union Square  
1 Union St. 


Feb. 11, 2010 Uptown Alliance Neighborhood Service 
Center  
160 Roy St. 


Feb. 16, 2010 AIA Seattle AIA Seattle  
1911 First Ave. 


Feb. 16, 2010 Allied Arts Harbor Steps 
1301 First Ave. 
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Date attended Organization Location 
Feb. 17, 2010 Seattle Center Resident Directors' 


Group 
Seattle Center House 
370 Thomas St. 


Feb. 18, 2010 Seattle Design Commission Seattle City Hall 
600 Fourth Ave. 


Feb. 18, 2010 Society for Design Administration / 
Construction Managers Association 
of America 


Rock Salt Lake Union 
1232 Westlake Ave. N. 


Feb. 25, 2010 Seattle Parking and Access Review 
Committee 


Seattle Municipal Tower 
700 Fifth Ave. 


Feb. 26, 2010 University of Washington 
Infrastructure Construction Class 


University of Washington 
Electrical Engineering 
building 
185 Stevens Way 


March 4, 2010 Mercer Stakeholder Group Seattle Biomedical 
Research Institute  
307 Westlake Ave. N. 


March 10, 2010 Pioneer Square Preservation Board, 
Architectural Review Committee 


Seattle City Hall 
600 Fourth Ave. 


March 10, 2010 Seattle Pedestrian Advisory Board Seattle City Hall 
600 Fourth Ave. 


March 10, 2010 Ballard District Council  Ballard Library 
5614 22nd Ave. NW 


March 17, 2010 Belltown Community Council Olympic Sculpture Pavilion 
2901 Western Ave. 


March 17, 2010 Pioneer Square Preservation Board Seattle City Hall 
600 Fourth Ave. 


March 18, 2010 Seattle Design Commission Seattle City Hall 
600 Fourth Ave. 


March 23, 2010 Allied Arts NBBJ  
223 Yale Ave. N. 


April 1, 2010 Tunnel + Transit Coalition Acres of Clams on Pier 54 
1001 Alaskan Way 


April 1, 2010 Seattle Bicycle Advisory Board Wells Fargo Building 
999 Third Ave. 


April 6, 2010 Duwamish Transportation 
Management Association 


Puget Sound Industrial 
Excellence Center 
6737 Corson Ave. S. 


April 13, 2010 Municipal League,  
Transportation Committee 


Wells Fargo Building 
999 Third Ave. 


April 15, 2010 Greater Seattle Chamber of 
Commerce,  
Transportation Committee 


Rainier Tower,  
1301 Fifth Ave. 


April 15, 2010 36th District Republicans Magnolia United Church of 
Christ  
3555 W. McGraw 


April 15, 2010 Neighborhood meeting in Pioneer 
Square 


Klondike Gold Rush 
Museum 
319 Second Ave. S. 


April 21, 2010 Delridge District Council Youngstown Cultural Arts 
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Date attended Organization Location 
Center 
4408 Delridge Way SW 


April 22, 2010 Downtown Seattle Association  Safeco Field 
1250 First Ave. S. 


April 29, 2010 Starbucks headquarters employees Starbucks Headquarters 
2401 Utah Ave. S. 


April 29, 2010 Sierra Club, transportation and land 
use committee  


Sierra Club office  
180 Nickerson St. 


May 4, 2010 South Lake Union Community 
Council 


NBBJ 
223 Yale Ave. N. 


May 6, 2010 Seattle Design Commission Seattle City Hall 
600 Fourth Ave. 


May 6, 2010 South Lake Union Chamber of 
Commerce 


Group Health Cooperative 
320 Westlake Ave. N. 


May 11, 2010 AIA Seattle DKA Architects  
106 Lenora St. 


May 18, 2010 Seattle Freight Mobility Advisory 
Committee 


Brown Bear Carwash 
3977 Leary Way NW 


May 19, 2010 BNSF Quarterly Trucker's Meeting Best Western  
15901 West Valley 
Highway, Tukwila 


May 20, 2010 Greater Seattle Chamber of 
Commerce 


Rainier Tower,  
1301 Fifth Ave. 


May 20, 2010 Seattle Design Commission Seattle City Hall 
600 Fourth Ave. 


May 20, 2010 Neighborhood meeting in Pioneer 
Square 


Klondike Gold Rush 
Museum 
319 Second Ave. S. 


May 25, 2010 Edmonds Community College 
Construction Class 


Edmonds Community 
College 
20000 68th Ave. W. 


June 2, 2010 Pioneer Square Preservation Board Seattle City Hall 
600 Fourth Ave. 


June 4, 2010 Port-sponsored event for SODO 
construction projects 


Port of Seattle, Pier 69 
2711 Alaskan Way 


June 17, 2010 Seattle Parking and Access Review 
Committee 


Seattle City Hall 
600 Fourth Ave. 


June 17, 2010 Neighborhood meeting in Pioneer 
Square 


Klondike Gold Rush 
Museum 
319 Second Ave. S. 


June 22, 2010 West Seattle Chamber of 
Commerce 


Senior Center of West 
Seattle 
4217 SW Oregon St. 


June 29, 2010 Seattle Bicycle Advisory Board 
subcommittee 


Wells Fargo Building 
999 Third Ave. 


July 1, 2010 Pyramid Alehouse/1201 First Ave. 
S. tenants 


1201 First Avenue S. 


July 7, 2010 Southwest District Council South Seattle Community 
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Date attended Organization Location 
College  
6000 16th Ave. SW 


July 15, 2010 Neighborhood meeting in Pioneer 
Square 


Klondike Gold Rush 
Museum 
319 Second Ave. S. 


Aug. 6, 2010 Puget Sound Regional Council, 
Regional Freight Mobility 
Roundtable 


Puget Sound Regional 
Council 
1011 Western Ave. 


Aug. 19, 2010 Neighborhood meeting in Pioneer 
Square 


Klondike Gold Rush 
Museum 
319 Second Ave. S. 


