Council Meeting Date: June 1, 2020 Agenda Item: 9(a)

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM
CITY OF SHORELINE, WASHINGTON

AGENDA TITLE: Discussion of the Project Status and Progress for the N 148" Street
Non-Motorized Bridge Project
DEPARTMENT: Public Works
PRESENTED BY: Department of Public Works
Lea Bonebrake, Capital Projects Manager
ACTION: _____Ordinance __ Resolution _ Motion
X Discussion _ Public Hearing

PROBLEM/ISSUE STATEMENT:

The 2019-2024 Capital Improvement Plan (CIP), adopted by Ordinance No. 841,
includes the 148™ Street Non-Motorized Bridge project. The project goal is to provide a
non-motorized bridge to directly connect neighborhoods west of Interstate-5 with the
future 145™" Street/Shoreline South light rail station, which will in turn connect users to
centers of employment, commerce and educational opportunities.

On February 27, 2017, Council approved the selection of the 148" Street Non-
Motorized Bridge alignment as the preferred alignment, and authorized staff to initiate
the design and pursue funding. The design of the bridge has been broken down into
three project components: 1) West Trail Connection, 2) the Bridge Structure and 3) East
Bridge Landing. A Type, Size and Location (TS&L) Report has been drafted to
summarize the analysis and comparison of the concepts against City defined objectives
for the project, including a recommendation to proceed to final design.

Tonight, staff is sharing the results of the TS&L report (Attachment A) and the project’s
stakeholder engagement process and events to date. Staff is also seeking Council
direction on a preferred option that will then be advanced to 30% design and project
delivery approach.

RESOURCE/FINANCIAL IMPACT:

This project is currently funded in the 2019-2024 CIP for schematic design. Since the
time of CIP adoption, the City has secured additional grants that will fully fund design,
Right-of -Way acquisition, and have partial funding for construction. A summary of
current funding is shown below:
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Summary of Project Costs:

DESIGN
DESIGN COST S 2,894,491
CITY STAFF & OTHER RESOURCES $ 350,000
CONTINGENCY (10%) $ 300,000
SUBTOTAL S 3,544,491
RIGHT-OF-WAY
ROW COST $ 1,282,000
CONTINGENCY (10%) S 130,000
SUBTOTAL S 1,412,000
CONSTRUCTION
CONSTRUCTION COST $ 11,181,005
CONTINGENCY (40%) S 4,472,402
ADDED LAYDOWN COST S 584,929
SUBTOTAL 516,238,336
CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT
CM COST $ 3,913,352
CITY STAFF & OTHER RESOURCES $ 300,000
CONTINGENCY (10%) S 400,000
SUBTOTAL S 4,613,352
TOTAL
EXPENDITURES $ 25,808,179
Summary of Project Revenue:
DESIGN
GENERAL FUND S 350,000
ROADS CAPITAL FUND S 150,000
STP NON-MOTORIZED $ 2,055,000
ST SYSTEM ACCESS $ 1,105,271
SUBTOTAL S 3,660,271
RIGHT-OF-WAY
COUNTY LEVY S 1,412,000
SUBTOTAL S 1,412,000
CONSTRUCTION
COUNTY LEVY S 2,388,000
ST SYSTEM ACCESS S 2,594,729
SUBTOTAL S 4,982,729
TOTAL
REVENUE $ 10,055,000
FUNDING GAP (EXPENDITURE- REVENUE) $15,753,179
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To date, the City has not secured funds required to fully fund the construction phase of
the Project and may not be able to secure all construction funds prior to the opening of
the Lynnwood Link Extension light rail project in 2024. Options and risks associated with
the funding gap and project delivery options to address the funding gap and associated
risks are discussed later in this staff report.

RECOMMENDATION

Staff is seeking Council direction or confirmation on the recommended design elements
and approach for project funding and delivery. Specifically, staff is looking for
confirmation on the following staff recommendations:

e Preferred Design Recommendations:
o West Trail Connection — Option 3: Full Build-Out (North)
o Bridge Structure — Option 2: Tied Arch
o East Bridge Landing — Option 3: Direct Ramp
e Bridge Cover (Canopy) Recommendation:
o Delay including a canopy in the design until later in the design process.
e Project Funding and Delivery Strategy Recommendation:
o Continue with Alternative 2.2C — proceed with design to 30% with the
intent of progressing to full design, property acquisition and construction of
the east bridge landing.

Approved By: City Manager DT  City Attorney MK
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BACKGROUND

Interstate-5 (I-5) forms a barrier from the neighborhoods to the west of the interstate to
the Sound Transit Shoreline South/145" Station to the east. The 148™ Street Non-
Motorized Bridge project will design a pedestrian/bike bridge spanning I-5 and
connecting to the north-end light rail station plaza. Improvements will include
integration with the station plaza area (east side of 1-5) including ramps and stairs.
West side landing improvements will include ramps and stairs, safe pedestrian and
bicycle connections to 1st Avenue NE, and evaluation of the need for a drop-off/pick-up
area.

A feasibility analysis of non-motorized crossing options to the Shoreline South/145%
Station was conducted in 2016/2017 to determine the feasibility of a non-motorized
bridge to connect the west side of I-5 to the Sound Transit station and east-side area.
Based on the results of the feasibility study, Council adopted the 148™ Street crossing
as the preferred location. The cost estimate in the feasibility study was $13,331,000. At
the February 27, 2017 Council meeting, staff presented the 145™ Street Station Access
Non-Motorized Crossing Options Feasibility Analysis. The staff report for this
discussion can be found at the following link: February 27, 2017 Staff Report.

The 2019-2024 Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) included $499,999 in funding to
proceed with conceptual design of the 148" Non-Motorized Bridge project and
continued coordination with Sound Transit. On June 24, 2019, the City Council
authorized the City Manager to enter into a contract with KPFF, Inc. for the preliminary
design services for the N 148" Street Non-Motorized Bridge project. The current
contract with KPFF is to 30% design and environmental review. The staff report for the
Council authorization to enter into this contract can be found at the following link: June
24, 2019 Staff Report.

Since adoption of the CIP, this project has received a federal grant, via the USDOT
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Surface Transportation Program (STP) to be
applied to the design phase of the project. Funding has also been secured from
regional sources in the form of Central Puget Sound Regional Transit Authority (Sound
Transit) System Access Funds (SA), and from King County. The project is funded
through final design, right-of-way (ROW) and partially into construction.

DISCUSSION

The design team has been tasked with exploring multiple options for how to construct
the bridge crossing at N 148" Street while also providing a sensible connection to 15t
Avenue NE on the west side of I-5, and to the new Shoreline South/145™ Station on the
east side. The findings and design information has been provided in the draft Type,
Size and Location Report (TS&L), included as Attachment A. The following discussion
will highlight major findings in the report.

Significant Project Elements

The draft TS&L Report identifies and evaluates three significant project elements: 1)
West Trail Connection, 2) Bridge Structure, and 3) East Bridge Landing. Figure 1 below
depicts the approximate project element boundaries:
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http://www.shorelinewa.gov/home/showdocument?id=37025
http://www.shorelinewa.gov/home/showdocument?id=37025
http://cosweb.ci.shoreline.wa.us/uploads/attachments/cck/council/staffreports/2017/staffreport022717-9b.pdf
http://cosweb.ci.shoreline.wa.us/uploads/attachments/cck/council/staffreports/2019/staffreport062419-7e.pdf
http://cosweb.ci.shoreline.wa.us/uploads/attachments/cck/council/staffreports/2019/staffreport062419-7e.pdf

N o Aegis NE 151st St Key
¢ a Living =
z z I N 148th Street
= - Non-Motorized Bridge
Iglesia Ni Cristo . . .
N 149th St Church of Christ NE 149th St B Link light rail tracks
Bridge Structure _\ , .a!.' '.x— East Bridge Landing Shoreline
".‘ l“\ i
:lllllllllllll“ “. SOUTh”45Th Statan
4 ‘o' . . . .
N148thSt &  Shorelie Philiopi et NE 148th St (including light rail, bus
S neralet | Chreh zone, passenger drop-off,
- Church u .
.llzlllllllllllllll parklnggarage,and
West Trail Connection p athways)
N 147th St
==== Project element boundary
N 145th St

NE 145th St
Not to scale

Figure 1: Significant Project Elements

Because each significant element has its own complexities and challenges, each are
evaluated separately. The findings and design options for each are summarized below.

West Trail Connection
This is defined as the portion of the project that will complete the connection from the
west bridge landing point to 15t Avenue NE. The alternatives identified in Section 11:

West Side Trail Alignments of the attached draft TS&L Report are summarized as
follows:

Option 1 — Minimal Build-Out
This alternative takes the approach of designing for the minimal impact, installing an 8-
foot wide sidewalk for pedestrians and utilizing the existing drive lane for shared bicycle

access. See Figures 11-2 and 11-3 in the attached draft TS&L Report for plan view and
typical section.

Option 2 — Full Build-Out (South Alignment)

This alternative takes the approach of designing for the full shared-use pathway,
providing a single 16-foot wide separated path that will serve both pedestrians and
bicycles with a trail alignment that minimizes impact to the existing property line to the
north. See Figures 11-4 and 11-5 in the attached draft TS&L Report for plan view and
typical section.

Option 3 — Full Build-Out (North Alignment)
This alternative takes the approach of designing for the full shared-use pathway,
providing a single 16-foot wide separated path that will serve both pedestrians and
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bicycles with a trail alignment that is further north. See Figures 11-6 and 11-7 in the
attached draft TS&L Report for plan view and typical section.

Bridge Structure

This is defined as the bridge structure that spans over I-5. All alternatives include a 16-
foot wide bridge deck with pedestrian railing and 10-foot tall throw barriers. Variations
that include canopies over the bridge spans are available and are depicted in Section
12: Main Span Bridge Concepts of the attached draft TS&L Report. All options are
comparable in terms of safety and constructability, with the greatest variations
appearing the form of aesthetics, cost and maintenance.

The alternatives identified in Section 12: Main Span Bridge Concepts of the attached
draft TS&L Report are summarized as follows:

Option 1 — Combined Arch

This bridge alternative features paired major vertical arches spanning the freeway,
suspending the deck with vertical hangers made of cable or steel sections. A
secondary, smaller arch would cover a short span to grade on the west end.

Option 2 — Tied Arch
This bridge alternative features paired slanted pipe arches for the entire span,
suspending the deck with diagonal cable hangers.

Option 3 — Truss
This bridge alternative is more traditionally type of robust structure, featuring a gently
arched top chord and connecting truss members.

I-5 Median Center Pier Support

The design team also evaluated whether a center pier support placed in the I-5 median
would present a cost saving opportunity for the project. The 2017 feasibility study
recommended against the installation of a center pier in the 1-5 median, and the findings
in the attached draft TS&L report support that conclusion. Due to the clearance
requirements of I-5 and the Sound Transit guideway, only low-profile bridge deck
structures are feasible. For possible low-profile bridge structure options, the
construction of a center pier will not appreciably change the structure type, therefore a
center pier will not reduce project costs. Additional cost considerations associated with
a pier in the median include existing stormwater infrastructure that will be impacted,
likely requiring relocation; and significant traffic control/mitigation that will be necessary
during construction. To avoid these cost impacts and meet the low-profile needs of the
project, all proposed options are designed to be single span that can be picked up and
placed quickly to minimize the impact to I-5.

East Bridge Landing

This is the connection from the east bridge landing point to the Trail Along the Rail and
the Shoreline South/145" Station, characterized by a 16-foot wide pathway that
generally ramps downgrade toward the station elevation.

The alternatives identified in Section 13: East Side Landing Alternatives of the attached
draft TS&L Report are summarized as follows:
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Option 1 — A-Frame Ramp

This alternative will feature a bridge landing situated equidistant between the two sets of
light rail structure columns, and a direct connection to the Shoreline South/145" Station.
This is the lowest cost alternative; however, it also provides the lowest amount of
clearance and would require the steepest ramp grade of all east landing alternatives.
The route is more circuitous than Option 3 and does not provide a direct ramp
connection to the Trail Along the Rail.

Option 2 — Switchback Ramp

This alternative will feature a bridge landing further south with a switchback to reduce
grade, and a direct connection to the Shoreline South/145" Station. This option
provides the most overhead clearance, but also has the most circuitous route and is the
highest cost alternative. Additionally, this option would require approval from WSDOT
with part of the ramp structure constructed within the 84-foot and 94-foot Forward
Compatibility Lines.

Option 3 — Direct Ramp

This alternative will feature a bridge landing that offers a direct connection to the Trail
Along the Rail with at T-like intersection. This is the only alternative that provides a
direct connection to the Trail Along the Rail and provides the shortest route to the
Shoreline South/145" Station. Additionally, this option provides the gentler ramp grade,
comparable to Option 2 and has more clearance than Option 1.

All options will require coordination with Sound Transit including modifications to their
approved grading plans for the Trail Along the Rail and connection to the station.

Project Costs

The projected total project costs range between $25-$32 Million with escalation,
assuming construction is completed in 2024. Detailed preliminary cost estimates are
included in Appendix 4 of the TS&L Report. Escalated costs are summarized by
element in Tables 1A and 1B below. Note that these costs do not include bridge
options with canopies and costs for temporary staging/laydown areas during
construction, which will be similar for all alternatives and are estimated at $100,000 -
$300,000.

Table 1A — Project Element Summary

WEST TRAIL CONNECTION BRIDGE STRUCTURE EAST BRIDGE LANDING
OPTION 1 Minimum Build-Out Combination Arch A-Frame Ramp
OPTION 2 Full Build-Out (South) Tied Arch Switchback Ramp
OPTION 3 Full Build-Out (North) Truss Direct Ramp

Table 1B — Escalated Project Element Cost Summary

WEST TRAIL CONNECTION BRIDGE STRUCTURE EAST BRIDGE LANDING
OPTION 1 S3.5M $15.7 M $4.2 M
OPTION 2 S6.3 M $14.4M $5.3 M
OPTION 3 S4.1M S17.5M $4.4M
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Note that there is a slight discrepancy between these costs and the costs shown in the
draft TS&L Report. This is the result of a change in assumptions regarding escalation
year and added cost for construction laydown.

Preferred Option Analysis
Staff’'s analysis and recommendations for each alternative are as follows:

West Trail Connection - Option 3: Full Build-Out (North)

Public feedback for these alternatives has been the most mixed for each of the
significant elements. During the online open house for the project, only Options 1 —
Minimum Build-Out and Option 2 — Full Build-Out (South Alignment) were presented for
comment. Public input indicated a slight favorability for Option 2. Major concerns
indicated were safety of mixing bicycles and vehicles in the shared drive lane, and
potential liability concerns for the Unitarian and Philippi Churches, which are adjacent to
the project area. There were also concerns expressed about impacted parking for both
of the churches, and multiple comments regarding the preservation of significant trees.

To mitigate some of these concerns, Option 3 — Full Build-Out (North Alignment) has
been presented and considered. Like Option 2, this alternative utilizes a multi-use trail,
eliminating the mixing of bicycles and vehicles in the shared drive lane. However,
unlike Option 2, this alternative shifts the trail alignment north to minimize impact to both
the significant trees and the existing church parking. Without the need to mitigate
parking, the projected cost is significantly reduced ($6.3M to $4.1M).

The challenges with Option 3 include an increased right-of-way requirement from the
Church of Christ, who has been the least receptive to this project to this point.
Additionally, due the existing utility easement associated with the cell tower on the SE
corner of the Church of Christ parcel, this may require relocation of the existing utilities
and/or acquiring the existing easement or risk additional costs in the future should the
existing utilities need to be repaired or replaced.

Staff has determined that Option 3 presents a safe alternative at a reasonable cost and
address most of the public concerns. Therefore, staff is recommending Option 3 — Full
Build-Out (North Alignment) as the preferred option, as depicted in Figures 2 and 3
below.
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Bridge Structure - Option 2: Tied Arch

All bridge structure options are comparable in terms of safety and constructability, with
the greatest variations appearing the form of aesthetics, cost and maintenance. All
alternatives include the possibility of an overhead canopy, for an additional cost.

Public feedback indicated a clear preference for Option 2 — Tied Arch as the most
visually attractive. Option 2 also has the lowest cost of all bridge structure alternatives,
and with the fewest number of structural members thereby requiring the lowest

maintenance

costs.
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Staff is recommending Option 2 — Tied Arch as the preferred option, as depicted in
Figure 4 and Figure 5 below.

Figure 4: Option 2 — Tied Arch (View from I-5 Looking North)

>

22 ] N2 ’
Figure 5: Option 2 — Tied Arch (View from Bridge Looking East)

East Bridge Landing - Option 3: Direct Ramp

Public feedback for the east bridge landing alternatives indicated a clear preference for
Option 3 — Direct Ramp. Major concerns include a desire for non-circuitous connections
to both the Trail Along the Rail and the Shoreline South/145™ Station, overhead
clearance and trail safety at pedestrian and bicycle mixing zones.
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Staff has determined that Option 3 presents a safe alternative at a reasonable cost and
addresses most of the public’'s concerns. Therefore, staff is recommending Option 3 —
Direct Ramp as the preferred option, as depicted in Figure 6 below.
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Figure 6: Option 3 — Direct Ramp Plan View
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Preferred Option Summary
The staff recommended preferred options are summarized in Table 2A & Table 2B

below.

Table 2A — Preferred Options

WEST TRAIL CONNECTION BRIDGE STRUCTURE EAST BRIDGE LANDING
Option 3 Option 2 Option 3
Full Build-Out (North) Tied Arch Direct Ramp

Page 11
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Table 2B — Preferred Option Cost Summary

WEST TRAIL BRIDGE EAST BRIDGE
CONNECTION STRUCTURE LANDING TOTAL
OPTION 3 OPTION 2 OPTION 3
ENGINEERING
DESIGN COST S 336,898 S 1,800,014 S 539,208
SUBTOTAL W/

ESCALATED (4% T02022) S 364,389 S 1,946,895 S 583,207 $ 2,894,491

RIGHT OF WAY
RIGHT OF WAY COST S 1,140,975

SUBTOTAL W/
ESCALATED (6% TO 2022) S 1,282,000 $ 1,282,000
CONSTRUCTION
CONSTRUCTION COST S 1,203,208 S 6,428,620 S 1,925,743
CONTINGENCY (40%) S 481,283 S 2,571,448 S 770,297
LAYDOWN /STAGING AREA S 100,000 S 300,000 S 100,000
SUBTOTAL §$ 1,784,491 S 9,300,068 $ 2,796,040
SUBTOTAL W/
ESCALATED (4% TO2024) S 2,087,601 $10,879,764 S 3,270,971 S 16,238,336

CONSTRUCTION MGMT
CONST MGMT COST S 421,123 S 2250017 S 674,010

SUBTOTAL W/
ESCALATION (4% T02024) S 492,654 S 2,632,202 S 788,496 S 3,913,352
TOTAL S 4,226,644 515,458,861 S 4,642,674 524,328,179

Note that there is a slight discrepancy between these costs and the costs shown in the
draft TS&L Report. This is the result of a change in assumptions regarding escalation
year and added cost for construction laydown.

Installation of a cover over the bridge is optional and is estimated at $440,000. None of
the options include coverings for the west or east landing areas. Staff also
recommends a delay in including a canopy in the design until later in the design
process.

Funding Strateqy and Project Delivery Options

As noted previously, the design and right-of-way phases of the project are fully funded,
and the construction phase is partially funded. The funding gap based on the
recommendation is approximately $16 million. While staff will continue to seek grant
funding, there is a high probability that full funding will not be available in time to fully
construct the bridge prior to light rail going into service in 2024. Staff has identified
alternatives to proceed with the project while continuing to navigate funding challenges:

Alternative 1 — Proceed with Full Design with the Goal of Fully Funding by 2022

As mentioned above, securing full funding by 2022 is unlikely at this point based on the
traditional grant cycles. Additionally, with the financial impacts from COVID-19, it
seems unlikely that the State will reach agreement on a Transportation Package that
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could provide the funding for this project. This alternative is considered High Risk as
the probability of success is low. Should the City proceed to full design and right-of-way
and then be unable to secure funding for construction, within the required timelines of
10-years for each phase, the City would need to return $2,055,000 of federal funds.
While there is less definitive guidance, it could be anticipated that other funding partners
would want grant funds to be returned if the project is not built.

Alternative 2 — Progress the Design to 30% Design and Then Re-assess the Options for

Proceeding
This alternative would include the following sub-options:

1. If full funding is secured, the project would continue to pursue full design,
property acquisition and construction.
2. If full funding is not secured, one of the following would occur:

A. Pause the project at 30% design and continue to seek full funding.
Anticipate property acquisition and construction to occur after light rail
opens in 2025. Costs for right-of-way and construction are likely to
increase.

B. Proceed to full design including property acquisition, then pause to seek
full funding for construction. Anticipate that construction would occur after
light rail opens in 2025. Costs for construction are likely to increase.

C. Proceed to full design including property acquisition and construct the east
bridge landing. This landing is the most critical element to complete prior
to light rail going into operation. Based on these estimates, current
funding would cover this construction. Construction of the remaining
project elements would occur after light rail opens in 2025. Costs for
construction of the delayed elements are likely to increase the current
estimates.

D. If full funding is not secured, stop the project at 30% design and return the
required grant funds which would be approximately $900,000.

With options 2A, 2B and 2C, during which time the project is delayed, costs for
right-of-way and/or construction are likely to increase. A delay of four years is
currently estimated to add between $1 million to $3 million to the total project
cost.

Alternative 3 — Stop the Design Now at 10% and Return the Approximately $300,000
Currently Expended from the Current Grant Funds

In this scenario, the bridge would not be built. This results in the lowest exposure to
needing to return grant funds but also results in the bridge not being constructed.

Funding and Project Delivery Summary

Staff are recommending Alternative 2.2C — full design with property acquisition and
construction of the east bridge landing. Provided the uncertainty of future funding, this
alternative allows for partial construction with available sources, while allowing time for
future funding pursuits. This alternative also removes some of the safety and financial
risk of construction adjacent to active light rail by constructing critical bridge
components in the immediate vicinity prior to it becoming active. Finally, this alternative
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is also likely to have the smallest increase in cost of the first three sub-alternatives
under Alternative 2.

STAKEHOLDER OUTREACH

Early in design development, the design team conducted several meetings with the
adjacent churches and community groups to collect preliminary feedback and identify
community concerns. Feedback from those meetings has been used to inform the
design development for the options detailed in the TS&L Report. Common feedback
included concerns with safety and impacted parking.

A virtual project online open house was held between April 10 through May 1, 2020 to
present the significant project elements and collect feedback from the broader public.
Translated materials were available in Spanish and Korean, with other languages
available upon request. No additional requests were made.

To accompany the online open house, a webinar was conducted on April 23, 2020. The
webinar included a live presentation with a real-time question and answer session
immediately following. Collected feedback is summarized in Attachment B to this staff
report. Data collected from this public outreach effort generally supports the staff
recommendations for all three project elements.

Staff has held several meetings with all three churches to discuss the project and their
issues or concerns with the project. Staff has also solicited input from Sound Transit to
identify issues or concerns regarding the east side landing.

COUNCIL GOAL(S) ADDRESSED

This project supports 2018-2020 City Council Goal 3: “Continue preparation for regional
mass transit in Shoreline.”

RESOURCE/FINANCIAL IMPACT

This project is currently funded in the 2019-2024 CIP for schematic design. Since the
time of CIP adoption, the City has secured additional grants that will fully fund design,
Right of Way Acquisition, and have partial funding for construction. A summary of
current funding is shown below:
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Summary of Project Costs:

DESIGN
DESIGN COST S 2,894,491
CITY STAFF & OTHER RESOURCES $ 350,000
CONTINGENCY (10%) $ 300,000
SUBTOTAL S 3,544,491
RIGHT OF WAY
ROW COST $ 1,282,000
CONTINGENCY (10%) S 130,000
SUBTOTAL S 1,412,000
CONSTRUCTION
CONSTRUCTION COST $ 11,181,005
CONTINGENCY (40%) S 4,472,402
ADDED LAYDOWN COST S 584,929
SUBTOTAL 516,238,336
CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT
CM COST $ 3,913,352
CITY STAFF & OTHER RESOURCES $ 300,000
CONTINGENCY (10%) S 400,000
SUBTOTAL S 4,613,352
TOTAL
EXPENDITURES $ 25,808,179
Summary of Project Revenue:
DESIGN
GENERAL FUND $ 350,000
ROADS CAPITAL FUND S 150,000
STP NON-MOTORIZED $ 2,055,000
ST SYSTEM ACCESS $ 1,105,271
SUBTOTAL S 3,660,271
RIGHT OF WAY
COUNTY LEVY S 1,412,000
SUBTOTAL S 1,412,000
CONSTRUCTION
COUNTY LEVY S 2,388,000
ST SYSTEM ACCESS S 2,594,729
SUBTOTAL S 4,982,729
TOTAL
REVENUE $ 10,055,000

FUNDING GAP (EXPENDITURE- REVENUE)
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To date, the City has not secured funds required to fully fund the construction phase of
the Project and may not be able to secure all construction funds prior to the opening of
the Lynnwood Link project in 2024. Options and risks associated with the funding gap
are discussed above in under Funding Strategy and Project Delivery Options on page
12.

RECOMMENDATION

Staff is seeking Council direction or confirmation on the recommended design elements
and approach for project funding and delivery. Specifically, staff is looking for
confirmation on the following staff recommendations:

e Preferred Design Recommendations:
o West Trail Connection — Option 3: Full Build-Out (North)
o Bridge Structure — Option 2: Tied Arch
o East Bridge Landing — Option 3: Direct Ramp
e Bridge Cover (Canopy) Recommendation:
o Delay including a canopy in the design until later in the design process.
e Project Funding and Delivery Strategy Recommendation:
o Continue with Alternative 2.2C — proceed with design to 30% with the
intent of progressing to full design, property acquisition and construction of
the east bridge landing.

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment A: Draft N 148™ Non-Motorized Bridge Type, Size and Location Report
Attachment B: Online Open House Topline Summary
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N 148th Non-Motorized Bridge

Bridge/Trail Type, Size, and Location Report

May 21, 2020 | Draft Report

KpHt
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Bridge/Trail Type, Size, and Location Report

May 21, 2020

Prepared for:
City of Shoreline
17500 Midvale Avenue North
Shoreline, WA 98133

Prepared by:
KPFF Consulting Engineers
1601 Fifth Avenue, Suite 1600
Seattle, WA 98101

Subconsultants:
KPG Interdisciplinary Design
Landau Associates
Lin & Associates, Inc.
LMN Architects
Ott-Sakai & Associates, LLC
RES Group NW, LLC
Stepherson & Associates Communications

N 148th Non-Motorized Bridge — City of Shoreline
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1. Executive Summary

BACKGROUND

In anticipation of the planned Sound Transit (ST) Lynnwood Link Light Rail Extension Project (LLE), the City of
Shoreline (City) adopted a subarea plan in 2016 around the Shoreline South/145th Street Station. This plan
encourages growth in the area surrounding the station by allowing denser development than what was
previously permitted. With this increase in density comes a commensurate increase in both motorized and
non-motorized traffic along with the potential for conflict between the two groups. As a means of mitigating
these conflicts, the need for a separate, pedestrian/bicycle bridge and trail facility was identified in order to
improve safety. This facility will provide an east-west connection across Interstate 5 (I-5) in order to better link
the overall subarea as well as provide a direction connection for the neighborhoods west of I-5 to the light rail
station.

In 2017, the City completed a feasibility study which examined multiple bridge and trail alignment alternatives
with the goal of identifying a preferred alignment. These alternatives were all centered around the Shoreline
South/145th Street station and were located as far south as NE 145th Street and as far north as NE 149th
Street. The preferred alternative selected during this study was a bridge and trail alignment that aligned
approximately with NE 148th Street. This alignment alternative was chosen to be carried forward into
preliminary design. The first step in the preliminary design process was to develop this bridge and trail Type,
Size and Location (TS&L) study.

STUDY OBJECTIVE

The purpose of this TS&L study is to identify design alternatives for the bridge and trail connections for the
preferred alignment alternative established in the 2017 feasibility study. The TS&L analysis included tasks like
civil and structural engineering, surveying, geotechnical explorations, urban design, landscaping, definition of
permitting requirements, public involvement and establishment of project aesthetics.

The TS&L process developed multiple trail alignments, bridge types and landing alternatives. The development
of these alternatives was largely driven by site constraints including vertical clearances to I-5 and to the light
rail station structure, horizontal clearances for bridge foundation locations, existing utility locations, ROW
requirements and other site features.

These alternatives were evaluated and compared with one another based on criteria established by the City
and the design team which include: user safety and security, connectivity and travel times, ease of stakeholder
approval, right-of-way (ROW), operations and maintenance, aesthetics and project costs. Input from key
stakeholders received during project briefings also helped inform the selection of these criteria.

Broader public outreach activities that have been completed include project website updates, and the
development of outreach materials (e.g. FAQs, fact sheets, folios). A public open house is planned and input
received from the public will be incorporated into the final version of this report.

The bridge and trail alternatives are divided into three, distinct sections: West Side Trail Alignments, Bridge
Main Span, and the East Side Landings. Multiple options were developed and evaluated for each of these
sections. These options can be combined interchangeably to form a complete project.
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WEST SIDE TRAIL ALIGNMENT RECOMMENDATIONS

Three west side trail alignment alternatives are presented in this report. Each alternative provides the
necessary connection from 1st Avenue NE to the main bridge span. Each of these alternatives have benefits
and trade-offs especially with regard to ease of stakeholder approval, right-of-way, user safety and security
and project costs.

Based on the results of this TS&L evaluation and input from the general public through the online open house,
Option 3 — Full Build-out North is the recommended preferred alternative for the west side trail alignment. This
option best meets the established project criteria and received the most favorable feedback from the public.

BRIDGE MAIN SPAN RECOMMENDATIONS

Three main span bridge alternatives are presented in this report. These bridges meet the project design
requirements, but differ primarily in their costs, aesthetic value and maintenance requirements.

Based on the results of this TS&L evaluation and input from the general public through the online open house,
the tied-arch bridge is the recommended preferred alternative for the main span structure. While all bridges
met the design criteria and were comparable in their cost, the tied-arch span received the most favorable
feedback from the public.

EAST SIDE LANDING RECOMMENDATIONS

Three east side landing alternatives are presented in this report. These landings provide a connection from the
bridge to the Shoreline South/145!" Street Station, the trail-along-the-rail and the surrounding neighborhood.
These alternatives vary primarily in their connectivity, vertical clearance to the overhead light rail structure and
costs.

Based on the results of this TS&L evaluation and input from the general public through the online open house,
Option 3 — Direct Ramp is the recommended preferred alternative for the east side landing. This option best
meets the established project criteria and received the most favorable feedback from the public.
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2. Introduction and Background

INTRODUCTION

In anticipation of the planned Sound Transit (ST) Lynnwood Link Light Rail Extension Project (LLE), the City of
Shoreline (City) adopted a subarea plan in 2016 around the Shoreline South/145th Street light rail station. This
plan encourages growth in the area surrounding the station by allowing denser development than what was
previously permitted. With this increase in density comes a commensurate increase in both motorized and
non-motorized traffic along with the potential for conflict between the two groups. As a means of mitigating
these conflicts, the need for a separate, pedestrian and bicycle only facility was identified in order to improve
safety. This facility will provide an east-west connection across Interstate 5 (I-5) in order to better link the
overall subarea as well as provide a direction connection for the neighborhoods west of I-5 to the light rail
station. In addition, this facility is intended to become an integral piece of the larger regional trail network which
includes the Interurban and Burke Gilman Trails. Figure 2-1 shows project location in the context of the
broader area.

Figure 2-1: Project Vicinity Map
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In support of this facility, the City completed a feasibility study in 2017 which examined multiple bridge and trail
alignment alternatives with the goal of identifying a preferred alignment. As shown in Figure 2-2, these
alternatives were all centered around the Shoreline South/145th Street Station and were located as far south
as NE 145th Street and as far north as NE 149th Street. The preferred alternative selected during this study
was a bridge and trail alignment that approximately aligned with NE 148th Street. This alignment alternative
was chosen to be carried forward into preliminary design. The first step in the preliminary design process was
to develop this bridge and trail Type, Size and Location (TS&L) study.

="

e Preferred Alignment
Alternative L

January 30, 201

Non Matarized Crossing Options
1o 1451h Steal Light Rgﬁswﬁon

Figure 2-2: 2017 Feasibility Study Alignment Options
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PROJECT SCOPE OF WORK

This report provides the results of the TS&L study for the trail/bridge alignment beginning at 1st Avenue NE in
the vicinity of N 148th Street, crossing over I-5 and terminating near the north end of the Shoreline
South/145th Street station. The TS&L phase includes the study of trail locations and alignments, bridge types
and sizes, project aesthetics, and defines permitting requirements related to the project.

The following tasks were accomplished for the TS&L study:

General tasks

(o]

(o]

Obtain and review existing project related information and historic documents

Perform site visits to evaluate existing site conditions

Environmental permitting tasks:

o]

o

(@]

Estimate locations of wetlands, wildlife habitat and cultural/historic resources in the project area
Identify the permits and environmental documentation that is anticipated for the project

Create a schedule for obtaining the identified permits and completing environmental documents

Geotechnical tasks:

o

o

Identify and evaluate the general geologic conditions in the project area

Provide preliminary recommendations regarding potential bridge foundations and embankment
construction

Provide geotechnical design criteria for the bridge, including seismic design requirements and
liquefaction hazard analysis (if applicable)

Urban design tasks:

(@]

o

(o]

Develop urban design alternatives for the bridge trail approaches and landings
Develop landscaping alternatives

Evaluate pedestrian safety for bridge trail approaches and landings

Civil engineering and survey design tasks:

o

o]

(o]

Prepare project basemap incorporating field topographical survey data, boundary survey including
easements and underground utility locations.

Develop trail alignment plan and profiles alternatives including street connections
Develop concept utility relocation plans, as necessary
Determine drainage design concepts

Identify clearances to I-5, ST’s aerial guideway structures, property lines and other site features

Bridge engineering and architectural tasks:

[e]

Determine bridge span and foundation locations
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o Perform concept level structural analysis

o Determine bridge component types and sizes
e Public outreach tasks:

o Perform initial outreach to stakeholders

o Gather input from stakeholders and incorporate into alternatives evaluation, as necessary

PROJECT LOCATION AND EXISTING CONDITIONS

The project was divided into two distinct segments which are divided by I-5. These segments are referred to as
the western trail connection and the eastern landing. The main span bridge crossing provides a connection
over |-5 which joins these two segments.

Project Boundaries
For the western trail connection, the project boundaries are as follows:

e Northern Boundary — N 149th Street
e Southern Boundary — N 147th Street
e Eastern Boundary — Interstate 5
=  Western Boundary — 1st Avenue NE
For the eastern bridge landing, the project boundaries are as follows:
e Northern Boundary — NE 149th Street
e Southern Boundary — Shoreline South/145th Street Station Plaza
e Eastern Boundary — Private Residences north of Shoreline South/145th Street Station Plaza
e Western Boundary — Interstate 5

These boundaries are shown in red in Figure 2-3.
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Figure 2-3: Project Boundaries
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City Street Connections

Key access points to the western trail connection are 1st Ave NE, N 148th Street, N 149th Street and N 147th
Street. Figure 2-4 through Figure 2-7 show the existing conditions of these street connections at the time of
this report.

Figure 2-5: Existing Condition of N 148th Street, Looking West
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Figure 2-6: Existing Condition of N 149th Street, Looking West

Figure 2-7: Existing Condition of N 147th Street, Looking West
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Key access points to the eastern bridge landing to be considered are NE 149th Street, the Shoreline
South/145th Street Station and the Trail Along the Rail (TAR). Both the station and TAR were under
construction during the time of the report and are not shown. Figure 2-8 shows the existing condition of NE

149th Street.

Figure 2-8: Existing Condition of Northeast 149th Street Looking West

Private Property
Private properties to be considered throughout the TS&L process include:

e Parcel 288170-0340: Church of Christ — Local Congregation of Shoreline, 14800 1st Ave NE

g :’E 3 :r' ", :w" ' oY

e

Figure 2-9: Church of Christ
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This parcel currently houses the Church of Christ — Local Congregation of Shoreline which consists of a
single building and surface parking lots. There is a privately owned cell phone tower at the southeast
corner of the parcel (see utilities section for further discussion). There are existing underground utility
and access easements that allow for the operation and maintenance of this facility.

Parcel 288170-0342: Shoreline Unitarian Church, 14724 1st Ave NE

Figure 2-10: Unitarian Universalist Church

This parcel currently houses the Shoreline Unitarian Universalist Church which consists of the main
church building and several outbuildings. There are several easements on this property including an
access and utility easement to the Philippi Presbyterian Church immediately to the east.

Parcel 288170-0343: Philippi Presbyterian Church, 14734 1st Ave NE

Figure 2-11: Philippi Presbyterian Church
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This parcel currently houses the Philippi Presbyterian Church of Seattle which consists of a single
building and surface parking lots. As mentioned previously, the parcel has an access and utility
easement on Parcel 288170-0342 immediately to the west.

At the eastern landing, many of the private parcels that might have been impacted by this project have been
acquired by Sound Transit for the construction of the Shoreline South/145th Street station. These properties
will be turned over to the City upon completion of construction.

Utilities

There are numerous, known utilities in the project area that could be impacted by this project. Below is a
description of only the major utilities which represent a significant challenge and/or cost should they be
impacted or need to be relocated.

Western Trail Connection Utilities:

As shown in Figure 2-4, there are high voltage transmission lines along the western edge of 1st Ave which are
owned by Seattle City Light. As shown in Figure 2-12, there is a utility pole located near the northwest corner
of the Unitarian parcel, but within City ROW, that carries multiple fiber optic lines and power. It appears that
this pole serves to feed the cell phone tower located in the southeast corner of the Church of Christ parcel.

Figure 2-12: Existing Utility Pole near Northwest Corner of Unitarian Parcel

As shown in Figure 2-14, there is a cell phone tower located in the southeast corner of the Church of Christ
parcel. This cell phone tower is owned and operated by SBA Communications which leases their facilities to T-
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Mobile and Sprint. At the time of this report, right-of-entry had not been granted by the Church of Christ
property owners to gather survey on this parcel. However, based on information contained within the title
report for this property, there is a utility easement that runs along the southern boundary of the parcel which
connects to the tower location. It is assumed that the power and fiber optic lines that are visible on the
aforementioned utility pole are buried within this easement. Figure 2-13 shows the location of the utility
easement based on legal description contained within the title report.

' CHURGH OF CHRIST -
LOCAL CONGREGATION
OF SHORELINE

SHORELINE UNITARIAN PHILIPPI

UNIVERSALIST CHURCH PRESBYTERIAN ]
CHURCH OF SEATTLE ¢

L

AL od g
Ll 37 o o

Figure 2-13: Utility Easements on Church of Christ Parcel
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Figure 2-14: Cell Phone Tower at Southeast Corner of the Church of Christ Parcel

The only significant drainage facility is a 36-inch diameter corrugated metal pipe located at northern edge of
the Unitarian parcel that acts as detention and/or flow control for both the Unitarian parcel.

WSDOT ROW:
WSDOT has multiple utilities located within their ROW. These include:

 Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS): There are several buried ITS conduits located within shoulder
of southbound 1-5.

e Storm Drainage: There is a storm drain located within the median of I-5. A similar facility is also located
in the shoulder of northbound I-5.

e Electrical: There is buried power located within the shoulder of both northbound and southbound I-5.

Eastern Bridge Landing:
The only significant utilities located within the eastern bridge landing are storm drainage facilities associated

with the Shoreline South/145th Street Station. At the time of this report, these facilities have yet to be
constructed. All other existing utilities have already been relocated in anticipation of station construction.

Thornton Creek

Within the project area, there is a section of Thornton Creek within WSDOT ROW that runs in a north-south
direction and essentially parallels southbound I-5. As shown in Figure 2-15, the creek enters two, 6-foot
diameter pipe culverts before it passes below the freeway. The culvert locations are based on as-built plans
which were also confirmed during the field survey. This section of Thornton Creek has been identified on
WSDOT's Fish Passage Uncorrected Barriers Injunction list. At the time of this report, WSDOT had no work
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planned or budgeted for fish passage improvements to this section of Thornton Creek in the 2019-2021 state
biennium. Design and construction of the pedestrian bridge will need to consider and not preclude future fish
passage improvements to this section of Thornton Creek.

