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1. INTRODUCTION 

The Seattle Department of Transportation (SDOT) is preparing an Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the Waterfront Seattle Project. The EIS is being prepared to comply with 
Washington's State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA). The first step in preparing an EIS is 
scoping a Draft EIS (DEIS). The purpose of DEIS scoping is to notify agencies and the public of 
the project and to solicit comments on project alternatives to be evaluated and environmental 
issues to be analyzed as part of the development of the DEIS. The comments will help to 
determine or refine the alternatives and the significant environment impacts that will be studied 
and then discussed in the DEIS. 

This document describes the scoping process that was used for the project and summarizes the 
comments that SDOT has received. The comment summary begins with a summary of each 
major comment topic—Alaskan Way, local waterfront transit, impacts on the Waterfront 
Landings condominiums, bicycle and pedestrian facilities, and parking—, continues with 
summaries of agency, tribe, and community group comments, and ends with a list of other 
comment topic areas.
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2. SCOPING PROCESS 

2.1 BACKGROUND 

This section describes the public scoping process, techniques used to notify the public about the 
opportunity to be involved in scoping, and provides a brief summary of the public scoping 
meeting. 

The scoping comment period occurred from August 14 to September 25, 2013. During this 
period the public was invited to submit comments in four ways:  

 Through an online comment form at waterfrontseattle.org 
 By email mail to UplandEISscoping@waterfrontseattle.com 
 By mail to Peter E. Hahn, Director, Seattle Department of Transportation, c/o Mark 

Mazzola, Environmental Manager, P.O. Box 34996, Seattle, WA 98124-4996 
 By attending the public scoping meeting held on September 9, 2013 

2.2 SCOPING ANNOUNCEMENTS 

Initiation of the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) EIS process and the public scoping 
meeting were broadly announced in several ways including through the Washington State 
Department of Ecology website, legal notifications, press releases, paid advertisement in print 
and online media, email notifications, the Waterfront Seattle website (waterfrontseattle.org), 
and posters throughout Seattle. 

Specifics include:  

 News release to local newspapers, radio, and television stations  
 Legal notifications published in print and online versions of two newspapers of record, 

The Seattle Times and Daily Journal of Commerce  
 Print and online advertisements published in the Northwest Asian Weekly, Seattle 

Chinese Times (translated), and La Raza del Noroeste (translated) 
 Online advertisements published in The Seattle Times, Daily Journal of Commerce 

and The Stranger 
 Posters in 850 locations, such as local businesses and community boards 

2.3 PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING 

The City of Seattle hosted a public scoping meeting at Seattle City Hall on September 9, 2013. 
The purpose of the meeting was to provide an opportunity for the public to identify issues that 
should be discussed in the EIS, and to inform the public about the overall scoping process. 
Public scoping comments were collected through a court reporter, handwritten comment cards, 
and an online comment form. The notifications and meeting materials are provided in Appendix 
A and available on the project website's library at http://waterfrontseattle.org/library.  
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3. SUMMARY OF PUBLIC COMMENTS 

3.1 OVERVIEW 

The City of Seattle received over 200 comments, most of them from individuals. Table 3-1 lists 
the organizations that submitted comments. Copies of the comment submissions from 
Agencies, Tribes, Businesses, and Community Groups are provided in Appendix B.  

TABLE 3-1. 

Organizations that Submitted Comments 
 

Agencies 
Community, Business, and Labor 
Organizations Tribes 

King County Department of 
Transportation 
Port of Seattle 
Seattle Department of 
Neighborhoods 
Seattle Department of Planning & 
Development 
Seattle Department of 
Neighborhoods—(Landmark 
Preservation Board Coordinator)  
Seattle Public Utilities  
Washington State Department of 
Transportation 
Washington State Major League 
Baseball Stadium Public Facilities 
District 
Washington State Public Stadium 
Authority  

Alliance for Pioneer Square Suquamish Tribe 

Cascade Bicycle Club  

Feet First  

Puget Sound Bike Share  

Puget Sound Partnership  

Seattle Historic Waterfront 
Association  

 

Seattle Mariners  

UNITE HERE Local 8  

Washington Trust for Historic 
Preservation 

 

 

Table 3-2 shows the number of commenters by method of communication. 
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TABLE 3-2. 

Number of Scoping Comments by Source 
 

Source Number of Comments 

Emails forwarded from UplandEISscoping@waterfront.org 50 

Online comment forms 152 

Court reporter transcript 4 

Open House comment forms, hand written hard copies  20 

 Total 226 

3.2 ALASKAN WAY: WIDTH AND NUMBER OF LANES 

One of the more common requests was to have an alternative for Alaskan Way with fewer lanes 
than was shown at the September 2013 Open House. Many commenters described the current 
(September 2013) design as not pedestrian-friendly, a barrier to the waterfront, a “highway” on 
the waterfront, and that it prioritized motor vehicles over pedestrians, bicycles, and open space. 
While much of the focus on narrowing the road width was at the south end of the project, many 
advocated for narrowing the road along its entire length. Other reasons cited were maintaining 
or creating a more ‘walkable’ open space, views, and attractiveness. 

Many commenters requested an alternative with two lanes for vehicles, one in each direction. 
Others called for no more than four lanes, two in each direction, either along the entire route or 
north of Colman Dock only. Another suggested keeping Alaskan Way to six lanes and a total 
width of 66 feet.  

The commenters asked that the DEIS evaluate the impacts of the current road configuration on 
access to and from the waterfront by pedestrians and cyclists, particularly in terms of safety. 
The analysis should include impacts of the project on all non-motorized transportation along 
and across the corridor. A few comments concerned the impacts of the roadway on greenhouse 
gas emissions and air quality.  

Commenters suggested measures to compensate for the reduced width, especially south of 
Yesler Way. They include eliminating at least one of the ferry turn lanes and using demand 
management techniques during peak hours such as congestion pricing for ferries and online 
reservation systems. Another suggestion called for changing King County Metro transit routes 
to alternative routes outside of the south part of Alaskan Way so that dedicated transit lanes 
could be eliminated. One commenter asked for removal of two to three lanes plus the center 
median to reduce the street width. For the most part, commenters would replace the removed 
lanes with public open space.  

One commenter suggested that the additional space could be opened to private development in 
order to glean tax revenues to fund other parts of the project. A few other comments requested 
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that none of the open space be turned over to private development. Another proposed that all 
signals and signage be removed to allow free movement by pedestrians, bicycles, and motor 
vehicles. 

One commenter requested fewer lanes but also lower travel speeds to improve safety at 
pedestrian crossings. The commenter requested that the DEIS study how greenspace affects 
placemaking and humanizes the public spaces, and how it mitigates pollution from road runoff. 

3.3 LOCAL WATERFRONT TRANSIT OPTIONS 

Nearly all references to local waterfront transit supported one or more of the local transit 
alternatives. None suggested any new local transit options. Changes to the routes were not 
suggested although a few commenters wanted the transit alignment to connect to the First Hill 
Streetcar and/or to light rail. Several online commenters advocated for the return of the Benson 
streetcars without the modernization, as part of preserving the historic features of Seattle, and 
noted that the “old yellow and green” is a brand associated with the waterfront. Commenters 
suggested that the DEIS should consider the integration of the Madison bus rapid transit (BRT) 
with waterfront transit options. 

3.4 WATERFRONT LANDINGS CONDOMINIUM IMPACTS 

Comments for the Waterfront Landings Condominiums (Waterfront Landings) covered a variety 
of topics specific to the current design for the Elliott Way connector. The proposed retaining 
wall for Pine Street is the primary concern, particularly for residences on the south wing of the 
building. Concerns associated with the retaining wall included air quality (i.e., dust, fumes) and 
noise associated with vehicular traffic; service vehicle access; parking; safety and security; 
aesthetics (i.e., loss of views, natural light); and pedestrian access to Pike Place Market and 
downtown, especially for residents with disabilities.  

Many commenters suggested that the proximity of the proposed retaining wall and road would 
isolate the residents, closing or “walling” them off from the waterfront. They also suggested 
that the closeness of traffic to the south end of the building would increase air and noise 
pollution and the lights from traffic would affect residents during the nighttime. Regarding 
safety and security, almost all commenters cited current issues with “transients,” “drug 
addicts,” and “vagrants,” particularly in Steinbrueck Park. They believe the addition of the Pine 
Street wall would create an “environment for homeless camping, drug use, and other illegal 
activity.”  

Many of the Waterfront Landings residents were concerned with the loss of pedestrian access 
to Pike Place Market and downtown Seattle stating it would be especially difficult for the elderly 
and disabled. Several commenters stated that the elderly and disabled residents use the 
elevators in the Pike Place Garage to reach the Pike Place Market, which would no longer be 
accessible under the current design.  
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Many residents were concerned about access to the condominium’s parking garage, loss of on-
street parking for guest use, and changes to on-site circulation that would bring service 
vehicles closer to ground floor units.  

Other comments referenced the potential decline in property values due to the proposed Elliott 
Way connector and proposed an alternative connection via Pike Street instead of Pine Street.  

3.5 BICYCLE FACILITIES 

Safety and accessibility for cyclists was a frequent topic. Perhaps the most common comment 
was a request for dedicated bicycle-only lanes that are physically separated from other travel 
ways. Safe connections to destinations such as the ferry terminal and Seattle Center were often 
cited, as were connections to other local and regional trails. Another common topic was the 
potential for conflict between cyclists and pedestrians with the proposed project, and the need 
for adequate signage and efficient routes for both modes. Many called for making bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities a priority over vehicle facilities, which were often stated in the context of 
requests to reduce the number of lanes on Alaskan Way. 

One commenter wrote that the DEIS should “study pedestrian and bicycle safety through 
minimizing roadway width, vehicular speed, and pedestrian crossings. It should also disclose 
the environmental and human health benefits [of] creating a greenspace with pavement 
dedicated primarily to pedestrian and bicycle movement.”  

One suggestion was for an alternative that has pavement for bicycles and pedestrians 10 times 
as wide as that for cars. Another suggestion was for covered bicycle parking. Three types of 
cyclists were noted by one commenter—through city commuters, downtown city workers, and 
tourists—who suggested that rental bicycles and a network of paths to Pioneer Square would be 
useful for tourists and ferry riders. 

3.6 PEDESTRIAN FACILITIES 

Many of the commenters who did not like the width of Alaskan Way cited the lack of safe 
connections for pedestrians crossing Alaskan Way as a reason. Many of the commuter cyclists 
also noted that safety for pedestrians needs to be part of the design. One suggested that there 
should be a portion of the waterfront where only pedestrians are allowed in order to avoid 
conflicts with cyclists, skateboarders, Segway riders, etc. Another stated that the street should 
have frequent overpasses for pedestrians.  

Safe and easy access was requested from Colman Dock to downtown for ferry foot passengers, 
and to the north waterfront, train station, and bus tunnel. The commenter also noted that 
residents and tourists have different needs as pedestrians and both need to be accommodated 
in the waterfront project.  
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3.7 PARKING 

Several waterfront businesses expressed concern that loss of parking would cause economic 
hardship to waterfront businesses and cause patronage to decline. Also represented by Graham 
& Dunn PC (Elaine L. Spencer), the 1201 Western building owner expressed concern about 
continued access to eight parking stalls on the west side of the building.  

One waterfront business owner specified concerns that the removal of parking from under the 
viaduct will negatively affect businesses on the waterfront. The owner recommended that the 
current alternatives be changed to include angled parking along Alaskan Way as well as a 350-
space parking garage between Seneca and Spring Streets. The owner also suggested that the 
DEIS evaluate impacts on public services, particularly police and security, if reduced visitor 
traffic (caused by a lack of parking spaces near the waterfront) attracts criminal and anti-social 
behavior. 