Sept. 14, 2010 Downtown Seattle Association, 
Policy Committee 


600 Stewart St.  


Sept. 14, 2010 Admiral Neighborhood Association Admiral Congregational 
UCC Church 
4320 SW Hill St. 


Sept. 15, 2010 West Seattle Kiwanis Club Be’s Restaurant 
4509 California Ave. SW 


Sept. 16, 2010 Neighborhood meeting in Pioneer 
Square 


Klondike Gold Rush 
Museum 
319 Second Ave. S. 


Sept. 22, 2010 Transportation Committee of 
Norwegian Parliament 


Puget Sound Regional 
Council 
1011 Western Ave.  


Sept. 22, 2010 Greater Duwamish District Council Georgetown City Hall  
6202 13th Ave. S. 


Sept. 28, 2010 Seattle Bicycle Advisory Board 
working session 


Wells Fargo Building 
999 Third Ave.  


Oct. 21, 2010 Mercer Stakeholder Group Seattle Biomedical 
Research Institute  
307 Westlake Ave. N. 


Oct. 21, 2010 West Seattle Lion’s Club Senior Center of West 
Seattle 
4217 S.W. Oregon St. 


Oct. 21, 2010 Neighborhood meeting in Pioneer 
Square 


Klondike Gold Rush 
Museum 
319 Second Ave. S. 


Oct. 25, 2010 Seattle Surgical Society Rainier Club 
820 Fourth Ave. 


Oct. 26, 2010 North Seattle Industrial Association Brown Bear Carwash  
3977 Leary Way NW 


Oct. 28, 2010 Chicago Title Transportation Fair Mercer Island Community 
Center 
8236 SE 24th St. 
Mercer Island 


Nov. 8, 2010 Magnolia-Queen Anne District 
Council 


Magnolia Community 
Center  
2550 34th Ave. W. 


Nov. 9, 2010 Supplemental Draft EIS briefing for International District 







Alaskan Way Viaduct and Seawall Replacement Program 
Community and Organization Briefings – 2010 


5


Date attended Organization Location 
social service providers Community Center  


719 Eighth Ave. S. 
Nov. 10, 2010 Ballard District Council Ballard Library  


5614 22nd Ave. NW 
Nov. 16, 2010 CoreNet Global Washington State 


Chapter Transportation Panel 
Seattle Yacht Club 
1807 E. Hamlin 


Nov. 17, 2010 Pioneer Square Preservation Board Seattle City Hall 
600 Fourth Ave. 


Nov. 18, 2010 Greater Seattle Chamber of 
Commerce 


1301 5th Ave.  
 


Nov. 18, 2010 Neighborhood meeting in Pioneer 
Square 


Klondike Gold Rush 
Museum 
319 Second Ave. S. 


Dec. 1, 2010 Pioneer Square Preservation Board Seattle City Hall 
600 Fourth Ave. 


Dec. 1, 2010 AgForestry Leadership Seminar Darigold Offices  
1130 Rainier Ave. S. 


Dec. 1, 2010 Pike Place Market PDA Goodwin Library at Pike 
Place Market 
85 Pike Pl. 


Dec. 6, 2010 Freight and Labor Community 
SDEIS Briefing 


Port of Seattle, Pier 69 
2711 Alaskan Way 


Dec. 7, 2010 Starbucks headquarters employees Starbucks Headquarters 
2401 Utah Ave. S. 


Dec. 8, 2010 University of Washington, Guest 
Lecture 


Professor Charles Roeder's 
Civil Engineering class 


Dec. 8, 2010 Pioneer Square Preservation Board, 
Architectural Review Committee 


Seattle City Hall 
600 Fourth Ave. 


Dec. 9, 2010 Seattle Freight Mobility Advisory 
Committee 


South Seattle Community 
College 
6770 East Marginal Way S. 


Dec. 9, 2010 Downtown District Council Securities Building 
1904 3rd Ave.  


Dec. 9, 2010 South Lake Union Community 
Council and Chamber of Commerce 


AGC  
1200 Westlake Ave. N. 


Dec. 9, 2010 Uptown Alliance Queen Anne Neighborhood 
Service Center  
160 Roy St. 


Dec. 13, 2010 Windermere, West Seattle 4526 California Ave. SW 
Dec. 15, 2010 Pioneer Square Preservation Board Seattle City Hall 


600 Fourth Ave. 
Dec. 16, 2010 Neighborhood meeting in Pioneer 


Square 
Seattle City Hall 
600 Fourth Ave. 


Dec. 29, 2010 Pioneer Square Preservation Board, 
Architectural Review Committee 


Seattle City Hall 
600 Fourth Ave. 


 
 
 








Talking Points 
Tunnel Construction Issues 
 
 Safety is the top priority for WSDOT during any construction project and we have an 


excellent safety record. Nationally and internationally there are examples of problems in all 
types of construction – form work collapses during bridge and building construction and 
tower crane collapses during bridge construction.  


 This is why WSDOT maintains a strong oversight role before, during and after construction 
to review and monitor safety designs and construction methods. 


 The overall record for safety during tunnel construction continues to be excellent -- the I-90 
Mount Baker bored tunnel for example. 


 The voids at the surface above the light rail tunnel under Beacon Hill and the sinkholes seen 
above the Brightwater tunnel are examples of why we are and will continue to take very 
seriously the issue of potential ground settlement during construction of the SR 99 bored 
tunnel in the dense urban environment of downtown Seattle.   


o Safety begins with design. Last year’s decision to proceed with a single bore tunnel rather 
than a twin bore tunnel reduces some of the potential risks during construction. 


o We have also met with national and international tunnel experts to evaluate the current 
bored tunnel plan and seek input on how best to construct the tunnel under downtown.  


o We will continue to engage these and other experts to ensure construction plans 
incorporate lessons learned from tunnel projects around the world. 