’ T 4
i '_, ' - 5o ¢
| (EIVTSSEURS | ' [PIPED SECTION] |
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Figure 2-15: Location of Thornton Creek within Project Area

3. Design Criteria

DESIGN CODES AND REFERENCES

Table 3-1 through Table 3-6 provide lists of design codes and references to be used for all design and
construction. The list is not comprehensive; other applicable codes and references may be required as the

design develops.

When conflicts are identified between the City of Shoreline Engineering Development Manual and other
references, they will be addressed on a case-by-case basis.
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Table 3-1: Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities Codes and References

Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities Codes and References

e Governing Codes
o City of Shoreline 2020 Engineering Development Manual

» Referenced Codes
o AASHTO A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets, 7th Edition, 2018

e AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities, 4th Edition, 2012

¢ NACTO Urban Bikeway Design Guide

e 2010 American with Disabilities Act Standards for Accessible Design

s Public Rights of Way Accessibility Guidelines (PROWAG)

e WSDOT Design Manual M22-01, September 2019

e WSDOT Local Agency Guidelines Manual M36-63, June 2018

Table 3-2: Bridge and Structures Codes and References

Bridge and Structures Codes and References

¢ Governing Codes

o AASHTO LRFD Guide Specifications for Design of Pedestrian Bridges, 2nd Edition, December 2009, with
Interim Revisions. (AASHTO Pedestrian).

o AASHTO Guide Specifications for LRFD Seismic Bridge Design, 2nd Edition, 2011, with Interim Revisions
o AASHTO LRFD Bridge Design Specifications, Eighth Edition, 2017, with Interim Revisions

e Referenced Codes
o AASHTO LRFD Bridge Construction Specifications, 3rd Edition, 2010, with Interim Revisions

o AASHTO LRFD Specifications for Structural Supports for Highway Signs, Luminaires, and Traffic Signals,
First Edition, 2015. (AASHTO Signs)

o WSDOT Bridge Design Manual (LRFD) M23-50.18, June 2018. (NSDOT BDM)

o Bridge Welding Code: AASHTO/ AWS D1.5M/D1.5: 2016 An American National Standard, 7th Edition with
Interims through 2019.

o IBC - International Building Code, International Code Council, 2018.

o ASCE/SEI 7 - Minimum Design Loads for Buildings and Other Structures, ASCE/SEI 7 Standards
Committee, 2016.

o ACI 318 - Building Code Requirements for Structural Concrete, AC| Committee 318, 2014

o AISC 360 — Specification for Structural Steel Buildings, American Institute of Steel Construction, 15th
Edition, 2016.

o Structural Welding Code — Steel: AASHTO/AWS D.1M/D1.1M, 2015.

KPFF Consulting Engineers

16 9a-42



Table 3-3: Stormwater Codes and References

Stormwater Codes and References

*  Governing Codes

o City of Shoreline 2020 Engineering Development Manual

o 2014 Department of Ecology Stormwater Management Manual for Western Washington
» Referenced Codes

o 2012 Stormwater Manual for Western Washington, as Amended in December 2014

o 2012 Low Impact Technical Guidance Manual for Puget Sound

o King County Surface Water Design Manual

Table 3-4: Roadway Codes and References

Roadway Codes and References

= Governing Codes
o  City of Shoreline 2020 Engineering Development Manual
o City of Shoreline Municipal Code (SMC)
o City of Shoreline Transportation Master Plan (TMP)
o City of Shoreline Comprehensive Plan
e Referenced Codes
o AASHTO A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets, 7th Edition, 2018
o NACTO Urban Street Design Guide
o~ WSDOT Design Manual M22-01, September 2019
o WSDOT Local Agency Guidelines Manual M36-63, June 2018
o Institute of Transportation Engineers, Urban Street Geometric Design Handbook
o FHWA Small Town and Rural Multimodal Networks (STAR) Guide
o Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD)

Table 3-5: Lighting Codes and References

Lighting Codes and References

e Governing Codes
o City of Shoreline 2020 Engineering Development Manual
e Referenced Codes
o  Sound Transit Design Criteria Manual:
=  Chapter 21, Lighting

o IES RP-8-18 Recommended Practice for Design and Maintenance of Roadway and Parking Facility
Lighting

o  WSDOT Design Manual, Chapter 1040 lllumination
o CPTED Guidelines
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Table 3-6: Landscape Codes and References

Landscape Codes and References

e Governing Codes
o Landscaping within City of Shoreline right-of-way:
=  City of Shoreline 2019 Engineering Development Manual: Chapter 15.2, Landscaping
o Landscaping on private property:
= Shoreline Municipal Code, 20.50:
e General standards: SMC 20.50.520
s  Mature tree retention and replacement: SMC 20.50.350-20.50.370
« Landscaping along interior lot lines: SMC 20.50.490
o Internal landscaping for parking area (if required due to reconfiguring existing
o Landscaping within WSDOT right-of-way:
= 2017 Roadside Manual: Chapter 800, Vegetation and Chapter 820, Irrigation
o Landscaping within Sound Transit right-of-way:

= Sound Transit Design Criteria Manual: Chapter 9.4, Station and Facility Requirements and
Chapter 10.4, Landscaping Requirements

HORIZONTAL CLEARANCE REQUIREMENTS

Interstate 5 - WSDOT
The minimum horizontal clearances described below are shown graphically in Appendix 5, Design Criteria and
Constraints.

s During construction:

o Without barrier protection, the minimum work zone clear zone distance is 30 feet from the traveled
way per WSDOT Design Manual Exhibit 1010-2.

o The construction opening with protection shall be the sum of the traffic lane widths and shoulders
plus two 2-foot widths for temporary traffic barriers and two 2-foot shy distances per WSDOT BDM
2.3.9.

e For the final, constructed condition:

o The horizontal clearance between the edge of the traveled way and unprotected components of the
permanent structure shall be a minimum of 29 feet per WSDOT Design Manual Exhibit 1600-2.

o When protected by a minimum 42-inch high, crash tested, rigid TL-5 barrier, the face of the bridge
pier can be a minimum of 3.25 feet from the top edge of the traffic face of the barrier per WSDOT
BDM 3.16.7. ‘

o The horizontal clearance between the permanent structure and adjacent sign bridge structures shall
be a minimum of 15 feet.
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Aerial Guideway and Shoreline South / 145th Station — Sound Transit

Similar to the Sound Transit Design Criteria Manual's (DCM) approach to Landscaping (DCM 10.3), the intent
of the clearance to aerial guideway structures is to not adversely affect the sight distance of train operators
and the public.

¢ During construction and for the final condition.

o Defined as shown in Appendix 5, Design Criteria and Constraints.

Trail — City of Shoreline
* Minimum horizontal clearance from edge of trail pavement to an obstruction (such as bridge piers or
guardrail) is 2 feet per WSDOT Design Manual 1515.02(2)(f).

VERTICAL CLEARANCE REQUIREMENTS

The minimum vertical clearances described below are shown graphically in Appendix 5, Design Criteria and
Constraints.

Interstate 5 — WSDOT
e During construction:

o Minimum vertical falsework clearance for bridges over highways is 16.5 feet per WSDOT Design
Manual 720.03(5)(a)1 and WSDOT BDM 2.3.9.

e For the final condition:

o Minimum vertical clearance for the permanent pedestrian bridge over a roadway is 17.5 feet per:
WSDOT Design Manual 720.03(5)(b)(3) from top of roadway to bottom of structure. Design
assumes a minimum vertical clearance of 18 feet to provide an additional 6 inches of construction
tolerance.

Aerial Guideway and Shoreline South / 145th Station — Sound Transit
No structures are anticipated to pass above the aerial guideway or Shoreline South / 145th Station.

Trail - City of Shoreline

The minimum vertical clearance above frails is 10-feet per WSDOT Design Manual 1515.04. This is consistent
with the 10-foot standard vertical clearance for any projection over a bicycle path surface per Shoreline 2019
Engineering Development Manual, Table 15.1. Eight feet of vertical clearance is required over sidewalk
surfaces. The required minimum tree branch clearance above any trail surface is 7-feet.

TRAIL AND BRIDGE GEOMETRY

Trail/Bridge/Shoulder Widths

The 2019 Shoreline Engineering Development Manual requires a minimum width of a multi-use path to be 12
feet. All paths must include 2-foot graded shoulders. If pedestrian traffic is heavy, a wider graded shoulder is
recommended.

The full width of the trail, including the shoulders, should be carried across the bridge in order to provide the
setback for railings required by the AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities. Therefore, the
trail on the bridge is 16 feet wide.

N 148th Non-Motorized Bridge — City of Shoreline

9a-45 19



The maximum cross slope is 2% per City of Shoreline 2019 Engineering Development Manual.

Horizontal Trail Alignment

The minimum radii for horizontal curves on a paved, shared-use path is 27 feet per the AASHTO Guide for the
Development of Bicycle Facilities, Table 5-2. This value based on the lean angle of the cyclist. The lean angle
value is based on a 0% cross-slope to adhere to Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) standards.

Per the AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities 5.2.4 design speed of bicycles is dependent
on the grade of the path, turning radius constraints, and the provided stopping sight distance. Due to
geometric constraints, low design speeds will be considered ranging from 12 mph to 20 mph. When
considering descending conditions, a higher design speed will be considered. For sustained steeper grades
(6% or greater) the highest design speed is 30 mph.

Vertical Trail Alignment
In addition to the vertical clearance requirements described above, vertical trail alignment is primarily governed
by ADA access requirements which are described in the Access Criteria section.

Trail and Bridge Features
e Bridge railing

o Height to top of railing, 42 inches per AASHTO LRFD Guide Specifications for Design of Pedestrian
Bridges, 2nd Edition.

o Continuous barrier that prevents the passage of a 4 inch diameter sphere from the finished grade to
the top of railing per IBC 1015.4.

o Bridge screening (Throw Barrier) for bridges over highways is not required per WSDOT Design Manual
720.03(13). However, based on input received from WSDOT, a 10-foot tall vertical throw barrier over I-5
is assumed.

» Bridge deck joints meet ADA requirements and provide safe passage for bicycles.

BRIDGE STRUCTURAL DESIGN CRITERIA

Loads
o Dead Loads

o Concrete, Normal-weight Reinforced 155 Ib/ft3 WSDOT BDM 3.8
o Steel 490 Ib/ft3 AASHTO LRFD Table 3.5.1-1
o Utilities self-weight of conduit/drains/etc.

e Live Loads

o Pedestrian 90 Ib/ft? AASHTO Pedestrian 3.1
o Maintenance Vehicle H10 without impact AASHTO Pedestrian 3.2
e Wind Loads

o Acting Horizontally, whichever governs between AASHTO Pedestrian 3.4 / AASHTO Signs 3.8 and
AASHTO LRFD 3.8
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o Acting Vertically, per AASHTO LRFD 3.8.2
e Seismic Loads, Design Parameters
o Site Class D

o Design Spectral Ordinates

s Peak Ground Acceleration Coefficient, AS 0.441g

=  Short-Period (0.2 sec) Response Coefficient, SDS 1.02g

= Long-Period (1.0 sec) Response Coefficient, SD1 0.545¢g
o Seismic Zone (per AASHTO LRFD Table 3.10.6-1) 4

e Vehicular Collision Loads. The bridge piers are expected to be outside of clear zones for I-5 or protected
by barriers and will not be designed for collision loads.

e Temperature Loads per WSDOT BDM 3.16.6
o Concrete Bridges 0° to 100°F

o Steel Bridges 0° to 120°F

Allowable Deflections and Vibrations
e Deflections

o Maximum deflection due to unfactored pedestrian load is 1/220 of the length for cantilever spans
and 1/360 of the length for all other spans per AASHTO Pedestrian.

o Maximum horizontal deflection due to unfactored wind loading is 1/360 of the length.
e Vibrations

o The fundamental frequency in a vertical mode of the pedestrian bridge without live load shall be
greater than 3.0 hertz. The fundamental frequency in the horizontal direction shall be greater than
1.3 hertz.

o Pedestrian induced vibration and acceleration limits prescribed in the 2016 SETRA Technical Guide
to Footbridges

ACCESS CRITERIA

Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) Requirements

The City of Shoreline 2019 Engineering Development Manual requires that all designs meet the current
American with Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements and standards in the Public Rights of Way Accessibility
Guidelines (PROWAG). These guidelines specify a maximum running slope of 5% for all sidewalks and paths.
At this stage of design a maximum slope of 4.25% is used to account for construction tolerance. Where
steeper slopes are required, a maximum ramp slope of 8.33% for approximately 30 feet is allowed with a 5-
foot wide landing with a slope of 2%. A minimum slope is required of 0.5% to prevent the accumulation of
water. At this stage of design, a running slope of 7.5% and a cross slope of 1.0% to 1.5% is used for ramp
design to allow for construction tolerance.
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Maintenance and Inspection Access

Based on past experience with similar structures and recommendations from the AASHTO Pedestrian Bridge
Code, the bridge will be designed for an H10 truck (without dynamic impact). This load is comparable to most
maintenance vehicles that are expected to access the bridge.

The preferred structure type will have a significant impact on the equipment necessary to meet inspection and
reporting requirements. As the design progresses additional equipment loads may be considered.

Emergency Access

No provisions for emergency response vehicles (e.g. ambulances or fire trucks) will be included in the design
of the trail or bridge structure. The ramp configuration at the eastern landing will likely prevent emergency
vehicle access across the bridge.

STORMWATER DETENTION AND WATER QUALITY

The City of Shoreline 2020 Engineering Development Manual, Division 3 adopted the 2014 Department of
Ecology (DOE) Stormwater Management Manual for Western Washington (Stormwater Manual). The City of
Shoreline includes amendments to the DOE Stormwater Manual in the City of Shoreline 2020 Engineering
Development Manual. Where the Stormwater Manual states a provision is “optional”, it is listed as a
requirement in the City of Shoreline.

The following stormwater requirements are listed in the Stormwater Manual and will be triggered by different
project characteristics, as listed below. Refer to the 2014 Stormwater Management Manual Fiow Charts for
Determining Requirements for New Development. For the purposes of this report, the project is assuming
roadway criteria.

Requirement 1 — Preparation of Stormwater Site Plans

e Applies to new and replaced hard surfaces and the land disturbed resulting in 2000 square feet or more
of new plus replaced hard surface or land disturbing activity total 7000 square feet.

Requirement 2 — Construction Stormwater Pollution Prevention (SWPP)
« Applies to all new and redevelopment projects.
Requirement 3 — Source Control of Pollution

¢ Applies to new and replaced hard surfaces and the land disturbed resulting in 2000 square feet or more
of new plus replaced hard surface or land disturbing activity total 7000 square feet.

Requirement 4 — Preservation of Natural Drainage Systems and Outfalls

e Applies to new and replaced hard surfaces and the land disturbed resulting in 2000 square feet or more
of new plus replaced hard surface or land disturbing activity total 7000 square feet.

Requirement 5 — On-site Stormwater Management

e Applies to new and replaced hard surfaces and the land disturbed resulting in 2000 square feet or more
of new plus replaced hard surface or land disturbing activity total 7000 square feet.

e Meet the LID Performance Standards through the use of BMPs.
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Requirement 6 — Runoff Treatment

e Applies to road projects with 5000 square feet or more of new hard surfaces and the hard surfaces add
50% or more to the existing hard surfaces within the project limits.

Requirement 7 — Flow Control

= Applies to road projects with 5000 square feet or more of new hard surfaces and the hard surfaces add
50% or more to the existing hard surfaces within the project limits.

Requirement 8 — Wetlands Protection

* Applies to road projects with 5000 square feet or more of new hard surfaces and the hard surfaces add
50% or more to the existing hard surfaces within the project limits.

Requirement 9 — Operation and Maintenance

e Applies to road projects with 5000 square feet or more of new hard surfaces and the hard surfaces add
50% or more to the existing hard surfaces within the project limits.

UTILITY DESIGN CRITERIA

Utility requirements per City of Shoreline 2020 Engineering Development Manual and Shoreline Municipal
Code (SMC). Minimum clearances to existing utilities will be determined during design.

LIGHTING DESIGN CRITERIA

The City of Shoreline 2020 Engineering Development Manual Division, Section Streetlight Master Plan
addresses illumination by ratings within the City limits. Applicable design standards shall be selected based on
the standards outlined in Table 3-5. In addition, lighting levels will take into account CPTED guidelines

The design will utilize LED, energy efficient lighting, address light trespass over the I-5 corridor, and adopt
appropriate pole and luminaire types to compliment the adjacent neighborhood and Sound Transit light rail
station aesthetics. Electrical design requirements shall follow the latest release of National Electrical Code
(NEC).

LANDSCAPE DESIGN CRITERIA

The urban and landscape design will reflect the project context within an existing neighborhood that is evolving
into @ more urban, transit-oriented district and complement the Sound Transit light rail station aesthetic. The
design will emphasize pedestrian-friendly elements including pedestrian-scale lighting and decorative accent
lighting; thoughtful yet durable site furnishings such as benches, litter/recycle receptacles and bicycle racks;
decorative pavement treatments that help delineate and guide pedestrian/bicycle movements and mixing
zones; identity markers that reinforce a sense of place and create landmarks; and pedestrian/bicycle
directional wayfinding signs at decision making locations.

In order to meet the City of Shoreline’s 1% for the Arts requirements, elements of public art will be
incorporated into the project design. The art element could include stand-alone pieces or could be
incorporated into the bridge design or the urban design amenities mentioned above. This integration will help
to make the bridge an iconic landmark feature within the City of Shoreline. The landscape will emphasize low-
maintenance, northwest-adapted plants appropriate for use along public rights-of way and trails. Irrigation will
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be provided to reduce maintenance needs and establish a healthy plant community. Low Impact Development
(LID) facilities will be incorporated into the landscaping to accommodate drainage from the trail. The landscape
design will be governed by the relevant jurisdictional standards outlined in Table 3-6 based on its location
within City of Shoreline, WSDOT or Sound Transit right-of-way or private property.

In addition, there are numerous existing mature trees which may be impacted, or which may need to be
removed, in order to construct the bridge and associated landing and trail areas. Tree removals will be
mitigated per the requirements of the Shoreline Municipal Code, as outlined in Table 3-6.

Sound Transit Right-of-Way
The landscape design at the east bridge landing will be coordinated with the design of the Sound Transit light
rail station and will meet the standards of the Sound Transit Design Criteria Manual.

WSDOT Right-of-Way

Landscaping within the WSDOT right-of-way will be designed to meet WSDOT standards for the Interstate-5
corridor and in coordination with the WSDOT Northwest Region. Trees removed within the WSDOT right-of-
way will be replaced/mitigated according to WSDOT'’s tree-replacement requirements.

Private Property

Property restoration to adjacent properties will match/replace landscape areas that are disturbed and in
addition will be designed to provide a balance of privacy/screening and visibility between the private property
and the trail. Any trees which are required to be removed from private property will be mitigated per Shoreline
Municipal Code requirements.

4. Design Constraints

Below are a number of critical design constraints that have been considered during development of the various
bridge and trail alternatives.

VERTICAL CLEARANCES

Vertical clearance requirements are the primary constraint that drives the location of the main span bridge
crossing of I-5. Section 720.03(5)(b)(3) of the WSDOT Design Manual requires a minimum vertical clearance
of 17.5-feet for a pedestrian bridge over a roadway. A vertical clearance of 18-feet is used for design in order to
account for construction tolerances. This vertical clearance requirement is seen as non-negotiable.

In addition to passing over the freeway, the bridge must pass below the overhead structure that carries the
light rail tracks. The City of Shoreline Engineering Design Manual adopts WSDOT Design Manual criteria
which requires a minimum of 10-feet of vertical clearance from the pedestrian pathway to any overhead
obstruction. This vertical clearance requirement is consistent with recommendations contained within the
AASHTO Guide to Bicycle Facilities which states that a 10-foot minimum vertical clearance is most desirable
and that a minimum vertical clearance of 8-feet may be used in constrained areas. If necessary, the City could
grant a deviation to their design standard to permit less than 10-feet of vertical clearance. It is recommended
that the absolute minimum vertical clearance of 8-feet be used.

These two vertical clearance constraints create a narrow window in which the bridge profile
successfully clears 1-5 below and the light rail structure above. Figure 4-1 schematically shows this
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limited window in which the bridge would fit while meeting minimum vertical clearances stated
above.
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Figure 4-1: Main Span Bridge Vertical Clearance Window

HORIZONTAL CLEARANCES

Horizontal clearances to |-5 and how they are considered during development of the design alternatives are
discussed below.

East Side of I-5

During the design development of the Lynnwood Link Extension project, ST and WSDOT established two
forward compatibility lines (FCL) along the eastern edge of northbound I-5 in the vicinity of the Shoreline
South/145th Street Station. These compatibility lines are based upon a future build-out of I-5 which adds a
travel lane in each direction along with ramp improvements. The first FCL is referred to as the 94-foot line and
represents the eastern most limit of a 10-foot wide amenity zone where elements like signage, utilities and
drainage features may be placed. The second FCL line is referred to as the 84-foot line and represents the
easternmost edge of the paved shoulder. Generally speaking, obstructions (e.g. bridge piers) may be placed
outboard of the 94-foot FCL without restriction. With WSDOT approval, obstructions may be placed in between
the 84-foot and 94-foot FCL's, however, these obstructions should be able to accommodate the
aforementioned amenity zone improvements. No obstructions are permitted within the 84-foot FCL. These
horizontal clearance requirements were used in the design development of this project and are shown in
Figure 4-2.

Bridge Pier in I-5 Median

I-5 in the project area is tightly constrained by the existing layout of the freeway including the existing bridge at
NE 145th Street. These constraints would make construction of an intermediate bridge pier in the median very
challenging and cost prohibitive. Specific challenges include:

» Construction Access: The existing median measured from northbound edge-of-shoulder to southbound
edge-of-shoulder is approximately 12-feet wide. It is estimated that the work zone required to construct
an intermediate bridge pier would be approximately 25-feet wide, not including construction access
pullouts. Temporary re-channelization of I-5 to accommodate the work zone would significantly increase
construction costs.
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e Existing Drainage Features: There is an existing storm drain in the median which was constructed in the

1980’s that would likely need to be relocated to accommodate the construction of the bridge pier. This
facility would need to be upgraded/mitigated to meet modern design standards. This storm drain also
outfalls to Thornton Creek. Mitigation to the storm drain facility and/or associated impacts to Thornton
Creek are unknown at this time, but could be cost prohibitive and/or difficult to permit.

o Traffic Impacts: Construction of an intermediate bridge pier would require two or more significant traffic
shifts in order to accommodate the work zone. Traffic shifts like these are disruptive to traffic and
represent an increased safety risk to both the travelling public and the Contractor.

Based on these reasons, it is assumed that an intermediate bridge pier located within the I-5 median is not
feasible and was not considered in the TS&L design development. A similar conclusion was reached in the
2017 bridge alignment feasibility study.

West Side of I-5

In order to establish feasible bridge pier locations at the western trail connection, a FCL for southbound I-5
was determined. Utilizing a similar approach to what was taken at the eastern bridge landing, a future lane
configuration was established which consists of five through lanes and a two-lane tapered off-ramp to NE
145th Street which is shown in Figure 4-2.
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Figure 4-2: WSDOT Forward Compatibility Lines

This figure demonstrates that the 84-foot and 94-foot FCL's are approximately within 20 feet and 10 feet of the
edge of the WSDOT ROW line, respectively. Placing a bridge pier within these areas provides only a marginal
reduction in bridge span length. For the purposes of the TS&L design development, it was assumed that any

bridge pier on this side of I-5 will be located outside of WSDOT ROW.
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SOUND TRANSIT PARK AND RIDE

Sound Transit is currently leasing parking spaces from the Philippi and Unitarian parcels as a temporary park
and ride facility. This temporary facility replaces the loss of the North Jackson-Park and Ride which was
demolished for the construction of the Shoreline South/145th Street station. The temporary park and ride
facility will need to remain in operation until the new parking garage at the light rail station opens in 2024 when
light rail service begins. These parking spaces will need to be maintained or relocated during construction of
this project.

CELL PHONE TOWER

As mentioned previously, there is a privately owned cell phone tower located in the southeast corner of the
Church of Christ parcel. The cell phone tower is approximately 50-feet tall and is served by several
underground utilities. Based on recent experience, relocation of a cell phone tower of this type and size is cost
prohibitive. For the purposes of the TS&L design development, it was assumed that the cell phone tower will
remain in its existing location.

9. Geotechnical Analysis and Recommendations

A significant amount of geotechnical information is available for the area in the vicinity of the proposed east
bridge abutment; however, limited data exists for the area in the vicinity of the proposed west bridge abutment.
Relevant available data includes general information on the geologic setting of the entire project area, as well
as extensive site specific subsurface information that was collected by others for the Lynnwood Link Extension
project. Due to the lack of information in the vicinity of the proposed west bridge abutment, a preliminary
subsurface exploration program was conducted near the anticipated location of the western bridge foundation.
The exploration program consisted of advancing one exploratory boring to a depth of about 100-feet below the
ground surface (bgs). Depending on where the proposed bridge foundations are located, additional
explorations may be needed at the actual foundation locations.

Subsurface conditions across the site appear to be somewhat consistent, with the upper 13 to 35 feet of soil
consisting of very loose to medium dense sand and very soft to soft silt (Fill). At the locations explored for this
project and by others, the fill soils are typically underlain by dense to very dense sand and gravel (Advance
Outwash) that extends to the maximum depths explored.

GEOLOGIC HAZARDS

Based on a review of the City of Seattle’s Seattle Hazard Explorer and King County’s iMAP web applications,
the project site does not appear to be located in a landslide hazard area. However, based on a review of the
available geotechnical information for the project area and the results of the preliminary exploration program, it
is possible that some portions of the existing fill materials at the project site that are located below the water
table could be subject to soil liquefaction and lateral spreading during a design-level earthquake. Soil
liquefaction and lateral spreading could subject the bridge foundations to down-drag and lateral loads,
respectively. Downdrag loads could lead to bridge foundation damage if not accounted for in the design, as
well as increased foundation settlement. If it is determined that lateral spreading could occur at the project site,
the foundations for the bridge will need to be situated outside of the zone of lateral spreading or the
foundations will need to be designed to withstand the lateral forces by the moving soil. Potential methods to
mitigate liquefaction at the site include improving the soils or to design the bridge to tolerate the consequences
of liquefaction (i.e., design the structure to tolerate downdrag loads and foundation settlement).
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BRIDGE FOUNDATION RECOMMENDATIONS

The upper 13 to 35 feet of soils at the project site are softloose and have marginal foundation support
characteristics. Furthermore, portions of the upper soils may be subject to soil liquefaction and lateral
spreading during a design-level earthquake. As a result, shallow foundations are not considered to be an
appropriate foundation type for the proposed bridge. Another reason that shallow foundations are not
considered appropriate for the proposed bridge is because shallow foundations are not effective where soil
liquefaction can occur at or below the footing level, unless the liquefiable soil is removed, improved using
ground improvement techniques, or is well below the footing level. Therefore, it is anticipated that the
proposed non-motorized bridge will need to be supported by deep foundations.

Driven pile foundations and drilled shaft foundations are two deep foundation types that can be used when
shallow foundations are not appropriate. For this project, shaft foundations with a diameter of 8-feet or greater
appear to be most advantageous because a very dense bearing stratum can be penetrated in order to obtain
the anticipated required bearing, uplift, and lateral resistance. In addition, shafts can be cost effective ifa
single shaft per column can be used as opposed to a pile group with a pile cap, especially if temporary shoring
is required to construct the pile cap. Finally, unlike driven piles, shafts have the advantage of a reduced
potential to cause damage to existing adjacent facilities from pile driving vibrations.

Under certain situations, augercast piles can be a cost-effective deep foundation. However, because augercast
piles have a limited ability to resist lateral loads, they are typically not used to support structures that are
subjected to significant lateral loads. Furthermore, it is the WSDOT's policy not to use augercast piles to
provide foundation support for bridges.

Based on the subsurface information that was available at the time this report was prepared, drilled shaft
foundations located on the east and west sides of I-5 would obtain negligible capacity from approximately the
upper 20 and 30 feet of soil, respectively. For preliminary planning purposes, a single non-redundant 8.2 feet
(2.5 meter) diameter drilled shaft installed below the upper 20 to 30-feet of soil that will provide negligible
capacity could be anticipated to have a nominal tip resistance on the order of about 2,800 kips and a nominal
side resistance of approximately 80 kips per foot of embedment below the upper 20 to 30-feet of soft/loose
soil. At the service limit state with an assumed 1 inch of allowable foundation settlement, the factored tip
resistance and side resistance for a single non-redundant 8.2-foot diameter drilled shaft could be preliminarily
assumed to be on the order of about 1,000 kips and 75 Kips per foot of embedment below the upper 20 to 30-
feet of soft/loose soil, respectively. These preliminary drilled shaft foundation capacities will be refined as the
design of the project progresses.

6. Public Outreach

Stakeholder outreach and public involvement have been integral parts of the TS&L design development
process. Considerable effort was made in presenting options and gathering feedback from key stakeholders
throughout the study process. The first step in this development was identifying the project stakeholders who
are anticipated to be directly impacted by the project as well as other advocacy groups and community
organizations who might have input. Working with the City, the design team developed a list of these
stakeholders which is shown in Table 6-1.
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Table 6-1: List of Project Stakeholders

Stakeholder Type Prospective Groups

Elected officials

City of Shoreline Mayor, City Council

City of Shoreline leadership City Manager

Adjacent churches Philippi Presbyterian Church of Seattle (Korean),
Shoreline Unitarian Universalist Church, Church of
Christ (Filipino}

Other faith communities St. Barnabas Anglican Church, Shareline Full Gospel
Fellowship, True Light Church in Seattle (Korean), City
Calvary Chapel, True Jesus Church (Chinese), North
Seattle Church of the Nazarene, Seattle Arabic Baptist
Church

Neighborhood associations Parkwood Neighborhood Association

Ridgecrest Neighborhood Association
Briarcrest Neighborhood Association

Council of Neighborhoods

School communities Parkwood Elementary School, The Evergreen School,
Lakeside School, Lakeside Middle School, Ingraham
High School

Preschool/daycare The Teaching Home Family Childcare & Preschool,

Winding Willow School, Butterfly Home Daycare and
Preschool, Petite Academy

Parks users Twin Ponds Park, Paramount Park, Paramount Open
Space, Jackson Park Golf Course, Licorice Fern
Natural Area

Commuters/park-and-ride users

Future Sound Transit light rail users

Private developers/real estate Horizon View Homes, Evergreen Point Group, Kidder
Mathews, JLL, Intracorp, Yu Wang

Bicycle, pedestrian and mobility advocacy groups Feet First, Cascade Bicycle Club, Disability Rights
Washington, Northwest Universal Design Council,
North King County Mobility Coalition, HopelLink,
Transportation Choices Mobility Coalition, Futurewise

Senior living communities Aegis Living Shoreline, Park Ridge Care Center
Other Malmo Apartments (Parkwood)
WSDOT

Sound Transit

King County Metro

Puget Sound Regional Council

The following tools have been utilized throughout the design process in order to communicate project progress
and gather direct feedback from project stakeholders:

e Project briefings with key stakeholders
» Development of outreach materials including FAQ, project folios and fact sheets

e Maintaining and updating the project website
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In addition to these outreach methods, a minimum of two project open houses will be held to gather feedback
from the general public. The first open house will presented the bridge and trail alignment alternatives
discussed later in this report. See Section 16 of this report for a more detailed discussion of this open house
effort and feedback that was gathered. The second open house will present the preferred bridge and trail
alignment alternative as well as demonstrate how feedback gathered during the first open house was
incorporated into the design.

PROJECT BRIEFINGS

Project briefings have served an important role in gathering feedback from stakeholders who will be directly
affected by this project. The following sections provide a summary of comments and concerns that were heard
from these groups during these briefings. As the project continues to develop, the City and project team will
have follow-up briefings in order to create partnerships and communicate any project impacts to these key
stakeholders. Meeting notes from these briefings have been included in Appendix 5.

Church of Christ
The primary project concerns expressed by representatives of the Church of Christ were:

e Safety: Church leaders want to ensure a safe environment for their parishioners. This is especially
important in light of past security incidents that have occurred at their other church locations in the
Seattle area.

e ROW: Church leaders want to ensure that there is a clear delineation between public ROW and their
property and that the trail alignment does not encourage trespassing.

o Congestion: Church leaders were concerned with the potential for illegal parking and/or congestion due
to bridge/trail users being dropped off along 1t Ave NE in order to access the light rail station.

Follow-up briefings with Church of Christ leadership are planned.

Unitarian Universalist Church
The primary project concerns expressed by representatives from the Unitarian Universalist Church were:

e Parking: Church leaders expressed that parking for their parishioners is already a challenge and that
loss of parking due to the project would need to be replaced.

e Trespassing: Church leaders preferred trail alignments that are formalized and that provide a direct
connection to the bridge crossing. Overly circuitous alignments would likely encourage trespassing
across their property which increases their liability.

Follow-up briefings have been scheduled with the Universalist Unitarian Church leadership but had not yet
occurred at the time of this report.

Philippi Presbyterian Church
The primary project concerns expressed by representatives from the Philippi Presbyterian Church were:

e Parking: Church leaders expressed that parking for their parishioners is already a challenge and that
loss of parking due to the project would need to be replaced.

» Trespassing: Church leaders preferred trail alignments that are formalized and that provide a direct
connection to the bridge crossing. Overly circuitous alignments would likely encourage trespassing
across their property which increases their liability.
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» Future Development: Church leaders are interested in potentially redevelopment of their property and
want to ensure that this project would not preclude this possibility.

Follow-up briefings have been scheduled with the Philippi Presbyterian Church leadership but had not yet
occurred at the time of this report.

Ridgecrest Neighborhood Association

The Ridgecrest neighborhood is located east of I-5 and is bounded by the freeway, NE 175th, 15th Ave NE
and NE 145th street. The primary project concerns expressed by representatives from the Ridgecrest
Neighborhood Association to the design team and the City during the first project briefing were:

e Tree Impacts: Neighborhood association members expressed the desire to minimize mature tree
removal as much as possible.

\

» Safety: Neighborhood association members want to have a safe-feeling trail and bridge facility.
Nighttime lighting for the trail and bridge is important. Also, less circuitous trail connections are preferred
in order to promote user safety.

» Public Restroom Facilities: Neighborhood association members would like to see a public restroom
facility incorporated into the east landing at the light rail station.

e Improve Neighborhood Connections: Neighborhood association members would like to see better
pedestrian and bicycle connections in the surrounding neighborhoods including sidewalks and bike
lanes.

» Freeway Noise at East Landing: Neighborhood association members are concerned that freeway noise
will detract from any public spaces at the east bridge landing. The noise wall in this area provides only a
limited amount of noise mitigation.

Follow-up briefings with the Ridgecrest Neighborhood Association are planned.

Parkwood Neighborhood Association

The Parkwood neighborhood is located west of I-5 and is bounded by the freeway, N 160th, Highway 99 and N
145th street. The primary project concerns expressed by representatives from the Parkwood Neighborhood
Association to the design team and the City during the first project briefing were:

» Parking: Neighborhood association members expressed concerns about increased parking congestion
in the surrounding neighborhood due to people parking to use the bridge to get to the light rail station.

Follow-up briefings with the Parkwood Neighborhood Association are planned.

WSDOT
The primary project concerns expressed by WSDOT representatives to the design team and the City during
the first project briefing were:

* Any structural elements placed within 84-foot and 94-foot forward compatibility lines at the east bridge
landing will need to be able to accommodate future drainage features (e.g. ditches or storm drain) and
other improvements like ITS or other similar utilities.

» ltis likely that the existing sign bridge on southbound I-5 at the NE 145th Street exit will be impacted by
the project. This sign bridge is a vintage, truss-style sign bridge and its replacement should be a
monotube style sign bridge.

e Any impacts to Thornton Creek in the project area should be avoided.
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e Any architectural bridge lighting, other than what is required for pedestrian safety, should be avoided as
this may serve as a distraction for drivers.

Follow-up briefings have yet to be scheduled with the WSDOT but are planned.

Sound Transit
The primary project concerns expressed by ST representatives to the design team and the City during the first
project briefing were:

e Minimizing Station Design Impacts: The design of the pedestrian bridge and landings should strive to
minimize impacts to the existing design of the Shoreline South/145th Street Station.

e Maintain Construction Clearance Envelopes: Adequate clearance to light rail station structures should be
maintained during construction. These distances will need to be established during subsequent design
phases.

Follow-up briefings have yet to be scheduled with the ST but are planned.

7. Environmental Documentation and Permitting

Preliminary data was gathered to identify wetlands, waterways, wildlife habitats, and cultural resources issues
and the probable associated permitting requirements. The project evaluated at this time was limited to the
western trail alignment area as the eastern landing is currently an active construction site. The study area
extends 300 feet from the project area for evaluation of wetland/waterway critical areas.

WETLANDS, WATERWAYS, WILDLIFE HABITATS, AND PLANTS

Public documents reviewed included City Critical Areas Mapping, National Wetlands Inventory (NW1) mapping,
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) floodplain data, Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife
(WDFW) priority habitats and species (PHS) data, and Washington Natural Heritage Program Geographic
Information System (GIS) data sets regarding habitats and plants.

The City of Shoreline Critical Areas mapping identifies (also refer to the Natural Resources Map in Appendix 5,
Environmental Permitting):

A piped segment of Thornton Creek is in the project area adjacent/under I-5, and a segment of open channel
of Thornton Creek is in the study area parallel to I-5. Thornton Creek in the study area is identified as a

Type F (fish habitat) stream, and is mapped by WDFW PHS on the Web as having “occurrence/migration” of
resident coastal cutthroat trout (WDFW 2020a). This segment of Thornton Creek does not currently contain
anadromous fish due to downstream fish blockages, including a culvert at I-5 (WDFW 2020b). However, the
potential exists that these downstream man-made blockages could be repaired to provide fish passage. In
accordance with the City of Shoreline’s (City) critical areas regulations, piped stream segments are provided a
standard buffer of 10 feet and Type F streams with the potential to be passable by anadromous fish presence
are prescribed a standard buffer of 115 feet.

A portion of wetland associated with Thornton Creek intersects the northern limits of the study area. This
wetland is mapped by the City overlapping a palustrine, unconsolidated bottom, permanently flooded,
diked/impounded (PUBHh) wetland habitat mapped by the NWI, although NWI data do not identify any
wetlands extending into the study area. The wetland is separated from the project area by existing
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development (i.e., 1st Avenue NE and Aegis Assisted Living Facility). Any associated buffer that potentially
intersects the project area is functionally isolated by these developments (as a result, preliminary wetland
categorization and buffer width is not provided with this evaluation).

Based on site reconnaissance completed by Landau Associates, Inc. (LAl) on January 23, 2020 (also refer to
Natural Resources Map in Appendix 5, Environmental Permitting):

Two potential wetland areas, Wetland A and Wetland B, were observed in the study area in the I-5 right-of-way.
Wetland A is provided a preliminary rating as a Category Il wetland with an associated habitat score of 4,
requiring a 60 foot standard buffer width in accordance with the City critical areas regulations. Wetland B is
provided a preliminary rating as a Category IV wetland, requiring a 40 foot standard buffer width in accordance
with the City critical areas regulations. These wetlands occur on the highway side of the right-of-way fence
and were not accessible at the time of the site reconnaissance. Since these wetlands occur in Washington
State Department of Transportation (WSDOT) right-of-way, additional information from WSDOT may be
available regarding wetland determinations of these areas, otherwise additional evaluation may be required to
confirm preliminary determinations/categorizations.

Ditches were observed along 1st Avenue NE that may require evaluation for jurisdiction under Section 404 of
the Clean Water Act (CWA). In general, only those segments of ditches in the vicinity of the 1st Avenue NE
and N 149th Street intersection were observed to likely satisfy wetland conditions and/or evidence relatively
permanent flow and connection to other jurisdictional waters to potentially satisfy jurisdictional requirements of
the CWA.

FEMA floodplain mapping does not identify any 100-year floodplain in the study area (FEMA 1995).

The WDFW PHS on the Web indicates that the project is located in a Township with documented little brown
bat (Myotis lucifugus) breeding area (WDFW 2020a), however, site specific PHS data requested from WDFW
do not identify this breeding area in the project vicinity (WDFW 2020c).