3.8 AGENCY COMMENTS 

Nine agencies provided comments during the scoping period. Comments generally requested 
detailed analysis or consideration of project components of specific concern to the commenting 
agency. Most agencies requested that SDOT coordinate with them as the process moves 
forward, both during DEIS development and during construction. 

Additional analysis or consideration requested by the agencies was primarily associated with 
the project’s potential effects to freight mobility, transit, rail, automobile traffic (including ferry 
queues), pedestrians, land use, economics, historic properties, and views. Most commenters 
were concerned with both construction and long term impacts.  

Comments specific to sections of the DEIS included purpose and need, project alternatives, and 
cumulative effects. Several agencies requested the DEIS consider both other plans being 
developed in the area and other projects occurring on the waterfront. One agency asked that the 
DEIS be expanded to include other elements of the environment.   

3.9 TRIBES 

Tribal comments requested that the DEIS address the following potential impacts from the 
project: long-term operation and maintenance and access to tribal fishing activities; fish, 
wildlife, and their habitats; stormwater and water quality; and hazardous materials. 
Consultation was requested on the proposed interpretive displays and themes for the 
waterfront, recommended revegetation with native plants to enhance ecological conditions and 
removal of existing hazardous materials. Tribal comment also recommended consideration of 
the potential of new development to preclude shoreline restoration actions.   
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3.10 COMMUNITY, BUSINESS, AND LABOR GROUPS 

Eight community, business, and labor groups commented. The topics typically were related to 
aspects of the project that are of specific concern to the organization.. Many of the topics are 
also discussed in sections 3.3 through 3.7, above. 

The requests for additional analysis or consideration were primarily associated with the 
project’s potential effects on the following: historic properties; the economy (businesses, 
tourism); transportation (pedestrians and bicycles, transit, traffic, parking); hazardous 
materials; water quality (stormwater); and public safety.  

Many scoping comments were related to the proposed configuration of Alaskan Way and 
requested that SDOT consider fewer and/or narrower travel lanes, convertible [flex] lanes and 
different options for ferry queuing and transit routes to Third Avenue.  

Commenters also asked that the methodology of the transportation analysis define the level of 
service (LOS) assumptions used to define the proposed lane configuration for Alaskan Way and 
describe how LOS assumptions include multi-modal LOS. The analysis of future travel demand 
should be detailed, specifically for short trips along the waterfront and traffic south of the 
project should be studied.  

Many comments concentrated on pedestrian and bicycle safety. The commenters requested 
that SDOT evaluate urban design features and special signal phases to facilitate safe crossings 
of Alaskan Way by cyclists and pedestrians as well as alternatives that have a safer and more 
pleasant pedestrian environment than that which would be created by eight lanes south of 
Yesler Way. A wider cycle track than 12 feet was also proposed as an alternative. 

One commenter provided detailed comments and recommendations related to potential 
impacts on transportation, land use, hazardous materials, water quality, and vegetation and 
wildlife. Another commenter recommended coordinating the timing of construction amongst 
the numerous projects to minimize duplication of effort and construction rerouting of traffic 
flows. One comment suggested that no construction occur between June and September.  

3.11 OTHER TOPIC AREAS  

Transit. Commenters said that the transportation analysis should include an evaluation of 
congestion impacts on transit if no transit-only lanes are provided. It also should include the 
impacts of tolling the SR 99 tunnel.  

Air Quality. Commenters noted that the analysis should include impacts of cars idling while 
waiting for ferries. Greenhouse gas emissions from any diesel buses proposed for local 
waterfront transit should be evaluated and any savings in greenhouse gas emissions from the 
electric trolleys should be indicated in the DEIS. 
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Views. A few commenters said that the views of Seattle and the bay from the viaduct should be 
counted as important resources and the impacts of their loss evaluated.  

Viaduct as Park. Two commenters said the viaduct, or a part of it, should be preserved as a 
park.  

Arena. One individual enquired about the relationship of the scoping effort to the proposed NBA 
arena. 

Light Impacts. Commenters noted that the analysis should look at the potential for reducing 
light pollution from the lights along the waterfront, as well as reducing impacts from headlights 
on residents of Waterfront Landings. 
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APPENDIX A. SCOPING NOTIFICATIONS 

Determination of Significance and Request for Comments (Legal Scoping Notice) 
Online advertisement in Seattle Times and the Stranger 
Online ad in Daily Journal of Commerce and Northwest Asian Weekly 
Online advertisement in La Raza del Noroeste 
Online advertisement in Seattle Chinese Times 
Print advertisement in the Seattle Chinese Times 
Print ad in Northwest Asian Weekly 
Print ad in La Raza del Noroeste 
Poster for Scoping Meeting 

 

END OF APPENDIX 
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Peter Hahn, Director 

Seattle Municipal Tower, 700 5th Avenue, Suite 3800, PO Box 34996, Seattle, WA 98124-4996 

Tel: (206) 684-ROAD   Tel: (206) 684-5000   Fax: (206) 684-5180 

Web: www.seattle.gov/transportation 

An equal opportunity employer. Accommodations for people with disabilities provided on request. 

NEWS RELEASE 

 

Contact: Rick Sheridan, (206) 684-8540 

    

For Immediate Release 

August 16, 2013 

 

Waterfront Seattle: Environmental Review Begins,  

September 9 Public Scoping Meeting Announced 
 

SEATTLE— The Seattle Department of Transportation is preparing an Environmental Impact 

Statement on elements of the proposed Waterfront Seattle project including Alaskan Way, the 

pedestrian promenade, and the overlook walk.  

 

A public scoping meeting will be held September 9 at Seattle City Hall, 600 Fourth Avenue, in 

the Bertha Knight Landes Room from 4:30 to 6:30 p.m. The meeting will be an open house 

format, and is free and open to hall. 

 

Scoping is the first step in the EIS process. The purpose of scoping is to seek input from the 

public, interest groups, agencies and affected tribes on the actions, alternatives and 

environmental impacts proposed to be discussed in the EIS. The scoping process is also intended 

to eliminate detailed study of those issues that are not significant or have been covered by prior 

environmental review. 

 

The scoping comment period began August 14 and continues through September 25. In addition 

to the public scoping meeting, comments also may be submitted in three ways:  

1. Online at waterfrontseattle.org 

2. By email to UplandEISscoping@waterfrontseattle.org 

3. In writing to: Peter E. Hahn, Director, Seattle Department of Transportation, c/o Mark 

Mazzola, Environmental Manager, PO Box 34996, Seattle, WA 98124-4996  

 

Public comments must be submitted by 5:00 p.m. Wednesday, September 25. 

 

For more information about the project and the scoping process visit waterfrontseattle.org. 

### 
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APPENDIX B. COMMENTS FROM AGENCIES, TRIBES, 
BUSINESSES, AND COMMUNITY GROUPS 

 

END OF APPENDIX 



 
 

 
September 25, 2013 

 

 

Peter Hahn, Director  

City of Seattle Department of Transportation 

700 Fifth Avenue 

Seattle, WA 98124-4996 

 

RE: Seattle Waterfront Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) Scoping 

 

 

Dear Mr. Hahn, 

 

The Alliance for Pioneer Square works for the betterment of Seattle’s historic neighborhood. We work to 

improve business conditions and to protect and improve our built environment and pedestrian realm. We 

have participated in numerous planning meetings regarding the new Seattle Waterfront. Most recently 

more than thirty neighborhood stakeholders, a cross section of business, property owner, and residential 

representatives - met with your staff to discuss the current design for Alaskan Way. 

 

The neighborhood was unanimous in its response: an eight lane highway disconnects Pioneer Square 

from its historic roots to the water. The proposed road disconnects us from a newly redesigned 

waterfront and poses a real threat of isolating our businesses and many of Seattle’s historic assets from 

the thousands of visitors anticipated to visit Seattle’s new waterfront. While considering the scope of the 

Environmental Impact of this new street, the true impacts on Seattle’s Historic District, on its built 

environment, its walkability and its economy must be included. This includes buildings, areaways, public 

right of ways, the Boat Landing; the entirety of the Historic District.  

 

It is hard to fathom that a transportation project of this magnitude which impacts the Port of Seattle, 

WSDOT’s South Tunnel Portal, and the Washington State Ferry terminal at Coleman Dock and City of 

Seattle streets does not include any federal funding. Federal funding of the slightest portion of this project 

requires it to be considered a federal undertaking pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic 

Preservation Act and/or Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act, 49 U.S.C. §1653. 

 

This letter is intended to remind SDOT and the City that recipients of federal funding or the recipients of 

a federal permit are subject to the restrictions and limitations imposed by federal law. Under the National 

Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), 16 U.S.C. § 470(f) and commonly referenced as “Section 106 

Consultation”, any agency using federal funds shall “take into account the effect of the undertaking on 

any district, site, building, structure, or object" that is included in the National Register. The NHPA 

expressly authorizes the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP)
 
to comment on the 

undertaking. 16 U.S.C. § 470(f). A Section 106 consultation also requires the consultation of the state 

historic preservation office, the Washington Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation, as 



well as community stakeholders, as the projects proceeds. These regulations include a requirement that 

the recipient specifically identify, assess, and resolve adverse effects that would otherwise result from the 

proposed project.  

 

As previously noted, the newly proposed Alaskan Way will change the historic orientation and setting 

of the Pioneer Square Historic District, both a local and National Register Historic District which 

includes two National Historic Landmarks. Under Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation 

Act, 49 U.S.C. 1653(f), the federal Department of Transportation "shall not approve any program or 

project which requires the use of ... any land from an historic site of national, State, or local 

significance ...unless (1) there is no feasible and prudent alternative to the use of such land and (2) such 

program includes all possible planning to minimize harm." 

 

While we appreciate that there are many competing needs for Alaskan Way, it is not clear to us that 

SDOT has in fact examined feasible alternatives or designed to minimize harm. These must be included 

in this next phase of planning.  

 

Thank you for your consideration. We look forward to working with the City to ensure a waterfront for 

all, including Pioneer Square.  

 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 
 

Leslie G. Smith 

Executive Director  

 

 

Mike McGinn 

Sally Clark 

Sally Bagshaw  

Tim Burgess 

Richard Conlin 

Jean Godden 

Bruce Harrell 

Nick Licata 

Mike O’Brien 

Tom Rasmussen 

Allyson Brooks, PhD 

Diane Sugimura 

Bernie Matsuno 

Ethan Raup 

Goran Sparrman 

Angela Brady 

Steve Pearce 

Marshall Foster 

Gary Johnson 

Karen Gordon 

Chris Moore 



 

 

September 23, 2013 
 
  
Peter E. Hahn, Director, Seattle Department of Transportation 
c/o Mark Mazzola, Environmental Manager 
PO Box 34996 
Seattle, WA 98124-4996 
 
RE: Cascade Bicycle Club’s comments regarding the Waterfront EIS Scoping Process 

 

Dear Peter, 

Cascade Bicycle Club (Cascade), on behalf of our 15,000 members, is pleased to provide 
comments on the EIS Scoping for the Waterfront Seattle project. The Waterfront Seattle project 
is an opportunity to rethink the waterfront by creating inviting, activated public spaces, improving 
active transportation corridors and connections and reuniting downtown Seattle and Pioneer 
Square with the Waterfront.  Cascade believes the waterfront; with its ability to provide flat, 
direct connections is an extremely important transportation corridor for all modes, but the 
current designs do not go far enough to accommodate pedestrians and cyclists.  We ask you to 
evaluate the following points in the upcoming EIS. 