 We are taking a proactive approach using state of the art risk management techniques to 
determine all the hazards we must address, such as understanding the ground and building 
conditions above the tunnel and will have a risk management plan with a real time 
monitoring and response systems in place during construction. 


o We are completing an initial soil sample along the alignment every 1,000 feet. This work 
will be completed at the end of this month. 


o We’ll then begin this summer with a more intense state of the art soil sampling effort, 
taking samples every 300 feet. This work will take several months. 


o We are also completing surveys of all the buildings along the alignment to better 
understand which ones may be most susceptible to ground movement. 


o We’ll use the soil and building information to place instruments in the ground that will 
reach from the surface down to where the tunnel boring machine will travel. These 
instruments will allow for real-time monitoring of soil conditions and movements, and 
early warning of any conditions to avoid or mitigate. 


o For those areas where our investigations tell us that there may be ground movement 
during the boring of the tunnel. We will take preventative measures, including, for 
example, placing tubes into the ground that will allow us to put grout or other stabilizing 
material into the ground if our monitoring equipment shows movement of concern. This 
will allow us to respond immediately when the instruments show something is 
happening. 


 WSDOT will take an active role in monitoring and responding to indications of ground 
movement during construction. We will specify requirements for the contractors’ monitoring 
activities and equipment operators, and will also have our own inspectors on hand to review 
information and stop the tunnel boring machine if needed. 








 
 


Community and Organization Briefings - 2009 
 


Date attended Organization Location 
January 13, 2009 University of Washington Urban 


Transportation Planning Class 
Mueller Hall 
University of Washington 


January 13, 2009 Cascade Bicycle Club REI 
222 Yale Street 


January 15, 2009 Seattle Design Commission City of Seattle Boards and 
Commissions Room L2-80 


January 21, 2009 Allied Arts 216 First Ave. S. 
3rd Floor Conference Room 


January 21, 2009 Duwamish Transportation Management 
Association 


Manufacturing Industrial 
Council 
5509 First Ave. S. 


January 22, 2009 Washington Society of Professional 
Engineers 


Kent Mitzel’s 
22330 84th Ave. S. 


January 27, 2009 Manufacturing Industrial Council, 
Executive Committee 


MIC Offices 
5509 First Ave. S. 


January 27, 2009 North Seattle Industrial Association Car Wash Enterprise 
3977 Leary Way NW 


January 28, 2009 International District Rotary Club Sun Ya Restaurant 
605 Seventh Ave. S. 


February 2, 2009 Downtown Seattle Association, 
Transportation Committee 


600 Stewart Street 
Suite 200 


February 4, 2009 Interbay Neighborhood Association Quest Church  
3223 15th Ave. W. 


February 6, 2009 Transportation Choices Coalition, 
Friday Forum 


Public Health Bldg. 
401 Fifth Ave., Room 115 


February 9, 2009 Horizon House 900 University St. 
February 10, 2009 Aurora Avenue Merchants Association 10009 Aurora Ave. N 
February 10, 2009 Admiral Neighborhood Association Admiral Church  


4320 SW Hill St.  
February 11, 2009 West Seattle Kiwanis Club Be’s Restaurant 


4509 California Ave. SW 
February 12, 2009 Magnolia Community Club Blaine Elementary School 


2500 34th Ave. W. 
February 12, 2009 Women’s Transportation Seminar Seattle Municipal Tower 


 
February 14, 2009 Western Washington Chapter of 


American Society of Mechanical 
Engineers 


Old Spaghetti Factory 
2801 Elliott Ave 
 
 


February 17, 2009 Freight Mobility Advisory Committee Manufacturing Industrial 
Council  
5509 First Ave. S. 


February 17, 2009 South County Area Transportation SeaTac City Hall 
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Date attended Organization Location 
Board (SCATBd) 


February 18, 2009 Fauntleroy Community Association Fauntleroy Church, Fellowship 
Hall 
9140 California Ave. SW             


February 18, 2009 Delridge District Council Youngstown Cultural Arts 
Center  
4408 Delridge Way SW 


February 19, 2009 Alki Community Council Alki Community Center 
5817 SW Stevens St. 


February 20, 2009 Eastside Transportation Partnership Unigard Campus 
Olympus Building 


February 24, 2009 AIA Seattle AIA Seattle 
1911 First Ave. 


February 25, 2009 Mercer Corridor Stakeholder Committee Seattle Biomedical Research 
Institute 
307 Westlake Ave. 


February 25, 2009 Fremont Chamber of Commerce History House 
790 N. 34th St. 


February 25, 2009 Pioneer Square Community Association 201 Yesler Way, Suite B 
February 25, 2009 Queen Anne Community Council, 


Transportation Committee 
Queen Anne Community 
Center 


February 25, 2009 Municipal League of King County Stoel Rives LLP Law Offices  
February 26, 2009 Ballard Kiwanis Club Louie’s Cuisine of China 


5100 15th Ave. NW 
February 26, 2009 SR 99 Corridor Coalition Ivar’s, Pier 54 
March 3, 2009 Waterfront Landing Condominiums Waterfront Landings Club 


Room 
March 3, 2009 North end freight group Trident Seafoods, Terminal 91 
March 4, 2009 Southwest District Council South Seattle Community 


College, 6000 16th Ave. SW 
March 10, 2009 South Park Neighborhood Association South Park Neighborhood 


Center, 8201 10th Ave. S. 
March 11, 2009 Seattle Pedestrian Advisory Board Seattle City Hall,  


Boards and Commissions 
Room L2-80 


March 11, 2009 Mountains to Sound Greenway Preston Community Center 
310th Ave SE,  
Issaquah, WA 


March 12, 2009 Wedgwood Community Council Wedgwood Presbyterian 
Church 
8008 35th Ave. NE 


March 12, 2009 Uptown Alliance Neighborhood Service Center 
160 Roy St. 


March 16, 2009 Georgetown Community Council Coliman Mexican Restaurant 
6932 Carleton Ave. S. 


March 17, 2009 South Lake Union Chamber REI 
222 Yale St. 


March 18, 2009 Pacific Merchants Shipping Association Salty’s on Alki 
1936 Harbor Ave. SW 


March 23, 2009 Ballard Public Forum Ballard High School 
March 24, 2009 King County Labor Council, Maritime 


Group 
Executive Board Room, 3440 
East Marginal Way S. 