The Washington Natural Heritage Program does not indicate any records of rare plants or unique habitats in
the study area (NHP 2019).

CULTURAL RESOURCES

WSDOT Local Programs has completed consultation regarding the Area of Potential Effects (APE) with the
Washington Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation (DAHP), and it has been confirmed that
historical/archaeological evaluation will be required for compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act (NHPA). The APE encompasses the extent of the alignment options referenced above.
Currently no buildings in the APE are listed on the National Register of Historic Places or Washington Heritage
Register (DAHP 2020).

ENVIRONMENTAL PERMITS AND DOCUMENTATION

Documentation evaluating effects of the proposed project on environmental and cultural resources referenced
above will be required. Environmental documentation required as part of the selected alignment includes:

Wetland/Waterway Critical Areas Report, involving a formal wetland and ordinary high water mark delineation
and discussion of mitigation sequencing, including compensatory mitigation, if needed.
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Cultural Resources Investigation Report, involving a field effort and impact evaluation.

Endangered Species Act/Essential Fish Habitat effect determinations, documented in a letter of No Effect, or a
Biological Assessment. Evaluation of potential project impacts is likely to focus on water quality/quantity effects
related to stormwater runoff associated with new impervious surfaces.

WSDOT National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Categorical Exclusion Form and State Environmental
Policy Act (SEPA) checklist, requiring design details of the proposed project.

The environmental documentation supports applications for the following environmental permits, which will
likely be necessary for the proposed project:

NEPA determination from WSDOT Local Programs, and if necessary, the Federal Highway Administration.
SEPA determination from the City.

US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Section 404 permit for unavoidable impacts to potentially jurisdictional
ditches/associated wetlands in the vicinity of the 1st Avenue NE and N 149th Street intersection, which is
limited to Options 2A, 2B, 3, and 4B.

City wetland/waterway critical areas compliance to address any project activities within regulated wetlands,
waterways, and associated buffers. Critical areas compliance will be required for all alignment options
associated with the aerial crossing of the piped segment of Thornton Creek, and depending on the location of
the proposed bridge landing relative to the buffer associated with Wetland A (refer to Figure 1). No
compensatory mitigation is anticipated to be required for the aerial crossing of Thornton Creek, and any
unavoidable wetland buffer impacts are expected to be mitigated onsite, and may be combined with project
landscaping design.

Typically, the USACE Section 404 permit for wetland impacts takes the most time to acquire. The permit
timeline will be reduced if impacts to wetlands can be avoided. If wetlands are impacted, LAl assumes that the
project would be permitted under the USACE Nationwide Permit (NWP) No. 14, Linear Transportation
Projects, and would not require individual review by Ecology for CWA Section 401 Water Quality Certification.
Description of NWP 14 references “trails” as an example of a linear transportation project. While “bridge” is not
explicitly referenced in this NWP, the proposed bridge is a component of a trail connecting existing
transportation facilities (i.e. 15t Ave and Shoreline South/145!" Street Station). A conservative estimate to
obtain a NWP is 6 months from submittal of the application. USACE review timeline should be reduced by the
cultural resources and endangered species consultations that will be completed by WSDOT that are also
required for CWA permitting. All other environmental permits can normally be obtained within 3 months of
application.

8. Project Aesthetics

BRIDGE ARCHITECTURE

The architectural design concepts developed for the bridge must all address several basic criteria: pedestrian
and cyclist safety; durability and ease of long-term maintenance; economy and image.
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It is important to consider the context of the bridge when assessing different concepts. The freeway forms the
most dominant contextual element in that most people seeing the bridge from afar will be moving at 60 miles-
per-hour. This means that the design should be relatively simple and comprehensible in a brief time. Excessive
ornamentation or complexity are not only wasted on highway bridges but can also be distracting to drivers.
Simple forms are most appropriate.

The other major contextual element is the adjacent Shoreline South light rail station. At over 400-feet long and
nearly the height of the pedestrian bridge, the station is visually complex, with a mix of materials and colors
visible from the freeway. Architecturally speaking, a clean and simple bridge design best complements this
complexity.

URBAN DESIGN

The character of the neighborhood surrounding the future Shoreline South/145th Street Station is rapidly
evolving from single-family residential to a dense, transit-oriented context on both sides of I-5. In addition, the
architecture of the light rail station itself will bring a new, more urban aesthetic to the neighborhood. The bridge
will be the key element stitching these new neighborhoods on the west and east sides of -5 together, and the
bridge approaches/landings should be considered as vibrant public spaces that draw people to the bridge and
foster connectivity across I-5.

The project aesthetic will reflect this context through the use of pedestrian-friendly elements including site
lighting and accent lighting that make the spaces feel safe and inviting at all times of day and night; site
amenities such as benches, litter/recycling receptacles, bike racks, and wayfinding signage; generous mixing
zones and gathering spaces; and decorative pavements to help define these spaces, lend a sense of place,
and guide pedestrian/bicycle interactions. Landscaping will be used to soften the hardscape elements and
help to blend them into the site while providing low-maintenance, multi-season interest. A preliminary plant
palette has been developed for the project and has been included in Appendix 5.

Wayfinding

Because the project spans between neighborhoods, providing continuity of urban design and place-making
along the entire route will provide an additional strong visual connection for trail users and aid in wayfinding. In
analyzing potential ways to connect to the bridge on the west side, it becomes apparent that the bridge’s
setback from 1st Ave NE will make good wayfinding a critical element of the project’s success. While all of the
west-side alternatives provide a connection from 1st Ave NE to the bridge, the bridge may not be visible from
the roadway and/or the nearby private parcels. This may make trail users unsure of whether they are on the
route to and from the light rail station. Establishing a clear system of wayfinding will help users feel
comfortable they are on the correct route. The pathways leading to the bridge should be clearly marked and
identified by understandable and welcoming wayfinding from both 1st Ave NE (and beyond as the City
connects the bridge into their larger pedestrian and bicycle network) and from the light rail station.

9. Evaluation Criteria

During the design development process, the design team worked closely with City staff to develop a set of
criteria to evaluate the various bridge and trail alternatives. These criteria are primarily qualitative in nature and
will be used to help distinguish the various options and facilitate the selection of the preferred alternative.
These evaluation criteria include:
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USER SAFETY AND SECURITY

While all designs considered comply with safety and security code requirements, some options perform better
based on their inherent characteristics and how well they meet the principles described in Crime Prevention
Through Environmental Design (CPTED). These principles include natural access control to clearly guide trail
users through the site, natural surveillance which allows users to see and be seen while passing through the
site, territorial reinforcement that clearly defines the space as public, and physical maintenance of the facility.
Each alternative will be assessed for how well they meet these criteria.

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAVEL TIMES

Each alternative will be assessed for how well they provide connectivity and influence travel times through the
facility. Even minor increases in travel length can significantly reduce the functionality of a pedestrian/bicycle
facility. Alternatives that provide direct and intuitive connections help improve the overall user experience.

EASE OF STAKEHOLDER APPROVAL

Each alternative will be assessed for its relative ease of project stakeholder approval. Key stakeholders
include: City leadership, ST, WSDOT, adjacent property owners (e.g. churches), permitting agencies,
community groups and the general public.

RIGHT-OF-WAY

Each alternative will be assessed for its impact on both ROW costs and ease of acquisition. This includes all
necessary temporary or permanent easements and fee takes. Particular attention will be given to how ROW
acquisition may affect overall project schedule.

OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE

Each alternative will be assessed for the potential future maintenance and operations costs. For the purposes
of this evaluation, this will be a qualitative assessment based on past, similar project experience.

AESTHETICS

Because pedestrians and bicyclists interact with bridge and trail facilities at a much more intimate level, project
aesthetics go a long way in defining the user experience. Each alternative will be assessed for its aesthetic
value.

PROJECT COSTS

Project costs are often the single largest driving factor for any public works project. Preliminary project costs,
including construction and soft costs, have been developed for each alternative. The following cost
assumptions have been made for all alternatives considered:

e Contingency = 40% of construction cost including mobilization
e Engineering Design = 25% of construction cost including contingency
e Construction Management & Administration = 25% of construction cost including contingency

e ROW costs include temporary construction easements (TCE) and administration
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Each design alternative will be qualitatively evaluated and rated against one another using the following
system: Very Favorable, Favorable, Neutral, Unfavorable and Very Unfavorable.

10. Bridge and Trail Alternatives Overview

A collaborative approach was taken in the development of aesthetic themes and selection of the various
components of the project. The City and the design team worked closely together to establish and enhance the
City’s vision for the bridge and trail connections. At key decision points in the project development, workshops
were conducted to discuss trail and bridge alternatives. The workshops included key design team members
and City staff from a wide range of departments. These workshops provided a forum for the design team to
present information regarding trail alignments, structural forms, project constraints, etc. The City then
determined whether these bridge and trail concepts fit within the City’s vision for the project and provided
direction for next step. Meeting notes from these workshops are included in Appendix 5.

During development of the design alternatives it became evident that the project could be naturally divided into
three distinct sections: west side trail alignments, the bridge main span, and the east side landings. The limits
of these sections are shown schematically in Figure 10-1 below. Each alternative from each section can be
combined interchangeably with the others to form a complete project.

FEAST SIDE || 1.
LANDINGS /!

3 s 2 _ .
: .-5 l'.. :WEST SIDE TRAIL ALIGNMENTS

SHORELINE UNITARIAN . PHUPP

| PRESBYTERIAN ! :
UNIVERSALIST CHUACH W chuRciior statmie |

Figure 10-1: Trail and Bridge Segment Overview
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11. West Side Trail Alignments

The following section describes the trail alignment alternatives for the west side trail. The section of trail
connects users from 1st Ave NE to where the bridge takes off across |-5.

INITIAL ALIGNMENT ALTERNATIVES SCREENING

As mentioned in Section 4, the feasible location for the main-span bridge crossing is heavily constrained by
clearance requirements resulting in a limited area in which the structure can be located. Using this as the
starting point for the west side trail, three general alignments were considered and screened for their feasibility.

These alignments are described below and are also shown schematically in Figure 11-1.

e Northern alignment: The trail alignment begins at the bridge landing and proceeds north along the
eastern edge of the Church of Christ parcel. Once it reaches the northern property line of this parcel, it
heads west and makes a connection with 1st Ave NE near the intersection of N 149th Street.

¢ Southern Alignment: The trail alignment begins at the bridge landing and proceeds south along the
eastern edge of the Philippi parcel where it makes a connection with N 147th Street. The trail then
proceeds west along N 147th Street until it reaches 1st Ave NE.

« Central Alignment: The trail alignment begins at the bridge landing and proceeds due west between the
Church of Christ, Unitarian and Philippi parcels where it makes a connection with 1st Ave NE near the
intersection of N 148th Street.
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Figure 11-1: Initial Alignment Screening Options

An initial screening evaluation of these alignments was made with the intent identifying any fatal-flaws such
that they can be eliminated from a more detailed evaluation. This screening evaluation is described below.

Northern Alignment
The primary challenges and concerns with this trail alignment are as follows:

User Safety and Security: One of the primary pieces of feedback from the Church of Christ was that they
would like to see a fence installed between their property and the trail. Additionally, a fence and/or railing
would likely be required between the trail and WSDOT ROW. Combined with the existing fence that
separates the Church of Christ parcel and the Aegis Living Facility, the entirety of the trail would be
enclosed on all sides by fencing and/or railing. This would result in a confined experience for trail users
and represents a safety concern as it limits egress opportunities.

Connectivity and Travel Times: The traveled distance between where the bridge lands and where the
trail connects with 1st Ave NE is approximately 700 feet long. This is approximately 550 feet longer than
the central trail alignment. This extra distance increases user travel times and provides a less direct
connection when compared to the central alignment.

Ease of Stakeholder Approval: Because the trail makes a less direct connection to the bridge, it is likely
that users coming from points south and east of N148th will trespass across the Unitarian and Philippi
parcels in order to shorten their travel time. This concern was expressed by Church of Christ, Unitarian
and Philippi representatives during project briefings.
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o Ease of Stakeholder Approval: As shown in Figure 2-15, Thornton Creek enters two, 6-foot diameter
culverts just north of the cell phone tower adjacent to the shoulder of southbound I-5. The width of the
stream buffer for this above ground portion increases to 75-feet. Any trail improvements in this buffer
would need to be mitigated accordingly. Additionally, any changes to the hydrology of the creek as a
result of the project would need to be mitigated which would be costly and difficult to permit.

Because of these challenges and concerns, the Northern Alignment was eliminated from further consideration
and evaluation.

Southern Alignment
The primary challenges and concerns with this trail alignment are as follows:

o Project Costs: Immediately east of the existing church building on the Philippi parcel, the grade slopes
steeply toward the freeway. In order to tie-in to the bridge, the trail would need to be elevated on-grade
or on structure along this slope. The further east the trail is located, the higher the trail would need to be
elevated when compared to the existing grade which increases project costs. Alternatively, the trail could
be placed immediately adjacent to the existing building where the grades are more favorable, however,
this would divide the parcel thereby rendering the eastern remnant unusable. This remnant parcel would
need to be purchased by the City which would increase project costs without providing significant
benefit.

e Connectivity and Travel Times: The traveled distance between where the bridge lands and where the
trail connects with 1st Ave NE is approximately 1000 feet long. This is approximately 750 feet longer
than the central trail alignment and 300 feet longer than the northern alignment. This extra distance
increases user travel times and provides a less direct connection when compared to the central
alignment.

e Ease of Stakeholder Approval: Because the trail makes a less direct connection to the bridge, it is likely
that users coming from points south and east of N148th will trespass across the Unitarian and Philippi
parcels in order to shorten their travel time. This concern was expressed by Church of Christ, Unitarian
and Philippi representatives during project briefings.

Because of these challenges and concerns, the Southern Alignment was eliminated from further consideration
and evaluation.

Central Alignment
The primary challenges and concerns with this trail alignment are as follows:

e Ease of Stakeholder Approval: The trail could impact parking on both the Unitarian and Philippi parcels.
Based on feedback received from both these property owners, parking is already at a premium and any
lost parking spaces as a result of this project would need to be replaced in-kind.

e Project Costs: The existing utility easement along the southern edge of the Church of Christ parcel likely
contains buried power and fiber optic infrastructure that feeds the cell phone tower at the southeast
corner of the parcel. These utilities may need to be relocated to allow for construction of the trail.

While these challenges will need to be carefully considered during design, they are not considered
insurmountable. The Central Alignment was selected for further evaluation and all west side trail options follow
this general layout.

WEST SIDE TRAIL ALIGNMENT OPTIONS
Three west side trail alignment options were evaluated as part of the TS&L process and are described below.
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Option 1 — Minimal Build-Out
Figure 11-2 and Figure 11-3 show the plan-view layout and typical section for this option.
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Figure 11-2: Option 1 — Minimal Build-Out Plan View
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Figure 11-3: Option 1 — Minimal Build-Out Typical Section

In this option, pedestrians and bicyclists make the connection from 1st Ave NE to the bridge via two, separate
facilities. Pedestrians would utilize an 8-foot wide concrete pathway that is immediately south of the property
line between the Church of Christ and the Unitarian and Philippi parcels. Bicycle users make the connection to
the bridge via the existing parking lot drive-aisle. Both user groups would be rejoined at the bridge landing at
the northeast corner of the Philippi parcel.
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This option is identified as the minimal build-out as it would provide a functional connection from 1st Ave NE to
the bridge while minimizing impacts to the surrounding properties. It is recommended that the City acquire
property rights (i.e. easement or fee purchase) for a future, full trail build-out. With these rights, the City could
build the trail at a later date or obligate any future developers to construct a more formal connection at that
time. This arrangement could provide flexibility for this developer to integrate the trail into their deéigns while
simultaneously reducing construction costs for the City.

Option 1 — Minimal Build-Out Evaluation

User Safety and Security: Very Unfavorable

With this alternative, bicycle users share the parking lot drive aisle on both the Philippi and Unitarian parcels.
This increases the risk of conflict between vehicles and bicyclists. Bicyclists may instead choose to use the 8-
foot wide sidewalk as a means of avoiding the parking lot which increases the risk of conflict between
pedestrians and bicyclists. The two potential sources of conflict increases the liability of the City and for the
church parcel owners.

Connectivity and Travel Times: Unfavorable

With this alternative, bicycle and pedestrian users are separated into two facilities. This may increase
confusion which detracts from the sense of connectivity to the main span of the bridge. Additionally, bicycle
users may elect to use the sidewalk in lieu of using the shared drive aisle. Because the sidewalk is narrower
than a combined multi-use trail, bicyclists would be forced to slow down to navigate amongst the pedestrian
users. Pedestrians may also slowdown in order to avoid cyclists. This would likely decrease travel times for
both user groups.

Ease of Stakeholder Approval: Very Unfavorable

As mentioned previously, having the bicyclists share the parking lot drive aisle increases the risk of conflict
between vehicles and the bicycle users. This concern was expressed by representatives of both the Philippi
and Unitarian church properties during project briefings. The representatives were concerned about the safety
and liability of their parishioners and may not be willing to accept this risk. One advantage of this option is that
permanent parking impacts are eliminated. This benefit is considerably outweighed by the risks mentioned
above.

Additionally, an access easement for the use of the drive aisle will be required which further encumbers the
Philippi parcel. See the ROW evaluation below for further discussion.

ROW Considerations: Very Unfavorable

With this alternative, two separate easements are required. The first easement is for the future, full build-out of
the trail and would be approximately centered on the proposed pedestrian sidewalk. This easement would
allow for parking within the existing spaces on both the Unitarian and Philippi parcels that were preserved.
Parking for both the Unitarian and Philippi parcels would be allowed within the trail easement. The second
easement would be an access easement through the parking lot drive aisles on both the Philippi and Unitarian
parcels. This access easement could affect the valuation of both parcels as the properties would have limited
use with this type of easement. Additionally, the purchase of these two easements is the highest ROW costs
for all alternatives. See the cost evaluation below for further details.

Below is a summary. of the estimated ROW needs for this alternative for each affected parcel:

e Church of Christ Parcel: 2,742 square feet of trail easement
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* Unitarian Church Parcel: 6,223 square feet of trail easement, 7,379 square feet of access easement
e Philippi Parcel: 6,595 square feet of trail easement, 4,731 square feet of access easement

The ROW needs above do not include temporary construction easements. These have been estimated and
included in the project costs which are provided below and in Appendix 4.

Operations and Maintenance: Favorable

With this alternative, a smaller facility is constructed as part of this project. This reduces operations and
maintenance costs when compared to the other alternatives.

Aesthetics: Unfavorable

By its very nature, this alternative is not a fully-realized trail connection to the pedestrian bridge and may be
seen as an interim build-out. This may detract from the user experience when compared to the other
alternatives.

Project Costs: Favorable

The estimated project costs for this alternative are:
» Construction Costs = $582,000
e Contingency = $233,000
e Design, Construction Management (CM) = $367,000
e ROW Costs = $1.88M
» Total Costs (incl. contingency, design, CM) = $3.06M
This is the lowest cost alternative. See Section 14 for a more detailed breakdown including all soft costs.

Option 2 - Full Build-Out South
Figure 11-4 and Figure 11-5 show the plan-view layout and typical section for this option.
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Figure 11-5: Option 2 — Full Build-Out South Typical Section

In this option, pedestrian users and bicyclists make the connection from 1st Ave NE to the bridge via a shared-
use path. The northern edge of the path is essentially aligned with the property line between the Unitarian,
Philippi and Church of Christ parcels. The increased width of the trail and associated planted buffer eliminates
approximately 32 parking spaces on the Unitarian parcel and 12 parking spaces on the Philippi parcel. In order
to mitigate for this lost parking, a parking lot would need to be constructed on the eastern portion of the Philippi
parcel.
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Option 2 — Full Build-Out South Evaluation

User Safety and Security: Favorable
With this alternative, bicyclists no longer share the drive aisle of the parking lot with vehicles but instead use
the multi-use path. The multi-use path is wide enough to accommodate both bicyclists and pedestrians.

Connectivity and Travel Times: Favorable
With this alternative, the connection to the bridge is more formalized and creates a stronger, more obvious
visual link when compared to Option 1. This enhances connectivity to the bridge and improves travel times.

Ease of Stakeholder Approval: Very Unfavorable

With this alternative, a significant number of parking spaces on both the Unitarian and Philippi parcels will be
lost. While the loss of these parking spaces is mitigated by construction of an additional parking lot to the east
of the Philippi church building, an easement between the Philippi and Unitarian property owners would need to
be negotiated which would grant the Unitarian property access and parking rights to the Philippi parcel. This
agreement may be difficult to reach. See ROW evaluation below for further discussion.

ROW Considerations: Very Unfavorable
It is recommended that the trail be purchased in fee rather than acquire an easement as the cost of the
easement would be close to or at fee value.

As mentioned above, the Unitarian and Philippi property owners would need to negotiate an agreement
between one another for the access and parking rights on the Philippi parcel. This is a 31 party agreement
which the City should not participate in and in which the City has no recourse should the two parties fail to
reach an agreement.

Additionally, the parking and access easement that would need to be granted to the Unitarian Church by the
Philippi would significantly encumber that parcel from future development. Initial feedback received from the
Philippi Church representatives indicated that they were interested in developing their parcel to take
advantage of the recent zoning changes. See the cost evaluation below for further details.

Below is a summary of the estimated I§OW needs for this alternative for each affected parcel:
e Church of Christ Parcel: 1,919 square feet of fee acquisition
» Unitarian Church Parcel: 6,154 square feet of fee acquisition
e Philippi Parcel: 6,301 square feet of fee acquisition

The ROW needs above do not include temporary construction easements. These have been estimated and
included in the project costs which are provided below and in Appendix 4.

Operations and Maintenance: Unfavorable
With this alternative, a larger facility is constructed as part of this project. This increases operations and
maintenance costs when compared to Option 1.

Aesthetics: Favorable

This alternative constructs a fully-realized trail connection to the bridge. This has more aesthetic appeal and
can be visually linked to the bridge design which adds to the user experience especially when compared to
Option 1.
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Project Costs: Very Unfavorable
The estimated project costs for this alternative are:

Construction Costs = $2.13M
« Contingency = $852,000
e Design, CM = $1.34M
e ROW Costs = $1.31M
e Total Costs = $5.63M
This is the highest cost alternative. See Section 14 for a more detailed breakdown including all soft costs.

Option 3 — Full Build-Out North
Figure 11-6 and Figure 11-7 show the plan-view layout and typical section for this option.

Figure 11-6: Option 3 — Full Build-Out North Plan View
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Figure 11-7: Option 3 — Full Build-Out North Typical Section

In this option, pedestrian users and bicyclists make the connection from 1st Ave NE to the bridge via a shared-
use path. This path has been shifted further to the north onto the Church of Christ parcel in order to eliminate
parking impacts on the Unitarian and Philippi parcels. Pushing the trail further to the north also provides an
opportunity to preserve some of the existing mature evergreen trees that are along the existing property line.

This option would likely require relocation of the underground utilities and the associated easement further
north such that it is located outside of the limits of the trail.

Option 3 - Full Build-Out North Evaluation

User Safety and Security: Favorable
With this alternative, bicyclists no longer share the drive aisle of the parking lot with vehicles but instead use
the multi-use path. The multi-use path is wide enough to accommodate both bicyclists and pedestrians.

Connectivity and Travel Times: Favorable
With this alternative, the connection to the bridge is more formalized and creates a stronger, more obvious
visual link when compared to Option 1. This enhances connectivity to the bridge and improves travel times.

Ease of Stakeholder Approval: Neutral
With this alternative, parking lot impacts are avoided by shifting the trail further to the north. This will likely be
seen as favorable by the Philippi and Unitarian parcel owners but may be seen as unfavorable by the Church

of Christ parcel owners.

Additionally, by locating the trail further to the north, the existing underground utility easement and the utilities
contained within would need to be relocated. This relocation may not be seen as favorable to either the Church
of Christ parcel owners and/or the cell phone tower owner.

These competing interests result in a neutral rating.
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ROW Considerations: Neutral

It is recommended that the trail be purchased in fee rather than acquire and easement as the cost of the
easement would be close to or at fee value. A utility easement on the Church of Christ parcel would need to be
purchased in order to relocate the utilities that serve the cell phone tower.

From a ROW cost perspective, this is the least-cost alternative. However, negotiating property rights from the
Church of Christ parcel may be challenging.

Below is a summary of the estimated ROW needs for this alternative for each affected parcel:
e Church of Christ Parcel: 8,113 square feet of fee acquisition
e Unitarian Church Parcel: 2,127 square feet of fee acquisition
e Philippi Parcel: 2,830 square feet of fee acquisition

The ROW needs above do not include temporary construction easements. These have been estimated and
included in the project costs which are provided below and in Appendix 4.

Operations and Maintenance: Unfavorable
With this alternative, a larger facility is constructed as part of this project. This increases operations and
maintenance costs when compared to Option 1.

Aesthetics: Favorable

This alternative constructs a fully-realized trail connection to the bridge. This has more aesthetic appeal and
can be visually linked to the bridge design which adds to the user experience especially when compared to
Option 1.

Project Costs: Neutral
The estimated project costs for this alternative are:

e Construction Costs = $1.20M
s Contingency = $481,000

¢ Design, CM = $758,000

e ROW Costs = $1.14M

o Total Costs = $3.58M

This is the second highest cost alternative. See Section 14 for a more detailed breakdown including all soft
costs.
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12. Main Span Bridge Concepts

STRUCTURE DIMENSIONS

Due to the vertical clearance constraints described in Section 4, the bridge structure depth measured from the
top of the bridge deck to the soffit of the structure is assumed to be 2-feet. Additionally, the horizontal
constraints also described in Section 4 require a clear span length that varies between 250 and 270-feet
depending on the east side landing selected (see Section 13). These two constraints are the primary drivers in
the selection of the superstructure types considered in this evaluation and discussed below. Figure 12-1 below
shows a potential main span bridge layout including foundation locations that meets the aforementioned
horizontal and vertical constraints.
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Figure 12-1: Typical Bridge Span Layout

The same typical section was assumed for each bridge alternative considered. The superstructure will carry a
16-foot wide path. When over WSDOT ROW, a 10-foot tall throw barrier will be included which will have an
integrated, 42-inch tall pedestrian railing. When outside the limits of WSDOT ROW, only the 42-inch tall
pedestrian railing will be included. Considerations for pathway lighting and a roof or canopy for each bridge
type are described below. The roof or canopy, in conjunction with the throw barrier, would help improve user
comfort by shielding the people from rain, wind gusts and water spray from the freeway below. The roof or
canopy is not included on any of the approach spans or ramps. Figure 12-2 below shows typical sections of
the main span which are applicable to all the structure types considered. More detailed bridge layouts and
sections are included in Appendix 2.
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Figure 12-2: Bridge Typical Section

N 148th Non-Motorized Bridge — City of Shoreline

9a-75 49



TIED ARCH

The Tied Arch concept offers the cleanest visual appearance of the designs, utilizing paired arches for the
entire span, suspending the deck with cable hangers. The simplicity of the form creates an iconic profile
against the sky when seen from |-5, and the slender cables contribute to the overall lightness of the bridge. If
the City opts for weather protection over the bridge deck, a potential tensile-fabric canopy is shown that is in
keeping with the visual lightness of the overall structure. Pedestrian lighting and the required throw barrier

would be integrated with this canopy. Figure 12-3 through Figure 12-6 show rendered views of the tied arch
bridge concept both with and without a canopy.
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Figure 12-3: Tied Arch with Canopy — View from Bridge Looking East

Figure 12-4: Tied Arch with Canopy — View from I-5 Looking North
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Figure 12-5: Tied Arch without Canopy — View from Bridge Looking East

Figure 12-6: Tied Arch without Canopy - View from I-5 Looking North
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Tied Arch Evaluation

User Safety and Security: Neutral
User safety and security is the same across all bridge types.

Connectivity and Travel Times: Neutral
Connectivity and travel time are the same across all bridge types.

Ease of Stakeholder Approval: Neutral
Ease of stakeholder approval is the same across all bridge types.

ROW Considerations: Neutral
Per Chapter 11 of the WSDOT ROW Manual, the City would need to acquire but would not need to pay for an
airspace lease across WSDOT ROW if the bridge is part of a Comprehensive Trail Plan adopted by the City.

ROW requirements are the same across all bridge types.

Operations and Maintenance: Favorable
In general, the tied arch bridge has fewer structural members when compared to the truss and the combined

arch. A commitment to periodic and ongoing steel painting regimen carries cost implications, but this structure
type offers the fewer members of the presented structure alternatives to maintain and repaint in the future.

Aesthetics: Favorable
Based on feedback from City staff and stakeholders, this bridge is generally seen as having the highest
aesthetic value.

Project Costs: Neutral
The estimated project costs for this alternative are:

e Construction Costs = $6.43M
e Contingency = $2.57M

e Design, CM = $4.05M

e ROW Costs = $0

e Total Costs = $13.05M

As all of the structure alternatives spring from the same generic family of structure configuration and type, the
cost differential between the structure alternatives as presented is very minor in relation to overall total project
cost. However, this is the least cost alternative for structure cost. See Section 14 for a more detailed
breakdown including all soft costs.

COMBINED ARCH

The Combined Arch concept contains elements of the tied arch, with a major arch over the freeway and but
with a secondary, smaller arch for the short span to grade on the west. Like the tied arch, this type would
present a graceful form when seen from the freeway, with the smaller arch providing additional visual interest.
The vertical hangers could be cable or steel sections, and the arches would be oriented vertically, not angled
together as in the tied arch. The canopy for this type could also be a simple plane suspended between the
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arches, with lighting and throw barrier integrated similar to the truss bridge. Figure 12-7 through Figure 12-10
show rendered views of the combined arch bridge concept both with and without a canopy.
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Flgure 12-7: Combined Arch with Canopy — View from Bridge Lookmg East

Figure 12-8: Combined Arch with Canopy — View from I-5 Looking North
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Figure 12-9: Combined Arch without Canopy — View from Bridge Looking East

Figure 12-10: Combined Arch without Canopy — View from I-5 Looking North
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Combined Arch Evaluation

User Safety and Security: Neutral
User safety and security is the same across all bridge types.

Connectivity and Travel Times: Neutral
Connectivity and travel time are the same across all bridge types.

Ease of Stakeholder Approval: Neutral
Ease of stakeholder approval is the same across all bridge types.

ROW Considerations: Neutral
Per Chapter 11 of the WSDOT ROW Manual, the City would need to acquire but would not need to pay for an
airspace lease across WSDOT ROW if the bridge is part of a Comprehensive Trail Plan adopted by the City.

ROW requirements are the same across all bridge types.

Operations and Maintenance: Unfavorable

In general, the combined arch has slightly more steel structural components when compared to the tied arch
with the increased mass of the combined arch structure width slightly overbalancing with the reduced mass of
the combined arch structure vertical profile. But the slight difference in exposed steel mass does not
substantially change the cost implications of the commitment to periodic and ongoing steel painting regimen
requirements for exposed steel structure.

Aesthetics: Neutral
Based on feedback from City staff and stakeholders, this bridge was generally seen as having the second

highest aesthetic value.

Project Costs: Neutral
The estimated project costs for this alternative are:

e Construction Costs = $6.91M
* Contingency = $2.76M

e Design, CM = $4.35M

» ROW Costs = $0

o Total Costs = $14.03M

As all of the structure alternatives spring from the same generic family of structure configuration and type, the
cost differential between the structure alternatives as presented is very minor in relation to overall total project
cost. However, this is the second least structure cost alternative, being slightly higher than for the tied arch
alternative, but fairly close in context of overall project cost. See Section 14 for a more detailed breakdown
including all soft costs.

TRUSS

The Truss configuration is the most straightforward and traditional of the structure types under consideration.
Harking back to highway and railroad bridges of the past, it creates a robust image on the skyline. The gently
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arched top chords of the trusses soften the utilitarian aspect that truss bridges can have and form a strong
counterpoint to the adjacent light rail station. If desired, the canopy on this bridge could be a simple planar
structure with recessed or pendant downlights. The throw barrier would be attached to the inside faces of the
trusses. Figure 12-11 through Figure 12-14 show rendered views of the truss bridge concept.

Figure 12-11: Truss with Canopy — View from Bridge Looking East

Figure 12-12: Truss with Canopy — View from I-5 Looking North
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Figure 12-14: Truss without Canopy - View from I-5 Looking North
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Truss Evaluation

User Safety and Security: Neutral
User safety and security is the same across all bridge types.

Connectivity and Travel Times: Neutral
Connectivity and travel time is the same across all bridge types.

Ease of Stakeholder Approval: Neutral
Ease of stakeholder approval is the same across all bridge types.

ROW Considerations: Neutral
Per Chapter 11 of the WSDOT ROW Manual, the City would need to acquire but would not need to pay for an
airspace lease across WSDOT ROW if the bridge is part of a Comprehensive Trail Plan adopted by the City.

ROW requirements are the same across all bridge types.

Operations and Maintenance: Unfavorable

In general, the truss has the highest number of structural steel components when compared to the tied arch
and combined arch bridge types. This increase of exposed steel mass for the truss bridge type is enough to
carry a more noticeable cost implication with the commitment to periodic and ongoing steel painting regimen
requirements for exposed steel structure.

Aesthetics: Unfavorable
Based on feedback from City staff and stakeholders, this bridge was generally seen as having the lowest
aesthetic value.

Project Costs: Unfavorable
The estimated project costs for this alternative are:

e Construction Costs = $7.72M
e Contingency = $3.09M

e Design, CM = $4.86M

e ROW Costs = $0

o Total Costs = $15.68M

As all of the structure alternatives spring from the same generic family of structure configuration and type, the
cost differential between the structure alternatives as presented is minor in relation to overall project cost.
However, this is the highest cost alternative, both for initial construction cost and for ongoing periodic life cycle
maintenance costs. See Section 14 for a more detailed breakdown including all soft costs.

CONSTRUCTION CONSIDERATIONS

Construction staging will be a significant challenge and will likely drive many of the design decisions and will
have substantial impacts on the project costs. Below is a summary of the primary construction constraints and
some methods that could be employed to help solve these issues.

KPFF Consulting Engineers

58 9a-84



West Side Construction Staging Areas

In order to construct the foundations and assemble the main span, a temporary staging area of considerable
size will need to be constructed. There are two potential areas on the west side of I-5 for a staging area that is
large enough to accommodate these construction activities.

As shown in Figure 12-15, the easternmost portion of the Church of Christ parcel is currently an open, grassy
field and an asphalt parking lot. This area could accommodate the staging required to construct the western
bridge pier and assemble the main span. Access to the staging area would be off of 1st Ave NE.
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Figure 12-15: Potential Bridge Construction Staging Area on Church of Christ Parcel

Challenges associated with using this location include:

* Grade Difference: The elevation of the Church of Christ parcel is approximately 15-20 feet higher than I-
5 in this area. This grade difference would make transportation of the assembled main span to the piers
on which it rests difficult. Temporary trestles and or ramps down to the freeway would need to be
constructed which would require significant clearing of trees and brush on the existing slope.

e Thornton Creek: Thornton Creek would be immediately adjacent to the staging area. Impacts to the
creek would need to be minimized and working around the creek could be a significant challenge as
temporary work platforms/trestles would need to be constructed to avoid impacting the creek.

N 148th Non-Motorized Bridge — C|ty of Shoreline

9a-85 59



e Property Owner Impacts: Assembly of the main span and construction of the bridge foundations will
require the use of large equipment which may cause disruptions to the owners of the Church of Christ
parcel. While efforts would be made to lessen these impacts, the owner may not grant the necessary
temporary easements on their property.

e Cell Phone Tower: The cell phone tower in the southeast corner of the parcel is a sizable obstruction that
would need to be worked around and protected. Finding suitable crane positions that don't interfere with
the tower could be difficult.

The second construction staging area that could be used to is shown in Figure 12-16. This area is just east of
the church building on the Philippi parcel and extends down to the off-ramp to NE 145th Street. The
topography in this area slopes down to the freeway and the hillside is heavily vegetated with brush and trees.
Access to this staging area would be from the I-5 off-ramp.
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Figure 12-16: Potential Bridge Construction Staging Area Adjacent to the Philippi Church Parcel
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Challenges associated with using this location include:

e Steep Slopes: In order to create a suitable work area, the staging area would need to be leveled.
Because of the slope, this would likely require the use of temporary walls and/or slopes. These elements
would need to be removed following construction and the area would need to be restored.

¢ Property Owner Impacts: Assembly of the main span and construction of the bridge foundations will
require the use of large equipment which may cause disruptions to the owners of the Philippi parcel and
other nearby homes. While efforts would be made to lessen these impacts, the Philippi parcel owners
may not grant the necessary temporary easements on their property.

Of the two west side staging areas identified, the one adjacent to the Philippi parcel and the NE 145th Street
off-ramp appears to be most promising based on the information available. Access from this area to bridge
location is advantageous as the bridge could be transported to the piers without having to navigate slopes or
the cell phone tower. Additionally, Thornton Creek in this area is located further east and is contained within
two culverts.

East Side Staging Areas

As shown in Figure 12-17, the eastern bridge pier is located between the shoulder of the northbound on-ramp
and the noise wall inmediately adjacent to the Shoreline South/145th Street Station. The staging area required
for the construction of this pier would need to be located west of the noise wall and would need to be a
minimum of 25-feet in width. The on-ramp would likely need to be temporarily relocated further west in order to
accommodate this staging area. It is likely that the majority of the construction of the eastern pier would be
night work.
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Figure 12-17: Potential Bridge East Side Construction Staging Area
Working Over I-5

The erection of the main span will have to occur during an extended closure window of 12-15 hours of both
directions of -5 including both on and off ramps at NE 145th Street. The closure would likely occur during a
weekend night. Potential detour routes for northbound and southbound I-5 are shown in Figure 12-18.
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Figure 12-18: Potential I-5 Detour Routes During Full Closure

During the closure, the assembled main span could be transported from the staging area to the bridge piers
using self-propelled modular transporters (SPMTs) and lifted into place using hydraulic cranes. SPMTs utilize a
set of connected, hydraulically driven wheeled axles which can carry significant loads by utilizing multiple axles
to help spread the weight of the structure over a wide area. This transportation technique was recently utilized
on a similar pedestrian bridge project for the City of Everett where a 250-foot long truss was transported
across several lines of railroad tracks. In order to transport the structure into place, the median barrier that
separates northbound and southbound I-5 would need to be temporarily removed and then restored prior to re-
opening the freeway. A schematic construction sequence for the main span is shown

Evening lane closures of I-5 would also be required during certain main span construction like bridge deck
concrete pours and other high risk operations.
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13. East Side Landing Alternatives

The primary constraint that drove the design development of the east side landings was maintaining a balance
between providing ADA compliant ramp slopes and maximizing the vertical clearance to the aerial guideway
structure above. The three options described below all present trade-offs between these competing project
requirements.

Additionally, these landing designs need to integrate the Trail-Along-the-Rail (TAR) project which is currently
being constructed by Sound Transit as part of the Lynnwood Link Project. The TAR is a multi-use trail that runs
parallel to the light rail tracks and will connect the Shoreline South/145th Street Station to NE 155" Street.
Future phases of the TAR will extend this trail to points north and south.

The typical trail section shown below would be used for all east side landing alternatives.
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Figure 13-1: Typical Trail Section for East Side Landing

OPTION A: A-FRAME RAMP

In this option, the main span of the pedestrian bridge is located essentially equidistant between the two sets of
columns and crossbeams that support the light rail structure above. Trail users would pass below the light rail
structure with a minimum vertical clearance of 8.0 feet. Users then arrive at a landing where they reach their
first decision point. Users headed to the light rail station would proceed down a ramp and arrive at the station
plaza. Walking users who wish to make a connection to the cul-de-sac at N 149th Street or the TAR would
have the option to take a set of stairs. ADA users who wish to make a connection to the TAR or N 148th Street
would take the ramp down to the station plaza and then proceed north.

In order to minimize potential impacts to the light rail columns and crossbeams lightweight fill and column silos
may be required.
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Figure 13-2 and Figure 13-3 below show a plan view and profile of this landing option.
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Figure 13-3 : Option A — East Side Landing Profile
Option A - East Landing Evaluation:

User Safety and Security: Neutral

This alternative provides a direct connection to the Shoreline South/145t" Street Station but a less direct
connection between the bridge and the TAR. Less circuitous pathways are often perceived by the user as
being more secure. These two offsetting attributes result in a neutral rating.
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Connectivity and Travel Times: Neutral
This alternative provides a direct connection to the Shoreline South/145t" Street Station but a less direct
connection between the bridge and the TAR. These two offsetting attributes result in a neutral rating.