The Waterfront EIS should study an alternative that includes fewer travel lanes south of 
Yesler Way.  The current configuration with eight vehicle lanes, including two turning lanes into 
Colman dock creates a street that is extremely unfriendly to both pedestrian and bike crossings. 
Wider streets present a barrier to those who may have trouble crossing longer distances in one 
light cycle and create an auto dominated feeling in what was presented to the city as a people 
oriented place.  Cascade is concerned that this roadway capacity is only necessary at peak 
demand, which will occur only a few times a year and would like to see the EIS evaluate if a 
roadway less than 96’ feet south of Yesler Way can accommodate the needs of Alaskan Way.   

The Waterfront EIS scoping should evaluate whether convertible lanes can address the 
needs of transit, freight and ferry traffic and allow for a narrower roadway with fewer 
lanes.   Convertible lanes encompass a wide variety of facilities in which direction, turning 
movements and types of vehicles (freight/transit) allowed can vary during the day to adapt to 
changing traffic conditions.i  The scoping should study whether convertible lanes can provide 
flexibility for peak periods of traffic and allow for a narrower, more pedestrian and bike friendly 
street. 

Evaluate the creation of a dedicated transit/freight lane that is 11’ wide.  Cascade 
understands the need for both reliable transit and freight on Alaskan Way, but believes the EIS 
should evaluate whether transit and freight can share a travel lane south of Columbia. 

Evaluate 10’ lane widths to ensure safety for all users.  Wide lanes can encourage speeding 
traffic and create a stressful environment for those wanted to travel by bike or walking.  We 



 

 

request you evaluate narrower lanes on Alaskan Way to minimize speeding traffic and make it 
easier to cross from the promenade into downtown and Pioneer Square. 

Evaluate crossings of Alaskan Way for both pedestrian and bicycle safety.  Cascade is 
concerned that the preliminary designs do not show a crosswalk for pedestrians or intersection 
crossing markings to indicate the intended path of people on bikes on the south side of Yesler 
Way.  Furthermore, the EIS should evaluate the crossings at Spring and Seneca Streets for 
people riding a bike, as these are identified as protected, separated bike lanes leading into 
downtown in the Seattle Bike Master Plan Draft that was released in June 2013.  Crosswalks 
and bike crossings will be a key part of making it easy to bike along and across the Alaskan 
Way corridor and the EIS should evaluate cyclist only crossing phases at intersections along 
with pedestrian leading timing.   

Mitigate impacts of roadway by utillizing urban design best practices.  These may iclude, 
but are not limited to curb bulbs, decreased turn radi, signal timing and lightning will be 
necessary to ensure the corridor works for all modes of transportation. 

Mitigate potential traffic impacts on Pioneer Square by evaluating allowing only right 
turns into/out of Pioneer Square from Alaskan Way on S. Washington, S. Main, S Jackson 
and S. King Streets.  This will minimize delay and turning movements on Alaskan Way and 
make it easier and safer for pedestrian and bikes to access Pioneer Square.    

Evaluate the opportunity to include only one turning lane into Colman Dock at Yesler.  
The current design drawings include two northbound turn lanes with a multi-block queuing area 
that push the road width at Yesler to over 100 feet, making it difficult area to cross.  Before 
committing additional roadway width to turning lanes, the EIS should look at other opportunities 
to facilitate ingress and storage at Colman Dock.  This is especially relevant as WSDOT may 
move to more efficient ticketing systems, such as using the Good To Go Pass, in the near 
future. 

Evaluate the roadway configuration using a multi-modal level of service (MMLOS) to 
ensure the road is designed to move all users, not just those in vehicles.  Instead of 
relying on traditional traffic models, the EIS should evaluate Alaskan Way using a level of 
service (LOS) that looks at bike and pedestrian traffic along with autos.  Additionally, Cascade 
would like the EIS to include LOS assumptions that result in the current lane configuration. 

Evaluate the MMLOS with a 14’-16’ foot cycletrack/separated bike facility in addition to 
the proposed 12’ separated bike facilty.  With the demand for a flat, direct bicycle connection 
on the waterfront and the addition of Bike Share.  Cascade believes that a 12’ wide cycletrack or 
separated facility may not we wide enough to accommodate the demand.  We ask that the EIS 
look at MMLOS and the opportunities to increase bike capacity by using a wider bike facility. 

 

 



 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. Cascade is committed to ensuring the Waterfront 
project is a great public space for the City of Seattle and offers safe, direct and convenient 
access for those who wish to ride a bike. 

 

 

Jeff Aken 
Principal Planner 
Cascade Bicycle Club 
 

 

                                                

i NCHRP Synthesis 340: Convertible Roadways and Lanes.  2004.  Accessed at: 
http://onlinepubs.trb.org/onlinepubs/nchrp/nchrp_syn_340.pdf on September 23, 2013. 
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September 25, 2013 
 

Via e-mail:  UplandEISscoping@waterfrontseattle.org 
Peter E. Hahn, Director 
Seattle Department of Transportation 
C/o Mark Mazzola, Environmental Manager 
PO Box 34996 
Seattle, WA  98124 
 
Re: Port of Seattle Scoping Comments for the Waterfront Seattle  
 Alaskan Way/Promenade/Overlook Walk 
 
Dear Mr. Hahn:  
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide scoping comments on the Waterfront Seattle Alaskan Way, 
a vital component of the Alaskan Way Viaduct Replacement Program (AWVRP). We have been 
excited to participate in the city’s visioning for the central waterfront.  This project will create a 
regional asset for recreation and enjoyment of our waterfront heritage, as well as update our critical 
infrastructure.  The Port of Seattle (Port) has actively participated in the public process to evaluate 
viaduct replacement options over the past decade.  On August 6, 2013, our Commission approved a 
funding agreement to contribute $300 million to the program.  The agreement includes the Port’s 
goals and vision for the program, including the central waterfront lane configuration. We look forward 
to continuing work with the project team to address issues that are as yet unresolved. 
 
This letter summarizes our input to focus the environmental analysis and shape future design work.  
Our scoping comments and questions regarding the project and its impacts follow this outline: 
 

I. Transportation 
II. Construction Impacts, Coordination, and Detour Routes 

III. Land Use 
IV. Economic Impact 

 
The following comments are based your presentation to the Port Commission on September 10 of 
this year, staff efforts to date, and other public information.  As you document the environmental 
impacts of Waterfront Seattle/ Alaskan Way, please provide analyses for the following specific 
questions: 
 

I. Transportation 
We understand that the environmental review will evaluate additional program elements in the 
transportation report and cumulative impacts, including:  Alaskan Way Surface Street changes in the 
vicinity of the South Portal and along the central waterfront, the connection from Battery to Pine 
Streets (we reference here as the “Elliott/Western Connector”), a new waterfront promenade with 
new bicycle facilities, waterfront transit, and other transit service.  Equally important for this review is 
a thorough analysis of the construction impacts on the operation and functionality of the 
transportation network and our facilities. The EIS’s transportation element should address the 
following issues—for the corridor overall, and for individual segments, from north to south: 
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System Design 

General corridor 

 Our funding agreement for the AWVRP articulates the critical priority for two general purpose 
lanes along the entire corridor, with turn lanes where warranted.  This is necessary to keep traffic 
flowing. There is also a need to accommodate transit service that will be displaced from the 
Viaduct and sufficient queuing space for Colman Dock to prevent ferry queues from affecting 
corridor through-put capacity. How will vehicular traffic operate along various segments of 
Surface Alaskan Way—south of the ferry terminal, along the central waterfront, and north of Pike 
(in relation to LOS, travel time, freight design criteria)? 

 Analysis of future traffic conditions should account for diversion associated with SR 99 tunnel 
tolls.  

 How will vehicular traffic in the future corridor be managed? Will the project install an adaptive 
traffic signal system? If the function of lanes will change by time of day or day or week, how will 
those changes be indicated? 

 Existing studies seem to substantiate that the most cost-effective solution for Waterfront Transit 
north of Colman Dock would be a rubber-tired bus approach rather than fixed rail in the center 
lanes, which would disrupt the inside through lanes of traffic (including freight) for median 
passenger stops. The transit analysis for the EIS should take note of other ongoing transit 
planning efforts such as the proposed 1st Ave Streetcar and the high capacity transit study for 
Ballard. It should confirm which transit mode will be adopted for Alaskan Way. It will be important 
to understand the role that the new waterfront transportation infrastructure will have in the overall 
transportation system: What other projects are critical to overall transportation system operations 
(such as I- 5 Improvements, adequate transit service, etc)? How are they integrated into the 
analysis? This includes the following questions: 
- Does the system provide sufficient capacity for volumes forecast in the 2040 horizon year? 
- How does the system encourage or rely on transit ridership?  What happens if projected 

transit service can’t be provided due to budget constraints, or if the projected levels of transit 
ridership do not materialize and more people drive instead? 

- What will be the decision process if a constrained budget forces reductions in the planned 
transportation system?  

- What project elements are most critical to retain in order to optimize traffic operations?  
 How does the analysis address the need for system resiliency (in particular through the 

downtown core) during peak hours, events and the busiest seasons?  How does it address 
system redundancy for emergency operations?  What is the magnitude of parking lost and what 
impacts are associated with that loss upon waterfront tourist and retail businesses?  What is the 
impact of too little parking, especially cars recirculating to hunt for a parking space? 
 

Freight mobility 

 How does the system meet the needs of freight to, from and/or between the two Manufacturing 
/Industrial Centers (M/ICs?)  The maritime and industrial sector housed in those two M/ICs 
accounts for more than 120,000 jobs and an estimated $28.5 billion in annual revenue City-wide. 

 How can we minimize truck interaction with bicycles and pedestrians on major freight routes? 
 How is the design responsive to freight needs:  grade of roads, turning radii design, streetscape 

treatments like bulb outs, or the location of trees and other amenities? 
 What are the proposed lane widths along this corridor (both with regard to through- and parking 

lanes)?  All through lanes should have full width at 12 feet to ensure that two large vehicles 
(trucks or busses) can pass each other safely.  Parking lane width, especially on the east, or 
northbound side, should accommodate larger delivery vehicles to prevent negative impacts on 
the outside traffic lane.   
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 Where is the primary over-legal route?  What special design features will be included to assure 

that overweight and over-dimensional loads can be accommodated on that route?  
 
Traffic modeling 

 The AM peak conditions are important (in addition to the PM peak) to freight operations, as 
commuter and freight share peaks at the AM time period. 

 Rail movements create blockages that are not standard in traffic modeling.  However, they are 
integral to understanding port operations and the differential impacts of these scenarios.  How is 
the system affected by anticipated road/rail crossing conflicts?  Of particular concern are Broad, 
Wall, Vine and Clay along Alaskan Way. 

 Does the modeling correctly account for Port cruise passenger and truck traffic? 
 
North of Pike:  Elliott/Western Connector 

 How does the proposed design and signalization at the new Elliott/Western intersection perform 
(in relation to LOS, travel times, freight design criteria)? 

 Lenora St Pedestrian Bridge:  The design of the Elliott/Western Connector features a new (at-
grade), signalized pedestrian crosswalk, in place of the current underpass of SR99.  This will 
force trucks to stop for the signal on rather steep (6+%) hill. This compromises the functionality 
of the City’s only N/S truck major truck street between the two M/ICs and through downtown. 
Further, the current design concepts to reconnect the Lenora pedestrian bridge to the surface 
further east than the current bridge will cause serious maintenance and inspection difficulties for 
the port. Can the current concept be revisited, in order to minimize conflicts with pedestrians at 
Lenora Street by keeping the Lenora pedestrian overpass grade-separated? 