March 25, 2009 Belltown Business Association and 
Belltown Community Council 


Seattle Labor Temple 
Association 
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Date attended Organization Location 
2800 First Ave. 


March 31, 2009 Skyline Rotary Club Columbia Center, 75th Floor 
March 31, 2009 Manufacturing Industrial Council, 


Executive Committee 
MIC Office, 5509 First Ave. S. 


April 1, 2009 Seattle Bicycle Advisory Board Seattle City Hall, Boards and 
Commissions Room, L2-80 


April 14, 2009 Washington State Institute of 
Transportation Engineers 


Old Redmond Schoolhouse 


April 15, 2009 Park Shore Retirement Community Parkshore Retirement Home  
1630 43rd Ave. E. 


April 22, 2009 University of Washington, 
Environmental Law and Regulations 
Practicum 


University of Washington 
Electrical Engineering Building  


April 30, 2009 Pike Place Market Preservation and 
Development Authority 


Pike Place Market PDA, 
Conference Room 


May 1, 2009 Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC), 
Freight Mobility Roundtable 


PSRC Boardroom, 1101 
Western Avenue 


May 4, 2009 University of Washington, 
Transportation and Construction 
Seminar 


University of Washington 
Campus 


May 7, 2009 Port of Seattle SODO Regional 
Construction Update 


Port of Seattle Pier 69, Room 
2D East 


May 12, 2009 Seattle Center Resident Director's 
Group PDA 


Seattle Center House, 
Conference Room A 


May 13, 2009 Edmonds Community College 
Construction Class 


Edmonds Community College  
20000 68th Ave. W. 
 


May 20, 2009 Burlington Northern Santa Fe Quarterly 
Trucker's Meeting 


15901 West Valley Highway 


May 21, 2009 Seattle Design Commission Seattle City Hall,  
Boards and Commissions 
Room L2-80 


May 26, 2009 Manufacturing Industrial Council (MIC), 
Executive Committee 


MIC Offices,  
5509 First Ave. S. 


May 28, 2009 Commute Trip Reduction Program 413 Pine Street 
June 8, 2009 Institute of Transportation Engineers 


annual meeting 
Tulalip Casino and Resort 


June 11, 2009 Downtown District Council 1904 Third Avenue,  
June 16, 2009 Freight Mobility Advisory Committee Manufacturing Industrial 


Council 
5509 First Ave. S. 


June 17, 2009 Belltown Business Association Seattle Labor Temple 
Association 
2800 First Ave. 


June 18, 2009 Seattle Design Commission Seattle City Hall,  
Boards and Commissions 
Room L2-80 


June 23, 2009 North Seattle Industrial Association Car Wash Enterprise 
3977 Leary Way NW 


July 1, 2009 Regional Access Mobility Partnership Port of Tacoma  
3600 Port of Tacoma Road 


July 13, 2009 Magnolia/Queen Anne District Council Queen Anne/Magnolia 
Neighborhood Service Center, 
160 Roy St. 
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Date attended Organization Location 
July 15, 2009 Morgan Community Association The Kenney Home 


7125 Fauntleroy Way SW 
July 28, 2009 Amalgamated Transit Union 2815 Second Ave., Suite 230 
July 29, 2009 Mercer Corridor Stakeholder Committee Biomedical Research Institute 
July 29, 2009 Queen Anne Community Council, 


Transportation Committee 
Queen Anne Community 
Council, Transportation 
Committee 


August 4, 2009 South Lake Union Friends and 
Neighbors 


Seattle Armory 


August 5, 2009 Seattle Bicycle Advisory Board Seattle City Hall,  
Boards and Commissions 
Room L2-80 


August 20, 2009 SODO/Duwamish Commute Trip 
Reduction group 


Seattle City Light, SODO 
Service Center 


September 8, 2009 National Association of Women in 
Construction, Tacoma Chapter 


Fife City Bar & Grill 
3025 Pacific Hwy East 


September 22, 2009 CG/LA North America Strategic 
Infrastructure Leadership Forum, 
Washington, DC 


Omni Shoreham Hotel, 
Washington DC 


September 24, 2009 Seattle Design Commission 
subcommittee 


Seattle City Hall,  
Boards and Commissions 
Room L2-80 


October 1, 2009 Seattle Design Commission Seattle City Hall,  
Boards and Commissions 
Room L2-80 


October 2, 2009 American Society of Civil 
Engineers semiannual meeting (Ports 
and Harbors Technical Committee) 


SeaTac Conference Center 


October 5, 2009 International District Forum InterIm Offices 
310 Maynard Ave. S. 


October 7, 2009 Pioneer Square Preservation Board Seattle City Hall,  
Boards and Commissions 
Room L2-80 


October 8, 2009 Magnolia Community Club Catherine Blaine Elementary 
School 


October 8, 2009 Women's Transportation Seminar and 
the Association for the Advancement of 
Cost Engineering International 


Double Tree Guest Suites 
Tukwila, WA 


October 12, 2009 Magnolia/Queen Anne District Council Magnolia Community Center 
October 13, 2009 Construction Financial Management 


Association 
Ruth Chris 
727 Pine St. 


October 15, 2009 Seattle Chamber of Commerce, 
Transportation Committee 


Chamber Offices, Rainier 
Tower 
1301 Fifth Ave., Suite 2500 


October 22, 2009 Seattle Planning Commission Seattle City Hall,  
Boards and Commissions 
Room L2-80 


October 29, 2009 Seattle Stadium Parking and Access 
Review Committee 


Seattle City Hall,  
Boards and Commissions 
Room L2-80 


October 29, 2009 Seattle Design Commission 
Subcommittee 


Seattle City Hall,  
Boards and Commissions 
Room L2-80 


November 5, 2009 Futures Breakfast Group Harbor Club 
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Date attended Organization Location 
801 2nd Ave 


November 17, 2009 American Institute of Architects AIA Seattle 
1911 First Avenue 


November 18, 2009 Management and Public Administration 
Committee of American Public Works 
Association 


Rock Salt on Lake Union 


November 18, 2009 City of Seattle Bike/Pedestrian/Freight 
Committee 


Seattle Municipal Building 


November 19, 2009 Washington Highway Users Federation Washington State Convention 
Center 


November 25, 2009 Queen Anne Community Council, 
Transportation Committee 


Queen Anne Community 
Center, 1901 First Ave. W 


December 1, 2009 North Seattle Industrial Association Car Wash Enterprise 
3977 Leary Way NW 


 








From: White, John
Sent: Thursday, January 08, 2009 6:27 PM
To: Reilly, John
Subject: Re: AWV bored tunnel strategies & resources
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Yes. 