Ease of Stakeholder Approval: Unfavorable

This alternative provides the least vertical clearance between the trail surface to the overhead light rail
structure, which is less desirable from a user experience perspective. This will require a deviation from the
City's adopted standards. This may also be seen as unfavorable to ST with regard to the safety and security of
their aerial guideway structure.

ROW Considerations: Neutral
As mentioned previously, the City will own the underlying property in the landing area with a transit way
easement to ST. ROW requirements are the same across all landing types

Operations and Maintenance: Neutral
This alternative has the second most lineal feet of pathway when compared to the other alternatives.

Maintenance and operation costs are assumed to be a function of pathway length.

Aesthetics: Neutral
All east landing alternatives have similar aesthetic value.

Project Costs: Favorable
The estimated project costs for this alternative are:

e Construction Costs = $1.81M
e Contingency = $726,000
e Design, CM = $1.14M
e ROW Costs = $0
e Total Costs = $3.68M
This is the least cost alternative. See Section 14 for a more detailed breakdown including all soft costs.

OPTION B: SWITCHBACK RAMP

In this option, the main span of the pedestrian bridge lands further to the south. In order to increase the vertical
clearance, the trail turns 90 degrees and slopes down to the north prior to turning to the east where it crosses
under the light rail track structure. The minimum vertical clearance from the path to the overhead structure is
9.3 feet. Similar to Option A, users headed to the light rail station would proceed down a ramp and arrive at the
station plaza. Walking users who wish to make a connection to the cul-de-sac at N 148th Street or the TAR
could take a set of stairs which are located midway down the ramp. ADA users who wish to make a connection
to the TAR or N 149th Street would take the ramp down to the station plaza and then proceed north.

Similar to Option 1, lightweight fill and column silos may be required in order to minimize impacts to the light
rail structures.

Figure 13-4 and Figure 13-5 below show a plan view and profile of this landing option.
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Figure 13-4: Option B — East Side Landing Plan View
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Figure 13-5: Option B — East Side Landing Profile
Option B — East Landing Evaluation:

User Safety and Security: Unfavorable
This alternative provides the least direct connection to the Shoreline South/145' Street Station of all

alternatives considered. Similar to Option A, the connection between the TAR and the bridge is less direct.
Less circuitous pathways are often perceived by the user as being more secure.

Connectivity and Travel Times: Unfavorable
This alternative provides the most circuitous connection between the bridge, TAR and the Shoreline
South/145th Street station. This reduces connectivity and increases travel times for all users.

Ease of Stakeholder Approval: Unfavorable
This alternative provides the greatest vertical clearance between the trail surface to the overhead light rail

structure. This will still require a deviation from the City's adopted standards but is the closest of all alternatives
considered to achieving the code requirement. Higher vertical clearance may also be seen as favorable to ST.

However, this alternative has significantly more structure within the 84-foot and 94-foot WSDOT FCL. This may
be seen by WSDOT as an obstacle to future amenity improvements. WSDOT is a key stakeholder and project
success depends on their approval.

ROW Considerations: Neutral
As mentioned previously, the City will own the underlying property in the landing area with a transit way
easement to ST. ROW requirements are the same across all landing types

Operations and Maintenance: Unfavorable
This alternative has the most lineal feet of pathway when compared to the other alternatives. Maintenance and

operation costs are assumed to be a function of pathway length. Additionally, this alternative has the highest
structure length which also increases future maintenance and operation costs.

Aesthetics: Neutral
All east landing alternatives have similar aesthetic value.

Project Costs: Unfavorable
The estimated project costs for this alternative are:

e Construction Costs = $2.31M
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e Contingency = $923,000
e Design, CM = $1.45M
» ROW Costs = $0
o Total Costs = $4.69M
This is the highest cost alternative. See Section 14 for a more detailed breakdown including all soft costs.

OPTION C: DIRECT RAMP

In this option, the main span of the pedestrian bridge lands further to the south and crosses under the light rail
structure with a minimum vertical clearance from the trail to the overhead structure of 8.8 feet. This option
varies from Options A & B in that the TAR slopes up to make a direct connection to the trail coming off of the
pedestrian bridge. Pedestrian bridge users can choose to head north along the TAR and make a connection to
N 149th Street via a spur trail or head south to the station.

Similar to other options, lightweight fill and column silos may be required in order to minimize impacts to the
light rail structures.

Figure 13-6 and Figure 13-7 below show a plan view and profile of this landing option.
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Figure 13-6: Option C — East Side Landing Plan View
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Figure 13-7 : Option C — East Side Landing Profile

Option C - East Landing Evaluation:

User Safety and Security: Favorable
This alternative provides the most direct connection between the bridge, TAR and the Shoreline South/145"

Street Station of all alternatives considered. More direct connections are often perceived by users as being
safer.

Connectivity and Travel Times: Favorable
This alternative provides the most direct connection between the bridge, TAR and the Shoreline South/145%

Street Station. This increases connectivity and decreases travel times for all users.

Ease of Stakeholder Approval: Neutral

This alternative provides the second highest vertical clearance between the trail surface to the overhead light
rail structure. This will require a deviation from the City’s adopted standards. The vertical clearance may be
seen as less desirable to ST.

ROW Considerations: Neutral
As mentioned previously, the City will own the underlying property in the landing area with a transit way
easement to ST. ROW requirements are the same across all landing types

Operations and Maintenance: Favorable
This alternative has the smallest lineal feet of pathway when compared to the other alternatives. Maintenance

and operation costs are assumed to be a function of pathway length.

Aesthetics: Neutral
All east landing alternatives have similar aesthetic value.

Project Costs: Neutral
The estimated project costs for this alternative are:

e Construction Costs = $1.93M
¢ Contingency = $770,000

e Design, CM = $1.21M
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e ROW Costs = $0
e Total Costs = $3.91M

This is the second highest cost alternative. See Section 14 for a more detailed breakdown including all soft
costs.

EAST LANDING FUTURE VISIONS

In early 2018, the City completed a pre-design study for the 3rd Avenue NE Woonerf Project. As shown in
Figure 13-8. This design incorporates a “shared” or “living” street which will connect NE 149th Street to NE
151st Street and interface directly with the east bridge landing.
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Figure 13-8: 3" Avenue Woonerf Concept Plan View

While the 3rd Avenue NE Woonerf Project has not advanced beyond the conceptual design phase, the
pedestrian bridge and eastern landing design must not preclude the development of this future vision for this
area.

Figure 13-9 through Figure 13-11 shows how the east landing options could be modified to include a plaza
space and public gathering area similar to what is shown in the woonerf concept. While these elements will not
likely become a part of this project, estimated construction costs for these upgrades have been included in
Appendix 4 for planning purposes.
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14. Cost Summary

This section provides a summary of the estimated project costs for all west trail alignments, bridge and east
side landing alternatives. As mentioned previously, these alternatives can be combined interchangeably to
form a complete project. Appendix 4 provides a detailed cost and quantity breakdown for all alternatives
considered including all assumptions.
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WEST SIDE TRAIL ALIGNMENTS ESTIMATED COSTS

Table 14-1 below provides a summary of the estimated project costs for the West Side Trail alignment
alternatives.

Table 14-1: West Side Trail Alignment Alternatives Estimated Costs

West Trail Alignments

Option 1 - Minimal Option 2 - Full Option 3 - Full
Build-Out Build-Out South Build-Out North

Construction Costs (incl.

Mobilization) $582,481 $2,131,023 $1,203,208
Contingency (40% of Const. Cost) $232,992 $852,409 $481,283
Engineering Design (20% of $163.005 $596,687 s355.a08

Const. Cost + Contingency)

Construction Management &
Administration (25% of Const. $203,868 $745,858 $421,123
Cost + Contingency)

ROW Costs (Including TCE &

Administration) $1,878,285 $1,307,235 $1,140,975

Total Cost $3,060,730 $5,633,220 $3,583,490

BRIDGE MAIN SPAN ESTIMATED COSTS
Table 14-2 below provides a summary of the estimated project costs for the Bridge Main Span alternatives.

Table 14-2: Bridge Main Span Alternatives Estimated Costs

Bridge Main Span

Tied Arch Combined Arch Truss

(without Canopy) {(without Canopy) (without Canopy)
Construction Costs (incl.
Mobilization) $6,428,620 $6,910,420 $7,721,835
Contingency (40% of Const. Cost) $2,571,448 $2,764,168 $3,088,734
Engineering Design (20% of
Const. Cost + Contingency) $1,800,014 $1,934,918 $2,162,114
Construction Management &
Administration (25% of Const. $2,250,017 $2,418,647 $2,702,642
Cost + Contingency)
ROW Costs (Including TCE & } } )
Administration)
Total Cost $13,050,100 $14,028,160 $15,675,330
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EAST SIDE LANDINGS ESTIMATED COSTS
Table 14-3 below provides a summary of the estimated project costs for the East Side Landing alternatives.

Table 14-3: East Side Landing Alternatives Estimated Costs

East Side Landing

Option A Option B Option C
Construction Costs $1,814,549 $2,308,136 $1,925,743
Contingency (40% of Const. Cost) $725,820 $923,254 $770,297
Engineering Design (20% of $508,074 $646,278 $539,208

Const. Cost + Contingency)

Construction Management &
Administration (25% of Const. $635,092 $807,847 $674,010
Cost + Contingency)
ROW Costs (Including TCE & ) _
Administration)

Total Cost $3,683,540 $4,259,559 $3,909,260
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SUMMARY OF ESTIMATED COSTS

Table 14-4, below, provides a summary of the estimated project costs. For this table, the components of the
total project cost were adjusted to account for the year in which each cost is expected to occur. The
assumptions for this calculation are documented below.

e Construction, Contingency, Construction Management & Administration in 2024, escalated 4% each
year from 2020

e Engineering Design in 2023, escalated 4% each year from 2020
e ROW Costs in 2022, escalated 6% each year from 2020

The table provides the estimated project cost for each of the 27 possible combinations of West Side Trall
Alignments, Bridge Main Spans, and East Side Landings. For example, the estimated costs for West Side
Option 1, Tied Arch Main Span, and East Side Option Ais $22,958,530.

Table 14-4: Summary of Estimated Costs

East Side Landing

West Side Trail Alignment Bridge Main Span Option A Option B Option C
Option 1 - Minimum Build-Out Tied Arch S 22,958,530 | § 24,124,490 | $ 23,221,190
Combination Arch | S 24,096,650 | $ 25,262,610 | S 24,359,310
S 3,486,390
Truss S 26,013,380 | § 27,179,340 | $ 26,276,040
Option 2 - Full Build-Out South Tied Arch S 25,974,890 | S 27,140,850 | $ 26,237,550
Combination Arch | § 27,113,010 | § 28,278,970 | S 27,375,670
S 6,502,750
Truss S 29,029,740 | $ 30,195,700 | S 29,292,400
Option 3 - Full Build-Out North Tied Arch S 23,596,380 | § 24,762,340 | § 23,859,040
Combination Arch 24,734,500 25,900,460 24,997,160
$ 4,124,240 ombination Arc S S S
Truss S 26,651,230 | § 27,817,190 | § 26,913,890

15. Project Open House

As part of the larger public outreach effort, the City of Shoreline hosted an online open house between April 10
and May 1, 2020, to share information and gather input on the design of the bridge and how it connects to the
neighborhoods on the east and west sides of I-5. A companion in-person open house had been planned,
however, due to mandated social distancing associated with the COVID-19 pandemic, this event had to be
cancelled. As a substitute for the in-person open house, the City hosted a one hour webinar which included a
20 minute presentation followed by a live question and answer (Q&A) session. A recording of the webinar and
the Q&A responses were subsequently made available on the project website. The online open house served
as the main avenue by which feedback from the general public was gathered.

When visiting the online open house participants could:

e Learn more about the project need, benefits, and schedule.
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* Review the options being considered for each design element and provide feedback on those options.
e Share how they plan to use the bridge and what criteria is most important to them.

e Share demographic information to help determine the effectiveness of the City’s outreach.

o Sign up for email updates about this project and others in the N 145th Street corridor

The City used multiple methods to reach audiences and promote the online open house. A postcard
advertising the online open house and the webinar was sent to 4,195 addresses in the project area.
Information about the online open house was also posted on the project webpage and on social media, and
the project team sent emails to project partners, neighborhood organizations, and immediate project
stakeholders.

Between April 10 and May 1, 529 individuals visited the online open house. There were 165 survey
respondents, who provided:

» 125 responses to bridge structure questions

s 87 responses to the east bridge landing questions

e 113 responses to the west trail connection questions

e 98 responses to evaluation criteria questions

e 110 responses to bridge use and demographic questions

* 33 open-ended comments in response to the question “Is there anything else you would like to share
about the N 148th St Non-Motorized Bridge Project?”

The following tables summarize the quantitative data from the survey regarding preference for the west trail
connection, the main span bridge and the east landing alternatives. All questions were optional. Not all
respondents answered every question. The online open house content and a more comprehensive summary
of the responses is included in Appendix 6 of this report.

Table 15-1: Responses to West Trail Connection Preference

QUESTION: WHICH WEST TRAIL CONNECTION DO YOU

PREFER?
Answers Percentage Tally
Option 2: Full Build-Out 57% 57
Option 3: Minimal Build-Out 43% 43
Total 100% 100
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Table 15-2: Responses to Bridge Option Preference

QUESTION: WHICH BRIDGE OPTION DO YOU PREFER?

Answers Percentage Tally
Option 2: Tied Arch Bridge 57% 63
Option 3: Truss Bridge 26% 28
Option 1: Combined Arch Bridge 17% 19
Total 100% 110

Table 15-3: Responses to East Bridge Landing Option Preference

QUESTION: WHICH EAST BRIDGE LANDING DO YOU

PREFER?
Answers Percentage Tally
Option 3: Direct Ramp 94% 77
Option 2; Switchback Ramp 5% 4
Option 1: A-Frame Ramp 1% 1
Total 100% 82

16. Alternatives Evaluation and Recommendations

Each trail, bridge, and landing alternative was qualitatively evaluated and compared to one another in the
previous sections of this report. These comparisons are consolidated and visually represented in three
evaluation criteria matrices (ECM). The purpose of each ECM is to help facilitate the decision making process
with the goal of selecting the preferred alternative.

WEST SIDE TRAIL ALIGNMENT EVALUATION CRITERIA MATRIX
Figure 16-1 below shows the ECM for the West Side Trail Alignments studied.
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Evaluation Criteria Matrix - West Side Trail Alignment Options

Option 1 - Minimal Bulld-Qut

Option 2 North - Full Bulld-Out

Option 2 South - Full Bulid-Out

Operations and Maintenance

s saety and Securty 2 =

— ¥

[— ¥ ¥ ¥ ¥ ]

—— -y $ & ]
¥

=

Project Costs

*

Ty

KEY

Very Favorable

Favorable

- Neutral
‘ Unfavorable
“ Very Unfavorable

Figure 16-1: ECM for the West Side Trail Alignment Alternatives

BRIDGE MAIN SPAN EVALUATION CRITERIA MATRIX
Figure 16-2 below shows the ECM for the Bridge Main Span options studied.

Evaluation Criteria Matrix - Bridge Main Span Options
Tied Arch Bridge Combined Arch Bridge Truss Bridge
User Safety and Security . - -
C & Travel Times - - -
IEnsa of Stakeholder Approvel - - -
ROW Considerations - - -
Op and B ' ‘
N— ] ¥

Figure 16-2: ECM for the Bridge Main Span Options

EAST SIDE LANDINGS EVALUATION CRITERIA MATRIX

Figure 16-3 below shows the ECM for the East Side Landings alternatives studied.

KEY
Very Favorable

i p Favorable

- Neutral
’ Unfavorable

“ Very Unfavorable
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Evaluation Criteria Matrix - East Side Landing Options

Option A Optlon B Option €

User Safety and Security KEY

Cannectlvity & Travel Times Very Favorable

|€ase of stakehalder Appraval Favorable

- Neutral
‘ Unfavorable
“ Very Unfavorable

ROW Considerations

Operations and Maintenance

[Aesthetics

LR

Praject Costs

¢ Helleae
Bl BN

Figure 16-3: ECM for the East Side Landings Alternatives

WEST SIDE TRAIL ALIGNMENT RECOMMENDATIONS

Three west side trail alignment alternatives are presented in this report. Each alternative provides the
necessary connection from 1%t Avenue NE to the main bridge span. Each of these alternatives have benefits
and trade-offs especially with regard to ease of stakeholder approval, right-of-way, user safety and security
and project costs.

Based on the results of this TS&L evaluation and input from the general public through the online open house,
Option 3 — Full Build-out North is the recommended preferred alternative for the west side trail alignment. This
option best meets the established project criteria and received the most favorable feedback from the public.

BRIDGE MAIN SPAN RECOMMENDATIONS

Three main span bridge alternatives are presented in this report. These bridges meet the project design
requirements, but differ primarily in their costs, aesthetic value and maintenance requirements.

Based on the results of this TS&L evaluation and input from the general public through the online open house,
the tied-arch bridge is the recommended preferred alternative for the main span structure. While ali bridges
met the design criteria and were comparable in their cost, the tied-arch span received the most favorable
feedback from the public.

EAST SIDE LANDING RECOMMENDATIONS

Three east side landing alternatives are presented in this report. These landings provide a connection from the
bridge to the Shoreline South/145" Street Station, the trail-along-the-rail and the surrounding neighborhood.

These alternatives vary primarily in their connectivity, vertical clearance to the overhead light rail structure and
costs.

Based on the results of this TS&L evaluation and input from the general public through the online open house,
Option 3 — Direct Ramp is the recommended preferred alternative for the east side landing. This option best
meets the established project criteria and received the most favorable feedback from the public.
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Appendix 1

West Side Trail Connection

Option 1 - Minimal Build-Out
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Appendix 1

West Side Trail Connection

Option 2 - Full Build-Out South
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Appendix 1

West Side Trail Connection

Option 3 - Full Build-Out North
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Appendix 1

West Side Trail Connection

West Side Trail Sections
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Appendix 2

Main Span Bridge
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Appendix 2
Main Span Bridge

Tied Arch Concept
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View from Trail, Looking East

N 148th Non-Motorized Bridge, Main Span
Tied Arch, with Canopy
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Appendix 2
Main Span Bridge

Combination Arch Concept
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N 148th Non-Motorized Bridge, Main Span

Combination Arch, without Canopy
View from Trail, Looking East
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N 148th Non-Motorized Bridge, Main Span

Combination Arch, with Canopy
View from Trail, Looking East
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Appendix 2
Main Span Bridge

Truss Concept

N 148th Non-Motorized Bridge - City of Shoreline
TS&L Report
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N 148th Non-Motorized Bridge, Main Span

Truss, with Canopy
View from Interstate 5, Looking North
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Appendix 2
Main Span Bridge

Preliminary Engineering Plans

N 148th Non-Motorized Bridge - City of Shoreline
TS&L Report
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Appendix 3

East Side Bridge Landing

N 148th Non-Motorized Bridge — City of Shoreline
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Appendix 3

East Side Bridge Landing

Option A

N 148th Non-Motorized Bridge - City of Shoreline
TS&L Report
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Appendix 3

East Side Bridge Landing

Option B

N 148th Non-Motorized Bridge - City of Shoreline
TS&L Report
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Appendix 3

East Side Bridge Landing

Option C

N 148th Non-Motorized Bridge - City of Shoreline
TS&L Report
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Appendix 3

East Side Bridge Landing

Bridge Landing Trail Section

N 148th Non-Motorized Bridge - City of Shoreline
TS&L Report
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Appendix 4

Project Cost

N 148th Non-Motorized Bridge — City of Shoreline
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Appendix 4

Project Cost

Project Cost Summary

N 148th Non-Motorized Bridge - City of Shoreline
TS&L Report
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Appendix 4

Project Cost

West Side Trail Connection Cost

N 148th Non-Motorized Bridge - City of Shoreline
TS&L Report
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N 148th Non-Motorlzed Bridge
'West Approach, Option 1 Minimal Build Out

l:i;n Description Unit Unit Price Qry Total Price Notes
Preparation
1 |CLEARING AND GRUBBING ACRE 60,000 I 0.22 5 12,918
2 |REMOVE CURB LF 5 I 22 s 110
Grading
3 |ROADWAY EXCAVATION INCL. HAUL cY $ 35 30 s 1,050
4 |GRAVEL BORROW INCL. HAUL CcY S 40 990 ) 39,600
|Structure
5 |MSE WALL SF $ 45 1075 | S 48,375.00
6 |BRIDGE SUPERSTRUCTURE LS S 46,700 1 S 46,700
7 |BRIDGE RAILING LF S 500 80 5 40,000
|Dralnag
8 $ 0 5
|Surfacing
9 |CRUSHED SURFACING TOP COURSE TON $ 60 60 5 3,600
10 |CURB RAMP EA $ 6,000 1 5 6,000
11 |CEMENT CONCRETE SIDEWALK SY S 125 520 S 65,000
Erosion Control and Plantin
12 |LANDSCAPE EDGE RESTORATION - TRAIL SY 5 45 850 S 38,250
13  }IRRIGATION SYSTEM COMPLETE LS § 35,000 1 S 35,000
Other
14 |LIGHTING - TRAIL, PEDESTRIAN LUMINAIRE AND POLE EA S 2,200 8 $ 17,600
LIGHTING - TRAIL, CONDUIT, WIRING & ASSOCIATE ELECTRICAL
15 |componENTS s $ 38,000 1 S 38,000
16 |JRAILING, AT GRADE LF S 250 300 S 75,000
17 |PAVEMENT TREATMENT SY s 30 500 S 15,000
18 |DECORATIVE NODE PAVEMENT SY S 300 50 S 15,000
19 |BENCH EA S 3,500 1 S 3,500
20 |LITTER RECEPTACLE EA S 2,500 1 S 2,500
21 |WAYFINDING SIGN AND POLE EA S 3,500 1 S 3,500
22 |FENCING - TRAIL LF S 55 415 S 22,825
TOTAL, Construction Cost, West Approach, Option 1 Minimal Build Out S 529,528
Construction Cost (including Mobilization) 10% 5 582,481
Contingency 40% S 232,992
Construction Cost (including Mobilization, Contingency} 5 815,473
Engineering Design 20% S 163,095 (% of Constr Cost incl Mob and Contingency)
Construction Management & Administration 25% S 203,868 (% of Constr Cost incl Mob and Contingency)
ROW Cast {including TCE, ROW Administration) $ 1,878,285 (see details below)
TOTAL ESTIMATED COST (2020) $ 3,060,730
Notes
Total is in 2020 dollars
Costs do not include sales tax or cost associated with permitting.
Costs assume no cost for TCE on WSDOT property.
Costs assume no ROW condemnation will be necessary.
ROW Cost 5 Y
Description Unit Unit Price QTy Total Price  |Notes
ROW ACQUISITION . - $ 1,701,780 |Option 1
TEMP CONST EASEMENT (TCE), MAIN SPAN ASSEMBLY - S 127,505 |11,016 SF on private property
RIGHT OF WAY ADMINISTRATION . S 49,000 |based on # of parcels
TOTAL, ROW Cost, West Approach, Option 1 Minimal Build Out S5 1,878,285
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IN 148th Non-Motorized Bridge

West Approach, Option 2 Full Build Out, South
I:::‘ Description Unit ‘ Unit Price Qry | Total Price Notes
Preparation
1 |CLEARING AND GRUBBING - TRAIL ACRE S 60,000 0.33 ] 19,800
2 |CLEARING AND GRUBBING - PARKING MITIGATION ACRE S 60,000 0.46 ] 27,414
3 |REMOVE CURB LF 5 5 643 ] 3,215
4 |REMOVE HMA CONCRETE SY S 12 610 3 7,320
Grading
5 |ROADWAY EXCAVATION INCL. HAUL Y S 35 135 > 4,725
6 |ROADWAY EXCAVATION INCL. HAUL, PARKING MITIGATION (%4 $ 35 80 5 2,800
7  |GRAVEL BORROW INCL, HAUL CcY S 40 495 19,800
8 |GRAVEL BORROW INCL. HAUL, PARKING MITIGATION cY S 40 9915 $ 396,600
Structure
9 |MSE WALL - TRAIL SF $ 45 1075 S 48,375
10 |MSE WALL - PARKING MITIGATION SF $ 45 5540 $ 249,300
11 |BRIDGE SUPERSTRUCTURE LS $ 46,700 1 $ 46,700
12 |BRIDGE RAILING LF S 500 80 $ 40,000
14 |DETENTION - PARKING MITIGATION cY 15 14000 3 210,000
15 JCATCH BASIN, TYPE 1 EA 2,000 3 $ 6,000
16 |CATCH BASIN, TYPE 2 EA 3,500 2 s 7,000
17 |MODULAR WETLAND - PARKING MITIGATION EA 17.500 1 & 17,500
18 |STORM DRAINAGE PIPE, 12" - TRAIL LF S 70 234 § 16,380
19 |STORM DRAINAGE PIPE, 12" - PARKING MITIGATION LF S 70 247 5 17,290
Surfacing
20 |CRUSHED SURFACING TOP COURSE - TRAIL TON $ 60 100 6,000
21 |CRUSHED SURFACING TOP COURSE - PARKING MITIGATION TON $ 60 480 28,800
22 |HMA PAVING - PARKING MITIGATION TON S 150 530 79,500
23 |CURB RAMP EA S 6,000 1 6,000
24 JCEMENT CONCRETE SIDEWALK sY H 125 900 112,500
25 JCEMENT CONCRETE CURB LF H 75 1614 121,050
|Erosion Controal and Planting
26 |LANDSCAPING - TRAIL SY 5 120 250 5 30,000
27 |LANDSCAPING - PARKING MITIGATION sY s 120 430 S 51,600
LANDSCAPE EDGE RESTORATION - TRAIL, PARKING MITIGATION &
28 |BriDGE SY $ 45 300 $ 40,500
29 |IRRIGATION SYSTEM COMPLETE LS 5 53,000 1 s 53,000
Other
30 JLIGHTING - TRAIL, PEDESTRIAN LUMINAIRE AND POLE EA 5 2,200 10 $ 22,000
31 JLIGHTING - TRAIL, LIT BOLLARDS EA 5 3,500 4 $ 14,000
32 JLIGHTING - PARKING MITIGATION, LUMINAIRE AND POLE EA s 2,800 4 $ 11,200
33 |LIGHTING - PARKING MITITGATION, DOUBLE LUMINAIRE & POLE EA $ 3.300 d $ 200
LIGHTING - TRAIL & PARKING MITIGATION, CONDUIT, WIRING &
34 [ASSOCIATED ELECTRICAL COMPONENTS = 5 2000 - $ 57,000
35 |RAILING, AT GRADE LF 5 250 300 S 75,000
36 |PAVEMENT TREATMENT - TRAIL SsY $ 30 580 $ 17,400
37 |DECORATIVE NODE PAVEMENT sY $ 300 75 $ 22,500
38 |BENCH EA $ 3,500 1 S 3,500
39 |LITTER RECEPTACLE EA $ 2,500 1. S 2,500
40 |WAYFINDING SIGN AND POLE EA S 3,500 2 S 7.000
41 |FENCING - TRAIL LF S 55 415 $ 22,825
TOTAL, Construction Cost, West Approach, Option 2 Full Bulld Out, South $ 1,937,294
Construction Cost {(including Mobilization) 10% $§ 2,131,023
Contingency 40% $ 852,409
Construction Cost (including Mobilization, Contingency) $ 2,983,433
Engineering Design 20% S 596,687 (% of Constr Cost incl Mab and Contingency)
Construction Management & Administration 25% S 745,858 (% of Constr Cost incl Mob and Contingency)
ROW Cost (including TCE, ROW Administration) $ 1,307,235 (see details below)
TOTAL ESTIMATED COST (2020) $ 5,633,220
Notes
Total is in 2020 dollars
Costs do not include sales tax or cost associated with permitting
Costs assume no cost for TCE on WSDOT property.
Costs assume no ROW candemnation will be necessary.
ROW Cost Summary
Description Unit Unit Price qary Total Price  |Notes
ROW ACQUISITION - $ 1,130,730
[TEMP CONST EASEMENT (TCE}, MAIN SPAN ASSEMBLY - S 127,505 (11,016 SF on private property
RIGHT OF WAY ADMINISTRATION - - $ 49,000 |based on # of parcels
TOTAL, ROW Cost, West Approach, Option 2 Full Bulld Out, South 5 1,307,235
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N 148th Non-Motorized Bridge
West Approach, Option 3 Full Build Out, North

It
Neom Description Unit Unit Price ary Total Price Notes
|Preparation
1 |JCLEARING AND GRUBBING ACRE B 60,000 0.33 5 19,880
2 REMOVE CURB LF 5 5 22 S 110
3 REMOVE HMA CONCRETE SY 3 12 330 S 3,960
Grading
4 |ROADWAY EXCAVATION INCL. HAUL cY 5 35 10 5 350
5 JGRAVEL BORROW INCL. HAUL CY 5 40 800 S 32,000
Structure
6 |CIP WALL SF 5 80 1865 5 149,200
7  |BRIDGE SUPERSTRUCTURE LS $ 46,700 1 S 46,700
8 |BRIDGE RAILING LF S 500 80 S 40,000
|Drainage
9 |DETENTION cY 5 15 4000 5 60,000
10 JCATCH BASIN, TYPE 1 EA S 2,000 2 5 4,000
11 |STORM DRAINAGE PIPE, 12" LF 5 70 75 S 5,250
Surfacing
12 |CRUSHED SURFACING TOP COURSE TON S 60 90 S 5,400
13 |CURB RAMP EA S 6,000 1 S 6,000
14 |CEMENT CONCRETE SIDEWALK SY $ 125 880 S 110,000
15 |JCEMENT CONCRETE CURB LF S 75 152 S 11,400
|Erosion Control and Planting
16 |LANDSCAPING - TRAIL SY S 120 525 S 63,000
17 |LANDSCAPE EDGE RESTORATION - TRAIL & BRIDGE SY S 45 600 S 27,000
18 |IRRIGATION SYSTEM COMPLETE LS S 35,000 1 S 35,000
Other
19 JLIGHTING - TRAIL, PEDESTRIAN LUMINAIRE AND POLE EA S 2,200 10 S 22,000
20 JLIGHTING - TRAIL, LIT BOLLARDS EA $ 3,500 4 $ 14,000
LIGHTING - TRAIL, CONDUIT, WIRING & ASSOCIATED ELECTRICAL
, f t
21 JCOMPONENTS . 3 38100 £ $ b
22 JRAILING, AT GRADE LF S 250 300 S 75,000
23 |PAVEMENT TREATMENT SY S 30 575 S 17,250
24 |DECORATIVE NODE PAVEMENT SsY S 300 75 S 22,500
25 |BENCH EA S 3,500 1 S 3,500
26 |LITTER RECEPTACLE EA S 2,500 1 S 2,500
27 |WAYFINDING SIGN AND POLE EA 5 3,500 2 S 7,000
28 |FENCING - TRAIL LF S 55 415 $ 22,825
29 JUTILITY RELOCATION LS § 250,000 1 S 250,000
TOTAL, Construction Cost, West Approach, Option 3 Full Build Out, North S 1,093,825
Construction Cost {including Mobilization}) 10% S 1,203,208
Contingency 40% S 481,283
Construction Cost {including Mobilization, Contingency) L] 1,684,491
Engineering Design 20% S 336,898 (% of Constr Cost incl Mob and Contingency)
Construction Management & Administration 25% S 421,123 {% of Constr Cost incl Mob and Contingency)
ROW Cost (including TCE, ROW Administration) $ 1,140,975 (see details below)
TOTAL ESTIMATED COST (2020) $ 3,583,490
Notes
Total is in 2020 dollars
Costs do not include sales tax or cost associated with permitting,
Costs assume no cost for TCE on WSDOT property.
Costs assume no ROW condemnation will be necessary.
ROW Cost Summary
Description Unit Unit Price Qary Total Price  |Notes
ROW ACQUISITION - S 964,470
TEMP CONST EASEMENT (TCE), MAIN SPAN ASSEMBLY - - - S 127,505 {11,016 SF on private property
RIGHT OF WAY ADMINISTRATION - 5 49,000 |based on # of parcels
TOTAL, ROW Cost, West Approach, Option 3 Full Build Out, North S 1,140,975
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Appendix 4

Project Cost

Main Span Bridge Cost

N 148th Non-Motorized Bridge - City of Shoreline
TS&L Report
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N 148th Non-Motorized Bridge
Bridge Main Span, Tied Arch

It
Ne:| Description Unit Unit Price qary Total Price Notes
{Structure

1 |BRIDGE SUBSTRUCTURE - MAIN SPAN LS S 770,000 1 & 770,000

2 |BRIDGE SUPERSTRUCTURE - MAIN SPAN LS $ 2,365,000 1 $ 2,365,000

3 BRIDGE RAILING & THROW BARRIER LF S 800 540 S 432,000
Traffic

4 |MAINTENANCE OF TRAFFIC, MAIN SPAN LS $ 300,000 1 S 300,000
Other

5 |SIGN BRIDGE LS $ 300,000 1 $ 300,000 |remove existing and replace with new

6 JLIGHTING - BRIDGE, SAFETY LIGHTING, NO CANOPY LS $ 204,700 1 > 204,700

7 LIGHTING - BRIDGE, ARCHITECTURAL LIGHTING, NO CANOPY LS $ 356,500 1 b 356,500

8 JRESTORATION COST, MAIN SPAN ASSEMBLY SF 5 45 24800 5 1,116,000 |24,800 SF total area
TOTAL, Construction Cost, Bridge Main Span, Tied Arch $ 5,844,200
Construction Cost {including Mobilization) 10% S 6,428,620
Contingency 40% § 2,571,448
Construction Cost (including Mobilization, Contingency) 5 9,000,068
Engineering Design 20% $ 1,800,014 (% of Constr Cost incl Mob and Contingency)
Construction Management & Administration 25% S 2,250,017 (% of Constr Cost incl Mob and Contingency)
ROW Cost (including TCE, ROW Administration) S -
TOTAL ESTIMATED COST (2020) $ 13,050,100

Notes
Total is in 2020 dollars
Costs do not include sales tax or cost associated with permitting.
Cost Difference with Canopy
Description Unit Unit Price Qry Total Price

BRIDGE CANOPY LS $ 519,000 1 $ 519,000
LGHEN G BRIDGE-SARET-LIGHT NG -ND-CANGRY. LS $ (204,700) 1 S (204,700)
LGHTNG—BRIDGE- ARCHTECTURAL-LIGHTING -NO CANDRY- LS $ (356,500) 1 5 (356,500)
LIGHTING - BRIDGE, SAFETY LIGHTING, W/ CANOPY LS $ 127,650 1 S 127,650
LIGHTING - BRIDGE, ARCHITECTURAL LIGHTING, W/ CANOPY LS 5 356,500 1 s 356,500
TOTAL, Canopy and Associated Lighting $ 441950

Total does not include costs for mobilization, construction management, engineering design, or contingency.
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N 148th Non-Motorized Bridge
Bridge Main Span, Combination Arch

I:‘e;n Description Unit Unit Price QTy Total Price Notes

Structure

1 |BRIDGE SUBSTRUCTURE - MAIN SPAN LS $ 770,000 1 5 770,000

2 |BRIDGE SUPERSTRUCTURE - MAIN SPAN LS $ 2,803,000 1 5 2,803,000

3 BRIDGE RAILING & THROW BARRIER LF S 800 540 S 432,000
Traffic

4 |MAINTENANCE OF TRAFFIC, MAIN SPAN LS $ 300,000 1 S 300,000
Other

5 |SIGN BRIDGE LS $ 300,000 1 S 300,000 [remove existing and replace with new

6 |LIGHTING - BRIDGE, SAFETY LIGHTING, NO CANOPY LS S 204,700 1 5 204,700

7 JLIGHTING - BRIDGE, ARCHITECTURAL LIGHTING, NO CANOPY LS $ 356,500 1 S 356,500

8 |RESTORATION COST, MAIN SPAN ASSEMBLY SF H 45 24800 $ 1,116,000 |24,800 SF total area
TOTAL, Construction Cast, Bridge Main Span, Combination Arch S 6,282,200
Construction Cost (including Mobilization) 10% S 6,910,420
Contingency 40% S 2,764,168
Construction Cost (including Mobilization, Contingency) $ 9,674,588
Engineering Design 20% $ 1,934,918 (% of Constr Cost incl Mob and Contingency)
Construction Management & Administration 25% $ 2,418,647 (% of Constr Cost incl Mob and Contingency)
ROW Cost (including TCE, ROW Administration) S -
TOTAL ESTIMATED COST (2020) $ 14,028,160

Notes
Total is in 2020 dollars
Costs do not include sales tax or cost associated with permitting.
Cost Difference with Canopy
Description Unit Unit Price QTy Total Price

BRIDGE CANOPY LS § 216,000 1 s 216,000
HEHHNG-BRIDGE-SARET-LGHTING, NO-CANORY- LS S (204,700) 1 S (204,700)
HEHHNG—BRIDGEARGHITFECTURALHIGHTHN G- N CANDRY- LS S (356,500) 1 $  (356,500)
LIGHTING - BRIDGE, SAFETY LIGHTING, W/ CANOPY LS $§ 127,650 1 S 127,650
LIGHTING - BRIDGE, ARCHITECTURAL LIGHTING, W/ CANOPY LS S 356,500 1 $ 356,500
TOTAL, Canopy and Associated Lighting $ 138,950

Total does not include costs for mabilization, construction management, engineering design, or contingency.
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N 148th Non-Motorized Bridge
Bridge Main Span, Truss

ILe:\ Description Unit Unit Price ary Total Price Notes
|Structure
1 IBRIDGE SUBSTRUCTURE - MAIN SPAN LS $ 770,000 1 S 770,000
2 |BRIDGE SUPERSTRUCTURE - MAIN SPAN LS $ 3,459,000 1 S 3,459,000
3 |BRIDGE RAILING & THROW BARRIER LF S 800 540 S 432,000
Traffic
4 |MAINTENANCE OF TRAFFIC, MAIN SPAN LS S 300,000 1 S 300,000
Other
5 |SIGN BRIDGE LS $ 300,000 1 S 300,000 |remove existing and replace with new
6 |LIGHTING - BRIDGE, SAFETY LIGHTING, NO CANOPY LS $ 227,700 1 227,700
7 JLIGHTING - BRIDGE, ARCHITECTURAL LIGHTING, NO CANOPY LS $ 415,150 1 415,150
8 |RESTORATION COST, MAIN SPAN ASSEMBLY SF $ 45 24800 1,116,000 |24,800 SF total area
TOTAL, Construction Cost, Bridge Main Span, Truss 5 7,019,850
Construction Cost (including Mobilization) 10% S 7,721,835
Contingency 40% $ 3,088,734
Construction Cost (including Mobilization, Contingency) $ 10,810,569
Engineering Design 20% $ 2,162,114 (% of Constr Cost incl Mob and Contingency)
Construction Management & Administration 25% $ 2,702,642 (% of Constr Cost incl Mob and Contingency)
ROW Cost {including TCE, ROW Administration) S -
TOTAL ESTIMATED COST (2020) $ 15,675,330
Notes
Total is in 2020 dollars
Costs do not include sales tax or cost associated with permitting.
Cost Difference with Canopy
Description Unit Unit Price Qry Total Price
BRIDGE CANOPY LS $ 216,000 1 $ 216,000
LHGHTING — BRIBGE-SAREF LG M MG MO CANGRY. LS $ (227,700) 1 S (227,700)
LGHHNG —BRIDGE ARCHTECTURALHGHTING - NG-CANDRY. LS $ (415,150) 1 $ (415,150}
LIGHTING - BRIDGE, SAFETY LIGHTING, W/ CANOPY LS S 127,650 1 127,650
LIGHTING - BRIDGE, ARCHITECTURAL LIGHTING, W/ CANOPY LS S 356,500 1 356,500
TOTAL, Canopy and Associated Lighting > 57,300

Total does not include costs for mobilization, construction management, engineering design, or contingency.