 How well does Alaskan Way and the Elliott/Western Connector meet the connectivity needs for 
Northwest Seattle and the estimated 35,000 vehicles per day that now use Elliott/Western/ 
Battery Street ramps? 

 How will truck movements along this stretch of the corridor be accommodated, especially larger 
trucks (WB-67)? 

 The current design concept calls for bike lane (NB) and sharrow (SB).  The steepness (almost 7% 
grade) and traffic volumes (18,000 vehicles) are concerning, especially since this will be the only 
major truck street between the two MICs and through downtown.  Are there alternate design 
concepts that can comply with the city’s code, which appears to prohibit sharrows on principal 
arterials? 

 What is the rationale for providing a sidewalk on the West, south-bound side of the connector? 
There are no trip generators. Maybe that width could be used more productively elsewhere. 

 How will high-volume pedestrian crossings be managed?  And how would they affect through 
vehicle flow?  Of particular concern is the crossing of Elliott/Western Connector at Lenora Street. 

 How does the new “X” crossing intersection at Blanchard for Elliott and Western accommodate 
volumes, particularly freight volumes headed southbound? 

 
North of Pike:  Pine Street intersection and Surface Alaskan Way 

The functionality of this new intersection at Pine Street is critical to the Port, as it will connect several 
waterfront Port facilities to our other facilities (in particular Terminal 91 (T-91)) and the I-5/I-90/SR-99 
interchange in the south end: 
 Pier 66 serves as home-port for cruise ships that rely on landside access from Alaskan Way.   
 In addition, P-66 is home to the Bell Harbor International Conference Center, a restaurant, a 

public marina, market and sandwich shop, and several public access viewpoints.  Our World 
Trade Center (WTC) is located on the east side of Alaskan Way surface, along with the Bell St. 
Pier parking garage.  
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 Pier 69 serves as the Port’s headquarters, and it is also home to Clipper Navigation operating a 

passenger vessel terminal, and Arctic Storm offices.   
 
With regard to cruise operations:  Cruise traffic includes provisioning trucks, charter buses and other 
commercial vehicles as well as private vehicles.  A street use permit for two of the four through lanes 
on Alaskan Way in front of P-66 is required to ensure the terminal functions on days when cruise 
ships are in port.  Cruise ship port calls can generate between 1,200 and 1,600 passenger vehicle 
trips, including about 100 bus trips, plus 20-30 truck trips, depending on the size of the ship. Each 
homeport brings $2.1 million to the local economy in spending. Difficulties in serving that terminal 
cost-effectively, as well as passenger complaints about access, have an impact on the ability of the 
terminal to be competitive. We are also concerned about congestion affecting cruise provisioning 
and passenger access at P-66 due to detoured traffic during viaduct demolition/connector 
construction. These are critical priorities. 
 Is there sufficient capacity for the pulse of traffic leaving P-66 on a home port day (especially 

southbound taxis/buses mixed with provisioning trucks departing the pier)? This is in particular 
critical for the eastbound Pine Street to southbound Alaskan Way movement at the intersection.  

 Please confirm that the concept design for the Pine Street intersection accommodates WB-67 
trucks, particularly for turns from southbound Elliott-Western Connector to westbound Pine 
Street, which is the route used by the cruise terminal provisioning trucks.  

 What is the rationale for providing sidewalks on both sides of the new connection from the 
northern end of Alaskan Way to the connector north of the overlook stairs and public plaza? 
What are the projections for use of these facilities? We would like to better understand the 
allocation of space among modes on this leg of the intersection. 

 Along central Alaskan Way, the cycle track is on the west side.  North of the aquarium, the 
current design requires northbound cyclists to cross Alaskan Way to tie into the existing eastside 
path at Virginia.  Cyclists who do not cross will run into conflicts with passenger load and unload 
activities at the cruise ship and Clipper terminals. This is an existing problem that we fear will be 
compounded due to the likely increase in overall ridership, and in particular in the number of 
casual riders. What are the options to minimize this conflict? 
 

Yesler to Pine 

 How would the proposed transit lane treatments affect freight movements, both with regard to 
the streetcar and rubber-tire design?  How would bus pullouts improve traffic flow if a rubber-
tired solutions were chosen?  

 What design features are planned to ensure that through traffic can flow efficiently through the 
proposed new central transit hub at Colman Dock, near Columbia? How would access and 
egress from that hub affect through-traffic flow?  

 This section of the corridor will experience high volumes of pedestrian crossings. How will the 
signals along the proposed waterfront route be coordinated to ensure smooth flow and reduce 
the number of stops for large trucks along this route?  What would the travel times through the 
corridor be without and with adaptive traffic signals?  

 What are the impacts of patrons attempting to park along this stretch of the waterfront? Please 
include an analysis of the number of trucks that will serve buildings on the east-, north-bound 
side of the new street. How many trucks will exceed the width of the 8 foot parking lane, and 
what impact will that have on traffic flow? 

 While we appreciate the design of the exclusive new cycle track on the west side, we are 
concerned about the potential impacts of more confident riders who will ride in the street. What 
are the projected numbers of cyclists, and what impact will those that ride in the street have on 
through traffic flow?  

 Related to this question: How will horse-drawn carriages and bicycle rickshaws be handled, and 
what impact will they have on traffic? Will these types of slow-moving vehicles by prohibited from 
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using Alaskan Way and/or Elliott/Western Connector, and if not, what could their effect be on 
traffic flow?  

 
King to Yesler 

 North end of T-46 (King St/Labor driveway):  the intersection of King St and Alaskan is the 
interface between the State’s (South Access) and the City’s (Central Waterfront) projects.  It 
includes T-46 employee driveway, the bike path/cycle track and pedestrian access to the new 
Pedestrian Mall on Railroad Avenue.  Port, City and State need to make sure this intersection 
provides reliable and safe connections for all. What is the proposed design, and how will it 
ensure that the intersection will function safely and efficiently for all modes? 

 Lane capacity south of ferry terminal:  This is a critical priority for the Port. The Port, SDOT, 
Metro and WSDOT have agreed that two general purpose lanes along the entire corridor, and 
two lanes for ferry queuing between Main and Yesler, are required to ensure the necessary 
capacity that so no bottle necks are created blocking through trips.  We support Metro’s request 
for dedicated transit lanes between Dearborn and Columbia to ensure that transit displaced from 
the Viaduct can continue to serve its riders.  

 How well does the preferred alternative meet the connectivity needs for SoDo, the Duwamish 
and Ballard Interbay? 

 What is the project’s impact on the traffic operations at the new SR-99 South End (S. Holgate to 
S. King Streets) interchange, particularly at the S. Atlantic Street / East Marginal Way and S. 
Atlantic Street /1st Avenue S and Alaskan Way/Dearborn intersections? 

 

II. Construction Impacts, Coordination and Detour Routes 

Port of Seattle operations 

Operations at Port facilities, including T-46, P-66/Bell Street Pier and parking structure, and P-69 
could be significantly affected by construction unless provisions are made to minimize that impact.  
Additionally, we must resolve and mitigate cumulative construction impacts from related projects. 
 
We will continue to work with the project team to develop a design and construction management 
approach that meets the freight needs for both the region and the Port’s operational requirements, 
including critical needs at our P-66 complex and P-69 relating to cruise passengers access, cruise 
vessel provisioning, Bell Harbor and Clipper maritime passenger vessel provisioning and passenger 
access, international conference center operations, parking and adjacent office uses. 
 Construction analysis should consider additional traffic that could be diverted to surface Alaskan 

Way by SR 99 tunnel tolls.  
 The Port would oppose any long-term detours that use the northern section of Alaskan Way 

(near P-66) during the cruise season (currently May to October) unless major improvements are 
made to that street.  The cruise terminal requires use of one through lane in each direction on 
cruise days.  If through capacity is needed for detours, widening may be required.  Could the 
former trolley track area provide a workable mitigation area? 

 As with the Bored Tunnel and H2K projects, access to the Port’s terminals in the southeast 
harbor must be available both during truck gate operations and when labor needs to work a ship 
at dock.  This could occur any day of the week or hour of the day. Construction closures or 
detours that affect access must be coordinated with the Port and our terminal operators.  

 During renovation of the Alaskan Way Surface Street and the waterfront, how well does the 
system meet the connectivity needs for Northwest Seattle and the estimated 35,000 vehicles per 
day that now use Elliott/Western/Battery Street ramps? 

 Clipper Navigation operates passenger vessels with significant passenger pick-up and drop-off 
activity as well as fleet provisioning on the north apron.  Landside access to the P-69 sidewalk is 
critical for passengers and employees.  Access to the north apron of P-69 is also critical for 
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Clipper provisioning, taxi queuing and ADA parking.  Do the high traffic volumes of detour traffic 
on Alaskan Way interfere with the passenger access and northbound left turns accessing the 
pier? 

 Will there be any construction-related closures or capacity reductions at the Bell St parking 
garage two access and egress spots on Elliott Avenue or the one on Wall St.? If so, how will they 
be mitigated? 

 What are the cumulative impacts of other projects that may be under construction concurrently? 
 

Freight mobility (including rail operations on mainline tracks) 

 The Port’s container business, Boeing, and many other industrial businesses, the City’s garbage 
removal, as well as Amtrak, and Sounder depend on the functionality of BNSF’s rail mainline 
along the north waterfront. Would train traffic at the train tunnel portal be affected and interrupted 
by Viaduct demolition or Connector construction activities?  Please describe the potential 
impacts to rail operations and mitigation to minimize these impacts.  What provisions are made 
to ensure train movement during Elliott/Western Connector construction?   

 The rail mainline along the north waterfront blocks Wall, Vine, Clay and Broad Streets for 
significant periods of the day. Train crossings along the north waterfront area can substantially 
increase vehicle delay along Alaskan Way, cause congestion along the waterfront and affect the 
reliability of this important freight route.  A detour route which uses any of these streets during 
demolition of the viaduct and construction of the Elliott/Western Connector must anticipate and 
mitigate those crossing blockages. How will this be addressed? 

 What route will be used by construction trucks removing the viaduct demolition spoils? How 
could that construction traffic affect operations of key intersections along the south end of the 
waterfront and in the Duwamish? 

 
Cumulative impacts 

 What is the likelihood and what would be the impacts if viaduct demolition overlapped with 
completion of seawall construction? 

 What are the cumulative impacts of other projects that may be under construction concurrently, 
e.g. 1st Avenue Streetcar, Colman Dock Replacement, or South Transit Pathway? 

 The construction plans developed to date suggest that the demolition of the Viaduct (in the area 
between Pine Street and Battery Street) and construction of the new Battery-Pike Connector will 
take place over 1-2 years. During this time (early 2016-2017) traffic not opting to use the newly 
opened bored tunnel will use Alaskan Way, and other north south arterials through downtown. 
Additionally, central seawall construction may be in progress. How will the system operate? 
What are the impacts on freight and trucks, and in particular over dimension loads and 
hazardous cargo movements? 
 

III. Land Use 
Development of the newly formed parcels south of S. King Street at the south portal near S. 
Dearborn, S. Plummer and S. Charles Streets (the former WOSCA site), must be compatible with 
the adjacent land uses at T-46 (west of Alaskan Way, between S. King and S. Atlantic Streets).  
Operations at the 88-acre T-46 are among the oldest working waterfront uses in the area and 
contribute significant city and state economic benefits.  The terminal is located on a site built and 
committed to industrial shoreline use.  The noise, light and traffic impacts from this existing industrial 
use occur 24-hours/7-days per week.  The Port has been and will continue to oppose residential 
development at this site in the industrial/commercial zone.  2009 state legislation (HB 1959) declares 
that local land use decisions should be made in consideration of long-term and widespread 
economic contribution of our international container ports and related industrial lands and 
transportation systems.  The Container Ports Element of Seattle’s Comprehensive Plan, adopted in 
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2012, is intended to implement state law and articulates the need to protect and enhance Port 
operations. Any changes to land use envisioned to support the Central Waterfront Project must 
address this question:  
 What are changes in land use at the south end of the waterfront that may have adverse effects 

on marine cargo uses and activities? This includes potential zoning changes for the WOSCA site 
and the potential redevelopment of P-48. 
 