From: John Reilly  
To: White, John  
Sent: Thu Jan 08 16:45:06 2009 
Subject: Re: AWV bored tunnel strategies & resources  


John - I think we should invite Harvey Parker to this session - do you agree? 
 
Regards, John Reilly 
Web:  www.JohnReilly.us 
Email: JJReils@ATTGlobal.net 
Cell:    +1-508-904-3434 


----- Original Message -----  
From: White, John  
To: John.Townsend@hatchmott.com  
Cc: Reilly, John ; Greco, Theresa ; Preedy, Matt ; Jarnagan, Harry (Consultant) ; gordon.smith@vta.org  
Sent: Thursday, January 08, 2009 4:37 PM 
Subject: Re: AWV bored tunnel strategies & resources 
 
John et al, 
 
Let's plan on 1pm next Thursday, we'll send out the invite by tomorrow, and we'll work up the agenda and get it 
out in advance. 
 
John 


From: Townsend, John W  
To: White, John  
Cc: Reilly, John; Greco, Theresa; Preedy, Matt; Jarnagan, Harry (Consultant); Smith, Gordon  
Sent: Thu Jan 08 14:51:18 2009 
Subject: RE: AWV bored tunnel strategies & resources  


John, 
  
Just left you a voice mail but yes next Wednesday would work for me.  Gordon is shuffling a few things but it 
should work for him also.  So we would suggest about 1.00 pm on Wed 14.  If this doesn't for you let me know 
and we'll try something else.   
  
Regards 
  
John 
 







From: White, John [mailto:WhiteJH@wsdot.wa.gov]  
Sent: Thursday, January 08, 2009 11:39 AM 
To: Smith, Gordon; Townsend, John W 
Cc: Reilly, John; Greco, Theresa; Preedy, Matt; Jarnagan, Harry (Consultant) 
Subject: AWV bored tunnel strategies & resources 
 
Greetings, 
  
In light of the potential for an impending central waterfront viaduct decision, and the increasing likelihood of a 
single bore tunnel program, I am hoping that we might be able to find some time to sit down next week and 
review with you in-progress delivery strategies, and the most critical and time sensitive program 
development elements we will be looking for your support on.   
  
I hear that you will both be in town next week, and that Wed the 14th might be a good target.  Please confirm 
your availability so that we can arrange some time together.  I'd suggest 90 mins or 2 hours to allow us to sort 
out and try to assemble all the pieces of the puzzle. 
  
Thanks, 
  
John 
  
  
John H. White, P.E. 
Program Director 
Alaskan Way Viaduct and Seawall Replacement Program 
WSDOT Urban Corridors Office 
Business:  (206) 382 - 5270  
Cell:  (206) 450 - 2975 
 
______________________________________________________________________ 
This email has been scanned by the MessageLabs Email Security System. 
For more information please visit http://www.messagelabs.com/email  
______________________________________________________________________ 
 
______________________________________________________________________ 
Attention: 
This e-mail and any files transmitted with it from Hatch Mott MacDonald are confidential and 
intended solely for use of the individual or entity to whom they are addressed. If you have received this 
e-mail in error please immediately notify the sender. 
______________________________________________________________________ 
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  Dec. 18 Meeting Summary 1 


 
 
Alaskan Way Viaduct  
Stakeholder Advisory Committee – Dec. 18, 2008 
Meeting Summary 
 
Agenda Item #1 – Welcome, Introductions and Overview of Meeting 
Washington State Department of Transportation Deputy Secretary Dave Dye welcomed 
Stakeholder Advisory Committee (SAC) members and the public to the meeting. He thanked 
everyone in attendance for their continued dedication to the process, especially given the snow 
falling at the time of the meeting. He noted he hoped to have an abbreviated meeting so all could 
get home safely. 
 
Meeting attendance was as follows: 
 
Stakeholder Advisory Committee attendees  


• Jeff Altman, Northwest County 
• Carol Binder, Pike Place Market 
• John Coney, Uptown/Queen Anne 
• Bob Donegan, Seattle Historic Waterfront Coalition 
• David Freiboth, King County Labor Council 
• Gene Hoglund, Working Families for an Elevated Solution 
• Rob Johnson, Transportation Choices Coalition 
• Mary McCumber, Futurewise 
• Cary Moon, People’s Waterfront Coalition 
• Mike O’Brien, Sierra Club 
• John Odland, Manufacturing Industrial Council 
• Vlad Oustimovitch, West Seattle 
• Rob Sexton, Downtown Seattle Association 
• Tayloe Washburn, Greater Seattle Chamber of Commerce 


 
SAC Members not in attendance  


• Warren Aakervik, Interbay/BINMIC 
• Chuck Ayers, Cascade Bicycle Club 
• Mahlon Clements, Ballard/Fremont 
• Kathy Fletcher, People for Puget Sound 
• Mary Hurley, Ballard/Fremont 
• Don Newby, Southwest County 
• Jim O’Halloran, Northeast Seattle 
• John Pehrson, Belltown 
• Peter Philips, Seattle Marine Business Coalition 
• Susan Ranf, Sports Stadium 
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• Earl Richardson, Southeast Seattle 
• Pete Spalding, West Seattle 
• Sue Taoka, International District  
• Herald Ugles, International Longshore and Warehouse Union 
• Todd Vogel, Allied Arts 


 
Agencies and staff announced in attendance:  


• David Dye – WSDOT Deputy Secretary 
• Grace Crunican – SDOT Director  
• Harold Taniguchi – KCDOT Director 
• Ron Paananen – WSDOT Urban Corridors Deputy Administrator 
• Ron Posthuma – KCDOT Assistant Director 
• Bob Powers – SDOT Deputy Director 


 
Agenda Item #2 – Public Forum and Bored Tunnel Briefing Review 
Dave reported that there were over 150 people at the public forum on Dec. 15. He believed the 
meeting was a successful means of engaging the public at this important step in the process. He 
also noted that the project team has received over 300 public comments on the central waterfront 
since the beginning of December. 
 