9a-176




Appendix 4

Project Cost

East Side Bridge Landing Cost

N 148th Non-Motorized Bridge - City of Shoreline
TS&L Report
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N 148th Non-Mpotorized Bridge

TOTAL ESTIMATED COST {2020)

3,683,540

Notes
Total is in 2020 dollass

Costs do not include sales tax or cost associated with permitting,

Costs assume no cost far TCE on WSDOT property.

9a-178

East Approach, Option A Option A Option A -> Future Vision with Woanert
I:fnm Description Unit ‘ Unit Price qary Total Price Unit | Unit Price qary Total Price Nates
L4
ROADWAY EXCAVATION INCL. HAUL cY 5 35 40 s 1,400
2 |LIGHTWEIGHT FILL cyY 3 100 5165 $ 516,500
Structure
3 |WALL - TRAIL SF 45 616 5 27,720
4 JWALL - |-5 SOUND WALL SF 120 2291 S 274,920
5 JCOLUMN SILO EA 75,000 3 5 225,000
Dralnage
6 IDRAINAGE FEATURES $ - 0 s - LS $ 125,000 1 $ 125,000
|Surfacing
7 |CRUSHED SURFACING TOP COURSE TON 60 100 5 6,000
8 |RAMP PAVEMENT TREATMENT sY 30 275 S 8,250
9 |WOONERF PLAZA PAVEMENT sY 0 - sY 5 250 475 5 118,750
10 |DECORATIVE CEMENT CONCRETE PLAZA PAVEMENT SY 0 - SY 5 150 720 $ 108,000
11 |HMA PAVING TON 200 80 16,000
12 |CEMENT CONCRETE SIDEWALK SY 125 260 E 32,500
|Eroslon Control and Planting
LANDSCAPE SCREENING {SHRUB AND GROUNDCOVER) -
13 |BRIDGE/LANDING STRUCTURE b $ 0 630 $ 44,100
14 |LANDSCAPE RESTORATION (SEEDING) S5Y 5 6 600 S 3,600
LANDSCAPE PLANTINGS {TREE, SHRUB AND GROUNDCOVER) -
15 |praza sY ] 0 S - SY S 120 400 s 48,000
16 |IRRIGATION SYSTEM COMPLETE LS 5 45,000 1, 5 45,000 LS 5 15,000 1 5 15,000
Other
17 |LIGHTING, COLUMN LIGHTS EA 5,050 5 S 25,250 EA 5.050 13 65,650
18 |LIGHTING, LINEAR LUMINAIRE STRIP AT SEAT WALL LF - 0 5 - LF 115 300 34,500
19 |LIGHTING, TREE ACCENT UPLIGHTS EA 1,300 7 S 9,100 EA 1,300 7 9,100
20 |LIGHTING, BRIDGE, EAST {HANDRAIL} LF 250 440 5 110,000 LF % 250 20 5 5,000
LIGHTING, CONDUIT, WIRING & ASSOCIATED ELECTRICAL
72,000 1 34,000 1
21 |compoNeNTs s H 3 $ 72,000 L5 S 4, S 34,000
22 |LIGHTING, LIT BOLLARDS EA 5 3,500 3 5 10,500
23 |RAILING LF 250 640 160,000
24 |LITTER RECEPTACLE EA 2.500 2 5,000 EA 3 2,500 bl 5 2,500
25 |STAIRS CY 250 185 46,250 CY - 250 16 5 4,000
26 |WAYFINDING SIGN AND POLE EA 3,500 2 7,000 EA 3 3,500 1 5 3,500
27 |BLEACHER SEAT WALL LF - 0 - LF 750 300 S 225,000
28 |BENCH EA 3,500 1 3,500
TOTAL, Ci fon Cost, East A h, Optien A Option A 4 1,649,590 | Option A -> Future Vision with Wooner! § 798,000
Construction Cast {including Mobilization) 10% S 1,814,549
Contingency 40% $ 725,820
Construction Cost {including Mobilization, Contingency) $ 2,540,369
Engineering Design 20% $ 508,074 |{% of Constr Cost incl Mob and Contingency)
Construction Management & Administration 25% $ 635,092 |{% of Constr Cost incl Mob and Contingency)
ROW Cost {including TCE, ROW Administration) S -




I
N 148th Non-Motorlzed Bridge

East Approach, Option B COption Option B -> Future Vision with Woonerf
It
NE: Description Unit I Unit Price ary Total Price Unit [ Unit Price Qry Total Price Notes
1 ]nmnwa.v ENCAVATION INCL. HAUL Y 5 35 5 $ 175
2 JUGHTWEIGHT FLL CcY 5 100 4180 $ 418,000
Structure
3 |WALL - TRAIL SF 45 712 32,040
4 JWALL - I-5 SOUND WALL SF 120 2417 290,040
5 |BRIDGE SUBSTRUCTURE LS 167.600 1 167,600
6 |BRIDGE SUPERSTRUCTURE LS 81,700 1 81,700
7 |BRIDGE RAILING LF 500 150 75,000
8 JCOLUMN SILO EA 75,000 4 300,000
Dralnage
9 GE FEATURES 5 = 0 5 LS $ 100,000 1 100,000
Surfacing
10 JCRUSHED SURFACING TOP COURSE TON 60 130 S 7.800
11 |RAMP PAVEMENT TREATMENT SY 30 540 5 16,200
12 JWOONERF PLAZA PAVEMENT SY a - SY S 250 560 140,000
13 LDEEN.ATIVE CEMENT CONCRETE PLAZA PAVEMENT 57 - 0 - S5Y 5 150 840 126,000
14 |HMA PAVING TON 200 90 18,000
15 JCEMENT CONCRETE SIDEWALK SY 125 330 41,250
|Erasion Control and Planting
LANDSCAPE SCREENING (SHRUB AND GROUNDCOVER) - v s 70 700 s 49,000
16 |BRIDGE/LANDING STRUCTURE !
17 LANDSCAPE RESTORATION {SEEDING) sy H 6 775 $ 4,650
LANDSCAPE PLANTINGS (TREE, SHRUB AND GROUNDCOVER) -
18 m ! SY $ 0 ) - sY S 120 650 78,000
PLAZA
19 |IRRIGATION SYSTEM COMPLETE LS $ 53,000 1 5 53,000 LS $ 20,000 1 20.000
Dther
20 JLIGHTING, COLUMN LIGHTS EA 5,050 5 5 25,250 EA 5,050 13 65.650
21 |LIGHTING, LINEAR LUMINAIRE STRIP AT SEAT WALL LF - ] - LF 115 340 39,100
22 |LIGHTING, TREE ACCENT UPLIGHTS EA 1,300 7 9,100 EA 1,300 7 9,100
23 JLIGHTING, BRIDGE, EAST (HANDRAIL) LF 250 710 177,500 LF 250 70 17,500
LIGHTING, CONDUIT, WIRING & ASSOCIATED ELECTRICAL
24 COMPONENTS LS § 107,000 1 $ 107,000 Ls S 33,000 1 33,000
25 JLIGHTING, LIT BOLLARDS EA $ 3500 3 S 10,500
26 |RAILING LF 250 710 177,500 LF 250 70 17,500
27 |LITTER RECEPTACLE EA 2,500 2 5.000 EA 2,500 1 2,500
28 |STAIRS Y 250 86 21,500 Y : 250 23 5.750
29 JWAYFINDING SIGN AND POLE EA 3,500 2 7,000 EA 3,500 1 3,500
30 |BLEACHER SEAT WALL LF = a = LE 750 340 255,000
31 JBENCH EA 3,500 1 3,500
TQTAL, Construction Cast, East Approach, Option B [Option 8 S 2,008,305 | Option B -> Future Vision with Woonerl 5 812,600
Constructlon Cast {including Mobilization) 10% 5 2,308,136
Contingency 40% % 923,254
Canstruction Cost {including Mobllization, Cantingency) % 3,231,390
Engineering Deslgn 20% § 646,278 |{% of Canstr Cost incl Mob and Contingency)
Construction Management & Administration 25% § 807,847 |(% of Constr Cost incl Mob and Contingency}
ROW Cost {Including TCE, ROW Administration} 5 -
TOTAL ESTIMATED COST {2020} $ 4,685,520

Notes

Total is in 2020 dollars
Costs do not include sales tax or cost associated with permitting
Costs assume no cost for TCE on WSDOT property,
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N 148th Non-Motorited Bridge

Notes
Total is in 2020 dollars
Costs do not include sales tax or cost associated with permitting.
Costs assume no cost for TCE on WSDOT property.
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East Approach, Option C Cation © Option € -> Future Vision with Wooner!
1t
. Description Unit Unit Price ary Total Price Unit | Uniit Price l ary Total Price Notes
Grading
1 |ROADWAY EXCAVATION INCL. HAUL cY 5 35 15 5 525
2 JLUGHTWEIGHT FILL CY S 100 6425 5 642,500
|Structure
3 |WALL-TRAIL SF 5 45 1640 $ 73,800
4 |COLUMN SILO EA 5 75,000 3 5 225,000
Drain
5 |CATCH BASIN, TYPE 1 EA 2,000 2 5 4,000
6 |STORM DRAINAGE PIPE, 12" LF 70 125 5 B,750
7 |DRAINAGE FEATURES 0 S - LS $ 125,000 1 125,000
Surfacing
8 |CRUSHED SURFACING TOP COURSE TON 60 90 5,400
9 |RAMP PAVEMENT TREATMENT sY 30 730 21,500
10 |WOONERF PLAZA PAVEMENT SY = 0 - SY 5 250 430 107,500
11 |DECORATIVE CEMENT CONCRETE PLAZA PAVEMENT SY 0 = sY S 150 £50 97,500
12 |CEMENT CONCRETE SIDEWALK SY 5 125 840 $ 105,000
|Erosion Control and Planting
LANDSCAPE SCREENING {SHRUB AND GROUNDCOVER) -
13 |BRIDGE/LANDING STRUCTURE SY S 70 1300 $ 91,000
14 |LANDSCAPE RESTORATION [SEEDNNG] SY $ 6 1150 5 6,900
LANDSCAPE PLANTINGS {TREE, SHRUB AND GROUNDCOVER) -
15 |paza sY $ o S - sY $ 120 650 78,000
16 |IRRIGATION SYSTEM COMPLETE LS 5 80,000 1 S 80,000 LS 5 20,000 1 20,000
Other
17 |LIGHTING, COLUMN LIGHTS EA 5,050 2 10,100 EA 5,050 7 35,350
18 JLIGHTING, LINEAR LUMINAIRE STRIP AT SEAT WALL LF - 0 - LF 115 370 42,550
19 |LIGHTING, TREE ACCENT UPLIGHTS EA 1,300 11 14,300 EA 1,300 7 5,100
20 |UIGHTING, BRIDGE, EAST {HANDRAIL} LF 250 720 180,000 LF 5 250 120 30,000
LIGHTING, CONDUIT, WIRING & ASSOCIATED ELECTRICAL
21 |componenTs s s 79,600 1 79,000 Ls $ 34,000 1 34,000
22 |LIGHTING, LIT BOLLARDS EA S 3,500 2 S 7,000
23 |RAILING LF E 250 720 5 180,000 LF 5 250 120 30,000
24 JLITTER RECEPTACLE EA 2,500 2 5 5,000 EA S 2,500 1 2,500
25 |STAIRS CY 250 o S - CY H 250 225 56,250
26 JWAYFINDING SIGN AND POLE EA 3,500 2 $ 7,000 EA 5 3,500 1 3,500
27 |BLEACHER SEAT WALL LF - 0 S - LF 5 750 371 278,250
28 |BENCH EA 3,500 1 5 3,500
TOTAL, C Tan Cost, East Approach, Option C Option € S 1,750,675 | Ontion C-> Future Vision with Wooner! 949,500
Construction Cost {including Mobilization) 10% § 1,925,743
Contingency 40% 5 770,297
Construction Cost {including Mobilization, Cantingency) $ 2,696,040
Engineering Design 20% $ 539,208 |{% of Canstr Cost incl Mab and Contingency)
Construction Management & Administration 25% S 674,010 (% of Canstr Cost incl Mob and Cantingency)
ROW Cost {including TCE, ROW Administration) s -
TOTAL ESTIMATED COST {2020} $ 3,909,260




Appendix 4

Project Cost

Basis of Right-of-Way Cost

N 148th Non-Motorized Bridge - City of Shoreline
TS&L Report
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Appendix 5

Project Background Information and Meeting Notes

N 148th Non-Motorized Bridge — City of Shoreline
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Appendix 5

Project Background Information and
Meeting Notes

Design Criteria and Constraints

N 148th Non-Motorized Bridge - City of Shoreline
TS&L Report

9a-197



§ ‘x I J / \
¥ f /
_ TvM 3SION \ _ j /
‘ _ & I !
w
o} ]
e _\ S H‘/ ,\ JONVHVITO
e I j ININVINYI/NOILONHLSNOD
,\- S \ \

d ) T .\u. —— i

/ e S
\ ! NK
] I\ \ ... ]

I [
mUzéL._o E93 / ;
ANSNVAMI/NOILONYLSNOD j
| j /
\ / ; g
/ 2
f \ ) R
| | \ S
MO i ‘ .
\ | [ / -
/ [ “Sine

\
\
/N
\

b
AVMIAIND \,\

< @3LvA3| hmZ i
ff /un_om_ &
_ \_D \
/

~
5 /
s, ) /h
\
L
- _. \ 1
™~ / / \ \\ _
. L)
/s Lo 1OAsSMm _ / \
/ a 146 / MON .
z [ 10asm |
b : / g ALINIOIA 3OQIIE ONY
\ \ ! IV¥L a3S0doNd
\ !
! \ g
[]
)

- \ ﬁ
_ I _\

9a-198

'

; _H |
| u ue|d Ul Seduelea|) |BJUOZIIOH
i obpug pazlojoN-UON YigiL N




«O ) =.b/ ‘ITVOS

MOVAL ITONIS - NOLLO3S TVIIdAL

NAMIOD ¥ L4VHS 13 NNMTED ¥ LIVHS TD

]
]
| dAL ‘LIVHS OITING I\ |

3NITANNOYD .\

IIIIII AL0C» _ =l 06> 8 OG- -1 0'G -

H¥9'GG=/pO3e

48065 =901 |
/ \\\\\x\..l £ JLON 339 '¥37v3S GIUNTHNG =< _|

leu G

*

o

o

=
ulnjop jodol § uumjod jodo)

) I
_ Juswase] Aemaping _
1) I
| |
| _

dAL ‘H3aMD
v
—
QnQ jo doy T \ @ino jodoy
e———i b iaion
m.jm"%mw 33§ UNIWHALZ0
e £ ) GYIE S35 OHIE
i 338
SadoNviE — _ dAL'ONITVY
dALTENV] 1 ADEIDHING - .-
LENOW — bl ‘ k-8
OIN {aNOA3E) MOVHL BN 10
TI04800 . >

v

uonels Uigy L / Yinos auijsioysg pue Aemsping jisuel] punog O} 8dueles|) [eJUoZIIOH
abplg pazLIojJoN-UON gyl N

9a-199



O e L
@ n

00+¥L

oze

0ge

08+€L 0B+EL OFeki 0Z+EL 00+EL
wow e w ow owow
& 5.8 23 & ® 2
g 8 2 8% B & N
. FDNVEVITD
ONNOYD U3S0c0Nd oct

08+24 09421 [ 2743 0z+ZL 00+Z4 08+
g @ e wrw owow @ o@ow 8 g
3 SR 2 8 3 2 3 B 8 8.8
R B2 82 &% & B BB B3
HIRRIVE
ONILSE

USNGLONNOS —_ TVMIRON A\ A — e
- SoMvEYETD

| e

Lb osll Obell DzelL 00+ L 08+0} 08+0L  OMOL 02401 00+0}
IO U R O T W SO T - - S - - B - - T
B & @ @@ w. B L @ B o= 2 &A@~ N D
5 % B N-F-2 8% B r B ¥ 2B OB & S

HIRVE

P!'L‘ZE 8

waze

09+6 0or+6 0z+6 00+6 og+@ 0948 o+ 0z+8
B 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 38 8 g 8 8
E g grgg g g g g B B g 8 ¢
3 g @ B 8 8 B 5 B3 g 2 g

e ANNOYD DNILSIXT
~ l\|

~

~

94°BEE

00+8

9a-200

zouge

/ I 40N

TIV¥L 03SOd0¥d

ONNOEHLEON 54

DNILSDHE a3s0dodd
_——
A\ INHIENOD 59 13|W 1_1 D
KDL 3
5 ANSNYIESD S L |/ ' )
I
)

_ :

ONNOBHINGE S o

08E

oV

saoueles|) |edILaA

abpug paziIojoN-UON Ui8YL N




Appendix 5

Project Background Information and
Meeting Notes

Design Charrette Notes

N 148th Non-Motorized Bridge - City of Shoreline
TS&L Report
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1601 Fifth Avenue, Suite 1600 Seattle, WA 98101 206.622.5822  kpfl.com

MEETING NOTES

Attendees: Agency/Company: Date: 11/19/19

Lea Bonebrake City of Shoreline KPFF Job 1800398

Nytasha Walters City of Shoreline No.:

Tricia Juhnke City of Shoreline Shoreline 9263

Nora Daley-Peng City of Shoreline Job No:

Nathan Daum City of Shoreline Task No.: 9.0

Randy Witt City of Shoreline Project: N148th NMB
Aaron Olson KPFF Subject: Project Workshop
Rachel Liberty KPFF #3

Keith Ireland KPFF Mtg. Place Shoreline City Hall
Liz Gibson KPG

Coreen Schmidt KPG

Howard Fitzpatrick LMN

The purpose of the meeting was to share and gather input on the design alternatives for the N
148" Non-Motorized Bridge project. In general, the project was divided into three segments
with multiple design options for each. Below is a summary of items discussed:

1st Avenue Kiss & Ride Alternatives:

Preliminary transportation analysis results expect 2-4 kiss & ride users per hour during
peak times.
Option 1: Pullout drop-offs each side of street, trail connection between churches
o Southbound pullout may encourage people to jay-walk across to the trail.
Consider having puilouts only in the northbound direction to avoid potential
conflicts
o Trail location provides most direct connection to bridge
Option 2: Utilize Unitarian lot spaces for drop-off spots, trail connection between
churches
o Could be used as an interim condition until redevelopment in the area improves
15t ave to the EDM standard
o Would require an agreement from Unitarian Church to use those spaces. They
currently have an agreement with ST to provide temporary park and ride in this
lot during Lynnwood Link construction
o Trail location provides most direct connection to bridge
Option 3A: Drop-off with turnaround, trail connection between churches
o Largest footprint of all options. Would likely require additional ROW from Iglesia
Church.
o Clear signage and/or gate required to prevent entry into Iglesia Church parking
lot
o Trail location provides most direction connection to bridge
Option 3B: Drop-off with turnaround, trail connection along north side of lglesia Church

9a-202



Meeting Notes
March 5, 2020
Page 2
o Largest footprint of all options. Would likely require additional ROW from Iglesia
Church.
o Trail connection is least direct of all options. Indirect route may encourage cut-
through traffic on Unitarian, Phillipi and/or Iglesia church properties.

e Option 4: Redevelopment of Phillipi Church Property, trail connection between churches

o Initial input from Phillipi Church is that they may be interested in redeveloping
their property to take advantage of recent upzone

o Kiss & Ride facility/turnaround would be pushed all the way to the bridge
landing.

o Trail location would provide most direct connection to bridge

o Extension of 148" street grid to bring this closer to bridge fanding. This could be
extension of public ROW or a private road built by developer.

e Design team should consider a “no-build/minimal build” option for kiss & ride facility.
Providing kiss & ride facility could be considered cross-purpose to the non-motorized
bridge

* Design team will consider trail connection that connects south to 147" behind Phillipi
church.

e The following options.will.be advanced further for evaluation:

o Option 1: K&R pullouts with full street build out from N 147" to N 149" 16ft trail
with northern edge along property line between churches.

o Option 2: Minimal build option. Add sidewalk from bridge landing to 1! Ave,
bikes use drive aisle of church lots. K&R facility uses existing parking stalls from
Unitarian Church. Minimal improvements to 1%t Ave

o _Option 3: Trail connection to 149" with either the K&R pullouts or the K&R
turnaround.

o Option 4: Extension of 148" through church properties including trail. Requires
redevelopment of both Unitarian and Phillipi properties.

o Option 5: Bring trail south along eastern edge of Phillipi property and connect to
147", Minimal sidewalk improvement to 147" with bikes using sharrow on 147,

Trail & Roadway Sections:

e Roadway Sections:

o The team presented several roadway sections options that varied from the
EDM prescribed section.

o While this project may not include any significant improvements to 15 Ave, it
should not preclude the eventual build-out. Project limits still being discussed
within the City.

o Cycle track section presents issues with driveways, although there are not
many driveways present on 15! ave. Cycle track is also not compatible with Kiss
& Ride pullouts.

e Trail Sections:

o Utilities that feed the cell phone tower are likely along property line between

churches. Title reports indicate that Iglesia church has granted easement to cell

ces 9a-203



Meeting Notes
March 5, 2020
Page 3

tower owner for operation and maintenance of tower. Utility easements likely
present for electrical and communications that feed that tower. Easement
mapping is underway.

o Split trail shown to preserve trees @ the west end of the property line between
Unitarian Church and Iglesia Church. MUR70 development has no requirement
to preserve trees.

o Split trail may also limit parking space impact on Unitarian church property.

o Split trail would need to rejoin as it approaches the bridge as there is a grade
difference between the Phillipi Church property and Iglesia church property

o Combined trail within Unitarian & Phillipi properties would eliminate entire row
of parking along north edge of lots

o Interim condition could include sidewalk along trees with bicyclists using the
drive aisle.

East Landing Options:

CC:

Option 1: This landing brings the ramp north away from the station but provides
approximately 9ft of vertical clearance to the guideway soffit for trial users. AASHTO
requires. 10ft minimum clearance. This would require the City to issue a variance.
Option 2: Landing is further south to improve vertical clearance for trail users. Landing
would be immediately adjacent to the north end of the station.

Option 3: Landing is further south to improve vertical clearance for trail users and ramp
passes through the columns. Landing would be immediately adjacent to the north end
of the station.

Option 4A: Landing is further north, with ramp occurring in the future shoulder of I-5
(between 84ft and 94ft WSDOT compatibility lines). Ramp down occurs between
columns of guideway

Option 4B: Landing is further north, with ramp occurring in the future shoulder of I-5
(between 84ft and 94ft WSDOT compatibility lines). Ramp down occurs east of
guideway with Trail along the Rail passing underneath the ramp.

Option 2 & 3 are eliminated from further evaluation due to their proximity to the station.
This would require significant rework of ST's facility.

Option 4B is eliminated due to complexity and CPTED issues with passing Trail along
Rail beneath the ramp.

The City would like to see further integration of Woonerf plans to see how these options
can be integrated into that design.

Design team to investigate whether raising grades in the Woonerf can help reduce
ramp lengths.

Design team to investigate impact of having significant portions of structure in WSDOT
ROW (e.g. clearance to future roadway, location of sound wall, etc).
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Meeting Notes
March 5, 2020
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Bridge Options:

» The design team shared four bridge types: Cable stayed, compression arch, network
tied arch and a truss.

o Cable stay tower immediately adjacent to the cell tower could be an issue with regard to
causing interference. Design team is reaching out to cell tower owner to understand
their constraints.

» Selection of bridge type will be highly dependent on cost and constructability

* Design team to investigate relocation of WSDOT sign bridge further north.

» Design team to investigate scale of throw barriers on bridge

Public Input & Evaluation Criteria:

* The City and design team will begin assembling a list of criteria for evaluating these
options. These will be shared at the next design charrette.

* The City and design team will need to evaluate which components project will be
opened up for public input. Where do we inquire and where do we inform?

cc:
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1601 Fifth Avenue, Suite 1600 Scattle, WA 98101 206.622.582¢  kpft.com

MEETING NOTES

Attendees: Agency/Company: Date: 12/18/19

Lea Bonebrake City of Shoreline KPFF Job 1800398

Nytasha Walters City of Shoreline No.:

Tricia Juhnke City of Shoreline Shoreline 9263

Nora Daley-Peng City of Shoreline Job No:

Nathan Daum City of Shoreline Task No.: 9.0

Aaron Olson KPFF Project: N148th NMB
Rachel Liberty KPFF Subject: Project Workshop
Keith Ireland KPFF #4

Liz Gibson KPG Mtg. Place Shoreline City Hall
Coreen Schmidt KPG

The purpose of the meeting was to share and gather input on the design alternatives for the N
148t Non-Motorized Bridge project. In general, the project was divided into three segments
with multiple design options for each. Below is a summary of items discussed:

General Project Updates:

Initial outreach to Unitarian Church has been made. They are generally
receptive/supportive of the project and are interested in increasing visibility of church to
trail/bridge users. Parking is their main concern. They would like to see any parking loss
mitigated 1:1.

Initial outreach to Iglesia Church has also been made. Their primary concern is
safety/security of their property and keeping people off of their property. They would like
to have fencing along trail at their property boundary.

Sound Transit is currently leasing temporary park-and-ride spaces in the Phillippi and
Unitarian parking lots. These spaces need to be maintained until new parking garage is
in service at Shoreline South/145" station.

WSDOT kickoff meeting has occurred. Their primary concern is potential impacts to
piped section of Thornton Creek in project vicinity. Their suggestion is to avoid impacts
to this at all costs. Show stream buffers on plans/graphics. Buffers/setbacks to be
confirmed upon receipt of Thornton Creek as-builts.

The ROW basemap has been updated to show easements on all three church
properties. As expected, there is a maintenance and utility easement for cell phone
tower at SE corner of Phillippi property. Impacts to this easement should be avoided as
relocation of this facility will be costly.

West East Side Kiss & Ride and Trail Alternatives:

Add lighting criteria for all options
Need to establish limits of project improvement along 1% Avenue for TS&L evaluation
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Meeting Notes
Mareh 5, 2020danuary-2—-2020December29-2019
Page 2
e There are mitigation funds available for sidewalk improvements along 1% Ave.
Preference is to use those funds for sidewalks between 155" to Twin Ponds as this
area will not redevelop.
» Keep bike connections to 148™ generic at this point (i.e. do not show bike lane arrows).
City to determine bike connections at a later date.

Option 1: Minimal Build-Out:

o Avoid calling this interim condition but instead call minimum viable option or
similar.

o Minimal parking impacts for this option although parking impacted by
construction would need to be mitigated (1:1)

o Unitarian church not particularly thrilled with this option although they would be
interested in income from long-term kiss & ride lease from City

Option 2: Full Trail Build Out with and without Traffic Circle:

o Traffic circle is not desirable from City perspective as it encroaches on bike lane
and adds further complication to the:intersection; Traffic circle will be dropped
from consideration.

o Show an alternative bike alignment at Kiss & Ride pullouts that has cars
crossover bike lanes as a means of reducing ROW. width/acquisition.

o Unitarian sign is currently constructed in City ROW.

o Investigate methods for mitigating parking loss due to trail build out.

= Where can additional spots be gained?
= Does this option require redevelopment of the Phillippi and Iglesia
Church property?

Option 3: NE 148" Street Extension

o Roadway could be a public or private roadway. City could purchase ROW now
ore require permanent easement from developer.
Roadway creates obvious connection to bridge
o Could this option work without redevelopment?
= Team to investigate methods for mitigating parking loss?
* Where would access to churches occur? Off of new 148" extension? Or
move driveway south off of 15?7

Option 4: Connection to 147"

o Turnaround needs to be a cul-de-sac per City code. Team to update figure and
determine additional impacts — acquisition/demolition of 4 properties?
o Potential option to have trail connect mid-block of 147" and run north between
Unitarian and Phillippi properties.
= Limits Unitarian parking impacts

CC:
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= Requires additional property acquisition/demolition

= Cul-de-sac/kiss & ride still would be required at end of street.

= Do not advance for now. Keep as potential option for future
consideration

West Side Landings:

CC:

e Clearance diagram provided to show constraints of landing location with regard to

vertical clearance for ped/bike users.
e Add Sound Transit station plaza to all graphics
o Tweak woonerf grades and refine landings to get better picture of slopes

e Advance all options (A, B & C) to TS&L phase

Option A:

e Where possible, reduce landscaping areas to open up plaza further. This will
provide more flexibility for space for future pop-up events.
e Add bleachers north of stairs too

Option B:

Greatest vertical clearance under guideway

More gentle slopes of all options

Greatest impact to WSDOT facility (more structure in forward compatibility area).
Longest bridge structure.

Option C:

s More limited plaza space but becomes a quieter connection as trail-along-rail meets
up with ped bridge landing.
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MEETING NOTES

Attendees: Agency/Company: Date: 01/16/20

Lea Bonebrake City of Shoreline KPFF Job 1800398

Nytasha Walters City of Shoreline No.:

Tricia Juhnke City of Shoreline Shoreline 9263

Nora Daley-Peng City of Shoreline Job No:

Aaron Olson KPFF Task No.: 9.0

Rachel Liberty KPFF Project: N148th NMB
Keith Ireland KPFF Subject: Project Workshop
Liz Gibson KPG #5

Coreen Schmidt KPG Mtg. Place Shoreline City Hall

Howard Fitzpatrick LMN

The purpose of the meeting was to share and gather input on the design alternatives for the N
148™ Non-Motorized Bridge project. In general, the project was divided into three segments
with multiple design options for each. Below is a summary of items discussed:

General Project Updates:

Community briefings with the Phillippi Church and the Parkwood Neighborhood
Association (PNA) have been held in recent weeks. Both briefings were met with
generally positive reaction to the project. The Phillippi Church is still interested in
redevelopment and their largest concern is loss of parking. The PNA is primarily
concerned with increased parking congestion in the neighborhood.

Geotechnical fieldwork was completed last week. Survey was supposed to have been
completed during that same timeframe but was delayed due to weather.

West Side Kiss & Ride and Trail Alternatives:

The group reviewed recent revisions/refinements to the alternatives and selected those
that should be advanced to the TS&L phase.

All improvements to 1% avenue should be treated as examples to of how this project
may tie into future improvements. These improvements should not be included in the
TS&L.

Below is a summary of the discussion about the alternatives

Option 1: Minimal Build-Out:

o No significant refinements made since last meeting. Option to be advanced to
TS&L

Option 2: Full Trail Build Out with and without Traffic Circle:
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o Newest refinement includes addition of parking lot expansion @ east side of

Phillippi parcel to offset parking lost to full trail build-out
o Split this alternative into two, sub-options.
= Option 2A will stay within the Unitarian and Phillippi properties and will
require parking mitigation by adding retained fill to support @ the east
end of the Phillippi parcel.
= Option 2B will push the trail further north onto the Iglesia parcel in order
to avoid parking impacts on the Unitarian & Phillippi church parcels. This
will require relocation of underground utilities and renegotiation of
existing private utility easement.
Both sub-options will be advanced to TS&L
Southbound kiss ride to be shifted to be parallel to northbound kiss and ride.
This will be installed as part of developers frontage improvements.

Option 3: NE 148" Street Extension

o The street extension is outside the scope and scale of the project. It should be
discussed in the TS&L as “option considered but not advanced”. This option will
not be advanced to the TS&L phase.

Option 4: Connection to 147"

Newest refinement includes addition of cul-de-sac @ the end of 147"

o This option has significant challenges including building trail adjacent to
Thornton Creek, additional fill required to support trail prism and significant
ROW acquisition.

o This option will not be advanced to the TS&L but will be addressed in the “option
considered but not advanced” section of the report.

Bridge Alternatives:

o Updated alternatives including pros & cons for four bridge alternatives. Below is a
summary of the discussion about the bridge alternatives.
» Bridge canopy/roof options were also developed for all bridge alternatives

Option 1: Cable Stayed Bridge:

o The tower for the cable stay bridge competes visually with the cell phone tower
as they are in very close proximity.

o Cable-stay construction will likely require significant amount of work to occur
over live traffic on I-5 below. This adds an undue amount of risk to the
Contractor and traveling public.

Cable stay is likely the most costly option
Cable stay will not be advanced to the TS&L

CC:
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Option 2: Compression Arch:

o Bridge canopy/roof to be added as an alternate option for this bridge. Additional
framing members will be required to support a roof/canopy.
o Compression arch bridge to be advanced to TS&L

Option 3: Tied Arch:

o Bridge canopy/roof to be added as an alternate option for this bridge. Additional
framing members will be required to support a roof/canopy.
o Tied arch bridge to be advanced to TS&L

Option 4: Truss:

o Bridge canopy/roof to be added as an alternate option for this bridge. This
element can be integrated into the bridge design with little additional structure.
o Truss arch bridge to be advanced to TS&L

Bridge awning/roof will be included as an option for all bridge alternatives considered
Maintenance/inspection requirements for all alternatives should be discussed in the
TS&L evaluation.

Throw barrier should be added to all bridge modeling

City to follow-up on art requirements for the project. Potential to incorporate art into
throw barrier.

East Side Landings:

CC:

Refined landing figures were presented. All will be advanced for evaluation in the TS&L
report.

Grades refined a bit more and more accurate picture of slopes and clearances were
presented.

An interim build out condition for the east side landing needs to be considered for all
options. Cost estimate should separate out elements of the project that are not
necessary to provide a functional project (i.e. minimum viable design). Add-ons like
plaza, stair connections, landscaping, etc. can be added later as needed. City provided
example of past project where a “menu” of options was created.

30% design will likely be to an interim condition as trail-along-the-rail and woonerf have
not been designed or funded.

Option A:
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e This alternative has the smallest vertical clearance from the pathway to the
guideway structure @ 8'-0". This is the recommended minimum vertical clearance
provided in the AASHTO Ped/Bike facilities guidelines

e This alternative requires raising station plaza grades by ~1ft.
Option B:

e Greatest vertical clearance under guideway @ ~9.3ft
e Most gentle slopes of all options
e This alternative requires raising station plaza grades by ~1.5ft.

Option C:

e Vertical clearance to guideway is ~8.8ft
o Separates plaza from trail users by separating the two.
e Requires raising station plaza by ~1ft.

Open House Coordination:

s A rough draft of the open house outline was shared which includes the following
presentation categories:
o Background Info/Setup
o Design Constraints/Criteria
o Alternatives
o Feedback Opportunities/Next Steps

o It was agreed that a brief presentation should lead the open house to provide people a

general overview of the open house layout
o The facility will need to be able to accommodate a presentation including a
screen, seating, etc

e The schedule was reviewed and will be updated to include lead time for translation
services. Clear, direct language is required for all materials in order to assure ease of
direct translation.

e Graphics will be required for the open house boards and the online open house. Design
team will work to support this effort.

A physical model of the project site will be constructed (approx. 4ft x 4ft). Will include
the light rail station and bridge options that can be switched out. Generic landings will
be shown @ the east and west side

e During open house development, it needs to be understood to the public where we are
asking for input and where we are informing. Balancing qualitative vs. quantitative input
is a challenge.

 Allow the public to engage but not “vote” by rating importance of evaluation criteria.

 Ask for quantifiable feedback where possible. Open-ended questions can be difficult to
answer/address.

CC:
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Evaluation Criteria:

e The team made some minor edits to the criteria list already developed.

e Criteria should be selected that can differentiate between the options. Some criteria are
met by all options and so no comparison can be made.

CC:
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Project Background Information and
Meeting Notes

Public Outreach and Inter-agency Coordination Notes

N 148th Non-Motorized Bridge - City of Shoreline
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Briefing Notes

North 148™ Street Non-Motorized Bridge Design
Contract #9263

Consultant: KPFF, Inc.

Iglesia Ni Cristo

December 4, 2019, 3:00 p.m.

1. Briefing Purpose

a.

Purpose: Update Iglesia Ni Cristo leadership about the project, likely Right-of-Entry
(ROE) activities, and secure feedback from church leadership about early design
concepts.

2. Attendees

Lea Bonebrake City of Shoreline

Aaron Olson KPFF

Colleen Toomey Stepherson & Associates
Luvimin Evangelio Iglesia Ni Cristo Shoreline
Barrington Thompson  Iglesia Ni Cristo (District)
Rex ?7? Iglesia Ni Cristo (District)

3. Project Team Presentation: Lea and Aaron provided a brief overview of the project
scope and design

a.

b.

The bridge will need to provide 18 feet in clearance across I-5 and will run under the
new Sound Transit light rail tracks at the South Shoreline/N 145th Station

The project team shared five early design concepts reiterated that all options must be
considered during this early design phase.

The new bridge will include a walking trail and lighting. Sound Transit security will
also staff the station.

d. Design will also likely include sidewalk improvements on 1st Avenue NE.

The church could also receive compensation for renting field space to contractor for
staging.

Right-of-Entry Needs - ROE needs across all three church properties include
surveying, permitting and geotechnical activities. Geotechnical activities can be
conducted on the other church properties. Surveying and permitting activities will be
minimally invasive to Iglesia and will not require large tools.

1
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4. Iglesia Ni Cristo Community Comment Summary
a. ROE
i. The Shoreline congregation is part of the larger national church. Church
leadership includes a local district, a Western U.S. division and national
office. The church has its own team of architects and engineering,.

ii. All agreements for the ROE and other activities will go through Western

U.S. office.
b. .Church schedule and language needs
i. The Shoreline congregation has a 10 am service on Sundays and many
acttvities throughout the week.

ii. Public outreach materials in English will work well for congregation.

¢. Project benefits
i. A new pedestrian and bike bridge could bring new community members to
the church and make it easier for current members to travel to church.
d. Project concerns
i. Safety: Iglesia Ni Cristo wants to ensure a safe environment. In October
2018, a man threw a Molotov cocktail into the Rainier Valley location during
a worship service. Fortunately, there were no injuries.

ii. ROW: Leaders want to ensure there is clear delineation between public right-
of-way and private property and alignment does not encourage pedestrians,
bicyclists or vehicles to cut through church property.

iii. Congestion: With drop-offs in potential kiss-and-ride or roundabouts, church
leaders want to ensure that there is no significant congestion or illegal
parking for the congregation to contend with. Project team noted parking
facilities will be at the station.

e. Review of Early Concepts
i. Option 1 and 2 were the most attractive to the church leaders. The trail
pathway between the three churches appeared to offer the best security and
would discourage people from cutting through private property to access the
bridge. The kiss-and-ride spaces outside of the Iglesia property were most
attractive. (This could also include Option 5)

ii. Options with the northern trail pathway were less attractive for security

reason.

2
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3. Next Steps/Action Items

Briefing Notes

activities to Brother
Luvimin. Include PDF
of early concepts and

project folio.

Task Responsible DUE

Send revised ROE Lea DONE (12/6)
agreement excluding

geotechnically
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Briefing Notes

North 148th Street Non-Motorized Bridge Design
Contract #9263

Consultant: KPFF, Inc.

Shoreline Unitarian

Universalist Church

December 12, 2019, 4:30 p.m.

1. Briefing Purpose

a.

Purpose: Update Shoreline Unitarian Universalist Church leadership about the
project, likely Right-of-Entry (ROE) activities, and secure feedback from church
leadership about early design concepts.

2. Attendees

Lea Bonebrake City of Shoreline

Nathan Daum City of Shoreline

Aaron Olson KPFF

Colleen Toomey Stepherson & Associates

Catherine Crain Shoreline Unitarian Universalist Church Board, President
Ryan Dunne Shoreline Unitarian Universalist Church Board, VP Finance

3. Project Team Presentation: Lea and Aaron provided a brief overview and answered
questions about the project scope and design

a.

b.

The bridge will need to provide 18 feet in clearance across I-5 and will run under the
new Sound Transit light rail tracks at the South Shoreline/N 145th Station.

The project team shared five early design concepts that are focused on the
approach/how the path gets users from the bridge landing to Ist Ave NE or NE
147th St.

Other components of the project include the bridge and how the bridge connects to
the light rail station on the east side of I-5.

d. Design will also likely include sidewalk improvements on 1st Avenue NE.

o

The church could receive compensation for any easements or land purchases.

The new bridge will include a walking trail and lighting. Sound Transit security will
also staff the station.

Survey work will be done once the City receives ROE agreements from all three
church properties. This work will likely occur in the next month or so.

The Type, Size and Location Report will evaluate four alternatives for the approach,
two alternatives for the bridge design and two alternatives for the landing/connection
to the light rail station.

Lea explained that the selected option will be recommended by the project team and
approved by the City Council.
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J. The goal is to complete final design by the end of 2022, before Sound Transit begins
light rail testing on the east side of I-5. Light rail will go through 1 year of testing
(2023) with plans to start service in 2024.