IV. Economic Impact 

 The new corridor will serve as the only Major Truck Street and hazardous materials and 
overlegal route through downtown, connecting the City’s remaining MICs. What is the impact of 
the proposed design of the corridor on the viability of the maritime and industrial businesses that 
depend on it? How does the system design support the Seattle economy, in particular maritime 
and industrial jobs and international trade flows? 

 How does system design support the needs waterfront businesses, in particular tourism visits, 
parking and provisioning trucks? 

 Tolling the bored tunnel might divert traffic from the tunnel to Alaskan Way.  How much traffic 
would be added to Alaskan Way and the Connector before the system is complete, if the tunnel 
were tolled during viaduct demolition/connector construction? 

 
Attachment A, “Port of Seattle Specific Facilities and Related Terminals issues, Sept 2013 Update” 
provides more site specific description of existing uses and operations relative to the use and 
construction of an Alaskan Way surface street and Elliott/Western Connector. 
 
Attachment B, “Current comments on Waterfront Seattle design concepts for Alaskan Way 
Roadway,” dated 9/6/13 provides very specific comments on Design of the new 
Pine/Elliott/Alaskan Way intersections, current design concepts for the Lenora Street Pedestrian 
Bridge, design of bicycle and pedestrian facilities north of Pine, and access to the P-66 cruise 
terminal during construction of the new roadway. 
 
While we have expressed concerns about potential impacts of the surface street and connector, 
we want to ensure that the project moves forward as it is a once-in-a-lifetime undertaking to 
modernize our central waterfront.  We look forward to continuing our working relationship in this 
environmental review.  We must find a solution that provides the needed transportation system 
functionality for the Port and the City. Please do not hesitate to contact Geraldine Poor at 206-
787-3778 or poor.g@portseattle.org, or Christine Wolf at 206-787-3458 or 
wolf.c@portseattle.org, with any questions or concerns.  
 
Sincerely,  

 
 

Geraldine H. Poor Christine Wolf 
Regional Transportation Manager Seaport Transportation Planner 
206-787-3778 206-787-3458 
 
cc: Port of Seattle:  Beckett, Akiyama, McWilliams, Styrk, Goodwin, Graves. M. Burke, Merritt 
 



Attachment A:  Port Specific Facilities’/Terminals’ program related issues, 9/18/13 
 
A.  Nearby Port of Seattle properties: 
LOCATION ACCESS NEEDS or other ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 

Pier 69: (2711 Alaskan Way) 
Port Headquarters 
Victoria Clipper passenger 
terminal 
Arctic Storm 

Port employees/visitors walk, bus or park in the Bell 
Street Garage, 2 blocks south.  Metro Route 99. 

Victoria Clipper passengers also park remotely.  
Significant numbers queue on Alaskan Way in front of 
Pier 69 for pick-up/drop-off, along with taxis & towncars.   

Those using SR99 depend on the Western, Elliott and/or 
Battery Street ramps. 

Bell St. Pier (World Trade 
Center) Parking Garage 

2 entries and 3 exits:  at Wall Street, and off Elliott Street 
at Art Institute and Bell Street. 

Pier 66, Bell St Pier Complex: 
International Conference Ctr 
Restaurants/deli 
Public plaza 
Short-stay public marina 
World Trade Center 
Parking facility  
Pedestrian Overpass 
 
Cruise ship terminal 

Most visitors/employees park in the Bell Street Garage. 
 
Cruise:  Buses (charter/public), taxis, towncars, & private 
vehicles all provide landside access for passengers.  The 
terminal operates with street use permits for on-street taxi 
queues, etc.  The majority of passengers connect directly 
to STIA.  Provisioning trucks serve the ship on homeport 
days at scheduled appointments.  Data has been 
supplied to team & we’re available to supply specific data 
requests throughout the study.  Those using SR99 
depend on the Western, Elliott &/or Battery Street ramps. 

Container 
Terminals/Intermodal Rail 
Yards in the Harbor (Terminal 
46, T-25/30;T-5 & T-18 
North- and Main-SIG and Argo 
intermodal yards) 

Terminal 46’s main gate is located at the intersection of 
Alaskan Way and S. Atlantic St.  The King St Driveway 
provides access for headquarters, terminal labor, and 
emergency access to the terminal.  Construction activities 
can potentially impact the northern terminal access, as 
can the final configuration, the bike path connection and 
use of surplus land. 
In addition, all terminals and railyards are dependent on 
the ability of the local street system in the Duwamish to 
move freight. 

The Port also owns/maintains multiple public access points, Lenora Street Pedestrian 
Overpass and Bell Street Ped. Overpass (see Pier 66 above). 
Outlying Port Properties:  The impact of this project will stretch throughout the City of Seattle.  
While some of our properties seem quite distant to the streets’ footprint, it provides an 
important corridor for facilities on the west side of the region:  Sea-Tac International Airport 
passengers/airfreight use the SR99/509 corridor to/from Seattle to access the airport; 
Shilshole Bay Marina and Fishermen’s Terminal, two sites on the west end of the Lake 
Washington Ship Canal, historically have relied on the corridor for access to/from the south. 
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September 6, 2013 

 
Mr. Michael Johnson 
City of Seattle, Department of Transportation 
Mike.Johnson@seattle.gov 
 
Subject:  Current comments on Waterfront Seattle design concepts for Alaskan Way Roadway 
 
Dear Mike: 
 
Many thanks for meeting with us to review our concerns regarding the conceptual designs for the new 
roadway along the Central Waterfront (Jul 26 with Andrew Barash), and the City’s current design options 
for the Lenora Street Pedestrian Bridge (Aug 8 with Andrew Barash and Jon Layzer).  We look forward to 
ongoing coordination with you, but want to summarize a number of our discussion points in writing. 
 
Before delving into the details, we’d like to restate the Port’s goals for these components of the Central 
Waterfront project: 
 

 Ensure that the new street will meet our needs for Port property access, freight mobility and 
regional traffic; and provide efficient and safe access/egress for provisioning trucks and other 
related traffic for our cruise terminal at Pier 66. 

 Retain the function and signature feature character of the Lenora Street Bridge as a major 
pedestrian connection between our Pier 66 Bell St. Pier and cruise terminal and Pike Place/ 
downtown without negatively affecting traffic on the new Elliott/Western Connector, or 
maintenance of the structure.  

 
Both of these goals are consistent with our written comments over the course of several years of 
environmental and planning documents, as well as many discussions during both staff and public 
meetings. This letter summarizes the results of the discussions during the two meetings, and expands on 
some of the issues we raised: 
 

A. Design of the new Pine/Elliott/Alaskan Way intersection 
B. Current design concepts for the Lenora Street Pedestrian Bridge with regard to: 

 Change to an at‐grade pedestrian crossing 

 Maintenance costs and access 
C. Design of bicycle and pedestrian facilities north of Pine, both on the new Elliott/Western 

Connector and along Alaskan Way 
D. Ensuring access to the cruise terminal at Pier 66 during construction of the new roadway 

along the Central Waterfront 

 
 
Attachment B:  Recent staff comments on Waterfront Seattle design concepts for 
Alaskan Way Roadway, 9/6/13 
 
 



Port of Seattle—Central Waterfront Roadway Design Considerations   2 

A. Design	of	the	New	Pine/Elliott/Alaskan	Way	Intersection	
In recent weeks, we have provided focused input on the emerging design concepts for the new 
intersection at Pine St, the Elliott/Western Connector and Alaskan Way, at the Pike Place and Aquarium 
Fold. This was also the main subject of our meeting on Friday 7/26, which covered three issues: 
 
a) The design vehicle for truck turning movements for all legs of the new intersection; 
b) Roadway grades for all legs of the intersection with a view to impacts on truck movement; and  
c) Traffic sensitivity analysis to ensure that the new intersection can handle cruise traffic volume surges. 
 
The grades appear to be workable (item b above), if not desirable, based on other freight streets in the 
city.  Mike and Andrew acknowledged that the traffic modeling (issue c) to date did not take into 
account the peak volumes of cruise traffic, which occur on both workweek and weekend days. Mike 
assured us that modeling efforts for the upcoming environmental review would include the necessary 
sensitivity analyses, which may require design adjustments to accommodate turn movements.   
 
This leaves the issue of (a) access for large trucks (WB‐62 and WB‐67 in particular) to Pier 661.  Trucks 
bearing provisions for multi‐day cruises are typically coming from Terminal 91 in Interbay, where they 
are staged until it is time for their delivery appointment at Pier 66.  The Pier 66 Cruise Terminal operates 
with passenger flows on the SB/westside of the street (taxis, limos, charter buses, private drop‐off/pick‐
up) and truck provisioning on the NB/eastside of Alaskan Way2.  This is a delicate operation that has 
been designed to maximize load/unload efficiencies while minimizing the impact on general purpose 
traffic.3  When trucks leave P‐66, they usually head south for freeway access.   
 
Large trucks cannot access Pier 66’s apron from the north (SB Alaskan Way) because SB to WB turns 
from the SB lanes of Alaskan Way are physically constrained by several factors:  truck turning radii, the 
apron’s geometry and complex structural support system underpinning the pier, and the location of a 
utility pole and other infrastructure. Trucks must be staged in the outside of the two NB lanes on 
Alaskan Way to be able to make the turn onto the secure area of the apron. Changes to the apron and 
other infrastructure to facilitate a SB truck entry were reviewed during the design of the terminal and 
found prohibitively expensive. In addition, changing the path of trucks would likely conflict with 
passenger loading operations occurring to the north of the apron.  
 
Since trucks must approach from the south, the most direct way from T‐91 to P‐66 would be SB on the 
Elliott/Western Connector, with a turn WB to NB at the new Pine intersection. To our disappointment, 
Mike and Andrew informed us that, due to current design constraints, this movement is not possible for 
larger trucks (WB‐50 and above?), but that they would explore what could be done to maximize the size 
of truck that could make the turn. We appreciate that effort and will work with you to find the design 
that allows trucks to make the northbound turn onto Alaskan Way.  
 
Our concern is that trucks that cannot make that turn would be permanently required to go as far south 
as S Atlantic St. (as they do today in the interim condition) and come up all 14 blocks of the new Alaskan 
Way to make deliveries to P‐66.  Mike suggested that the appropriate path for provisioning trucks 
coming from Terminal 91 might be I‐5. We do not think that is a viable solution.  The additional truck 
time to route over to I‐5, or paying tolls for the tunnel to go a longer distance, would add significant 

                                                            
1 There are on average 30 trucks per home port call, and about 50% of these will be WB 62 or 67. 
2 Attached is our traffic control plan. 
3 The traffic control plan was last reviewed, and subsequently revised in 2009. 
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costs to the delivery companies’ operations, and increase the number of trucks moving on city streets 
and through the central waterfront.  In parallel, we expect others will share our interest in minimizing 
the routing of large provisioning trucks along the waterfront. 

B. Current	design	concepts	for	the	Lenora	Street	Pedestrian	Bridge	
Thank you for sharing the current design concepts for the Lenora Street Pedestrian Bridge during our 
August 8th meeting. We have since shared these concepts internally with both our maintenance and 
engineering staff, the following outlines our concerns with these concepts. 