Next, Dave reviewed findings from the bored tunnel briefing held on December 16. He said that 
it was a good working session with several stakeholder members in attendance. Experts from the 
project team, Cascadia Center, and Arup were on hand to present and answer questions on some 
of the state-of-the-art bored tunnel technologies and design features. Arup plans to review the 
project team’s cost estimates and construction timeframes and submit comments. Dave said that 
Arup’s comments would be circulated as soon as it becomes available.  
 
Agenda Item #3 – Feedback from Stakeholder Advisory Committee 
Next, committee members provided feedback to the project staff. 
 
David Freiboth, King County Labor Council: 
This group was brought together to address a significant transportation issue and will be 
accountable for what happens on the central waterfront. The money spent to solve the problem 
will be a footnote in the historic record. I have taken the position to continue to study the 
viability of a subsurface option. I do not believe that we should rely on the legislature to fund 
anything beyond the $2.8 billion currently allocated. In advancing the subsurface option, the 
local community has to come up with the additional money if that is the solution chosen.  
 
Lastly, I think the way we move forward from here, is to include the subsurface along with the I-
5/Surface/Transit and Elevated solutions in the environmental impact statement (EIS). We also 
need to include work on I-5 or other areas of mitigation as we need to have capacity to continue 
our economic vitality. If the residents of Seattle are willing to invest in this area, the elected 
officials should be as well. Let’s try to work together on this and see if we can find a 
compromise and support the work of this group. 
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Tayloe Washburn, Seattle Chamber of Commerce: 
As part of the proposal I put forward, we are not asking the state to spend anything over the 
allotted $2.8 billion. We are asking that the EIS include a bored tunnel option. I submit that this 
is the time for this region to step up, and say, we the region, will serve as a partner to the state, 
and will propose a regional funding package. We can do this because we must. If we start from a 
few sensible building blocks and a few sensible principles, we can build a bored tunnel.  
 
King County, the City and the Port all have a vested interest in making Seattle the best and most 
prosperous it can be.  


• Those that benefit from this investment should pay for it.  
• There will be increased benefits - retail sales on the waterfront that would not be there 


with a replacement elevated viaduct. 
• Those who use the investment should help pay for it.  


 
Also, we can look to the federal government for assistance. With all the creative minds in this 
region, and with those in Washington DC looking out for us, we can get this package put 
together. The long term benefits of an improved waterfront and providing capacity is the clear 
solution. I think we can do this and I think the region is ready for this.  
 
Jeff Altman, Northwest County: 
My first choice is a bored tunnel, through new regional and already committed state funding. I 
encourage the team to couple the I-5/Surface/Transit with the bored tunnel. My second choice 
would be just the I-5/Surface/Transit. 
 
I strongly support a bored tunnel. There have been several suggestions that traffic disruptions can 
be mitigated by leaving the elevated up until the bored tunnel is complete. I believe that we need 
to tear down the viaduct by 2012 regardless of whether or not the tunnel is completed. 
 
Aside from that I have a major concern about the hybrid proposals. The previous proposals had 
four park and rides. The hybrids only include three. The one that appears to have been removed 
is the Lake Forest Park Park and Ride. I would appreciate it if that park and ride could be put 
back on the table and you reconsider assigning two park and rides to Burien and Shoreline.  
 
Ron Posthuma noted that there is public ownership of the land in Burien and Shoreline (where 
two park and rides are planned) but that the project team could look at possibilities for Lake 
Forest Park.  
 
Rob Sexton, Downtown Seattle Association (DSA): 
We have all dedicated a considerable amount of time, reviewed a great deal of information and 
learned a significant amount from this process. I came here as a representative of the DSA, 
which represents a relatively small geographical area, but after 12 months I have an appreciation 
of each of the people at this table and their perspectives. The DSA strongly supports the I-
5/Surface/Transit hybrid. As stated in a letter we submitted recently, we also feel strongly that a 
subsurface option must be included and we feel that the best of the subsurface options is the 
bored tunnel.  
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We need to hold firm on the $2.8 billion coming from the state. We have the responsibility if 
there is something we want, or an investment we want to make, to pay for it. We have the 
capacity, creativity, and the tools to make this possible.  
 
The bored tunnel should move forward through the EIS process. This is a single project, and the 
EIS will help us vet out potential issues. It will help us develop a final design for the project.  
 
 
Carol Binder, Pike Place Market: 
This process has been long and informative. A few weeks ago, I spoke up and said Scenario C, 
the one-way couplet, was the least desirable from the market standpoint. I am here to say that the 
market neighborhood supports the surface/subsurface option. We still have some concerns about 
alignment of things on Western Avenue, but we need to look forward and toward the 
improvement of the rest of the city. We need to move the traffic underground. Projects that are 
well informed and thought-out are generally well funded in this city. I think it’s important to 
move forward with this.  
 
John Coney, Uptown/Queen Anne: 
It appears we have reached a near consensus that the I-5/Surface/Transit option is the preferred 
alternative, but we must hold in reserve the possibility of a bored tunnel as a bypass. If the bored 
tunnel portal is at Denny Way in the north, I suggest studying lowering Aurora Avenue between 
Denny Way and Mercer Street.  
 
John Odland, Manufacturing Industrial Council (MIC): 
On Tuesday night the MIC executive committee voted to support further study of the bored 
tunnel as long as it can be designed to meet the needs of BINMIC area. Based on our experience, 
we have supported anything that maintains existing through capacity and minimizes 
construction.  
 
As I said on Dec. 11 we believe that both hybrids are fatally flawed with regards to maintaining 
capacity and minimizing construction. I hope all of the statements made at the Dec. 11 meeting 
will be shared with the legislature.  
 