4. Shoreline Unitarian Universalist Community Comment Summary
a. Church Activities and Parking
i. The congregation is busiest on Sundays and during large events like
weddings and funerals, however they do also have active weekday
programming.
ii. Church currently leases the northernmost row of parking in their lot to the
Evergreen School and Sound Transit during the week.
b. Property impacts
i. In some concepts, the Church may need to sell or lease property. They would
like to negotiate fair compensation for this loss of property.
c. Review of Early Concepts
1. Of the existing options, option 1 and 2 were the most attractive to the church
board members. A pathway between the three churches would give users
exposure to the Church’s message. Option 1 and 2 would also discourage
people from cutting through their property to access the bridge.
ii. Options 3A and 3B were less attractive because:

1. Might lead to unauthorized parking in their lot.

2. People might cut through church parking lot to get to the bridge
creating an added liability. They’d prefer to have the pathway
near/adjacent to the church to make use more formalized.

iii. Option 5 — Lea explained that the project team is also looking at the option of
placing the approach to the east of the Phillipi Church to connect to NE
147th St.

1. Church board members acknowledged that this option would have
less of an impact on their parking.

2. Catherine and Ryan asked the project team to look at the option of
placing a pathway that runs east from 1st Ave NE, south of their
property, turns north between the Unitarian and Phillipi churches and
then east again between the Iglesia and Unitarian Church properties.

d. Outreach
1. Catherine and Ryan said they would be interested in participating in a
briefing with all three churches.
ii. They also said they can help share information about the open house and
online open house with their congregation.

1. Aaron offered to give a similar briefing to a larger group at the Church. Ryan

and Catherine said they would like to do that.

2
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5. Next Steps/Action Items

Task Responsible DUE

Send schedule, Lea/Kristin DONE
data/reports (traffic and
use projections,
walkshed information,
etc..) and an electronic
version of the concepts
to Ryan. -

Set up project Kristin January
briefing/presentation
with a larger group of
people from the
Church.

3
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North 148th Street Non-Motorized Bridge Design
Contract #9263

Consultant: KPFF, Inc.

Phillippi Presbyterian Church Briefing

January 3, 2020, 3:00 p.m.

1. Briefing Purpose
Purpose: Update Phillippi Presbyterian Church leadership about the project, provide
guidance on development opportunities and secure feedback from church leadership about
early design concepts.

2. Attendees

Lea Bonebrake City of Shoreline

Nathan Daum City of Shoreline

Caleb Miller City of Shoreline

Aaron Olson KPFF

Kristin Anderson Stepherson & Associates

Han Kim Phillippi Presbyterian Church Briefing
Cheryl Lee Phillippt Presbyterian Church Briefing

3. Project Team Presentation: Lea and Aaron provided a brief overview and answered
questions about the project scope, design and schedule.

a. The project team shared four early design concepts that are focused on the
approach/how the path gets users from the bridge landing to 1st Ave NE or NE
147th St. Aaron described that these are high-level concepts with the intent of
gathering input from key stakeholders early in the process in an effort to create a
win-win for all those involved. The options presented included:

i. Option 1 — Minimal Build-Out

ii. Option 2 — Full Trail Build-Out
iii. Option 3 - NE 147th Trail Connection
iv. Option 4 - Phillippi Site Redevelopment

b. Other components of the project include the bridge and how the bridge connects to
the light rail station on the east side of I-5.

c. The new bridge will include a walking trail and lighting. Sound Transit security will
also staff the station.

d. A draft of the Type, Size and Location Report be presented to the City by the end of
February. At that time, the project team will also start a broad public outreach effort
concurrent to focused outreach with key stakeholders. The preferred alternative will
be selected approximately two months after Open House #1 (planned for early
April).
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e. The goal is to complete final design by the end of 2022, before Sound Transit begins
light rail testing on the east side of I-5. Light rail will go through one year of testing
(2023) with plans to start service in 2024.

f. Based on the feasibility study, the total estimated project cost is $17 million.

4. Phillippi Presbyterian Church Community Comment Summary
a. Church Activities, Development Plans, and Parking
i. Church would like to maintain as much parking as possible on its property.
ii. Church is hoping to use the sloped area on the east side of its property,
potentially for a multi-story parking garage.

iii. Cheryl asked if parking will be added as part of the project. Lea responded
that parking will not be added as part of this project. The City is intentionally
not adding parking but focusing on users who walk and bike. Aaron added
Sound Transit will be added a 500-car parking garage on the east side of I-5
near the light rail station.

b. Review of Early Concepts
i. Option 1
1. Cheryl does not think there is enough room for an 8-foot wide path as
shown in the drawing (in the strip between the Iglesia property and
the parking lots to the south). Aaron shared that the options are
schematic and based on aerial surveys. Once survey work is done, the
options will be further developed.
ii. Option 2
1. Han asked who will maintain the planted buffers shown in this
option. Lea said that it’s most likely that the City will maintain the
plantings, as the City would need to acquire an easement to use that
property. Lea will confirm.
iii. Option 3
1. Has asked if the path shown will be a raised trail. Aaron responded
that it’s likely that the trail will be at a raised elevation. This would
likely be done with a retaining wall and fill behind it as that is a least-
costly option.
2. Han asked what type of development is possible on the sloped area.
Caleb responded that steep slopes are considered critical areas. A
final decision about what’s allowed on the slope will require review
of a specific proposal by a professional. Aaron added that Thornton
Creek comes through the sloped area in an underground pipe. That
pipe/culvert has been identified by WSDOT as a location for a future
fish passage project. There are many unknows about what WSDOT
might do and will allow in this area.

2
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3. Cheryl feels this option is too indirect and would require too much
walking to get to the bridge from 1st Ave NE. She doesn’t think
people will use this route.

iv. Option 4

1. This option is contingent on Phillippi site redevelopment.

2. Cheryl said that while this option may not be exactly what the Church
wants, she is glad the City is thinking forward and considering
growth options.

c. General
i. The majority of the congregation speaks Korean. Having outreach materials
in Korean would be very helpful for communications with the congregation.
ii. Cheryl stated repeatedly that the City needs a subarea plan for this area.
Without a plan, it’s difficult to visualize and plan for what could go in at the
site.
iii. Cheryl prefers options that separates pedestrians and bicyclists.
iv. The Church would like more information on development agreement criteria.
v. Cheryl is concerned about that more foot traffic in the area may lead to
additional crime around the Church in the evenings and the less active times
of day

S. Next Steps/Action Items

Task Responsible DUE
Send Han a PDF Lea DONE
version of the trail
options to share with
the congregation

Send Han and Cheryl | Lea DONE
information about
Gethsemane and other
Church
redevelopments
Connect with Han and | Nate 1/10
Cheryl with details of a
development
agreement

Confirm who will Lea 1/17
maintain planted buffer
shown in Option 2

3
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Provide briefing to the
Church congregation

Lea

TBD

Connect with Han and
Cheryl as options are
further developed and
prior to broader public
outreach.

Lea

March

Share survey
information with
Cheryl and Han

Aaron/Lea

When available (when is that?)

4
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Briefing Notes

North 148th Street Non-Motorized Bridge Design
Contract #9263

Consultant: KPFF, Inc.

Parkwood Neighborhood Association Briefing

January 8, 2020, 7:00 p.m.

1. Briefing Purpose
Update the Parkwood Neighborhood Association about the project background, schedule
and next steps, and gather feedback on early design concepts.

2. Presenters

Lea Bonebrake City of Shoreline

Tricia Juhnke City of Shoreline

Aaron Olson KPFF

Kristin Anderson Stepherson & Associates

3. Project Team Presentation: Lea and Aaron provided a brief overview and answered
questions about the project scope, design and schedule.

a.

The project team started the presentation by providing background information on
the 2017 feasibility study which lead to the identification of the selected bridge
alignment at N 148th St.
The project team shared early design concepts for the three parts of the project: the
west trail connection 1st Ave NE, the bridge, and the east bridge landing. The team
shared that these are high-level concepts with the intent of gathering input from key
stakeholders early in the process to create a win-win for all those involved.
The options presented for the west trail connection to 1st Ave NE included:
i. Option 1 — Minimal Build-Out
il. Option 2 — Full Trail Build-Out
iii. Option 4 — NE 148th St Extension
iv. Note: A fourth option, with the trail traveling south adjacent to I-5 and
connecting to NE 147th was discussed, but not presented with an exhibit.
The options presented for the bridge included:
1. Cable stayed bridge
ii. Compression arch bridge
iii. Truss bridge
iv. Tied arch bridge
The options included for the east bridge landing included:
i. Option A
ii. Option B
iii. Option C
The new bridge will include a walking trail and lighting. Sound Transit security will
also staff the station.

1
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g. A draft Type, Size and Location Memo will be presented to the City by the end of
February. At that time, the project team will also start a broad public outreach effort
concurrent to focused outreach with key stakeholders. The preferred alternative will
be selected approximately two months after Open House #1 (planned for early
April).

h. The goal is to complete final design by the end of 2022, before Sound Transit begins
light rail testing on the east side of I-5. Light rail will go through one year of testing
(2023) with plans to start service in 2024.

4. Parkwood Neighborhood Association Community Comment Summary
a. The group had questions about how the project is being funded and how 1-976
impacts the funding of this and other City projects.

i. Project funding: Lea shared that based on the feasibility study, the total
estimated project cost is $17 million. This total includes additional
contingency and escalation funds. Approximately $10 million has been
secured, including more than 5 million in combined federal funding and
Sound Transit funding.

ii. 1-976 impacts: Tricia said that funding obtained through license tabs are
directed to the City’s street and sidewalk maintenance and preservation
programs. Passage of -976 represents an annual loss of $1.7 million towards
that fund. Passage of I-976 does not directly impact funding for this project.

b. The group asked what the critical need for the project was and from where likely
users would be coming.
i. Aaron shared that the purpose of the bridge is to connect people from the
west side of I-5 to the transit center on the east side of I-5.

ii. Tricia added that the rezoning in the area will continue to increase the
number of people living in the neighborhood. By placing the bridge near N
148th St creates a larger walkshed (the area/distance people are willing to
walk). Someone closer to N 150th is more likely to use an I-5 crossing at N
148th than at N 145th.

c. The group expressed concerns about how rezoning and this project will impact
parking in the neighborhood.

i. Parking impacts: People using the bridge and transit center might try to use
the public parking lots and street parking in the neighborhood. Added density
will further strain parking availability in the neighborhood.

ii. Parking mitigation: The group asked if there is a plan to mitigate parking
impacts resulting from this project?

2
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1. Lea responded that as part of this project, the City is conducting a
parking study to assess how the new bridge will impact parking in the
neighborhood.

2. Tricia responded that the City is also conducting a broader parking
study and plan to address how parking might be managed in the
future.

iii.  Use of Church lots for parking: The group asked if the Phillippi and
Unitarian Church parking lots will continue to be used as commuter parking.

1. Tricia answered that when Sound Transit removed the park and ride
on the east side of I-5, they replaced that lost parking by leasing
parking in the Phillippi Church parking lot. Once the parking garage
1s open as part of the new light rail station, the Phillippi lot won’t be
used for commuter parking.

d. The group had questions about if and how the City would acquire property for the
bridge and trail connection to 1st Ave NE.
i. Lea said that that the extent of property impacts is yet to be determined, and
that discussions are currently being had with the immediately impacted
property owners.

e. Comments and questions about the west trail connection to 1st Ave NE options
1. The group did not express a unified preference for any one of the following
options.
1. Option 1 — Minimal Build-Out
2. Option 2 — Full Trail Build-Out
3. Option 3 - NE 147th Trail Connection
4. Option 4 — NE 148th St Extension

f. Comments and questions about the bridge options
1. Some members of the group shared an initial preference for the tied-arch
bridge.
ii. The group asked if the bridge would have a cover.
1. Aaron said that it might, but that level of detail has not been decided.

g. Comments and questions about the east bridge landing

1. The group did not share a preference for any of the east bridge
landings.
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5. Next Steps/Action Items

Briefing Notes

Task Responsible I DUE
Specific request

Share KC Metro Long-range planning information Lea 1/17
Share Northgate Pedestrian and Bicycle Bridge Lea 1/17
information

Share webpage/handout describing how the different Lea Once
City projects fit together/connect complete
Suggested information to share based on questions from group

Information on I-976 impacts — Lea 1/17
Team could share the Currents Winter 2019 article on

this issue.

http://www.shorelinewa.gov/home/showdocument?id=41307
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< Briefing Notes
North 148th Street Non-Motorized Bridge Design

Contract #9263

Consultant: KPFF, Inc.

Ridgecrest Neighborhood Association Briefing

January 21, 2020

1. Briefing Purpose
Update the Ridgecrest Neighborhood Association about the project background, schedule
and next steps, and gather feedback on early design concepts.

2. Presenters

Bob Earl City of Shoreline
Nytasha Walters City of Shoreline

Aaron Olson KPFF

Colleen Toomey Stepherson & Associates

3. Project Team Presentation: Bob and Aaron provided a brief overview and answered
questions about the project scope, design and schedule.

a. The project team started the presentation by providing background information on
the 2017 feasibility study which lead to the identification of the selected bridge
alignment at N 148th St.

b. The project team shared early design concepts for the three parts of the project: the
west trail connection 1st Ave NE, the bridge, and the east bridge landing. The team
shared that these are high-level concepts with the intent of gathering input from key
stakeholders early in the process to create a win-win for all those involved.

c. The options presented for the west trail connection to 1st Ave NE included:

1. Option 1 — Minimal Build-Out
ii. Option 2 — Full Trail Build-Out
d. The options presented for the bridge included:
1. Compression arch bridge
ii. Truss bridge
ii. Tied arch bridge
e. The options included for the east bridge landing included:
1. Option A
ii. Option B
1ii. Option C

f. The new bridge will include a walking trail and lighting. Sound Transit security will
also staff the station.

g A draft Type, Size and Location Memo will be presented to the City by the end of
February. At that time, the project team will also start a broad public outreach effort
concurrent to focused outreach with key stakeholders. The preferred alternative will
be selected approximately two months after Open House #1 (planned for early

1
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April).

h. The goal is to complete final design by the end of 2022, before Sound Transit begins
light rail testing on the east side of I-5. Light rail will go through one year of testing
(2023) with plans to start service in 2024.

Briefing Notes

4. Ridgecrest Neighborhood Association Community Comment Summary
a. Parking: Attendees asked about parking options on the west side.
i. Bob noted that the city is studying parking options and does not want to
overbuild on the west side of the bridge.

b. West Approach:

i. Option 1: Attendees emphasized the importance in minimizing tree removal.
Attendees also asked how Thornton Creek will be impacted by this project.
The city does not need to daylight creek currently.

ii. Option 2: Attendees provided mixed feedback about this option. Some were
concerned it was too wide and other wanted to make sure there would be
specific bike lanes along the route. A suggestion was made to update
renderings.

1. Colleen reiterated that stakeholders at churches also providing
feedback and it is important to them to have a distinct and safe right-
of-way that does not encourage people to cut through or wander
around church properties.

c. East Bridge Landing: Attendees asked several questions and provided strong
feedback about prospective plaza space and other amenities around the Sound
Transit station.

i. Several attendees expressed that the location adjacent to both light rail tracks
and a freeway would be too loud to hold any meaningful public
programming and that it was not an attractive space for people to sit and have
coffee or lunch. Attendees also said a lack of bathrooms was problematic.

1. Aaron and Nytasha noted that current conditions around the area are
likely to change with more retail development, restaurants and foot
traffic.

2. Nytasha confirmed that there are no bathrooms currently planned for
the facilities and noted that bathrooms were very expensive to
maintain in these types of public facilities.

3. Bob and Nytasha also confirmed that city does not need to acquire
additional property on the east side to accommodate any of the
prospective design options. City will take over plaza after Sound
Transit construction is complete.

ii. Safety: Attendees had several comments related to design elements under the
2
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Briefing Notes
Sound Transit track. Several attendees though the clearance was too low and
too close to the tracks. One attendee was concerned that design options had
too many corners and dark spaces that would create a safety risk, particularly
at night.

1. Bob and Aaron reiterated that the project has spatial constraints with
both I-5 and the Sound Transit tracks. Bridge and pathways also need
to meet ADA accessibility standards. Aaron reiterated that Sound
Transit will have security staff on site.

2. Attendees voiced support for Option C and said a more condensed
plaza was an okay tradeoff for a more direct route between the bridge
and station.

d. Bridge Options: Attendees asked several questions about the four bridge type
options.
i. Attendee asked if the bridge will light up like one of the bridges across
Aurora Avenue.
1. Aaron confirmed that we will not be able to do that under WSDOT
regulations. Other art options are under consideration.
1. Attendees asked which bridge was best designed for seismic activity.

1. Aaron confirmed that all bridge options will meet that same seismic
standards.

2. Aaron also confirmed that WSDOT will review options.

3. Bridge will be fabricated off-site to mitigate closure and disruption to
I-S.

4. Attendees responded most positively to the Tied Arch Bridge. One
person commented that the Truss Bridge looked too much like a
railroad.

e. Neighborhood travel and access:
1. Attendees asked how these pathways related to other open space projects.

1. Nytasha said the city is working toward greater connection through
greenways, that include routes near I-5 and the Burke Gilman Trail.
The city will be doing an update of its master transportation plan
soon.

ii. One attendee strongly articulated his concern that neighborhood connectivity
is very poor on the east side of the bridge and that there are not enough
sidewalks or curbs to get people safely to the light rail. He also felt that the
city has done a poor job informing and working with residents.

1. Nytasha emphasized that there are several other improvement
projects related to this area. She said the city could come back to
provide overview of projects. She also emphasized that the project
team will make sure to put the N 148th Non-Motorized Bridge in
context to the greater planning efforts as we go forward.

3
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5. Next Steps/Action Items

Task | Responsible | DUE

Specific request

Suggested information to share based on questions from group

Send information about | Nytasha and Lea 2/7
other improvement
project related to Sth
Avenue NE
area/walkshed to board
contacts.
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1601 Fifth Avenue, Suite 1600  Seattle, WA 98101 206.622.5822 kpff.com

MEETING NOTES

Attendees: Agency/Company: Date: 12/9/19

Lea Bonebrake City of Shoreline KPFF Job 1800398

Bob Earl City of Shoreline No.:

Nytasha Walters City of Shoreline Shoreline 9263

Juniper Nammi City of Shoreline Job No:

Melanie Vance WSDOT Local Programs Task No.: 2.0

Hung Huynh WSDOT NWR Design Project: N148th NMB
Christina Stround WSDOT Project

David Narvaez WSDOT Local Programs Subject: Project Kickoff
Mehrdad Moini WSDOT Local Programs Meeting WSDOT
Renae Larsen WSDOT Local Programs Mtg. Place Shoreline City Hall
Peter Alm WSDOT

Betsy Chase WSDOT Real Estate

Dan Hoyt WSDOT Planning Manager

Dan Logan WSDOT Real Estate

Celeste Gilman WSDOT RTC

Lindsey Handel (?) FHWA

Aaron Olson KPFF

Rachel Liberty KPFF

Keith Ireland KPFF

The purpose of the meeting was to re-introduce WSDOT to the scope and purpose of the N
148" street Non-Motorized Bridge Project which included discussion of constraints and
requirements of a crossing WSDOT’s facility.

Forward Compatibility/ WSDOT ROW:

East Bridge Landing:

¢ The group discussed the 94' and 84' forward compatibility line (FCL) along the east
side of I-5 which was used during the Lynnwood Link design project. These
guidelines can be used during design development for this project.

e A bridge pier at the east landing wilt likely need to be placed in the amenity zone
(i.e. between the 94’ and 84’ lines). The bridge pier would need to be able to
accommodate future drainage features (e.g. ditches) and other improvements (e.g.
ITS, etc).

e Bridge pier locations will be shown in the TS&L and 30% deliverable for WSDOT
review and comment.

e The City and Sound Transit currently have an understanding that the City will take
possession of parcels @ the 145" street station site at the end of construction and
that ST will have a transit easement on City property. Once this agreement has
been formalized, WSDOT will need this documentation.
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Page 2

ST and WSDOT currently have an airspace lease agreement at the 145™ street
station. This agreement will need to be modified for the portion of the pedestrian
bridge that impacts this area.

West Bridge Landing:

No FCL along the west side of I-5 was established in this vicinity for the Lynnwood
Link project.

The Lynnwood Link project did establish similar FCL where Sound Transit's
guideway transitioned to the west side of the freeway. These guidelines can be
applied in pedestrian bridge project area.

The design team will reach out to Jeff S. of WSDOT’s management of mobility team
to gather information regarding I-5 planning work and future needs in this area.
Corridor ITS is present in the SB I-5 shoulder

Airspace/Trail Lease:

The City will be seeking a trail lease for the aerial crossing of I-5. The bridge will
need to be identified in the City’s trail/transportation masterplan to qualify.

Trail lease will take approximately 1 year from submittal of exhibits to executed
lease.

It's possible that NEPA may run concurrently with this process.

SB I-5 Sign Bridge:

The existing sign bridge at the NE 145" St exit off of I-5 will be impacted by the
proposed pedestrian location.

The Northgate Way advisory sign is not required by the MUTCD. It's likely that this
sign could be relocated to the 145" st vehicular bridge (if required). A new sign
would need to be provided.

The exit sign may be relocated further north onto a cantilever sign bridge to
accommodate the pedestrian bridge. Horizontal clearance requirements will be
dictated by sign bridge maintenance requirements. WSDOT to provide these
clearance requirements.

Thornton Creek:

L ]

CC:

A piped section of Thornton Creek parallels SB I-5 in the vicinity of the pedestrian
bridge project

This section of Thornton Creek may be on the fish passage injunction list. It is
unknown at this time if WSDOT has any immediate or future plans for a fish
passage project. The design team will coordinate with WSDOT to determine if this is
the case.

It is advised that this pedestrian bridge project avoid impacts to Thornton Creek
including drainage discharge

It is advised that the Muckleshoots be invited to the NEPA kickoff meeting (still to be
scheduled)

The design team will request as-builts for section of Thornton Creek for inclusion in
the project basemap.
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o Critical areas — 165ft buffer around Thornton Creek

Architectural/Structural Requirements:

It is unknown at this time whether corridor specific WSDOT architectural standards will
be adhered to. The design team will follow-up with WSDOT to confirm

Although the WSDOT Design Manual does not necessarily require throw barriers for all
crossings, they will likely be required given the context of the site. BNSF guidelines are
often used as a starting point for throw barriers.

Lighting on the bridge will be required for user safety but should not serve as a
distraction to drivers on I-5. Uplighting or other accent lighting should be avoided.
WSDOT has no known restrictions on structure type (i.e. cable stay, truss, arch, etc).
Future maintenance of the structure will need to be considered in structure type
selection

Design team to confirm with Roman Peralta (WSDOT) on routine inspection
requirements for pedestrian bridges that cross WSDOT facilities

A bridge maintenance agreement between the City and WSDOT will be required
Construction permit from WSDOT will be required. WSDOT inspectors will need to be
present during construction

Deliverable Review and Communications:

The City/design team will submit draft TS&L report and 30% to WSDOT for review and
comment.

The basis of design for the project has been recently completed. The City will
distribute to WSDOT for review and comment.

Hung H. and Lee Fanning will serve as primary point of contact between City and
WSDOT for coordination items

A JZ account between WSDOT and the City has already been setup. The City and
WSDOT will coordinate to ensure enough funds are obligated to this account for
deliverable reviews.

Action Items

No. Description Person(s) Due Date Complete?
Responsible
Contact Jeff S of WSDOT
management of mobility
team to determine future |- Hung H. 12/31
5 plans at 145"
interchange

Define/determine
horizontal clearance
required for maintenance Hung H. 12/31
of proposed 145" off-ramp
sign bridge

CC:
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Provide as-built plans for
pipe section of Thornton
Creek in the vicinity of
proposed bridge

Hung H.

1/8

Determine whether pipe
section of Thornton Creek
is on WSDOT fish barrier
injunction list and whether
there are any plans for
replacing this section of
the culvert.

Hung H

1/8

Determine bridge
inspection requirements
with Roman Peralta
(WSDQOT)

KPFF/Hung H.

1/8

Review and comment on
Basis of Design Document

Hung H./WSDOT

1/15

Determine if JZ account
needs to be supplemented
to account for WSDOT
coordination effort

Lea B/Hung H.

1/8

CC:
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Sound Transit Kickoff Meeting Agenda

North 148" Street Non-Motorized Bridge Design
Contract #9263

Consultant: KPFF, Inc.

December 19, 2019, 3:00 p.m.

Attendees:
Lea Bonebrake City of Shoreline
Bob Earl City of Shoreline
Taylor Carroll Sound Transit
Aaron Olson KPFF

Introductions & Project Roles

Meeting Objectives
1) Re-introduce project to Sound Transit (ST) including purpose and need
2) Discuss constraints of building adjacent to ST facilities
3) Establish lines of communication and review

Project Background
e The 145" Multi-modal corridor study and 145" Subarea Plan recommendations
e Review feasibility analysis and recommended alignment alternatives

Preliminary Design Review
e Share current design development

Structural & Architectural Requirements

e Corridor architecture requirements
Permissible bridge types
Inspection & maintenance requirements
Geotechnical foundation influence zones

Construction Requirements
* Construction envelopes
e Staging areas
e Construction schedule

Kickoff Meeting Agenda v090106

9a-237



A

SHOR
=

-

.Eé

Sound Transit Coordination
e ST departmental review
e Main point of contact

Deliverables Review
e Basis of Design
e Bridge/Trail TS&L
o 30% Design & beyond

Open Discussion

Kickoff Meeting Agenda

Sound Transit Kickoff Meeting Agenda

- 9a-238
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Appendix 5

Project Background Information and
Meeting Notes

Environmental Permitting

N 148th Non-Motorized Bridge - City of Shoreline
TS&L Report
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Appendix 5

Project Background Information and
Meeting Notes

Landscaping Plant Palette

N 148th Non-Motorized Bridge - City of Shoreline
TS&L Report
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1. Plant Palette

LANDSCAPE SPECIES RECOMMENDATIONS

Table 1-1: TREES

Type

1. Large Tree

2. Large Tree

Latin Name

Quercus frainetto ‘Schmidt’

Common Name

Forest Green ltalian Oak

Nyssa sylvatica ‘David Odom’

Afterburner Tupelo

3. Medium Tree

Acer campestre ‘Evelyn’

Queen Elizabeth Hedge Maple

4, Med@m Tree

Halesia monticola

Mountain Silverbell

5. Accent_ Tree

Amelancier grandiflora ‘Princess Diana’

Princess Diana Serviceberry

6. Accent Tree

Acer circinatum

7. Evergreen Tree

Metasequoia glyptostroboides

Vine Maple

Dawn Redwood

8. Evergreen Tree

Picea omorika

Serbian Spruce

9. Evergreen Tree

Thuja plicata ‘Excelsa’

Excelsa Cedar

Error! Reference source not found. — Error! Reference source not found.
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Table 1-2: SCREENING

1. Accent Tree Acer circinatum Vine Maple
2. Evergreen Tree | Picea omorika Serbian Spruce
3. Evergreen Tree | Thuja plicata ‘Excelsa’ . Excelsa Cedar
4. Shrub Ribes sanguineum Flowering Currant
5. Shrub Myrica californica Pacific Wax Myrtle
6. Shrub Vaccinium ovatumn ‘Thunderbird’ Thunderbird Evergreen Huckleberry
7. Shrub Mahonia x media ‘Winter Sun’ Winter Sun Mahonia
8. Shrub Spiraea betulifolia ‘Tor’ Tor Birchleaf Spirea
9. Shrub Gaultheria shallon | Salal
10. Shrub Mahonia nervosa Cascade Oregon Grape
11. Fern Polystichum munitum Sword Fern

Error! Reference source not found. — Error! Reference source not found.
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Table 1-3: EDGE RESTORATION

Latin Name

Common Name

1. Shrub Sympbhoricarpos albus Snowberry

2. Shrub Mahonia aquifolium Kelseyi Red Twig Dogwood

3. Shrub _FGauIthen'a shallon Salal o o
4. Shrub Mahonia nervosa Cascade Oregon Grape

5. Fern Polystichum munitum Sword Fern

6. Grass Descha_m_psia cespitosa Tufted Hair Grass

7. Groundcover__ ‘ Arctostaphylow uva-ursi Kinnikinnick

_8_._Groundcover I_Fragaria chiloensis Beach Strawberry

——

Error! Reference source not found. — Error! Reference source not found.
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Table 1-4: ORNAMENTAL PLANTING

Type } Latin Name ‘ Common Name
1. Shrub Lonicera pileata Privet Honeysuckle
2. Shrub Rhododendron ‘Percy Wiseman Percy Wiseman Rhododendron a
3. Shrub Deutzia gracilis ‘Nikko’ Dwarf Slender Deutzia
4. Shrub Prunus laurocerasus ‘Mt. Vernon' Mount Vernon Laurel
5. Shrub Escallonia ‘Newport Dwarf’ . Newport Dwarf Escallonia
6. Shrub Berberis thunbergii ‘Concorde’ Concord Barberry
7. Shrub Mahonia repens Creeping Oregon Grape
8. Grass ,C__Igéarrsr;zgrostis x acutiflora ‘Karl Feather Reed Grass
9. Grass Seslena autumnalis Autumn Moor Grass
10. Perennial Achillea millefolium ‘Walther Funcke' Walther Funke Yarrow
11. Perennial Geum ‘Flames of Passion’ Flames of Passion Avens
12. Groundcover | Rubus pentalobus Creeping Bramble
13. Groundcover | Epimedium x perralchicum ‘Frohnleiten’ | Hybrid Epimedium
14. Vine Parthenocissus triscupidata Boston lvy

Error! Reference source not found. — Error! Reference source not found.
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Appendix 6

Online Open House Report and Content

N 148th Non-Motorized Bridge — City of Shoreline
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CITY OF

SHORELINE

N 148th STREET NON-MOTORIZED
BRIDGE PROJECT

ONLINE OPEN HOUSE FINAL REPORT
APRIL 10-MAY 1, 2020
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SUMMARY

As part of the N 148th Street Non-Motorized Bridge Project, the City of Shoreline hosted an online open
house between April 10 and May 1, 2020, to share information and gather input on the design of the
bridge and how it connects to the neighborhoods on the east and west sides of I-5.

When visiting the online open house, participants could:

e Learn more about the project need, benefits, and schedule.

e Review the options being considered for each design element and provide feedback on those
options.

o Share how they plan to use the bridge and what criteria is most important to them.

e Share demographic information to help determine the effectiveness of the City’s outreach.

o Sign up for email updates about this project and others in the N 145th Street corridor.

Promotions

The City used multiple methods to reach audiences and promote the online open house. A postcard
advertising the online open house and the webinar was sent to 4,195 addresses in the project area.
Information about the online open house was also posted on the project webpage and on social media,
and the project team sent emails to project partners, neighborhood organizations, and project
stakeholders. The online open house was available in English, Korean, and Spanish.

METHODOLOGY

The following report captures qualitative and quantitative data for survey questions. The online open
house included 14 questions related to the project design elements and 14 questions related to criteria,
travel, and respondent demographics. All questions were optional. Not all respondents answered every
question. Many questions allowed respondents to select more than one answer. Questions with more
than one answer do not use percentage to calculate any total value or representation.

Use and Activity

Between April 10 and May 1, 529 individuals visited the online open house. There were 165 survey
respondents. Each question received a different number of responses, including:

e 125 responses to bridge structure questions

e 87 responses to the east bridge landing questions

e 113 responses to the west trail connection questions

98 responses to evaluation criteria questions

110 responses to bridge use and demographic questions

* 33 open-ended comments in response to the question “Is there anything else you would like to
share about the N 148th St Non-Motorized Bridge Project?”

All survey entries were in English. The online open house received very few views in Spanish and Korean.
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KEY FINDINGS

Demographics and Priorities

About 31% of online open house visitors completed survey questions. Seventy-nine percent (79%) of
respondents who provided a ZIP code listed 98133 or 98155. About 44% of respondents who provided a
ZIP code lived on the west side of |-5 and about 56% lived on the east side of I-5. About half of
respondents are already planning to use the bridge to connect to light rail and nearby walking/bike trails
and most plan to walk or bicycle. One-third were not yet sure if they plan to use the bridge.

Survey respondents who provided demographic information overwhelmingly identified as White or
Caucasian and English-speaking. Most respondents were 35 or older, with the largest represented age
group being those 65 years or older (22%). Eighty-nine percent (89%) of survey respondents were
homeowners.

When considering criteria to evaluate design options, survey respondents identified the following as
their top priorities:

e Improve pedestrian travel (e.g., sidewalks, crosswalks) (55%)

® Maintain safe environment for community (44%)

e Shorten travel time to light rail station/transit center (34%)

Bridge Span

The Tied Arch option was the most popular design; 57% of respondents selected it as their top choice.
Respondents liked the overall look design of the Tied Arch, as well as the size. Respondents noted that
minimizing cost, ensuring aesthetic appeal, and maximizing safety were all important factors to consider
when selecting a bridge option. Regardless of where they live or what mode of travel they plan to use,
participants preferred the Tied Arch option.

East Bridge Landing

More than 90% of survey respondents preferred the Direct Ramp option, regardless of where they live
or what mode of travel they use. Respondents liked the overall layout, the connection to the Trail Along
the Rail, and the connection to the light rail station. Accessibility and safety were key considerations.
Many respondents noted that the more angular shapes of the other two options would present
challenges for those on bicycles and those using assisted modes of travel.

Respondents noted that the corner angles in both the A-Frame and Switchback options would create
blind spots and risk of collisions.
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West Trail Connection

Fifty-seven percent (57%) of respondents preferred the Full Build-Out option. Respondents liked the
overall design and the shared path for pedestrian and bicyclists. Safety was an important consideration
for respondents. With the Minimal Build-Out option, respondents worried that the shared use of the
drive aisle by vehicles and bicycles would create an increased risk for collisions, as well as liability for the
neighboring churches.

Although respondents preferred the Full Build-Out option, many also listed loss of parking and loss of
mature trees as concerns for any work being done on this portion of the project.

The Full Build-Out option was the most popular among respondents, regardless of where they live.
Those who selected walking as a mode of travel had a slight preference for the Minimal Build-Out
option; this option would include a designated path for pedestrians.

OTHER KEY THEMES

Maintain mature trees: Throughout each section of the survey, respondents emphasized the
importance of maintaining mature trees in the project area wherever possible.

Manage project costs: Many respondents noted that managing project costs was an important factor,
and some recommended the project team should select the least expensive design for each section of
the project.

Delineated areas of travel: Participants also noted that it will be important throughout each project
section to have clear signage and painted lanes to distinguish pedestrian pathways from
bicycle/wheeled pathways.

Other street improvements: Throughout each section of the survey, participants noted the need for
street improvements around the project area, such as 1st Avenue NE and N 145th Street. Many noted
that there was a need to improve pedestrian travel and safety on N 145th Street, regardless of how the
bridge connects to N 148th Street.

NEXT STEPS

Public input is one of several key factors the project team is considering as they identify a preferred
option for the project design. The project team will recommend a preferred option to Shoreline City
Council in June 2020 for approval. Once approved, the project team will continue to refine the overall
design and move toward 30% design in fall 2020. More opportunities for public input will be provided
during summer and fall 2020.
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BRIDGE

WHICH BRIDGE OPTION DO YOU PREFER?

[ Option 1:
| Combined Arch
Bridge

17%

Option 3: Truss
Bridge
26%

| Option 2: Tied |

ArchBridge
57%
| Answers Percentage Tally
Option 2: Tied Arch Bridge 57% 63
Option 3: Truss Bridge 26% 28
Option 1: Combined Arch Bridge 17% 19
Total 100% 110

OPTION 1: COMBINED ARCH BRIDGE
What do you like about this option? Select all that apply.

_ Answers Tally
Overall look and design 57

Size 25
Other 6

Respondents: 67
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What do you dislike about this option? Select all that apply.

Overall look and design : 23
Size 12
Other 6

Respondents: 38

OPTION 2: TIED ARCH BRIDGE

What do you like about this option? Select all that apply.

Answers : i’ally ]
Overall look and design 82
Size 31
Other 11

Respondents: 86

What do you dislike about this option? Select all that apply.

Answers '5' LELLY !
Size 18
Overall look and design 12
Other 5

Respondents: 29

OPTION 3: TRUSS BRIDGE

What do you like about this option? Select all that apply.

Overall look and design 25
Size 20
Other 9

Respondents: 38
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What do you dislike about this option? Select all that apply.

Answers | Tally
Overall look and design 68
Size 17
Other 14

Respondents: 75

Is there anything you think we should consider while evaluating these bridge options? (Write-in
response)

17
14
9
7
I 3

Manage cost  Design/aesthetic  Ensure safety Integrate with I-5 Weather
preferences and N 145th considerations
corridor

Recurring Themes

Manage cost 17
Design/aesthetic considerations 14
Maintain safety 9
Integrate with |-5 and N 145th corridor 7
Weather considerations 3

Other comments included ensuring bridge was easy to access, limiting bike and pedestrian interactions
and ensuring the protection of mature trees.

Respondents: 48
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EAST BRIDGE LANDING

WHICH OPTION DO YOU PREFER?

Option 2:

Switchback = ‘.
Ramp

5%

" Option 1:
A-Frame
Ramp

94%

Option 3: Direct Ramp 77
Option 2: Switchback Ramp 5% 4
Option 1: A-Frame Ramp 1% 1
Total 100% 82
OPTION 1: A-FRAME RAMP
What do you like about this option? Select all that apply.
| Answers Tally |
Stair access to station 22
Connection to light rail station 19
Pedestrian and bicycle pathways 17
Ramp layout 12
Connection to Trail Along the Rail 12
Other 3
Height clearance from Sound Transit tracks 2

Respondents: 31




What do you dislike about this option? Select all that apply.

Answers Tally |
Height clearance from Sound Transit tracks 36
Ramp layout 29
Connection to Trail Along the Rail 16
Other 15
Stair access to station 12
Pedestrian and bicycle pathways 5
Connection to light rail station 4

Respondents: 57

OPTION 2: SWITCHBACK RAMP

What do you like about this option? Select all that apply.

Answers | Tally |

Height clearance from Sound Transit tracks 25
Connection to light rail station 14
Ramp layout 12
Pedestrian and bicycle pathways 11
Stair access to station 11
Connection to Trail Along the Rail 7
Other 5
Respondents: 40
What do you dislike about this option? Select all that apply.
Answers Tally
Ramp layout 34
Connection to Trail Along the Rail 21
Stair access to station 18
Connection to light rail station 7
Pedestrian and bicycle pathways 7
Height clearance from Sound Transit tracks 6
Other 6

Respondents: 48




OPTION 3: DIRECT RAMP

What do you like about this option? Select all that apply.

| Answers | |
Ramp layout 53
Connection to Trail Along the Rail 50
Connection to light rail station 48
Height clearance from Sound Transit tracks 34
Pedestrian and bicycle pathways 33
No stair access to station 29
Other 8

Respondents: 66

What do you dislike about this option? Select all that apply.

A

No stair access to station 15
Height clearance from Sound Transit tracks
Ramp layout

Pedestrian and bicycle pathways

Other

Connection to Trail Along the Rail
Connection to light rail station

RINW WO

Respondents: 24
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Is there anything you think we should consider while evaluating these options for the East Bridge
Landing? (Write-in response)

13
6
5
4
3
I . .
=
£ & & &
@Q\ Q,o"e %\é:\ @"(\ " &
& & & & & &
2 P> ? & 2 >
<& & & o & 2
e’b .\(‘Q o~ -Q\(‘ W N ‘R.é\
6‘5" ,(\Q} 'é\ \S’a‘ \{\,\ &e’(’
o & & b ©
L o & & R
N S ¢
o (\'b%
o Q&

Recurring Themes Tally

Prioritize accessibility 13
Design/aesthetic preferences
Maintain safety

Ensure trail connections
Manage ped/bike interactions
Protect mature trees

P Wk o,

Respondents: 24

10
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WEST TRAIL CONNECTION

WHICH OPTION DO YOU PREFER?

Option 1:
Minimal
Build-Out
a3%
Option 2:
Full Build-
Qut
57%
Answers i Percentage Tally
Option 2: Full Build-Out 57% 57
Option 1: Minimal Build-Out 43% 43
Total 100% 100

OPTION 1: MINIMAL BUILD-OUT

What do you like about this option? Select all that apply.