Change	to	an	at‐grade	pedestrian	crossing	
The current pedestrian crossing of SR‐99 at Lenora is grade‐separated. The proposed change from the 
currently grade‐separated to an at‐grade pedestrian crossing of the Elliott connector at Lenora 
continues as a Port concern as it creates new pedestrian/street conflicts. We are particularly worried 
about its impact on the functionality of the new Connector as a Major Truck Street, since the current 
design concept would force trucks to stop and start on an almost 7% grade when they are caught on the 
hill. This is a likely occurrence even if the signals along the corridor are timed. This concern is 
compounded by the potential of an uphill bike lane on the hill—more about this issue below. 

Maintenance	costs	and	access	
Our maintenance and inspection needs for the Lenora Street Pedestrian Bridge appear to be un‐met 
under your current Options 2, 3 and 4.  Our maintenance crews regularly require access to drive down 
Lenora and onto the bridge with machinery and equipment for pressure washing, elevator mechanical 
repair/replacement, vegetation maintenance, and/or tile repair.  Most of these functions could not be 
completed from below, and those that could would increase maintenance costs.  Similarly, under‐side 
bridge inspections require more room for equipment access than is provided in Options 2 or 3.  Option 4 
raises exactly the concerns foreseen by your consultant firm about structural integrity of a tension span 
bridge if one span were removed/replaced.   
 
Another alternative option/concept appears to us to move the Elliott/Western connector farther to the 
east at Lenora Street than the current concept design indicates, to allow the western edge of the road to 
meet the eastern edge of the bridge at its current elevation.  An alternative would be to move the 
sidewalk and bake facilities to the eastern side of the road.  Either of these would require additional 
design work to see if the concept is possible. 

C. Design	of	bicycle	and	pedestrian	facilities	north	of	Pine	

Alaskan	Way	
During the 7/26 meeting, we expressed concerns about the bicycle track location on the west‐side of 
Alaskan Way between Pine and Virginia. The current design shows cyclists crossing Alaskan Way at 
Virginia to tie into the existing multi‐use path on the east side of street. Even today, without a west‐side 
cycle track, a significant percentage of cyclists continue riding on the west‐side sidewalk along the entire 
waterfront. There are existing conflicts with sidewalk riders mixing with cruise and Clipper operations, 
and we know of at least one bike‐pedestrian accident in which the rider hit and hurt a pedestrian on the 
sidewalk near our headquarters at Pier 69. The future cycle track is bound to increase the number of 
riders along the waterfront—and a higher percentage of them will be less experienced. Please consider 
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moving the cycle track to the east side at Pine (farther south) to reduce the potential for conflict and 
injury. (The current concept design for the roadway along the northern segment of the seawall already 
includes an eastside cyletrack or multi‐use path.) 

Elliott/Western	Connector	
We were also concerned that the current design concept retains a NB bicycle lane and SB sharrow for 
the new Elliott/Western Connector. From our point of view, the grade, designation as a Major Truck 
Street (the only one connecting the City’s two MICs) , and general traffic volumes along the Connector 
should strongly caution against that design. If there is solid support for a bicycle facility on this hill, it 
might be worthwhile to determine the viability of a multi‐use path on the east side instead of the 
combination of sidewalks on both sides, plus bike lane and sharrow in the street. Removing the sidewalk 
on the west side may also address some of the maintenance access concerns related to the Lenora 
Street Bridge outlined above. 

D. Ensuring	access	to	the	cruise	terminal	at	Pier	66	during	construction	
We are also concerned about the ability of all modes to access and serve P‐66 during demolition of the 
Viaduct and construction of the Elliott/Western Connector. Operation of the terminal requires a street 
use permit that reduces Alaskan Way to one lane in each direction in front of the terminal. We cannot 
envision how the cruise terminal could operate with 24,000 vehicles per day detouring in front of it 
during the projected 18 months of Viaduct demolition and construction of the Elliott/Western 
Connector. (We have similar concerns about the second phase of seawall construction.)  
 
We realize that construction traffic management plans for intermittent operations like our cruise 
terminal are generally left to the construction team. We urge you to be more pro‐active and include 
consideration of these issues in the design phase and in the coordination effort for Viaduct demolition 
with WSDOT. 
 
Thank you again for the opportunities for face to face conversation.  We look forward to setting a next 
meeting to continue working to resolution, but wanted also to provide out our concerns and 
perspectives to you in writing. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Geraldine H. Poor 
Regional Transportation Manager 
 
Cc:  Brady, Layzer, Pearce, Chandler 

Port ‐ McWilliams, Maruska, Merritt, M. Miller, Pulsifer, Wolf 
Heffron Transportation 
CH2M‐Hill ‐ Barash 
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www.pugetsoundbikeshare.org                    P.O. Box 4362   Seattle, WA 98194                    (206) 607-8816 

 

September 25, 2013 
 
 
 
Peter E. Hahn, Director, Seattle Department of Transportation 
c/o Mark Mazzola, Environmental Manager 
PO Box 34996 
Seattle, WA 98124-4996 
 
RE:  EIS Scoping Comments on the Waterfront Seattle Project 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed scope of the environmental impact statement (EIS) to be 
prepared by the Seattle Department of Transportation for the Waterfront Seattle-Alaskan Way/Promenade/Overlook 
Walk project.   
 
We request that the Transportation Element’s scope include a detailed analysis of future travel demand needs for the 
waterfront specifically related to short trip making north and south along the extent of waterfront area as well as travel 
needs to and from nearby transit networks and other downtown destinations.  This evaluation should include 
consideration of bike sharing to meet those transportation needs. The role of bike sharing should be considered as 
part of the analysis as a tool to provide direct, on-demand, non-motorized access to popular destinations and 
businesses located along the waterfront.  
 
Bike sharing helps achieve many other community goals like extending the reach of public transit, activating public 
spaces, creating local jobs and introducing more people to bicycling.  Bike sharing gives more city residents living in 
denser urban areas access to bicycling without bearing the full costs of ownership, storage and maintenance.  We 
would be happy to provide additional information regarding the value and performance of bike share systems.  
 
Puget Sound Bike Share (PSBS) is a nonprofit working with the support of local government agencies to bring a bike-
sharing system to the Seattle area. The first phase of the program, scheduled to launch in spring 2014, will include 50 
bike-share stations and 500 bikes near Seattle’s most popular urban destinations.  The Seattle Waterfront is planned 
to be served by bike share stations in early phases of the program.  More information can be found at: 
www.pugetsoundbikeshare.org. 
 
We are happy to assist in the preparation of the EIS by providing more information about PSBS’s program and 
analysis associated with bike share programs in other North American cites.  Feel free to contact me by email at 
hollyhouser@pugetsoundbikeshare.org or by phone at (206) 607-8816. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Holly Houser 
Executive Director 
Puget Sound Bike Share 
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Peter E. Hahn, Director 
Seattle Department of Transportation 
c/o Mark Mazzola, Environmental manager 
PO Box 34996 
Seattle WA 98124-4996 

 
Dear Mr. Hahn, 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback on your scoping process for Waterfront Seattle 
regarding Alaskan Way, the promenade and overlook walk. 
 
The Puget Sound Partnership is charged with protecting and restoring Puget Sound by 2020.  To help keep 
as all on track towards achieving this goal, the Partnership, with substantial input from the Puget Sound 
community, adopted ecosystem recovery targets.  We ask that the EIS address how this project 
contributes to achieving these targets. You can find the full list of the ecosystem recovery targets at 
http://www.psp.wa.gov/vitalsigns/. 
 
The Partnership has also identified three region-wide priorities to protect and restore Puget Sound. Two 
are relevant to this project and include: 

 Preventing pollution from urban stormwater runoff from roads, roofs, parking lots, and other 
paved areas. Polluted runoff is the biggest threat to Puget Sound’s water quality.  

 Protecting and restoring habitat to save salmon and other marine and freshwater species and to 
honor tribal treaty rights. 

 
Although we understand from the public scoping notice that no work will be done in Elliott Bay, we 
encourage the city and SDOT to consider an alternative that takes advantage of this opportunity to use 
green methods during development of the project, in particular the promenade, to minimize the harmful 
effects of the existing hardened shoreline, apply soft shoreline techniques; develop marine habitat that 
enhances the ecological functions of the shoreline and create public access to the incredible shoreline 
that showcases Seattle. We encourage SDOT consider similar measures as outlined in the city’s green 
shoreline guidance manual for Lake Washington. 
 
In addition, as a way to evaluate options, we suggest that SDOT calculate how each alternative will reduce 
the volume of stormwater runoff discharged to Puget Sound, and the volume that will discharge to the 
city’s combined sewer/stormwater system.  These calculations will help assess how each alternative 
prevents the stormwater runoff thereby avoiding water and sediment quality impacts into the future.   
 
The DEIS should also address the following: 
 
1. Transportation and Land Use elements of the EIS:  

We encourage you to address appropriate stormwater management to minimize off site impacts that 
are consistent with state stormwater NPDES requirements and associated stormwater manuals.  
 

STATE OF WASHINGTON 

http://www.psp.wa.gov/vitalsigns/
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Specifically, we encourage you to use Seattle’s green stormwater infrastructure protocols towards 
this end.  

 
2. Hazardous Materials element of the EIS:  

The Puget Sound Action Agenda includes strategies to prevent, reduce, and control the sources of 
contaminants entering Puget Sound. Specifically, it includes a near term action for reducing the 
discharge of persistent, bioaccumulative, and toxic substances (PBTs). We encourage SDOT to follow 
recommendations for reducing the discharge of Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAHs) included in 
the state Department of Ecology’s PAH Chemical Action Plan.  

 
The Puget Sound Action Agenda also directs the state Department of Ecology to complete a 
statewide anti-idling regulation to reduce petroleum emissions to the air. The regulations are 
designed to reduce diesel soot, PAHs, and greenhouse gases from petroleum-powered engines and 
equipment. We recommend that the EIS address how this project will comply with this regulation.  

 
In particular, any project activities that could impact marine sediment quality should address how the 
project will align with the sediment quality ecosystem recovery targets for Puget Sound, namely to:  
a) Achieve chemistry measures reflecting “minimum exposure” with Sediment Chemistry Index (SCI) 
scores >93.3; b) Have no sediment chemistry measurements exceeding the Sediment Quality 
Standards (SQS) set for Washington state; and c) Achieve the following: Sediment Quality Triad Index 
(SQTI) scores reflect “unimpacted” conditions (i.e., SQTI values >81). The threshold criteria for 
“unimpacted” sediments has been revised from 83 (when the Leadership council adopted the target 
in 2011) to 81, based on quality control checks indicating the original calculation was incorrect. 

 
3. Water Quality element of the EIS:  

Similar to the comments above, any activities that could impact marine water quality should address 
how the project will be consistent with the marine water quality ecosystem recovery target for Puget 
Sound, namely to:   Keep dissolved oxygen levels from declining more than 0.2 milligrams per liter in 
any part of Puget Sound as a result of human input. 

 
4. Vegetation and Wildlife element of the EIS: 

Similar to the comments above, any activities associated with this project that could impact marine 
vegetation and wildlife should address how the project will align with the following ecosystem 
recovery targets for Puget Sound, namely to: 1) Minimize impacts to native eelgrass in Elliott Bay to 
“help increase the acres of eelgrass in Puget Sound by 20 percent from the 2000 to 2008 baseline 
period” and 2 ) Keep contaminant levels in fish will be below health effects thresholds (i.e. levels 
considered harmful to fish health or harmful to the health of people who consume them). 