Grace Crunican asked John what type of connection he would hope to see in Ballard. John 
replied that he hoped that the spur be considered that would reconnect SR 99 to the Ballard 
neighborhood.  
 
Cary Moon, Peoples Waterfront Coalition 
I recommend starting on the I-5/Surface/Transit hybrid now and continuing to study the deep 
bored tunnel later if it is deemed necessary and funding becomes available.  
 
As presented the surface and transit scenario works to maintain movement of people and goods. 
It is a risk, and people will have to use different modes and/or routes. I understand people’s fears 
and worries that it might not be enough.  
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The state’s contribution should be limited to the $2.8 billion and the rest of the I-5/Surface/ 
Transit option could be covered through regional sources. I think it is very important to move 
forward with a project that is within the budget given. It would not be helpful for us to shoot for 
the moon right now, we need to take fiscal responsibility seriously, but we should keep the door 
open for a bored tunnel. 
 
Vlad Oustimovitch, West Seattle   
I think what is done with the Alaskan Way Viaduct is the most important decision for Seattle in a 
generation. I am glad that this is not a decision-making body and that I do not have a vote on 
this. It is important that it be something that elected officials make a collective decision on. I 
think that the I-5/Surface/Transit plus the bored tunnel option has just the right balance to 
address this unique situation. It moves us into a world that is changing, but at the same time 
recognizes the economic vitality and the necessity of the viaduct as a transportation corridor.  
 
Something to keep in mind is that generally, people measure things in terms of time. They want 
to know how any construction or removal will impact their trip times. In terms of I-
5/Surface/Transit plus the bored tunnel proposal, it has the added benefit for people who like the 
existing viaduct in that it could keep capacity open while the tunnel is being constructed.  
 
Rob Johnson, Transportation Choices 
As the decision-makers move forward to replace the Alaskan Way Viaduct, keeping the $2.8 
billion mark is critical. That said we should look at potential regional funding options. 
Regardless of what the decision is for the central waterfront, we have to take the viaduct down. 
One reason Transportation Choices has been supportive of the surface and transit option is that it 
has the shortest construction period. We have to figure out a way to ensure mobility in the 
immediate, medium and long term.  
 
I also think there’s a unique opportunity for us to continue to build consensus and provide for 
future capacity needs. The bored tunnel is a unique opportunity to add capacity later if 
determined necessary. I think the best way to move forward is for the EIS to review the I-
5/Surface/Transit with and without bored tunnel.  
 
Mary McCumber, Futurewise 
Futurewise believes in connecting the city and the waterfront. We believe in making sure the 
regional economy is strong and we support tolling and highway pricing.  
 
I support the I-5/Surface/Transit option and encourage work to begin as soon as possible. I 
support the EIS reviewing the hybrid with and without the bored tunnel so we know how it 
would fit with the surface hybrid. 
 
Mike O’Brien, Sierra Club: 
As a society we are transitioning the way we view transportation and are looking for alternatives 
to the automobile. Through this process I have grown to respect and understand that the business 
community is skeptical of a surface and transit hybrid and I can understand why. Finding a 
solution that keeps the economy alive and takes the environment into consideration is a huge 
task.  
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I strongly support the surface hybrid. I also support studying an option that includes a deep bored 
tunnel so we have some options in the future. I hope that we all find that the surface works, but I 
also understand that many think it’s risky.  
 
I support the viaduct coming down in 2012 and I accept the $2.8 billion limit. We are strong 
supporters of pricing and tolling that will help manage demand on our system. I hope we can do 
everything in our power to make a surface option work, but we will be open to further options. 
 
Gene Hoglund, Working Families for an Elevated Solution: 
I can understand the importance of having a wonderful waterfront. It will be challenging to pay 
for the additional billion dollars necessary for a bored tunnel. If it is important to DSA and the 
Chamber of Commerce, then they should come up with the funds. That’s a lot of money and 
increased property values for business owners downtown.  
 
Seventy percent of Seattle residents voted down a tunnel in the vote held in March 2007. We 
know the history of Big Dig-type construction and a bored tunnel does not improve or maintain 
connections for Ballard and the maritime industry. The pros and cons have not been vetted on the 
bored tunnel. 
 
I do not want to see the deep bored tunnel go forward. I am not saying it should not be in the 
EIS, but potential safety issues involved with a tunnel have not been addressed. I support the 
elevated structure for the replacement and the surface as a backup. 
 
Bob Donegan, Seattle Historic Waterfront Coalition: 
I have been asking for months for more data including traffic counts by major streets, transit 
users by mode, costs by detail, base costs plus risk and inflation, contingency costs, and travel 
times by major routes. The project team has done great graphs and charts for other information, 
and seeing costs broken out along those same lines would be helpful. 
 
We worked to not take a position until last Thursday. Based on information we have seen so far, 
the waterfront has decided to support a deep bore tunnel/surface hybrid. Both elevated and 
surface options significantly impact the waterfront. We are hoping that the bored tunnel moves 
forward.  
 
This emerging consensus was missed by the press. I hope they have seen the letters from all of 
these groups supporting this. I encourage the agencies not to focus on financing, but to focus on 
the cost to Seattle.  
 
The elected officials asked us to find a consensus and we have done so. It would be wrong if this 
consensus is ignored. We are excited to help in anyway we can.  
 
Tayloe Washburn, Seattle Chamber of Commerce: 
The Seattle Chamber of Commerce consists of about 2,400 businesses, and we have not taken a 
formal vote, but the throughput issue is of vital importance to all of our businesses. Many of the 
businesses do not have the confidence that the surface option will support their needs, but many 
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think an elevated would. However, participating in this process has brought a few key things to 
my mind: 
 


• Would an elevated ever be built again?  
• An elevated structure would devastate waterfront businesses. 
• There would be a long term missed opportunity to do something more for our city. 


 
Dave Freiboth, King County Labor Council: 
I too have some that I represent that feel that the elevated rebuild meets our needs. I have also 
talked to all of them, and they are comfortable and supportive of building consensus. I want to 
affirm that as we enter this next phase of this process that we try to maintain consensus.  
 