Answers Tally
Separation between bicyclists and pedestrians 47
Parking options 33
Trail design 26
Other 11

Respondents: 68
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What do you dislike about this option? Select all that apply.

_ Answers Tally

Separation between bicyclists and pedestrians 31
Trail design 28
Other 26
Parking options 11

Respondents: 65

OPTION 2: FULL BUILD-OUT

What do you like about this option? Select all that apply.

Answers | Tally

Trail design S
Shared bicycle and pedestrian path 49
Other 9
Parking options 5

Respondents: 63

What do you dislike about this option? Select all that apply.

Answers ' LELL |

Shared bicycle and pedestrian path 39
Parking options 34
Other 13
Trail design 12

Respondents: 61
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Is there anything you think we should consider while evaluating these options for the West Trail
Connection? (Write-in response)

22
15
11
10
9
7
Safety Limit bike/car Limit bike/ped  Minimize Preserve Preserve
interactions  interactions impact to parking mature trees
churches

Recurring Themes

Safety 22
Limit bike/car interactions 15
Limit bike/ped interactions 11
Minimize impact to churches 10
Preserve parking 9
Preserve mature trees 7

Other comments included requests for more detailed plans, recommendations for landscaping, and the
need to manage traffic flow into the area.

Respondents: 45

13

9a-262



DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION

Do you plan to use the new N 148th Street Non-Motorized Bridge?

No
15%

I’'m not sure
yet
31%

~Yes
54%

Answers Percentage Tally
Yes 54% 59
I’'m not sure yet 31% 34
No 15% 16
Total 100% 109
14
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If you do plan to use the bridge, what modes of travel do you plan to use? Select all that apply.

77
53
5 a4 5
== =
Walking Bicycling Other Wheelchair or Other
recreational other assisted

wheels such as  mode of travel
scooters or
skateboards

Answers |
Walking 77
Bicycling 53
Other recreational wheels such as scooters or 5
skateboards
Wheelchair or other assisted mode of travel 4
Other 0

Respondents: 92

15
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If you do plan to use the bridge, what will be the purpose of your travel? Select all that apply.

80
63
35
24
I 2
e

To connect to Toconnectto Toaccess other To connect to Other
light rail at the biking or walking neighborhoods buses at or near
South trails on the west or the South
Shoreline/N east side of I-5 Shoreline/N
145th Station 145th Station

Answers

To connect to light rail at the South 80
Shoreline/N 145th Station

To connect to biking or walking trails 63
To access other neighborhoods on the west or 35
east side of I-5

To connect to buses at or near the South 24
Shoreline/N 145th Station

Other 2

Respondents: 91

16
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Please select the top three criteria that are most important to you for this project.

A 9 C

IMPROVE MAINTAIN SAFE
PEDESTRIAN TRAVEL ENVIRONMENT SHORTEN GRANELSIME
55% 44% 34%

_ Answers | Percentage |

Improve pedestrian trave! (e.g., sidewalks, 55% 59
crosswalks)

Maintain safe environment for community 44% 47
Shorten travel time to light rail station/transit 34% 36
center

Improve bicycle travel 33% 35
Protect mature trees 27% 29
Visual design and overall look 21% 23
Manage project costs 17% 18
Minimize impacts to neighboring properties 15% 16
Maintain existing parking options 13% 14
Limit city acquisition of private property 9% 10

Respondents: 107

17
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What is your ZIP code?

98117

10% ’

98133
Other 39%
20%
98155
31%
Answers Percentage ' Tally
98133 39% 42
98155 31% 34
Other 20% 22
98117 10% 11
Total 100% 109

What is your age?

1
=

19 or
younger

3

20-24

24
21 21 22
14
‘|| .

25-34

35-44

45-54

55-64 65 orolder Vd rather

18
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19 or younger

Answers

Percentage

Tally

2024 3% 3
25-34 13% 14
3544 19% 21
45-54 19% 21
55-64 20% 22
65 or older 22% 24
I’d rather not say 2% 2
Total 100% 108

19
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What is your race/ethnicity? Select all that apply.

87
11
5
B = - : - ! 0 0
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R @ &L & & & Q*b(‘ S &
8) <o & v ) s 52
5! & ‘\J‘\b Q.bc‘ W '
{‘{? b & of
&
¥ °
| Answers | Tally
White/Caucasian 87
I'd rather not say 11
Asian or Pacific Islander 5
American Indian or Alaska Native 3
Biracial/multiracial 3
African American or Black 2
Hispanic, Spanish, or Latino 1
Northern African/Middle Eastern (0]
Optional self-identification 0
Respondents: 107
20
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What is the primary language spoken in your home?

Answers Percentage

English 100% | 107
Ambharic/Tigrinya 0% 0
Korean 0% 0
Mandarin/Cantonese 0% 0
Spanish 0% 0
Tagalog 0% 0
Vietnamese 0% 0
Other 0% 0
Total 100% 107
What gender do you identify as?
I'd rather Non-binary
not say “|—- 2%

3%

Male Female

42%

53%

_ Answers ', Percentage
Female 53% 56
Male 42% 44
I’d rather not say 3% 3
Non-binary 2% 2
Optional self-identification 0% 0
Total 100% 105
21
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Do you have a disability? Select all that apply.

74
7
5 4 3 1 0
= [ i —_— —

NG & o) o < = S

° ® & » N & N\

W &8 ¥ ° Q‘o“‘"
& X
S X
L &
2
Lo
i_\O
of

Answers Tally _

None 74

Mobility 7

I'd rather not say 5

Hearing 4

Cognitive 3

Optional self-identification 1

Vision 0

Respondents: 94
22
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What is your current housing situation?

Stay with
Rent friends or
Lo ‘ family
1%

Oown

89%
Own 89% 95
Rent 10% 11
Stay with friends or family 1% 1
Without housing 0% 0
Other 0% 0
I'd rather not say 0% 0
Total 100% 107

23
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How did you learn about this project? Select all that apply.

61
18 17
I H B m . o
=
- a0 < o o) ‘2 4,
-q"}m -a\'& ‘&6 @q\ o S Q;b\ 0‘\9‘ \."Ib\\
& > O < & & & S
_\x“‘ g > & ‘
& L X & &
& & ) R
L i i
& & @
N &
¢ ©
o P
o o
A &
o o
?S“

Answers ' Tally |

City of Shoreline email/website 61
An organization I’'m involved with 18
Other 17
News 10
Friend 9
Social media 8
My employer 3

Respondents: 107

**Reporting Note: This question unintentionally omitted “mailer” as an option. Several people who
responded with “other” said they received a mailer from the City of Shoreline.

24
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What is the best way to stay in touch with you about this project? Select all that apply.

79
21 20
11
] :
Email Community Mail Social media Other
meetings and
open houses
. 7 _ Answers . Tally |
Email 79
Community meetings and open houses 21
Mail 20
Social media 11
Other ' 1
Respondents: 99
25
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Is there anything else you would like to share about the N 148th Non-Motorized Bridge Project?
(Write-in response)

6
5 5
I I 3 3 3

Prioritize Manage Reconsider Protect mature Ensure trail Expedite
accessibility  costs/funding location trees connections construction
Recurring Themes | Tally

Prioritize accessibility
Manage costs/funding
Reconsider location
Protect mature trees
Ensure trail connections
Expedite construction

W wlwiuvn vl

Other comments included prioritizing safety, minimizing impacts to churches, and comments on other
City of Shoreline projects.

Respondents: 33

26
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WEB ACTIVITY REPORT

URL: 148bridge.infocommunity.org

Users | 529
Total number of individual IP addresses that visited the online open house at least once.

Sessions | 692
The number of individual visits to online open house from all users.

Total Pageviews | 2,454

The total number of times all pages within the online open house were viewed, inclusive of English,
Spanish, and Korean pages.

Unique Pageviews | 2,138

This number aggregates multiple visits to a page within a single browsing session. Example: If a user
viewed the Bridge page five times within one browsing session, the total number of unique views of that
page would be one. If a user viewed the online open house on a Thursday and then came back to view
again on a Friday, those visits are counted as multiple browsing sessions.

Pages Visited Per Session | 3.55
The average number of pages a user visited during a session.

Session Duration | 5 minutes, 20 seconds
The average time a user spent viewing the online open house during a session.

Device Use | Desktop (75%), Mobile (22%), Tablet (3%)

Top Traffic Sources | Direct Entry of URL (61%), City of Shoreline website (21%), Facebook {8%)

27

9a-276



Appendix 6

Online Open House Content

N 148th Non-Motorized Bridge - City of Shoreline
TS&L Report
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reet Non-Motorized Bridge

A ped/bike bridge connecting people to neighborhoods and reglonal transit

WoMe  PROJECT

OVERVIEW SCHEDULE BRIDGE

WEST TRAIL
CONNECTION

EAST BRIBGE
LANDING

GIVE MORE WHAT'S
FEEDBACK NEXT?

ONLINE OPEN HOUSE

Welcome to the online open house for the
N 148th Street Non-Motorized Bridge!

Shoreline is growing and changing. With the coming arrival of Sound Transit light rail, the new Shoreline
South/145th Station for light rail and bus transit, and new development, residents need new ways to
connect to these growing services and facilities and to an expanding pedestrian and bike netwaork

To meet these needs, the City of Shoreline will build a new pedestrian and bike bridge crossing over

OIN US FOR A WEBINAR

This live online presentation will
take place on:

Thursday, April 23, 2020
12:00-1:00 p.m.

Click here to register.

Interstate 5 (I-5) at N 148th Street. The N 148th Street Non-Motorized Bridge will improve safety for
everyone and reduce travel times for people walking and biking between the east and west sides of I-5 in

Shoreline.
The purpose of this online open house is to provide a chance far you to:

= Learn more about this project.

= Share what's important to you and give feedback an the key parts of this project.

How to use this online open house

Stay Connected

Sign up for updates and engagement
opportunities about this project and others in
the N 145th Street Corridor.

Flrst Name

= To advance through this open house, scroll down to read each page, then click the "Next Page®

button at the bottom of the page, or select the tab you want at the top.

Last Name

= Within this online open house, you will be asked questions and can provide feedback. The online

open house and questionnaire will take only a few minules to complete.

Thank you for your participation!

TRANSLATION SERVICES:

IF you would Ilke to communicate with the City of Shoreline or revlew a document In
another language, please send your request alang with your contact Informatlon to
clk@shorelinewa.gov or call 206-801-2700.

Si qulslera comunicarse con la cludad de Shorellne o reviser un documento en otro
Idloma, envle su sollcitud junto con su Informaclén de contacto a
clk@shorelinewa.gov ¢ llame al 206-801-2700,

HRTAER City of Shorellne TSN BRI S —RIFE BRI,
TR SRR EHRABIR R I B % Z) clk@shorellnewa.gov SEARIN R
206-801-2700,

£0{2121 A0 e12tstn YLt CHE 21012 § 2ME 2 Sa2i@! A% 2ot #inj

2AMB clk@shorellnewa.gov 2 & 5t7L| 206-801-2700H22 s FHAL2.

CONTACT Us:

Lea Bonehrake, PE., City of Shorellne, Project Manager
Ibonebrake@shorelinewa.gov | 206-801-2475

For additional project Information, visit shorelinawa.gov/148thbridge

© SA COMMUNICATIONS, ALL RIGHTS RESERVED 2020
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dokumento sa Ibang wika, pakipadala ang lyong kehllingen kasame ng lyong
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N 148th Street Non-Motorized Bridge

A ped/blke bridge connecting people to nelghborhoods and reglonal transit

PROJECT WESTTRAIL  EASTBRIDGE  GIVE MORE  WHAT'S
HOME  ovegvigw  SCHEDULE  BRIDGE .oy iotion LANDING FEEDBACK NEXT?

ONLINE OPEN HOUSE

Project Overview

Need and Benefits

The N 148th Street Non-Motorized Bridge will address several community needs, both current and future,
and provide many benefits, including:

TRANSPORTATION OPTIONS FOR A CHANGING NEIGHBORHOOD. In 2016, the City developed the
1451h Street Station Subarea Plan ta address future land use and transportation needs near the new fight
rail and transit station. As the area changes, the bridge will help serve residents, business owners, retail
customers, and commuters. The bridge is part of the City of Shoreline’s greater planning efforts for the

N 145th Street corridor and new Sound Transit light rail station. You can learn more about other related
projects in the ares by visiting the Destination 2024 website.

LINK LIGHT RAIL ACCESS. By 2024, the Shoreline South/145th Station will open, bringing light rail and A——‘

increased bus rapid transit service to Sharellne. Of Shoreline residents who work, more Lhan 80% travel =

outside of the city to reach their places of employment, with aimost Iwo-thirds commuting to Seattle Projected cost
Traffic in 1he stalion area is projected to increase by more than 25%.

Design $2.8-3.9 million
IMPROVED SAFETY AND REDUCED TRAVEL TIMES. Paths that are separated from the road and

designate space for pedestrians and bicyclists increase safety and help reduce the risk of collisions with Right-of-Way $1.5-2.1 million

molor vehicles. .
Construction $18.1-24.9 milllon

Shareline is currently divided by a nine-lane Interstate (1-5). A new bridge will make it easier to travel
through Shoreline and decrease iravel times by at least ten minutes for those walking and biking in the
area. The new bridge will also imprave bike routes to the Interurban Trail, the future Trail along the Rail,
the existing Burke-Gilman Trail, and potential future regional bicycle networks.

TOTAL PROJECT COST $23-30.2 million

The City has secured $10 million in federal,
regional, and county funding. With a total project
Location cost currently estimated at $23-30.2 million
(costs will be further refined during the design
process), the City continues to actively seek
funding to complete construction.

The new bridge will go across Interstate 5 (I-5) at N 1481h Sireet. The project consists of three maln
parts: the bridge span over I-5, West Trail Connection, and East Bridge Landing

NE 1518t St KEY

¢ B ok g
¥ z I N 148th Street
3 H Non-Motorized
Iplesla N Crisio Bridge
N 149th St ch of Cartat NE 149th S1
B8 Link light rail tracks
Shoreline South/
NE 1481h 81 145th Station
N 148th St Sheredes
it Lo (including light ral,
Unbveresiist hereh bus zane, passenger
drop-off, parking
garage, and
N 147th st pathways)
N 145th S¢ NE 145th 5t
Click here ta enlarge.

CONTACT US: SHARE THIS WEBSITE:

Lea Bonebrake, P.E., Cily of Shareline, Project Manager
Ibonebrake@shorelinewa.gov | 206-801-2475

For additionai project Information, visit shorelinews.gov/1481hbridge
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N 148th Street Non-Motorized Bridge

A ped/bike bridge connecting people to neighborhoods and regional transit

PROJECT

HOME  GvERVIEW

SCHEDULE BRIDGE

WEST TRAIL
CONNECTION

EAST BRIDGE
LANDING

ONLINE OPEN HOUSE

WHAT'S
NEXT?

GIVE MORE
FEEDBACK

Schedule

The design phase of the project started in 2019 and will continue through 2021. Community members will have an opportunity to provide input through both in-
person and online open houses during design and enviranmental review throughout 2020. Construction is scheduled to begin in 2022 and to be complete in 2023

before the new light trail station opens.

Alternative
Evaluation

September 2019~
Feasibility June 2020
Study

2017
Completed

DECEMBER-MARCH

Property owner briefings

Community briefings and

presentations

APRIL

Design/Environmental Review

2019-2021

Preferred Alternative
Selectlon

Summer 2020
Property owner briefings

Community briefings and
presentations

Online and in-person
open house

30% Design
Completion

Summer/Fall 2020
Property owner briefings
Possible community
briefings and

presentations

Possible online and
in-person open house

Construction
2022-2023

Right-of-Way
2021-2022

Online open house, survey,
and presentation

Research and Planning

in 2016 and 2017, the City of Shoreline did a study to evaluate and recommend options for linking the communities on the west side of I-5 to the future Sound
Transit Shoreline South/145th Station. City of Shoreline staff, Shoreline Cily Council, and consulting engineers evaluated five options. Public comment was
provided at Shoreline City Council meetings.

The City estimated the location at N 148th Street would cost the least to construct, likely draw the most users, and of the routes possible, provide the shortest
and most direct access to the Shoreline South/145th Station. The City also reviewed WSDOT and Sound Transit regulations in order to address safety needs
around and across -5. Shoreline City Council approved this location in February 2017.

< GO TO PREVIOUS PAGE

> GO TO NEXT PAGE

CONTACT US: SHARE THIS WEBSITE:

f ¥

Lea Bonebrake, PE., City of Shorellne, Praject Manager
Ibonebrake@shorelinewa.gov | 206-801-2475

For additlonal project informatlon, vislt shorelinewa.gov/148thbridge FOLLOW US:
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N 148th Street Non-Motorized Bridge

A ped/blke bridge connecting people lo neighborhoods and reglonal transit

HOME PROJECT

WEST TRAIL
OVERVIEW i

CONNECTIDN

ONLINE OPEN HOUSE

SCHEDULE

EAST BRIDGE
LANDING

GIVE MORE WHAT'S
FEEDBACK HEXT?

Bridge

The bridge will camy d bicyeiinta scrons k5 by the Parkindod noky d on the
‘wokt side and the now Shoreline Saythii 1458 S1atien an the past, Tha oridge ‘Wil b wide enough fae
pedestrians and bicyciats and bullt 1o comply with Americans with Dissbilities Azt (ADA) standards. Al
bl epticns will be drsignod 10 the spme salery standand and include pederirian/bicyoty rallngs,
Tighting, 9 (W busties) b d anth below from felling obigcts.

= DESIGN: The cambiined arch bridge would have & magar arch over 1-5 end smaller arch on the
shenl connectice ta tha trall on the west side of e bridge.

® 8IZE: The arches would have sleel support places overhead and vertical support pleces that
coutd be cable or steel.

= SAFETY: Thit thiow bamier would ba gitached 1o the Inside of he verlical support pieces lo
provent Whunge from falling onlo the interstate belowe

® DEHOM: The lled erch bridge would have two side-by-side archea litled loward each other wilh
attached supporting cables,

® SIZE: The higher arch end slender calles would create mare space and light then llie other
bridge options.

= SAFETY: Tha throw barrier could be atached on aliher side of the cables to preven) 1hlngs
fram fafing anta the Interslate below,

Option 3: Truss Bridge

Click hore to eniarge,

= DESIGN: A truss bridge has connected pleces thet form a 1riangle or *trass.”

® BIZE: Compared to he olher kridge types, the truss bridge would be whighily shorter at e
blghest poird, have more struztutsl pieces ovarhead, and the outside EUpparts weuld be wider.

= SAFETY; Tha thicw bamler woufd be attached 1o (he Inside of the trusses to prevenl things
from fallieg creia the intarstate below.

CONTACT IS: SHARE T111S WERSITF:

Lea Donebrake, RE , Cily of Shoreline, Project Manager
thonehrake@shorellneas.gav | 2068012475

Fot addillonal project information, visit shorellnewa gov/1481hbridge

= SEACCUMUNICATIONS, ALL KGHIS

Are you 00 a shared or public

computar? if you ses somanng else’s m
SUIVEY FRIPONBR, EECE 1 AR neset

button o start yaur awn survey.

Share your thoughts on bridge
design options:

Oplion 1: Combined Arch Bridge

What do you Il sboat this optfont seieer AL
THAT APPLY.
Size
~ Overall look and design
¢ Glher maene
What do you dialike sboat this option? s1ecr
ALL THAT APPLY.
Size
Overall look and design
Gther AR
Oplon 2: Tled Arch Bridge
What do you Hie sbout thls optlon? seaec A
THAT APPLY,
Slze
Overall look and design
Olher WAIE IN:
VWit do you dietfim abost this optien? setecr
ALL THAT APPLY.
- She
Oyerall ook and design
Other waiTe ne

What do you [ke ebout this optiont serecT aie
THAT APPLY.

Size
Overall ook and design
 Othar wRITE

What do you disfTke abozt this option? saect
AL THAT APPLY.

i Size
Overall loak and design
Othet wrize e

Which bridge option do you prafer?

Opfion 1: Combined Arch Bridgs
Opiion 2: Tied Arch Bridga
Oplicn 3: Truss Bridge

1 Ehare amything yoo thiek we shecld conoider
while wvalaatiag these bridge eptisnr?

Plaese make sure to cllck on the submit buttan
before you feave the page.




N 148th Street Non-Motorized Bridge

A ped/bike bridge connecting people to nelghborhoods and reglanal transit

w GIVEMORE  WHAT'S

ANDING FEEDBACK MENTZ

ONLINE OPEN HOUSE

PROJECT T THAIL EAST BRIDGE
HOME SCHEDULE  BRIDGE - BTN \

OVERVIEW

West Trail Connection

Tha et (amy S approach i ihe hiidge wil be o the wenl wide o 15 in the Patkinood Aro you on 8 s 4 et

megtbarbaed. The project eam @ working h b including 4 ol computer? If yius 1em aeend efils m
worahig, 10 Ideotily el iriceites and essue it The dewgn kil esestiuetion of the bridge will lerit survey responses, olick on (e resel

isution, With 5 poticns, the Caty aimi 10 Dreseive isting manre 1t in the project woa, whetever button o stat ou CRA T

possible

Share your thoughts on the

Option 1: Minimal Buitd-Out
ption inimal Bul Wes1 Trail Connection design:

OVERHEAD YIEW
Option 1: Minimal Bubid-0u

What do yau ke about this optlan? seLECT ALL
THAT APPLY.
Trall design
Separation between bicyctists and
pedesliians
Parking oplions
Other wREN

il c

~ pieptoome B

What do you disilke about this opttan? SELECT
A1 THAT APPLY

Trail design
‘Separation betwaen bicyclists and
N pedesirans
; 1 Parking options
KEY Other WRIFE 15

ot dvomwe BE

A 1ST AVEHUE NE3 Improvemens Lo 1s1 Avanue NE might be bullt as e separale fulure

project
8 BICYCLES: Bicycles will share the parking loLwilh vehicles and then connect fo the Option 2: Full Butid-Oct
bidge What da you like about thls aption? SELECT ALL
¢ TRAIL; Trail will be an 8-foot-wide pedesirian sidewalk between 1si Avenue NE and AR
{hiy Bridige and will Include lighting. Trail design
D PARKING: Parking in chuich lots will not change Shated bicycle and padestian path
Parking oplions
Ciisk dera 10 aafargs overtiand view. Other wRTC AL
u Wha da you disfike abioirt 1his optlon? SELECT
TYPICAL CROSS-SECTION W Ao
Logking west towards sl Avenue NE Trail design
Shated bicycte and pedesirian path
Parking options
Other wiE N

Which Was1 Trall Connaction opilen do you

Existngparking  Shared vehiclesbicycle  Editing patking to Pegestrian  New praler?
\preman lane in parkirg lot I wal fence Option 1: Minimal Build-Gut
Click berw fo ealargs cross-ssctioa Qption 2: Full Buld-Out

I3 thera anythirg you think we should censider
Option 2: Full Bulld-Out whila evaluating these optians for the West
Tral) Conneclion?

OVERHEAD VIEW

f Plaase make sure fo chck on the submit button
H before you feave the page.
£
— ||
A
|
KEY
A 1ST AVENUE NE: Improvements to 1st Avenue NE might be buill as a separeie future
project.
@ BICYCLES: Bicycles will ghaie the trail with pedestrlans.
C TRAIL: Pedesuian un bicyches will it e 1#-foot shared path Ihal connecls Lo the

D with a bindscaping barder and lightieg between (he path and chureh
plogariee This ootied means & City werld have 10 access addilional property from
the ad|scaiit churches.

D PARKINE [0 order lo crealc a wider 1rail, some parking spaces may be removed. The
Gity I logking al opilons for where Lo relocate parking on the west side of the bridpe,

Click bare to ealargs averhead viaw.

TYPICAL CROSS-SECTION

Laaking west towards Vst Avenue NE

Exisling Driv-ng lane in Pedestrian ard
parkirg to parkirg lot bicycle Irail
remain

Nex fence

CONTACT Ut SHARETINS WEBSITE:

Lea Bonebiake, PE ,Cily of Shoreline, Projact Manager
\bonebrake@shorelingwa gov | 206-801:2475

For additional project Information, ¥isit sharelinewa govi14Bthbridge
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N 148th Street Non-Motorized Bridge

A pad/bike bridge connecting people to neighborhoads and reglonal transit

PagECT WESTTHAIL  EASTHGIDGE  QIVEMONE  WHAT'S
ovenview  SCHEDULE  WNIDBE  couypeyiny LANDING FEEDAAC AT

ONLINE OPEN HOUSE

East Bridge Landing

The East Brdge Landing. an the easl side of 15, will lake Iravelets o the fulure Soulh Shoretine/N 1451h

Are o ona shared or pubfc

Stanon wheie Ihey can hop on Sound Transit § ght rai ot buses or connect wilh the fuuie Trail Alorg the compulerfyou s soceonesiss | PR
Rail by faol o1 bicyele The Sound Transil slation will include bicycle parking. All design options will ‘survey respoases, chok on the et

T batton 1o sart yoar own surves.

+ Abridge ard ramp thal will cross Lrder the Sound Transi ight ral recks

» Compliance with Amerlcans w 1h Disabifiies Act (DA) standards Share your thoughts on the
« A permanent raise wall below the bidge aojacent ta the hieeway East Bridge Landlng design:
« Connaetions 1o the Tra Aong the Rai

* A enasnor It e, end st ertond the virlion W ke Bgttng ‘What do you like about 1hls ofion? seLecr

o tncrd T It rad parh vg Gunge st srvide agace bee 334 vetleley Ty,
Ramp layou
Height cleerance fiom Sound Trensil lrseks
Connection lo light rail sation
Camnsetion 1o Trail ey the Rl
Pedestrian and blcycle paihways
Stair acress (o slalion
Othes iz

Wikt b yras DB e ebout thin sgfeet 11000
i et e

Hamp iayout

Piaight cisstpace from Stesa franun s
Connection to light ey ststion

Connacion to Trash Alang Ihe Aai
Badegran bod By e pase

St aecess to statlon

Other amrre M.

What do you ke whout this option? Srtecy.ais

AT AP
Ramp layout
KEY <5
Helght clearance fram Souad Transi fracks
A Ramp This samp option has an angular shape and sieeper siope than the ofher Comnectionta ight el stslon
oplions (average grade of 6,5% down to the slalian) :
\ - Cormseros = Tl Noag 24 Rad
B Staus: People ean also 1ake stalis down Lo the station. P an and bioycle palhways
€ Sound Tiansil light rail 1racks will ron above the ramp and stairs 1o the station. Al Hs Stair gocess 10 Stetion
lowest poinl, the cleatance between \he bridge and light reil acks is approximately B Olher RTCHL
feeL

Whet do you disfike wbout this optlan? sk for
AU THAT APPLY

Ramp Inyaul

back Height clearance from Sound Transit iracks
Option 2: Switch Remp Connaclion W fight il siation
A

Connectian (0 Tl Along (he Reil
\ Pedelion and bicycle pareys
i \s 3 r . Sl acvess (0 stetion

Ohas ARITEW:

Wiat da yous Wb a8t thin spsisa? Liuse a0
nur sy
Ramp tayoin
Height clearaoce fram Sqund Tiansil tracks
Conasetion to light rail station
4 Camanran s Tiad Metg e Bad
= Padesinan and bicycla paliwaya
N shhn ptrems 1o e
o sy
¥bal do you diaflke abaut this aption? sx:sct
A TATAPTT
Ramp
KEY Pl
| o ! X d Height clearanca from Sound Traasil tracks
A Remp: A switchbeck allows for @ mors gradusl ramp {approximately 4% grade) down P S e
lo the statlon. By . s
anection o Trall A'on Ihe Aal
@ Etaisw Progle can nivo 1ike s1aAs down 1o the smisn e
i Pt 5 028 bicycin pEveTyy

€ Sound Trensit light rall tracks will run abave the ramp and stairs (o Ihe stetion. Al its Mo stalr access to slatien

I’:::sl point, the clearance between Ihe bridge and light rail iracks Is slighily oves 9 Other rmure e

i e e |

Whleh East Bridga Landing optloa do you
Optlon 3: Direct Remp prefert

Oplion 1/ AFreme Ramp

Opion 2 Swichback Ramn

Option 3! Direct Ramp.

13 there anything you thlsic we should consider

while eveioniing theae options for the East
Bridge Laading?

supust

Hivare wa i
bafors you leave the page

g il matlos
2
o ol
= EEEEETTE)
A Ramp: This g offers drect connactions ta Beth the steme snd edjscent Trad m

Along Ihe Rail, Tha ramp i shys hesa vivea (4% grade] tas Qpiice 1, This design
Sousat nequine tairs 10 e 1ok

Sound Transit light rsll iracks will run ahove Lhe (amp la Ihe stalion. Al ils lowest
paint, the clearance between the biidge and light rail tracks js between 8 5 and 9 feel

LeaBonebrake, PE, City of Shareline. Profect Manzger
Toanebrshagzshorelinema gov | 206 601 2475

For additlonal project Infeimation, vis't shorellaewa gov/148ihbridge




N 148th Street Non-Motorized Bridge

A ped/blke bridge cannecting people to nelghborhoods and reglonal transit

PROJECT
OVERVIEW

WEST TRAIL EAST BRIDGE
COHNECTION LANDING

ONLINE OPEN HOUSE

GIVE MORE
FEEDBACK

WHAT'S
HOMNT SCHEDULE BRIDGE HEXT?

Give More Feedback

Pubfic nput wil be Are you on a shared ar pubjic computer? If you see someane elses survey fespanses, click on the

essential to the design of reset butlon o start your ovn Survey. m
the bridge and how the

ramps or approaches will

look, function, and
integrate into Lhe
comaynilies o both sides

Your Feedback

Do you plan to use tha new N 148th Sireat Non-Motorized Please select the top threa criierla thel ere most mportant

; Bridge? o you for this projecl YOUR FEEDBACK WILL HELP OUR PROJECT
of 5. Gommunity Nves TEAL A5 WE EVALUATE EACH DESIGN OPTION.
mie i
m"‘:”}; :“'Tmm' No Mumntain safe epvirenment ot community
opporturities to glve
feedback throughoul the I'm iot sure yet Malntala existing parking optians

Minlmize impacts (o nelghboring propertles

design process We want
10 be sure thal \he bridge
design and planning effort
addresses your priofities,
while also meeling the
technical needs of lhe
project.

CONTACT US:

1f you do plan to use Lhe bridge, what modes of travel do yau

plan to UseT SELECT ALL THAT APPLY.
Walkdng
Blcyceling

Manage profect costs

Minimize conslruction Impacts
Protect mafure Uees
Imgrove pedesirian lravel (e.g .. sldewslks, crosswatks)

Other recreatlonal wheels such as scouters or skateboards
iesichilr of ciher ausiited mode of travel

~ Other WRITEiR:

If you do plan {0 use the bridge, what will ba the purpose of

your travel? SELECT ALL THAT APPLY,

Improve bleycie travel
- Shorten irave! ime ta Night rall statlon/transii center
Visual deslgn and overall look

T 18 Hght rall at th

‘a5t Stutien

~ To connect to buses a1 ar near the South Shareline/N 1451h

Siation

To access olher neighborhacds on Lhe west o east side of 15

To cannect to biking or wafking iralls
Other WRITE 1

Please tell us a little bit more about youm!}_u_m:w can

outreach has been.

What Is your ZIP code?
96133
98155
98160
98177
Other WRITE e

What Is the primary language spoken In
your home?

AmbaieThytys
Englith

Herean
MandpndCanienets
Spanish

Tagslog
Vietnaimiene

Ot WbITE

What Is your carrent housing sitwation?
Rem
Own
Stay with friends or family
Without houslng
Other wATTE i:
I'd rather not say

LImil city acquisition of privata propeny

d how inclusive our

What Ls yor age?
19 o+ younger
0-24
25-34
35-44
45-54
55-64
85 of older
rd rather not say

What gender do you idantify as?
Female
Male
Non-binary
Optional seif-identification warve i
I'd sather not say

How did you learn about this praject?
SELECT ALL THAT APPLY.

Ciry of Shoreline emal)webslte
News

Zexcial imedia

Friend

Wy emiployer
An'organiestion I'm imvotved with
Oee W TE

Tl naiber ot g2y

What Is your maeefethniclty? SeLECr ALL
THAT APPLY.

Atican Americas o Back
‘Ametican Indian of Alaska Hative
Aslan or Paclfic Islander
Blracial/multiraclal

Hispanic, Spanish, or Lalino
Hovthemn African/Midile Enstan
White/Caucaslan

Optlenal self-identificatlon wAiTE e
I'd rather not say

Do you have a disahllity? SE(ECT ALL
THAT APPLY.

Cognitive

Hearlng

Mobllity

None

Vislon

Dptionsl saif-ientification maTi i
I'd rather nat say

'Wha I tha hest way to stay In touch
wlth you abaet thic project? SELFCT ALL
THAT APPLY.

- Email
Soctal medla
Communlty meetngs and cpen
houses
Mal
Other wRITE 4

I there anyibing el you would (ks to share about the N 1481h Han-Motarized Brldge Project?

Please make sure to click on the submlt Aution bafore you feave the page.

Les Bonebrake, PE, City of Shorellne, Project Manager
Ibancbrake@shorellnewa.gov | 206801-2475

For addilianal project Informatlon, vislt sharellnewa.gov/148thbridge

SHARE TIIS WEBSITE:

FOLLOW US:

£




City of View this site In: ENGLISH EsPAfOL 2H=0]

SHORELINE

Wastunipion

N 148th Street Non-Motorized Bridge

A ped/bike bridge connecting people to neighborhoods and regional transit

PROJECT WESTTRAIL  EASTBRIDGE  GIVEMORE  WHAT'S
HOME  gyvepvjiew  SCHEDULE  BRIDGE  ohlhrcotion LANDING FEEDBACK NEXT?

ONLINE OPEN HOUSE

What's Next?

Destination 2024

The N 148th Non-Motorized Bridge is one of eight Destination 2024 projects led by the City of Shoreline.

How to Stay Involved

THANK YOU FOR VISITING THE ONLINE
OPEN HOUSE AND GIVING FEEDBACK.
Along with technical research and
evaluations, your feedback will help the City
design the bridge for the community. We will
report back what we heard from the public

In preparation for two new Sound Transit light rail stations in Shoreline, we have been planning for
changes that will come with these new facilities. The Clty Council has increased zoning densities around
the two future stations (Shoreline South/145th and Shoreline North/185th) so that new housing and
development can be focused around transit. To support future development, the City is also planning for
transportation improvements to help get people to light rail and around the station areas.

through community meetings and online Learn more about the other projects below or visit the Destination 2024 website and check out our new
open houses throughout 2020. interactive map.

LEARN MORE ABOUT THIS PROJECTonthe - 145¢h Carridor Praject (15 to Aurora)

N 148th Street Non-Moterized Bridge

= 145th/I-5 Interchange Project
= 1st Avenue NE Sidewalks (145th to 155th Streets)

website.

= 5th Avenue Rechannelization

= Off-Corridor Bike Network

= SR 522/523 BRT Project (Bothell/Lake City Way and 145th Street Bus Rapid Transit)
= Trail Along the Rall

< G0 YO PREVIOUS PAGE

CONTACT US: SHARE THIS WEBSITE:

Lea Bonebrake, PE., City of Shoreline, Project Manager f :’w =+
Ibonebrake@shorelinewa.gov | 206-801-2475 =

For additlonal project information, visit shorellnewa.gov/148thbridge FOLLOW US:

© S8A COMMUNICATIONS, ALL RIGHTS RESERVED 2020
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Puente para vehiculos no motorizados en
N 148th Street

Un puente para peatones y ciclistas que conecta a las personas con vecindarios y transporte pdblico regional

CONEXION DEL RELLANO ESTE
SENDERO OESTE DEL PUENTE

JORNADA ABIERTA EN LINEA

INICIO DESCRIPCION GENERAL

DEL PROYECTO CALENDARIO PUENTE

SU OPINION ES JCUAL ES EL
MUY IMPORTANTE SIGUIENTE PASO?

iBienvenido a la jornada abierta en linea del
puente para vehiculos no motorizados en
N 148th Street!

Shareline estd en crecimiento y evolucidn. Con la préxima llegada del tren ligero de Sound Transit, la
nueva estacion Shoreline South/145th del tren ligero y los autobuses pidblicos, y los nuevos desarrollos,
los residentes necesitan nuevas maneras de conectarse con estos servicios e instalaciones en
crecimiento y a una red de vias para peatones y ciclistas en expansidn.

Para satisfacer estas necesidades, |a ciudad de Shoreline construird un nuevo puente para peatones y
ciclistas que cruzaré la carretera interestatal 5 (I-5) en N 148th Street. El puente para vehiculos no
motorizados en N 148th Street mejorard la seguridad de todos y disminuird fos tiempos de recorrido de
los peatones y ciclistas que transitan entre los lados este y oeste de la I-5 en Shoreline.

El propdsito de esta jornada abierta en linea es praporcionarie una oportunidad para:

s (Obtener mas informacién sobre este proyecto

e Expresar lo que es importante para usted y dar su opinidn sobre los aspectos clave de este proyecto

Cémo usar esta jornada abierta en Ifnea

= Para avanzar en esta jornada abierta, despldcese hacia abajo para leer cada péging, y luego haga
clic en el botén "Siguiente” en la parte inferior de fa pdgina o seleccione [a pestaiia deseada en la
parte superior.

= En esta jornada abierta en lineg, se le harn preguntas y podré dar su opinin. Le llevard solo unos
cuantos minutos para concluir tanto la jornada abierta como el cuestionario en linea.

jAgradecemos su participacidn!

CONTACTO: COMPARTIR ESTE SITI0:

S| desea comunicarse con la ciudad de Shoreline o consultar un documento en otro
Idioma, envfe su sollcitud junto con su informaclén de contacto a
clk@shorelinewa.gov o llame al 206-801-2700.

Lea Bonebrake, Ingenlera profesional, cludad de Shoreline, gerente de proyectos
Ibonebrake@shorelinewa.gav | 206-801-2475

For additional project information, visit shorelinewa.gov/148thbridge

© SLA COMMUHICATIONS, TODOS LOS DERECHOS RESERVADOS 2020

ACOMPANENOS EN NUESTRO

SEMINARIO WEB

Esta presentacion en vivo y en
linea se llevara a cabo el:

Jueves, 23 de abril de 2020
12:00-1:00 p.m.

Haga clic aquf para registrarse.

Permanezca conectado

Suscribase para reciblr actualizaciones sobre
este y otros proyectos en el Corredor de N
145th Street, asi camo para enterarse de
oporlunidades para participar.

Nombre

Apellido

Correo electrénico *

*El coireo elecirénico es obligatorio

> SIGUIENTE
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Puente para vehiculos no motorizados en
N 148th Street

Un puente para peatones y ciclistas que conecta a las personas con vacindarios y transporta piblico reglonal

CONEXION DEL
SENDERD OESTE

DESCRIPCIN DENERAL

— DEL PROYECTO

CALENDARID PUENTE

JORNADA ABIERTA EN LINEA

RELLANO ESTE
DEL PUENTE

LCUAL ES EL
SIGUIENTE PASO?

SU OPINION ES
MUY IMPDRTANTE

Descripcion general del proyecto

Necesidad y beneficios

El puente para vehiculos no motarizados en N 148th Street abordard varias necesidades comunitarias
actuales y futuras, y ofrecerd varios beneficios, por ejemplo:

OPCIONES DE TRANSPORTE PARA UN VECINDARIO EN EVOLUCION. En 2016, la ciudad desarrolld el
Plan de la subzona para la estacidn de 1451h Street a fin de atender el uso futuro del suelo y las
necesldades de transporte cerca de la nueva estacion de tren ligero y autobuses publicos. Conforme la
zona vaya cambiando, el puente dard acceso a los residentes, comerciantes, clientes minoristas y
personas que colidianamente viajan enlre su casa y el trabajo. Ef puente es parte de otros esfuerzos de
planeacidn de la ciudad de Shoreline para el corredor vial y la nueva estacién de tren ligero de Sound
Transit de N 1451h Street. Puede obtener mds inf ion sobre olros proy | en la zona
visitando ef sitlo web de Destination 2024.