 
Please call me at 360-628-2428 if you have questions or need clarification regarding these comments. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
 
Kevin Anderson 
EPA Program Manager/ Senior Invasive Species Policy Advisor 
 
 
cc:  Jim Bolger, Director, Soundwide and Functional Programs 
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Bernie Agor Matsuno, Director 
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September 25, 2013 

 

Peter E. Hahn, Director, Seattle Department of Transportation 

c/o Mark Mazzola, Environmental Manager 

PO Box 34996 

Seattle, WA 98124-4996 

 

 

RE:  Waterfront Seattle:  EIS Scoping Comments 

 

Dear Mr. Hahn: 

 

The following are Waterfront Seattle EIS scoping comments relating to Historic Preservation: 

 Any proposed changes to the exterior of buildings, sites, or to the public right-of-ways, 

(including areaways within Pioneer Square) located within either Pioneer Square or the 

Pike Place Market historic districts requires a Certificate of Approval from the relevant 

Board or Commission.  Please contact Genna Nashem regarding Pioneer Square or 

Heather McAuliffe regarding Pike Place Market.  This would include changes proposed 

by Storefront Seattle projects. 

 Any proposed changes to the exteriors of designated City Landmarks will require a 

Certificate of Approval from the Landmarks Preservation Board.  Please contact Sarah 

Sodt regarding downtown Landmarks. 

 Work that is conducted adjacent to a designated City Landmark may require adjacency 

review by the City Historic Preservation Program staff per the City's SEPA policies--

please see CAM 3000. 

 A new pedestrian bridge, or changes to the existing pedestrian bridge adjacent to the 

Colman Building will require a Certificate of Approval from the Landmarks Preservation 

Board, as well as SEPA adjacency review.  Any changes or new design should be 

developed using the Secretary of the Interior Standards for Rehabilitation in consultation 

with the Landmarks Preservation Board and staff. 

 It is our understanding that interior alterations are proposed to the waterfront Fire Station 

No.5 with only minor exterior alterations.  If major exterior alterations are proposed then 

a landmark nomination should be prepared given that the Fire Station No. 5 has been 

previously determined eligible for landmark status. 

 Although there currently is no planned use of federal money for the Waterfront Seattle 

project, if the funding changes to include federal funds, or if a federal permit or other 

federal undertaking is required prior to the completion of the project, then NEPA may be 

required, as well as Section 106 and 4f review. 



 

 

 A monitoring plan should be put in place in coordination with Historic Preservation 

Program staff to ensure that buildings within the districts, as well as individually 

designated City Landmarks are monitored for potential damage during any adjacent 

construction. 

 

The following potential impacts should also be considered: 

 The economic impact on the Pioneer Square Historic District during construction; as well 

as the permanent impact of the proposed eight-lane road (freight, ferry lines, Metro 

transit lanes) which may cause the District to appear inaccessible during and after 

construction, and therefore impact business and other uses within the District. 

 The permanent physical impact on the Washington Street Boat Landing due to its 

isolation from the Pioneer Square Historic District when the proposed eight-lane roadway 

between the District and the Boat Landing is completed. 

 The impact of work on Washington and Main Streets to the areaways, public rights-of-

way, and landscaping (trees) in Pioneer Square Historic District. 

 The impact of any new construction adjacent to the Pike Place Market Historical District, 

to ensure that the character defining features of the District remain easily differentiated 

from any new construction. 

 

Please contact me at sarah.sodt@seattle.gov, or at 206-615-1786, if you need clarification or 

have any questions. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Sarah Sodt 

Landmarks Preservation Board Coordinator 

 

mailto:sarah.sodt@seattle.gov
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Katheryn Seckel

From: Upland EIS Scoping <uplandeisscoping@waterfrontseattle.org>
Sent: Thursday, September 26, 2013 3:11 PM
To: Katheryn Seckel
Subject: Fwd: DPD comments on Sope for Waterfront EIS

 

---------- Forwarded message ---------- 
From: Meier, Dennis <Dennis.Meier@seattle.gov> 
Date: Wed, Sep 25, 2013 at 4:37 PM 
Subject: DPD comments on Sope for Waterfront EIS 
To: "UplandEISscoping@waterfrontseattle.org" <UplandEISscoping@waterfrontseattle.org> 
 

Down to the wire on comments. 

  

Land Use 

  

The EIS should address impacts of the proposed redesign of Alaskan Way on access to abutting properties, 
particularly with regards to existing uses that currently use areas that will abut the new Alaskan Way alignment 
for parking, outdoor storage, vehicular access and loading and service access.  How will these functions be 
accommodated in the future. 

  

Identify potential impacts of proposed public improvements in the project area, such as hillclimb assists on 
Union and Seneca Streets, redesigned Marion Street pedestrian bridge, and Columbia Street transit area, that 
could have negative impacts on existing or future uses on adjacent properties.   

  

Disclose likely impacts on existing uses resulting from various phases of construction activity. 

  

Discuss implications of project on potential long-term changes to land use patterns, such as greater 
intensification of development in adjacent areas due to waterfront improvements, transition to different uses, 
such as from commercial to residential, etc.), recognizing that the proposed action does not include changes to 
existing zoning. 
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Aesthetics/Light and Glare 

  

Discuss the loss of the Alaskan Way Viaduct as a designated scenic route. 

  

Identify view impacts of project proposals on designated view corridors, including improvements in the street 
rights-of-way of view corridors (hillclimb assists in Seneca Street, new pedestrian bridge in Marion Street). 

 



















To:
Cc:
Subject: FW: Waterfront Seattle Scoping
Date: Wednesday, October 02, 2013 8:18:31 AM

Not sure if this got included in the other scoping comments.
 
David
 

From: Brady, Angela [mailto:Angela.Brady@seattle.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, September 26, 2013 11:21 AM
To: Mazzola, Mark; David Mattern; Erin Tam (etam@enviroissues.com); McIntosh, Hannah
Subject: FW: Waterfront Seattle Scoping
 
These are mostly design comments, but here are SPU’s scoping comments.
-A
 

From: Patterson, Gavin 
Sent: Thursday, September 26, 2013 11:05 AM
To: Brady, Angela
Cc: SPU_AWVSRP
Subject: Waterfront Seattle Scoping
 
Angie,
I have never been totally clear about SPU’s role in scoping for SDOT projects that we are closely
involved in.  As a result, I have not really paid much attention to the call for scoping comments. 
However, I did put these ones together this morning, knowing they were due yesterday.  Can you still
make use of them?  There should be little that you are not already anticipating:
 

-          Construction of the promenade improvements hold the risk of damaging or impacting SPU
facilities installed during the Elliott Bay Seawall project.  These include both water and sewer
facilities which were designed with the intent of avoiding conflicts with Waterfront
improvements.  In order to continue to operate and maintain these facilities into the future,
Waterfront Seattle design will need to be coordinated with SPU.
 

-          New drainage facilities, including code-required water quality treatment for PGIS (GSI to the
max extent feasible), will be required for the entire right of way.  Work with SPU staff to
develop the best options.  If non-standard drainage facilities are required or desired for the
promenade area, we need to resolve O&M responsibility.
 
 

-          Do not build immovable, permanent structures on top of SPU facilities.
 

-          SPU will be constructing a CSO control project along with the Waterfront Seattle project,
with facilities located in Alaskan Way, and with control structures (underground vaults)
required at both King St and Pike St.

 

mailto:/O=PARAMETRIX/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=MATTEDAV
mailto:GZacharias@parametrix.com
mailto:KSeckel@parametrix.com
seckekat
Typewritten Text
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-          SPU requests that the Waterfront Seattle contract include language reflecting our CSO
Consent Decree.  We can provide sample language at the appropriate time.  The gist of it is
that any type of water quality violation, sanitary sewer overflow, etc., is very serious and the
contractors would not only be responsible for cleanup, but also for any regulatory penalties
imposed.

 
Thanks, and sorry for being late.
 
Gavin
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Peter E. Hahn, Director 

Seattle Department of Transportation 

c/o Mark Mazzola, Environmental Manager 

P.O. Box 34996 

Seattle, WA  98124-4996 

 

 Re:  Comments on Scope of the Waterfront Project EIS 

 

Dear Mr. Hahn: 

 

The Washington State Major League Baseball Stadium Public Facilities District (PFD) appreciates the 

opportunity to comment on the scope of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Waterfront 

Seattle—Alaskan Way / Promenade / Overlook Walk project (Waterfront Project).  As you may know, the 

PFD is the public entity that developed and owns the ballpark known as Safeco Field.  The PFD is 

responsible for overseeing this public asset and for ensuring that the public’s investment in the 

ballpark is not compromised. 

 

While we recognize that the work areas for the Waterfront Project are not located immediately 

adjacent to Safeco Field, we remain concerned about potential impacts from the project on our 

facilities, our fans, and our tenant, the Seattle Mariners.  Accordingly, we would like to make the 

following comments about the scope of the environmental review: 

 

First, the City should broaden the list of environmental resources to be evaluated in the EIS.  While the 

scoping notice identifies some key elements of the environment for review, the EIS should also 

examine potential impacts of the Waterfront Project on other elements of the natural and built 

environment, including earth, air, energy and natural resources, and recreational resources (such as 

Safeco Field and CenturyLink Field and Event Center).  Without appropriate environmental review, 

careful project design, and appropriate mitigation measures, the Waterfront Project could have 

significant adverse impacts on our facilities and the public.  We support an EIS that evaluates the full 

range of environmental resources and develops appropriate mitigation measures to reduce project 

impacts. 

 

Second, the PFD is very concerned about the traffic and transportation impacts that construction of 

the Waterfront Project may have on access to and from the ballpark.  We understand that some traffic 

lane or roadway closures may be required as part of the project, including some closures for extended 

periods.  These closures would require traffic detours and lane re-routing that could affect traffic and 
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transit access to and from Safeco Field.  Because construction of this project will take many years to 

complete, and because construction impacts may be significant if not appropriately mitigated, we urge 

SDOT and its project partners to evaluate carefully construction impacts and appropriate mitigation 

measures (including route alternatives) in a separate section of the EIS.   

 

Similarly, traffic circulation, vehicle access, and pedestrian access are vital to the continued operation 

and success of Safeco Field.  We understand from the public scoping meeting and agency handouts 

that the EIS will examine the substantial changes to the existing transportation network that will be 

caused by the Waterfront Project, including impacts on all transportation modes.  We ask that this 

analysis include an evaluation of “event traffic” conditions to ensure that “worst case” traffic impacts 

are evaluated in the EIS.   

 

Third, the PFD is concerned about pedestrian and fan safety and the impact of the Waterfront Project 

on pedestrian access to and from the ballpark.  Hundreds of baseball fans access Safeco Field on 

game days via the Washington State Ferry System’s Colman Dock.  Maintaining safe pedestrian access 

from the ferry terminal to Safeco Field through the Waterfront construction work area will be vital to 

minimizing project impacts.  We ask that pedestrian access and safety be separately analyzed as part 

of the transportation section of the EIS.   

 

Fourth, we are concerned about the cumulative impacts resulting from the construction of this and 

many other public and private projects at the same time in the Central Waterfront and South 

Downtown areas.  We urge you to include a well-developed discussion of cumulative impacts in the 

EIS.  Public projects likely to occur at the same time include the Alaskan Way Viaduct Replacement 

Project (including South End, Central Waterfront, and North Portal improvements), the proposed SODO 

arena, and other SDOT and WSDOT projects in the vicinity.  Private projects may include the continued 

redevelopment of the North Lot of Qwest Field (east half) and a host of other projects in the Pioneer 

Square, International District, and SODO areas.   