Next, Harold Taniguchi read a statement sent in by Peter Philips of the Seattle Marine Business 
Coalition. His statement is as follows: 
 
Peter Philips, Seattle Marine Business Coalition 
“We continue to hold the position that seismically retrofitting the viaduct as currently 
configured is the only option that provides the capacity and access necessary to move freight and 
people efficiently between the BINMIC and Duwamish industrial neighborhoods. These are the 
only two industrial neighborhoods in the city, and are interdependently reliant on the viaduct to 
move freight and people. 
  
The maritime and fishing industries alone represent 22,000 direct jobs contributing average 
salaries of $70,000 a year to the city's economy, according to a city-sponsored economic impact 
study (Sommers, 2004). The 2000 census tells us that the average family in Seattle consists 
of 2.87 people, which means our marine industrial businesses support 63,000 city residents. 
  
The efficient movement of freight and people offered by the current viaduct is essential to the 
continued economic viability of the maritime industrial sector.  
  
Absent a long-term seismic retrofit of the existing structure, a short-seismic retrofit to allow 
continued use of the structure must be part of any viaduct scenario moving forward. Such a 
short-term solution would allow for continued use of this essential arterial during any 
construction of an alternative system of moving people and freight within and through the city. 
  
According to independent seismic bridge engineer, Kit Miyamoto, such a short-term retrofit of 
the existing structure can bring the viaduct into compliance with the new seismic standards of a 
1,000-year return earthquake, and would extend the viaduct's useful and safe life for at least a 
decade. Current estimates tell us that the cost of such a shorter term solution is $200-$300 
million. Amortized over ten years, our investment averages $20-$30 million per year.  This is 
cheaper than even the rosy estimates of Terry Moore's $66 million negative economic impacts of 
construction--and far more attractive than the more believable $2-3 billion yearly 
economic impact estimate of Jim Hebert.  
  
Further, we hold that the state DOT must complete the structural engineering, geotechnical 
engineering and other work recommended by Mr. Miyamoto in his letter to the state (attached). 
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Miyamoto's expert opinion is that this necessary due diligence has not yet been completed, and 
must be completed before any responsible decisions can be made about the future of SR-99. 
  
I have been encouraged by those who have told me that the governor is insisting on complete and 
accurate data before moving forward with a recommended alternative. The resources to complete 
the necessary work are available to us. I hope our elected officials and public agencies see fit to 
use them.” 
 
Agenda Item #4 – Final remarks and action items  
Dave thanked SAC members for their comments and then asked some of the agency and elected 
officials in attendance to say a few words. They are as follows: 
 
Dow Constantine, King County Council 
As frustrated as I can sometimes be with decision-making in this region, I am very glad that in 
this case it has taken us this long. In the preceding eight years, we have never had this much 
agreement about where we ought to go with the Alaskan Way Viaduct. Based on what we know 
about costs and resources, I think this group has arrived at the right decision for moving forward 
with the EIS.  
 
The robust transit additions that will be needed for mitigation should not be rolled back when we 
are done with construction. I think this region could be better served by making investments in 
transit. I am willing to commit on working hard on that part of this package. I look forward to 
building on the foundation established by this group.  
 
Jan Drago, Seattle City Council 
I think this was a remarkable project. When I realize the positions people started with and think 
of how you listened to each other and incorporated different points of view to reach consensus it 
is remarkable. I am happy with the outcome and what the SAC is recommending. The City of 
Seattle voted eight times on what we felt was the preferred alternative. In the beginning it was 
the cut-and-cover tunnel, and then it was the urban mobility plan. I think this proposal really is a 
combination of where we were and where we want to go. 
 
The council has not taken another position as we wanted to wait until this committee had spoken. 
The legislature needs to be listening to what this committee has to say. The difference between 
now and even a few days ago is that the state will put in $2.8 billion and no more, so if we want 
an option that goes beyond that, then we are going to have to step up and pay for it. I believe we 
are very capable of doing this and there are funding sources that are available to us.  
 
Tim Ceis, Seattle Deputy Mayor 
I am hearing a great deal of consensus from this group about a potential solution. Having been 
involved in a lot of transportation issues over the last 20 years, I understand the importance of 
consensus. If we can achieve a political consensus, then this is the first time we have had a real 
chance of moving forward.   
 







  Dec. 18 Meeting Summary 9 


We believe the combination of improvements needs to start now. We need to commit to the 
transit service and its ongoing funding. Transit is going to be the greatest source of capacity we 
can achieve going forward. 
 
The mayor will work with the port, state, and county and we may be back and talking to you 
after the executives make their decision. We’re going to continue the transparency and openness 
that you have been a part of in the last year. 
 
Tim Flynn, King County Director of Intergovernmental Relations 
Executive Sims thanks everyone for their hard work and support. King County supports the 
bored tunnel moving forward with the I-5/Surface/Transit into the EIS. 
 
Mike Merritt, Port of Seattle Local Government Relations Manager 
Tay Yoshitani would like to relay a message to support moving forward the subsurface option. 
The commission wants to maintain Seattle as a great place to live, work and trade with the rest of 
the world. We do agree that funding for the subsurface option would need to come from outside 
of the dedicated state funding.  
 
Next, Harold thanked the SAC and said that he continues to be impressed with the level of 
commitment of the group. He noted that the outcome of the process had everything to do with 
the group’s spirit and integrity. He also thanked Dave and Grace and said it has been a pleasure 
working with them.  
 
Dave noted that he thought the SAC process was something that should be taken apart and 
modeled in the future. He commended the SAC on all the time and dedication they have shown. 
 
Grace said that she particularly appreciated the personal time everyone sacrificed to attend 
meetings and review the materials. Next she said that the tri-agency team had certificates of 
appreciation and pieces of the viaduct to recognize the time and dedication each SAC member 
had shown. 
 
After all of the certificates and pieces were handed out, Grace noted that the tri-agency did not 
anticipate holding another SAC meeting. She thanked them again for their commitment on behalf 
of the agencies and citizens of Seattle.  
 
 
 
 
 