 

A cumulative impacts analysis should thoughtfully consider the timing of all of these projects and the 

opportunity for imposing some common mitigation measures that reduce otherwise potentially 

significant impacts (e.g., from construction truck/haul traffic).  Absent careful analysis and appropriate 

mitigation, these cumulative impacts could be significant. 

 

Fifth, we understand that the Waterfront Project will include new local transit service along the 

waterfront.  We encourage the City to include in the EIS a full evaluation of a range of alternatives for 

providing such service, including returning the historic George Benson trolleys along a waterfront line.  

Recent reports indicate promising news regarding the cost of retrofitting the vintage trolleys (one-third 

less expensive than purchasing new cars), as well as possible locations for their maintenance and 

storage.  At the same time, we understand that the Port of Seattle has expressed concerns about 

freight movement along the waterfront and the impact of any fixed-rail transit alternatives.  We would 

expect that these issues could be fully addressed in the EIS for all of the local transit services being 

considered, including trolleys.   

 

This evaluation of new local transit service should include a careful assessment of the number of 

transit vehicles per hour that would be required to provide equivalent transit capacity, and it should 

assess the impacts resulting from the different transit options being evaluated (historic streetcar, 

retrofitted streetcar, modern streetcar, battery powered mini-bus, or battery powered full-size coach).  

For example, the historic Benson trolleys have a seated capacity of 43 passengers.  If the trolleys are 

operated with 15-minute headways (4 trips/hour), the hourly seated capacity would be 172 

passengers/hour.  In contrast, the proposed battery-powered mini-buses have a seated capacity of 12.  
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To achieve the same seated transit capacity as the Benson trolleys would require running more than 

14 mini-bus trips/hour.  This requires a larger fleet of vehicles and operators to provide a comparable 

level of transit capacity.  In addition to higher capital and O&M costs, this also results in more 

vehicles/hour, which may have an impact on freight and other traffic operations.  The EIS should 

perform this (or a similar analysis) to ensure that the local waterfront transit options and their impacts 

can be appropriately compared and evaluated. 

 

This EIS should also consider evaluating options for connecting this local waterfront transit service to 

the proposed City Center Connector (CCC) service and the First Hill streetcar line.  The preferred 

alternative for the CCC service now appears to be a First Avenue alignment, which could accommodate 

both the retrofitted Benson trolleys or modern streetcars.  If a connection between these lines proves 

viable, this expanded route could provide a much-enhanced experience for Seattle visitors by 

connecting the Waterfront, First Avenue, Pioneer Square, Pike Place Market, and South Lake 

Union/MOHAI with a single-seat ride.  It could also offer a connection to the First Hill streetcar line and 

all of its destinations.  If the Benson trolleys are used for this transit service, they would provide an 

historic tie between the waterfront and these other places of historic significance in the city.  The 

Waterfront EIS should explore these connection options and evaluate their impacts. 

 

Finally, we would like to renew our commitment to work with SDOT and its project partners regarding 

mitigation planning for implementing this major project.  As a spectator sports facility and pedestrian 

venue, the continued success of Safeco Field turns in large part on our baseball fans’ and patrons’ 

ability to access our facility.  We understand that facility access may be affected during Waterfront 

Project construction, but we believe that if we work together on mitigation planning, the impacts of 

construction can be reduced.  We look forward to seeing a detailed analysis of potential mitigation 

measures in the draft EIS, and we will provide comments and suggestions to you throughout the 

environmental review process. 

 

We also note that our tenant, the Seattle Mariners, has submitted a separate comment letter.  The 

PFD joins in the concerns and issues raised by the team.   

 

Again, we appreciate the opportunity to comment, and we look forward to working with the City of 

Seattle and the consultant team as this important project proceeds.  If you have any questions, please 

give our Executive Director, Kevin Callan, a call at (206) 664-3076 or (206) 767-7800. 

Sincerely, 

 

Charles V. “Tom” Gibbs 

Committee Chair, Maintenance and Operations 

 

cc: PFD Board members 

 Kevin Callan, Executive Director 

 Tom Backer, Legal Counsel 

 Bart Waldman, Seattle Mariners 

 Susan Ranf, Seattle Mariners 

 Melody McCutcheon, HCMP Law Offices 

 







 

 

September 26, 2013 
 
Peter Hahn, Director 
City of Seattle Department of Transportation 
700 Fifth Avenue 
Seattle, WA  98124-4996 
 
RE: Scoping Comments for the Seattle Waterfront Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
 
Dear Mr. Hahn, 
 
On behalf of the Washington Trust for Historic Preservation, please accept these comments related 
to the EIS scoping process for the Seattle Waterfront project along Alaskan Way.  The Washington 
Trust is a nonprofit advocacy organization that works to preserve and safeguard the historic and 
cultural resources of Washington.   
 
A variety of historic resources, including two of Seattle’s most prominent historic districts, lie within 
the location of the proposed work and are likely to be adversely affected.  Of paramount concern is 
the impact increased traffic lanes and revised traffic alignments will have on both Pioneer Square 
and Pike Place Market.  Historically, Pioneer Square has been directly connected to the waterfront 
– a portion of the historic district runs along Alaskan Way.  This connection must be carefully 
considered as transportation needs are assessed and designs proceed.  
 
In addition, the Washington Trust urges the design process for the redevelopment of Alaskan Way 
to be sensitive to existing historic resources being affected by other projects, namely the Seawall 
Replacement project.  Historic seawall railings are by necessity being removed as part of the 
replacement.  But their re-installation, of either salvaged historic railings or newly manufactured 
replica railings, appear to be subject to design preferences associated with the Alaskan Way 
project.  Retention of elements currently associated with historic districts and other resources 
currently listed in or eligible for listing in national, state or local historic registers should be a 
priority. 
 
Finally, the Washington Trust looks forward to participating in the Section 106 and 4(f) review 
process, to the degree that each process applies to this project. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Chris Moore 
Field Director 
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Katheryn Seckel

From: Upland EIS Scoping <uplandeisscoping@waterfrontseattle.org>
Sent: Thursday, September 26, 2013 3:09 PM
To: Katheryn Seckel
Subject: Fwd: Waterfront EIS Scoping Comments by UNITE HERE Local 8
Attachments: UNITE HERE LOCAL 8 Waterfront EIS Scoping Comments.pdf

 

---------- Forwarded message ---------- 
From: Stefan Moritz <stefan@unitehere8.org> 
Date: Wed, Sep 25, 2013 at 4:34 PM 
Subject: Waterfront EIS Scoping Comments by UNITE HERE Local 8 
To: UplandEISscoping@waterfrontseattle.org 
 

Waterfront EIS Scoping Comments by UNITE HERE  

  

Dear Director Hahn,  

  

Thank you for the opportunity to offer comments as part of the EIS scoping process for the Seattle Waterfront. 
UNITE HERE Local 8 represents hospitality workers in Seattle, including in downtown hotels, stadiums, 
convention centers, and restaurants. It is our mission to improve the lives of workers and their communities 
through organizing, coalition building, and policy advocacy.  

  

The redevelopment of our waterfront will spur significant growth in tourism and hospitality-related industries. 
But unchecked growth of the hospitality industry will likely have serious adverse impacts on the environment, 
particularly through impacts on traffic and housing. We urge you to carefully consider these impacts.  

  

Impacts on Traffic 

  

Hotels and convention facilities have a distinctly different land use impact than other uses expected on the 
waterfront. For example, hotels generate more midday and evening traffic than many other uses, resulting in 
more daily traffic overall. Office and residential uses would create sharp, but predictable, peaks every weekday 
in the morning and afternoon due to commuting. Hotel/convention projects would typically generate smaller 
peaks for some combinations of events but higher peaks for larger events.  These increased daily traffic 
volumes, as well as different hourly traffic patterns throughout the day, should be carefully considered in the 
Waterfont EIS.  
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Impacts on Housing  

  

Hotel developments have disproportionately larger impacts on housing demand and housing affordability than 
any other land use. According to a recent study, hotel workers in Seattle earn a median annual wage of 
$22,960[1], which would be equivalent to 38% of area median income (AMI) for a household with a sole 
earner.[2]  Many hospitality workers can be considered part of the working poor in our region.  

  

Using recent data from the Washington Employment Security Department[3] and the American Community 
Survey[4] it can be reasonably estimated that about 80% of permanent hotel jobs created will be low wage, with 
workers earning 50% or less of median income.[5]   The proportion of low-wage workers is consistent with the 
2000 nexus study commissioned by the City of Seattle for the commercial density bonus program. That study 
shows that 88% of all hotel jobs are non-supervisory service, support, administrative or clerical.[6] 

  

A recent study prepared for the City of Seattle by Community Attributes found found that Seattle averages 1.33 
workers in the labor force per household.  Using a similar method to that study, we estimate that, that out of 
every 1,000 new hotel jobs created, 800 will be lower-wage jobs. This will result in 640 new households in the 
region (out of 750 total units) that will need to be affordable at 80% AMI or less.  If we further assume that half 
of the workers filling the new jobs are sole breadwinners, then at least 320 will need units affordable at 50% 
AMI.  The other 320 will still need affordable units, ranging from 50% AMI to 80%.[7]    

  

At a minimum, 43% of the households created will need units affordable at 50% or below. The comparable 
figure for all of the downtown workforce is 11%.[8]  Hotels create roughly four times the demand for 50% 
AMI units than overall downtown jobs. 

  

Estimated Affordable Housing Demand - Hotels
Jobs created 1,000 
Demand for housing units (all income levels) 750 
Workers earning 50% AMI or less 800 
New households at 80% AMI or less 640 
New households at 50% AMI or less 320 (43% of units) 
New households at 50% to 80% AMI 320 (43%) 
Total demand created for new affordable units   640 (85%) 

These impacts on housing and public services are significant when considering the low wage jobs that 
hospitality growth will generate. We urge you to consider these impacts carefully as well. 
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Summary 

  

The redevelopment of the Seattle Waterfront is a tremendous opportunity to not only rebuild the waterfront, but 
also to improve the lives of many members of our community by working towards environmental sustainability. 
This opportunity can only be fully realized through careful study and mitigation of the adverse impacts on 
traffic and housing that hospitality development will generate.  

  

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. 

  

Sincerely, 

  

  

Stefan Moritz 

UNITEHERE! Local 8 

  

2800 First Avenue Ste. 3, Seattle, WA 98121 

Office Phone: (206) 470-2992 

Cell Phone: (206) 963-3166 

Fax: (206) 728-9772 

Stefan@unitehere8.org 
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[1] Our Pain, Their Gain, The Hidden Costs of Profitability in Seattle Hotels, Puget Sound Sage, April 2012, p. 
18  

[2] Seattle Office of Housing, Income and Rent Limits, Multifamily Rental Program, 2010 limits. 
http://www.seattle.gov/housing/development/limits_Multifamily.htm   

[3] https://fortress.wa.gov/esd/employmentdata/docs/occupational-reports/occupations-industry-matrices.xls 

[4] Analysis of American Community Survey data prepared for Unite Here by Puget Sound Sage 

[5] 50% Median income for an individual was $30,000 in 2010 and $30,350 in 2013. See 
http://www.seattle.gov/housing/development/docs/2010_Income_and_Rents_MF_Rental.xls) and 
(http://www.seattle.gov/housing/development/docs/2013_Income_and_Rents_MF_Rental.pdf) 

[6] Keyser Marston Associates, Jobs Housing Nexus Analysis:  Office and Hotel Buildings Downtown Seattle 
Linkage Program, May 9, 2000. 

[7] In line with the Community Attributes study, we assume other earners in a household will earn about the 
same as the hotel workers. 

[8] Community Attributes 

 