ACCESO A LA ESTACIGN DE TREN LIGERO. Para 2024, se inaugurard la ion Shoreli

South/145th, la cual prestard el servicio de tren ligero y de mds aulobuses de trénsito rdpido a Shoreline.
Més del 80 % de los resid, de Shoreline que trabajan salen de la ciudad para llegar a su empleo y
casi dos terceras partes de ellos se trasladan a Seattie. Se prevé que el Iransio en la zona donde se
ubica la estacién aumentard en mds del 25 %.

MEJOR SEGURIDAD Y MENORES TIEMPOS DE RECORRIDO. Los caminos que estdn separados de la
calle y el espacio d para los p idad y ayudan a disminuir el
Tiesgo de choques con vehicuios matorizados.

o |

y ci la

Actualmente, Shoreline estd dividida por una carretera interestatal de nueve carriles (I-5). Un nuevo
puente facilitaré el traslado en Shoreline y reducird los tiempos de ido de p y cicli que
transiten por la zona, por al menos diez minutos. El nuevo puente también mejorard las rutas de las

al send bano, al futuro proy Trail Along the Rail, al sendero Burke-Gilman actual y
a posibles redes de ciclovias regionales futuras,

P

Ubicacion
El nuevo puente cruzard fa Interestatal 5 (I-5) en N 148th Street. El proyecto constard de tres parles
principales: la arcada del puente sobre la I-5, la conexidn del sendero oeste y el rellano este del puente,

.¢ ks

N 1491h St of Christ

NE 15181 St LEYENDA

. Puente para
vehlculos no
motorizados en N
1481h Street

IN BAY ISL
IN oY 4is

NE 149th St

[ Vias del tren ligero

Estacion Shoreline
South/145th
(Incluidos el tren
ligero, Ia zona de
autobuses, la zona
para dejar pasajeros,
el estacionamienta
cubierta y los
senderos)

Niishse DR HE 1481h St
Unitiriaa

Unfyersallyd Clarck
Church

N 147th St

N 145th St

Haga clic aquf para agrandar la Imagen.

CONTACTO:

Sl desea comunicerse con la cludad de Shoreline o consultar un documento en otro
Idioma, envie su solicitud junto con su Informacién de contaclo a
clk@shorelinewa.qgav o llame al 206-801-2700.

SIGANDS:
Lea Bonebrake, Ingenlera profeslonal, cludad de Shorellne, gerenie de proyectos
|bonebrake@shorelinews.gov | 206-801-2475

For additlonal project Information, visit shorelinewa.gov/148thbridge

© S4A COMMUNICATIONS, TODOS LOS DERECIIOS RESERVADDS 2020

COMPARTIR ESTE SITIO:

f W=+

Proyeccion de costos

Disefio $2.8-3.8 million
Servidumbre $1.5-2.1 million
Construcclén $18.1-24.9 million
COSTO TOTAL DEL v TP
PROYECTO $23-30.2 million

La ciudad obtuvo $10 millores en fondos
federal gionales y del condado. Con un
costo total estimado actualmente en $23-30.2
miltones (los costos se puntualizardn durante el
proceso de disefio), la ciudad sigue buscando

financiamiente para concluir la obra.

¥ RICUIENTE
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Puente para vehiculos no motorizados en
N 148th Street

Un puente para peatones y clclistas que conecta a las personas con vecindarios y transporte piblico regional

DESCRIPCION GENERAL

[CUHE) DEL PROYECTO

CALENDARIO

PUENTE

CONEXION DEL
SENDERO OESTE

SU OPINION ES
MUY IMPORTANTE

RELLANO ESTE
DEL PUENTE

JORNADA ABIERTA EN LINEA

JCUAL ES EL
SIGUIENTE PASO?

Calendario

La fase de disefio del proyecto inicié en 2019 y continuard hasta 2021. Los integrantes de [a comunidad tendrén oportunidad de dar su opinion a través de
jornadas abiertas presenciales y en linea durante |a revision del disefio y del aspecto ambiental durante 2020. La obra esta programada para iniciar en 2022 y
concluir en 2023 antes de que se inaugure la nueva estacion del tren ligero.

Evaluacién de
alternativas

Septiembre de 2079-junio
de 2020

Estudio de

factibilidad - )
Sesiones informativas
2017 para duefios de

Concluldo propiedades

DICIEMBRE-MARZO

Sesiones informativas y
presentaciones
comunitarias

ABRIL

Jornada abierta en linea,
encuesta y presentacion

Investigacion y planeacion

Revisién ambiental y del disefio

2019-2021

Seleccién de
alternativas
preferidas

Verano 2020

Sesiones informativas
para duefios de
propiedades

Sesiones informativas y
presentaciones
comunitarias

Jornada abierta en linea y
presencial

30 % de avance en el
diseiio

Verano/otono de 2020

Sesiones informativas
para dueios de

propiedades Servidumbre

2021-2022

Pasibles sesiones
informativas y
presentaciones
comunitarias

Posible jornada abierta en
linea y presencial

Construccidn
2022-2023

En 2016y 2017, la ciudad de Shoreline llevé a cabo un estudio para evaluar y recomendar opciones para conectar a las comunidades del lado oeste de Ja I-5 con
\a futura estacion Shoreline South/145th de Sound Transit. Los funcionarios de (a ciudad de Shoreline, el concejo municipal e ingenieros consultores analizaron
cinco opciones. La ciudadania hizo comentarios en las asambleas del concejo municipal de la ciudad de Shoreline.

La ciudad estimd que Ia obra en N 148th Street seria la mas economica, beneficiaria a la mayor cantidad de usuarios y, de las rutas posibles, es (a que
proporcionaria el acceso mas directo a la estacion Shoreline South/145th. Asimismo, revisd los reglamentos del Departamento de Transporte del Estado de
Washingtan (Washington State Department of Transportation o WSDOT) y de Sound Transit a fin de abordar las necesidades de seguridad en el cruce de la -5y
las zonas aledanas. El concejo municipal de Ia ciudad de Shoreline aprob6 esta obra en febrero de 2017.

CONTACTO:

Si desea comunicarse con la cludad de Shorellne o consultar un documento en otro
Idloma, envle su sollcitud junto con su Informacién de contacto a

clk@shorellnewa.gov o llame al 206-801-2700.

Lea Bonebrake, ingenlera profesional, cludad de Shorellne, gerente de proyectos

Ibonebrake@shorellnewa.gov | 206-801-2475

For additional project informetlon, visit sherelinewa.gov/148thbridge

© S&A COMMUKICATIONS, TODDS LOS DERECHOS RESERVADOS 2020
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Puente para vehiculos no motorizados en
N 148th Street

Un puente pars paatonas y ciclisias que conecta a lns personas con vecindarlos y transporle piblico raglonal

DESCRIPCION QENERAL CONEXIOH DEL
(LI BEL PAOYECTD CALENDARID  PUENTE  tnedo orsTe

JORNADA ABIERTA EN LINEA

RELLANG ESTE
DEL PULNTE

SU OPINION ES LCUAL ES €L
MUY IMPORTANTE  SIGUIENTE PASO?

Puente

El purente myatard alos peatanes y cichstas a cruzar |a 5 enlie #f veeindarlo Packwaod del lado oeste ¥
la nueva estacids Shoreline South/N 1451h del lado este. El pysite serd lo suficienlemente ancho pam
Que Irengnien peslones y ciclistes, y cumplird can las normas de la Ley de estadounidenses con
discapacidades (ADA, por sus siglas en inglés) Tadas las apciones de puentes se disefiardn conforme a
las mismas normas de seguridad e inclulrdn barareales para los peatones y clclislas, llyminacion y
blindaje (barreta de yegaridad) paca proteger & lo conduciores que transren por la carretera inlerestatal
de abajo de objetos que podrian caerse.

Hagh clic aqul para agrandar ia imagen

= DISERO: E\ puenta con atcos combinados tendtfa un gran arco sobre fa -5 ¥ un arco méds
Pequedio en |a conexidn con el sendero del lado oeste def puenta.

= TAMARD: Los arcos contarian con plezas de soparte de acero en la arte de anha ¥ plezas
de sogorte vertical que podrian ser de cable o acem.

= SEGURIDAD: L barrera de seguridad se unitfa al Inlerior de [as piezas verticales de sopoite
{para evitar que caigan ohjeios a la cametera interestalal de abajo,

et Padila

sobre ef otm, con cahles de soporte conectados

weeod e ¥

» TAMARO: B erco més pronunciado y los cables delgados crearfan m4s especio y permitirian
que pasara més luz que las otrae oplones de puenies

Eelaits @ ambod fados de lis cibles para eviler
que calgan objetos a la carrelera Inlerestatal de abajo.

La birtern d

Opcidn 3: Puente de armadura

Hege cllc agul para agrandar la imagen,

= DIBERD: Este tipo de puenle tiene plezas conecladas que forman un uiéingulo o “armadura”

= TAMARD: Comparado con otros tipos de puents, el pucnte de emmadure serfa ligeramente mds
€orto n s punio m4s alto, tendrla méa plezas estruclurales en [a parle da antha ylos
sopories del exterdor serfan mAs anches

SEGURIDAD: La barrera do seguridad estaria sujeta al interlor de las armeduras para evilar
qQue calgan objetos a la cerreiera intesestatal de absjo.

COMPARTIR ESTE SITIO:

Sl desea comunicarse con fa ciudad de Shoreline o consultar un documento en nlrn
{dloma, envie su sokcilud junlo con su inlormacién de conlacto a
clkishoreilneaa.gav o llame al 206 8012700

slBANUS:

Lea Honsbiake, ingenlera profesional, ciudad de Shorefine, gerente de proyectas
Ibanebrake@shorelinewa.gov | 206-801:2475

Fou additfonal prolect nlcimalion, vist shorelinewa.gov/ (48thbridge

f o= +

£E5té usando una compuleda
compartida o pibiica? Si puede
VE7 [4s respirestes que afguin
Mds dio a fa encvesta, haga ciic
an el botdn de relnielr para
COMBALZA SU pTpia encvesta.

Comparia su opinién sobre

las opclones de disefio del
puente:

£Qué s agrada da ests opeién? MaRGuE FomAS
LAS RESPUESTAS QULE CORRESPONDASL

Tamafio
Aspactq  diseflo generales
Otro ESPeCIFIGUE:

2Qud Ie desagrads de esta apeldn? sdrQUE
TODAS LAS RESPUESTAS QUE CORRESPONDAN.

Tamafio
Aspectay diseflo generalas
Gro esrecingue:

Op<ida 2 Puesie con srcas stadan

A0ué In aeaddn da wata spoifal wiss mesy
LAS RESPUESTAS QUE CORRESPONDAN.

Tamafio
Aspecto y diseflo generales
Quo reciFmue

2Qué la dasagreda de exta apelénT MARqUE
TODAS LAS RESPUESTAS GUE CORRESPONBAN.

Tamafio
Aspecto y disefio generales
0o EPearmuE:

Dptida 3! Puante de aroadery

40ué I3 agrada da ezta opeltn? MARGUE TDOAS
LAS RESPUESTAS QUE COARESPONTAN,

Tamafo

Aspecto y diseflo generales

Qiro EXPECIFQUE:
4GQué le deagreda du exta opelén? warque
TUDAS LAS RESPUESTAS UE CORRESPONOAL.

Tamafe

Aspecta y diseflo genarales

Q10 ESPECIAQUE:

iLeb opcdlin do poante prafiere?
Opcidn 1: Puente con arcos combinados
Opeldn 2: Puents cun ercos atades
Qpelén 3: Puente da amadur

2Hay slgo qua cres qee deberfamoy tomar en
cuenta ol evaluar estas opelones de puentas?




Puente para vehiculos no motorizados en
N 148th Street

Un puente para pastonas y clellsl

CONENION DEL
SENDERD QEITE

JORNADA ABIERTA EN LINEA

BELLANO ESTC
REL PUENTE

DESCAIPTION QENERAL
nicio e KhoyEeTD CALENDARID  PUENTE

que conscin a las personaa con vacindarios y transporte péhlico reglonal

35 OPINIOH ES

LODALEE
WUY IUPORTANIE  SIGUIEMTE Pad0?

Conexion del sendero oeste

La rampa ceste y e accesa al puente estardn del lado oeste dela HS en el veendario Parkwood. €}
equipo del proyeclo esld trabajando con los vecindarios aledafias, incluidos tres fugares de culto, para
\dentsficar sus prionidades y asegural que se limien las inlermipeiones durante el disefoy la
conshiuceién del puente, Cor todas les opciones, fa ciudad pretende canservar los drbales maduros que
naya en la zona del proyeco, siempre aue sew posible

Oprién 1: Construccién minima

VISTA DESDE ARRIEA

&

Al £
sandle c
‘I, f.-m_a.mmmnu. B
! "i.
LEYENDA

A VST AVENUE NE: Uas miejoras 8 151 Avenun NE poddan e 2 cabo coma it
proyecio independiente en el future.

‘B BICICLETAS: Las biciclelas compantirdn el estacionsmiento con los vehlculos y luego

se conectardn al puente

SEMDERD: El sendern sera una acera peatonal de 2 4 metros entre 1st Avenue NE y el

opuenbe, y contard ook iuminacion

ESTACIONAMIENTO: E estactonamlento en las Iglesies na camblard

a

Hega elic aqul pacs sgrantar e rists derde amiba.

SECCION REPRESENTATIVA TIPICA

Con vista al oeste hacia 1st Avenve NE

Opcidn 2: Construccidn completa

VISTA DESDE ARRIBA

Va4 Asammn 1
(=]
-

LEYENDA
A 1ST AVENUE NE: Las mejotas a 1st Avenue NE podrian lleverse 2 cabo como un
proyeclo independtenie en el futuro.

BICICLETAS: Las bicittetas compartirdn ef sendero con los peatones

SEMGERD: Lot poatosen y ciclistan waards un caining companiida de 4 inelion que
se conecta i puente y que lieae un borde de Eaktaikma & [lumisgciin enire el
camino y las instalaciones de Ia Iglesia, Con esta opeidn, 2 genle tendia que ingresar
# las secciones de |as instalaciones de 1as igleslas contiguas.

o

D ESTACIOMAMIENTO: Para crear un sendero mde ancho, es poslble que se eliminen
abgurpa cajones de estacionamiento. La ciudad esté buscando opciones para
reublear el estacionamiento del lado oeste del puenie

Haga clic aquf para agrand o vista desda antbe,

SECCION REPRESENTATIVA TIPICA

Con vista al oeste hacia 15l Avenue NE

Cannl de circulacisn del Nygad coitd

eslacionamiento

Estacioramienty Sente o pata peatones y

cechslas

COHTACTD: COUPAATIM LYTE BT

et comaniaras con b £ peasitat um doturt
\diama, envle su solleilut Junlo con su Informacidn de contacto 3

clk@shoreilnewa gov o llame al 206 801-2700.
slGARDS:

A0 58 Deariee, g

f W = +

Al v o ctmncin
EEpATEY | pibenT 51 poece
WY RBE RSN T Mg
=1 8 ot DGR £iE
ea et boldn de resiciar pass
comenzar su propa encvesta

Comparta su opinién sobre el
disefio de Is conexidn del
sendero oesta:

20ué le agrnda da asta opeldn? wARQUE 76045
1S RESOUESTAS QUE CORRESPONDAN

Diseho del senzero

Separacién entie cicllsias y peatones
Qpciones de eslaclonamiania

D110 ESPECIACUE

20ué le desagreda d ests opelén? VARCUE
TODAS LAS RESPUESTAS QUE CORAESPONAN.

Disedo del sendem

Separacién entre clclistas y pestones
Gpsiones de aslezonamiznlo

OO ESFETIAQUE:

£0Qué la agrada da exta opThin® WarquE T00AS
LAS QESPUESTAS OuE COSRESFONTRY

Disefio det sendern

Camino compartido para ciclistas
pentanes

pelones de estacionamiznto

Otro EsPECIAGUE:

£0Qué le desagrada de esta opeibn? BARQUE
J0DAS LAS RESFUESTAS QUE CORRESPOUDAN.

Diseflo del sencerm

Caminn eoenpatido pase contan
peatones
dpciones de esiacianamisatn

Olro ESPECICLE:

104l opelén para [a conexin ds] seadem
oaste prefiare?

Qpcién 1: Gonstruccidn miaima
Opeida 2: Conslruceién completa

aHay algo que cres que deberfamos tamar én
cuenla al evalus esias pclones para la
comxidn dal sendeso omals?




Puente para vehiculos no motorizados en
N 148th Street

Un pusnts para peatones y clcllsiss que conecla a [ns personas con vecindarion y {ransporia psblieo raglonal

ISCRIPEION GENERAL CONENIOMOTL  NILLANDESTI  SUOPIMION ES cult 11 B
mew e Fgricre | Eaewsamo euvic  GRHOGHT  SHSVeTE et nareaante  siddnsvE phdor

JORNADA ABIERTA EN LINEA

Rellano este del puente

Eliellana este del pueate, def lado esle dela i 5, ilevera a los Imnsedintes a 12 (ulura estacitn South

2Estd usando una computadara
Shoreline/N 145h, donde podrin subiise al (ren Igeny o los aulobuses de Sound Transi o acceder al compaitids o pibhea i puede
lulwro prayecto Trall Alory ihe Rail a pie o en bicickla, La estacion de Sound Transil neiuid --m-mmmw-«m:’c [ arimicion |
P o isof . i W 4 10 edints haga
eslacionamiento paia biticlelas. Todas I2s opciones de disefio Inclunan; el de rrmicar pan
COMEN3F SU LTV encssfa.

« Un puente y una rampa quc eruzerdn fas vias del tren ligera de Sound Transit por abzja
= Cumpfimienta con las noimas de |2 Ley de estadounidenses con discapacidades (ADA)
* nmura permanentc a prueba de ruido por debajo del puerie, contiguo a la cametela, Comparta su opinldn sobre ol
= Conesiones can el proyecto Trat Atang (he Rl disefio del rellano este del

= Todos los senderos, jampas y escaleras exeriores que estén en 1a 200a de fa estacsén lendiin
Tuminacitn

= El estec onamiento del tren iigerc de Sound Transil tendrd espario para 300 vehiculos

1Qué la agrada de esta opeln? waRuE TaoAs

LAS RESPUESTAS QUE CORRESPONDAY
Opcidn 1: Rampa en Utarkes ew li riemze

Amars 00 REEE 144 0 O Ssag Trandd

\ v Conexién a la astacion del iren ligein
Vits it o Canexiones el proyecto Trail Along the Rail
—— i Setdent pars peibseen Y etta
BCouna b i watacion (o4 by acuiinny
U Oiro Fszecuiaue

4Quéi o desagrada de asta opeldn® ASGUC
TODAS A3 AFSPUESTAS QUF CORMESFONDAN

Banha s 0 amen

At e Sirvin o wa o Sond (ranid
Conexdn a la estacidn del ren ligeso
Conarioney 3! srryroes Toall Alsog che Rud
Bt pata prsist y octiln
cchse 8 1 Db el Lo 1t s
s

2Qué le agrada da esta opeidNT MARK T0PAS

>4
o
P

LEYENDA 1S AFSPUESTAS QUE CONPESROREA
A Rampe: Esta opcidn de (2mpa tiene una forma angular y uns pendiente més el e b g
pronunciada que las ofras apcianes (pendienie promedio deb 6,5 % hacia la estacion). Al e i ik i 4 ol sy
8 Escaleras: La genle tamblén puede bajar por las escaleras para Vlegar a fa eslacion Conexsén a a estacitn del Iren iger
C Les vibs del tren ligero de Sound Transil pasarén por arriba de In rampa ylas Rinee H proredic Tl Aomy the i)
3EAlB g RSN 14 2SN, £0 10 Dol MR 5D, 41 0908CH3 enn of puti ¥ e Senderos para pealones y ciclistas
vlaa del iren ligero es de mpruitadaments 2.4 meting. Accesn a {a estacion por las escalerns

T | |
094 fo dasagrada da exta opeidn? wikgur

TODAS { AS RESPUESTAS QuE CORRFSSONDAR.
Cinndo cn ln 1t
Ay w Apade lan viun Oo Soued Prasi
v Comstrin a by extazoda o o gt
iy el e et - Comrres of pryens Tl Koy e ol
% ‘Sanderos para peatones y ciclislas
rwrien & 11 wvtacidm pot by essecay
Otro ESATFOvE

20ué e agrada de esta apolfn? sususe 1004
Woatsy

CAS TINETTEL O CO
Olselo de fa rampa .
Aura libse desde Las vias de Souad Transh
Coneidn m b watae'de del o liges
Canextanes al proyecto Trmil Along the Aal
Sendesas para perones y clcistas
Quam ey P acoens 3 e eniorida par it
escaleras

Opel6n 2: Rampa en zigzag

Otro EwPEOFARYE.

4Qué le desagrada do esta opclén? uasout

¥ wra pempd reds guadial (ras wan pendistie d

ipanimadizseis ¢ 4 V) hitra a pataceda Disefio de ia tampa
B Escaleras: La gente Lamblén puede bajar por las escaleras par llegar a la eslaclén. Alfary Wy i L v e Downd Tipsa
© Las v(as del tren ligern de Sound Transil pasarén por amiba de la rampa y Jas Conexidn ala estacion del tren igern
escaleras hacla 12 estacidn. En 3u punto mds baye, el exprcio entre ef puente y las Cendrnted of oywts Tl Long the kad
vlas del tren igera es de un poco mds de 2 7 melros Senderos para peatonss y Siclistes
Gue o haya acceso a la estacion por las.
esrgleras
QUO ESPETIFIOLE.
0l el para ol riskand wete dui pamity
prefiere?

Opeidn 1: Rampa en ‘A"
Opeldn 2: Rampa en zigzag
Option 3: Rampa directa
LHay aigo que cres qua deberfamay kamaw o

cuerts o) avaluar estss opciones pora el
tellano exte del puente?

5

s

conliguo Teail Alang the Rail La rampa tambidn estd menas empinada (pendlente del
4%)quetaopeién 1 El disefio no requiere escaleras para llegr a la estaclén

Laa vias del ren igero de Sound Transh pasardn por arriba de |a ampa hacfa la
estacién. En su punto més baio, el espacio entre e puente y las viac del tren ligero es
de apioximadamente enlre 2 6 2.7 metros

A Aampa; Ecta rampa ofrece canexlanes directas lanta a ia estacldn coma al proyecto

[—_
clki2shoreilnewagov o llame ol 206 8012700

Lea Banediake, ingenlera profesianal, ¢ uad de Shoreline, gerenle de pioye: tos
IbonebraxeZshorellnews gov | 206-801 2475

For eddnsonal poject nfoimation, wsil shorelmews gov/148thbrldge




Puente para vehiculos no motorizados en
N 148th Street

Un puente para peatones y clclistas que conecta a las persanas con vecindarios y transporte piblico raglonal

e

DESCRIPCION GENERAL

CONENISN DEL
DEL PROYECTO CALENDARVO  PUENYE  pyhepo QESTE

RELLAND ESTE
DEL FUENTE

SU OPINIGH ES

(CUAL ES EL
MUY IMPORTARTE SIGUIENTE PASO?

JORNADA ABIERTA EN LINEA

Su opinion es muy importante

La opini6n publica serg
fundamenlal para e}
disefio del puente y como
lucirn, funcionarén e
Integrardn las rampas ¥ los
accesos en las
comunidades en ambos
ladus de la1-5 Los
miembros de la
cestiuniciad tendian vatiay
oportunidades paca dar su
opinidn a lo largo de!
procesa de disefio

£4Estd usando uma computatora compraitiia o pdhiica? 8 puede ves fas respuesias que

algulen més dfo 4 la escuest, haga clic en el boltdn dé relniciar para comanzar sy propin

emuesta

Plenss ozav ol noavo puenis pare vehiculos h que sen los mis
en N 148th Street? usiad raspecio P su
g OPINTON AVUOARA AL EQUIPO DEL PROVECTO A MEDIDA QUE
. EVALUAMDS CAGA OPCIG OF DISERQ.
MarTtanes un entomo eaguro para (a conunided
Adnno sé

81 plensa usar el pusnte, 4qué medlos de trmports plases
10045 LAS

Queremos de
que Ja labor de disefio y
planeacién del puente
allenda sus pricridades y,
alavez, salistaga las
necesidades 1écnicas del

woyecto

e 3
Camings
Biclcleta
Otros d

o patinetas
- Sflla de ruedas u otro medlo de Mensporle con asistencla
DUI0 ESPECIFRIE:
5l plensa usar el gruente, jcudl aerd ol motivo da aus
ARG

UE TODAS LAS

Mantener [as opclones actuales de eslacionamlento
Minlmizer el Impacto & las propladades aledafias
Gesllonar fas coslos del proyecto

Minimizar al Impacto de la obra

Proleger los 4rholes maduros

Mejorar {os regorrldos de los peatones (por ejempl, las
ecerasy los cruces peatonales)

Mejorar (o3 reconttdos en biclcleta

Hsminir ef lomae de reconiao hacls i sILCiEn del ten
ligero y [a zona de aulobuses

Diseflo visual y aspecto ganeral

Limitar | dela ciudad de

Acceder al iren Igero en fo estacién Soulh 145th
Acceder a los autobuses que eslén en o cerca de la esizclon
South Shorefine/N 145th

Acceder 8 oliss vecladarion del lado cealn g este de 15
Acceder a los sendervs pa clelistas o peatones.

0trg ESPECIFIOUE:

privedes

Comparta con n.uamu ua m-u:a mds_dl-l;lior;n;lﬁn sobire usted para q.nu pod;mos enl-e.ndel qué tan

ha sido tro confacto con fa
4Eudl ex 6o cédiga postal? 1Qué edad taqe? 2Cudl es sv raza uorigen dinlco?
Y UARQUE TODAS LAS RESPUESTAS QUE
98133 19 aflos o menos TR
R :D-u Afroemesicano o negro
LD s Indigena estadounidenss o nativo de
w7 5-4 Alaska
WinGsiie ] Aslético u originario de tas fslas del
55-64 Pacflico
50més Mullimactal o blirectal
Prefiero ao decirlo Hispano, espadtal o latlno
MNorleafricano o del Medro Oriente
- Blanco o caucdsico
Autnldentificacién opcional
ESPECIFIQUE:
Preflera no decirlo
ACudl e el i habls 1Conquag sa ideniifica? Do jon b & disabEmy T WARD TIRAS
on su hogar? Mujer LAS RESPUEETAS SLF CONRESSIkELN
Amdrico o tigrifa Hombre Cognitiva
Inglés No blaarla Audltiva
Coredna Autoidentificacidn opclonal De movitidad
Mandarin o canlonds ESPECITQUE: Ninguna
Espafiol Prefiero no deciclo Da la vista
Tagalo Auktideriificicidn apcienal
Viemamlla ESPECIFIQUE:
Oteo ESPECIFIQUE: Prafiero no declrio
&Cuil a5 s eftuaci6n de vivienda 40dmo so entard de ests proyecto? ¢Cuil s lu mejor manera da
achal? WARQUE TODAS QuE ustad con
Renta CORRESPDNDAN. relacién a este proyecio? MARQUE T0DAS
A Corieo electideics o wifowebidn ls  LASRESPUESTAS QUE CORRESPONDAN.
ciednd de Shoilise Comeo eleclrénlco
Me quado con amigos @ parienes A
Sinvivlenda Bolitin di ooticies Redes sociales
Bedes seoaiet Asambleas comunttarlas y jornadas
Otro espeCIFIQUE: ablerias
o Asigals)
d
Prefiaro no deciflo i ifladses Comeo postal
Otro
pacte
Bl pzreshiane
Piafiain na deciis

ZHay algo més que quisiera comentar scesca del provecto dal puente para vehfculos no motorizados en N 14Bth?

CONTACTO:

51 drtas comaniearne con ha Cladaed de Shorieg o o o documatn 60 oUS
Idloma, envle su soliclud Junlo con su informacidn de contacto &
clk@shorellnewa gov o llame al 206 801:2700.

s[BANOS:
L2a Bonebiake, Ingenlera profesional, ciudad de Shoreline, gerente de proyectos
Ibonebrave@shorelinewa.gov | 206-801-2475

({® O o

Far gdditional prefect Information, wisil shorelinewa gov/ ) 4B1hbridge

€ S43 COMULNICATIONS, TORCS 10




City of Ver este sitioen: ENGLISH ESPAROL #t=20¢f

SHORELINE

Washuington

Puente para vehiculos no motorizados en
N 148th Street

Un puente para peatones y ciclistas que conecta a las personas con vecindarios y transporte piblico regional

DESCRIPCION BENERAL CONEXION DEL RELLANO ESTE SU OPINION ES LCUAL ES EL
INICIC DEL PROYECTO CALENDARIO  PUENTE  grunrpo oESTE DEL PUENTE MUY IMPORTANTE  SIGUIENTE PASO?

JORNADA ABIERTA EN LINEA

¢Cual es el siguiente paso?

Destination 2024

Cémo mantenerse involucrado ) i
El puente para vehiculos no motorizados en N 148th Street es uno de los ocho proyectos de Destination
GRACIAS POR VISITAR LA JORNADA 2024 dirigidos por la ciudad de Shoreline.

ABIERTA EN LINEA Y DARNOS SU
OPINION. Junto con las investigaciones y
evaluaciones técnicas, su opinién ayudard a
la ciudad a diseiiar el puente para la
comunidad. Le comunicaremos lo que dijo el
publico en asambleas comunitarias y
jornadas abiertas en linea durante 2020.

Con el fin de prepararnos para dos estaciones nuevas del tren ligero de Sound Transit en Shoreline,
hemos planeado los cambios que se hardn con la legada de estas nuevas instalaciones. El concejo
municipal ha incrementado las densidades de zonificacién alrededor de las dos estaciones futuras de
Shoreline South/145th y Shoreline North/185th para que las viviendas y las desarrollos se concentren en
[a zona de transporte. Para apoyar el desarrollo posterior, la ciudad también piensa hacer mejoras at
transporte a fin de ayudar & la gente a Ilegar a la zona del tren ligero y alrededor de (a estacién.

Conozca més sabre los proyectos a continuacidn o visite el sitio web de Destination 2024 y consulte
nuestro nuevo mapa interactivo.

CONOZCA MAS SOBRE ESTE PROYECTO en

el sitlo web del puente para vehiculos no
LA Lo LR L = Proyacto del corredor de 145th (I-5 a Aurora) (en inglés)

= Proyecto para la interseccién de 145th/l-5 (en inglés)

Aceras de 1t Avenue NE (d ela calle 145th a la calle 155th) (en inglés)
= Recanalizacién de 5th Avenue (en inglés)
= Red de ciclovias fuera del corredor vial (en inglés)

= Proyecto de autobuses de trénsito répido (BRT) en las rutas estatales (SR) 522/523 (autobuses de
trénsito répido en Bothell/Lake City Way y 145th Street) (en inglés)

= Senderoa lo largo de las vias (en inglés)

CONTACTO: COMPARTIR ESTE SITIO:

5l desea comunicarse con la ciudad de Shoreline o consultar un documento en otro - = +
Idloma, envle su solicltud junto con su Informacién de contacto & s
clk@shorellnewa.gov o llame al 206-801-2700.

Lea Bonebrake, ingenlera profeslonal, ciudad de Shoreline, gerente de proyectos
Ibonebrake@sharelinewa.gov | 206-801-2475

For additional project information, visit shorelinewa.gov/148thbridge

© SEA COMMUNICATIONS, TODOS LOS DERECHOS RESERVADOS 2020
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Attachment B

SUMMARY

As part of the N 148th Street Non-Motorized Bridge Project, the City of Shoreline hosted an online open
house between April 10 and May 1, 2020, to share information and gather input on the design of the
bridge and how it connects to the neighborhoods on the east and west sides of I-5.

When visiting the online open house participants could:

e Learn more about the project need, benefits, and schedule.

e Review the options being considered for each design element and provide feedback on those
options.

e Share how they plan to use the bridge and what criteria is most important to them.

e Share demographic information to help determine the effectiveness of the City’s outreach.

e Sign up for email updates about this project and others in the N 145th Street corridor.

The City used multiple methods to reach audiences and promote the online open house. A postcard
advertising the online open house and the webinar was sent to 4,195 addresses in the project area.
Information about the online open house was also posted on the project webpage and on social media,
and the project team sent emails to project partners, neighborhood organizations, and immediate
project stakeholders.

Between April 10 and May 1, 529 individuals visited the online open house. There were 165 survey
respondents, who provided:

e 125 responses to bridge structure questions

e 87 responses to the east bridge landing questions

e 113 responses to the west trail connection questions

e 98 responses to evaluation criteria questions

e 110 responses to bridge use and demographic questions

e 33 open-ended comments in response to the question “Is there anything else you would like to
share about the N 148th St Non-Motorized Bridge Project?”

The following summary captures quantitative data from the survey. All questions were optional. Not all
respondents answered every question. Qualitative data will be included in the full report on the survey
and online open house.
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BRIDGE

WHICH BRIDGE OPTION DO YOU PREFER?

Option 1:

Combined Arch
Bridge
17%
Option 2:
Tied Arch
Bridge
57%
Option 3:
Truss Bridge
26%
Answers Percentage Tally
Option 2: Tied Arch Bridge 57% 63
Option 3: Truss Bridge 26% 28
Option 1: Combined Arch Bridge 17% 19
Total 100% 110

OPTION 1: COMBINED ARCH BRIDGE

What do you like about this option? Select all that apply.

Answers Tally

Overall look and design 57
Size 25
Other 6

Respondents: 66
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What do you dislike about this option? Select all that apply.

Overall look and design 23
Size 12
Other 6

Respondents: 38

OPTION 2: TIED ARCH BRIDGE

What do you like about this option? Select all that apply.

Overall look and design 82
Size 31
Other 11

Respondents: 86

What do you dislike about this option? Select all that apply.

Size 18
Overall look and design 12
Other 5

Respondents: 29

OPTION 3: TRUSS BRIDGE

What do you like about this option? Select all that apply.

Overall look and design 25
Size 20
Other 9

Respondents: 39
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What do you dislike about this option? Select all that apply.

Answers Tally

Overall look and design 68
Size 17
Other 14

Respondents: 75
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EAST BRIDGE LANDING

WHICH OPTION DO YOU PREFER?

Option 2:
Switchback

Ramp ‘
5%

Answers

Option 1:

_— e

Ramp
1%

Option 3:
Direct Ramp
94%

Percentage

Attachment B

Tally

Option 3: Direct Ramp 94% 77
Option 2: Switchback Ramp 5% 4
Option 1: A-Frame Ramp 1% 1
Total 100% 82

OPTION 1: A-FRAME RAMP

What do you like about this option? Select all that apply.

Answers Tally

Stair access to station 22
Connection to light rail station 19
Pedestrian and bicycle pathways 17
Ramp layout 12
Connection to Trail Along the Rail 12
Other 3
Height clearance from Sound Transit tracks 2

Respondents: 32
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What do you dislike about this option? Select all that apply.

Answers Tally

Height clearance from Sound Transit tracks 36
Ramp layout 29
Connection to Trail Along the Rail 16
Other 15
Stair access to station 12
Pedestrian and bicycle pathways 5
Connection to light rail station 4

Respondents: 57

OPTION 2: SWITCHBACK RAMP

What do you like about this option? Select all that apply.

Answers Tally

Height clearance from Sound Transit tracks 25
Connection to light rail station 14
Ramp layout 12
Pedestrian and bicycle pathways 11
Stair access to station 11
Connection to Trail Along the Rail 7
Other 5

Respondents: 41

What do you dislike about this option? Select all that apply.

Answers Tally

Ramp layout 34
Connection to Trail Along the Rail 21
Stair access to station 18
Connection to light rail station 7
Pedestrian and bicycle pathways 7
Height clearance from Sound Transit tracks 6
Other 6

Respondents: 48
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OPTION 3: DIRECT RAMP

What do you like about this option? Select all that apply.

Answers Tally

Ramp layout 53
Connection to Trail Along the Rail 50
Connection to light rail station 48
Height clearance from Sound Transit tracks 34
Pedestrian and bicycle pathways 33
No stair access to station 29
Other 8

Respondents: 67

What do you dislike about this option? Select all that apply.

Answers Tally

No stair access to station

15

Height clearance from Sound Transit tracks

Ramp layout

Pedestrian and bicycle pathways

Other

Connection to Trail Along the Rail

Connection to light rail station

RINWW DO

Respondents: 24
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WEST TRAIL CONNECTION

WHICH OPTION DO YOU PREFER?

Option 1:

Minimal

Build-Out
43%

Option 2:
Full Build-Out
57%

Answers Percentage Tally
Option 2: Full Build-Out 57% 57
Option 1: Minimal Build-Out 43% 43
Total 100% 100

OPTION 1: MINIMAL BUILD-OUT

What do you like about this option? Select all that apply.

Answers Tally

Separation between bicyclists and pedestrians 47
Parking options 33
Trail design 26
Other 11

Respondents: 69
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What do you dislike about this option? Select all that apply.

Answers Tally

Separation between bicyclists and pedestrians 31
Trail design 28
Other 26
Parking options 11

Respondents: 65

OPTION : FULL BUILD-OUT

What do you like about this option? Select all that apply.

Answers Tally

Trail design 51
Shared bicycle and pedestrian path 49
Other 9
Parking options 5

Respondents: 63

What do you dislike about this option? Select all that apply.

Answers Tally

Shared bicycle and pedestrian path 39
Parking options 34
Other 13
Trail design 12

Respondents: 61
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DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION

Do you plan to use the new N 148th Street Non-Motorized Bridge?

No
15%

I’'m not Yes
sure yet 54%
31%

Attachment B

Answers Percentage Tally
Yes 54% 59
I’m not sure yet 31% 34
No 15% 16
Total 100% 109

If you do plan to use the bridge, what modes of travel do you plan to use? Select all that apply.

Walking

[ [
Bicycling Other Wheelchair or
recreational other assisted

wheels suchas  mode of travel
scooters or
skateboards

10
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Answers Tally

Walking 77
Bicycling 53
Other recreational wheels such as scooters or 5
skateboards

Wheelchair or other assisted mode of travel 4
Other 0

Respondents: 92

Attachment B

If you do plan to use the bridge, what will be the purpose of your travel? Select all that apply.

To connect to To connect to To access other

To connect to Other

light rail at the  biking or walking neighborhoods on buses at or near

South Shoreline/N trails the west or east
145th Station side of I-5

the South
Shoreline/N 145th
Station

Answers Tally

To connect to light rail at the South 80
Shoreline/N 145th Station

To connect to biking or walking trails 63
To access other neighborhoods on the west or 35
east side of I-5

To connect to buses at or near the South 24
Shoreline/N 145th Station

Other 2

Respondents: 91

11
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Please select the top three criteria that are most important to you for this project.

A9

Attachment B

IMPROVE MAINTAIN SAFE
PEDESTRIAN TRAVEL ENVIRONMENT SHORTEN TRAVEL TIME
55% 44% 34%
Answers Percentage Tally

Improve pedestrian travel (e.g., sidewalks, 55% 59
crosswalks)

Maintain safe environment for community 44% 47
Shorten travel time to light rail station/transit 34% 36
center

Improve bicycle travel 33% 35
Protect mature trees 27% 29
Visual design and overall look 21% 23
Manage project costs 17% 18
Minimize impacts to neighboring properties 15% 16
Maintain existing parking options 13% 14
Limit city acquisition of private property 9% 10
Total n/a 107

12
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What is your ZIP code?

98117

om

Attachment B

98133
Other 39%
20%
98155
31%
Answers Percentage Tally

98133 39% 42

98155 31% 34

Other 20% 22

98117 10% 11

98160 0% 0

Total 100% 109

What is your age?
Answers Percentage Tally
65 or older 22% 24
55-64 20% 22
35-44 19% 21
45-54 19% 21
25-34 13% 14
20-24 3% 3
I'd rather not say 2% 2
19 or younger 1% 1
Total 100% 108
13
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What is your race/ethnicity? Select all that apply.
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Answers Tally

White/Caucasian 87
I’d rather not say 11
Asian or Pacific Islander
American Indian or Alaska Native
Biracial/multiracial

African American or Black
Hispanic, Spanish, or Latino
Northern African/Middle Eastern
Optional self-identification

O[O, |INWWw WU,

Respondents: 107
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What is the primary language spoken in your home?

Attachment B

Answers Percentage Tally
English 100% 107
Ambharic/Tigrinya 0% 0
Korean 0% 0
Mandarin/Cantonese 0% 0
Spanish 0% 0
Tagalog 0% 0
Vietnamese 0% 0
Other 0% 0
Total 100% 107
What gender do you identify as?
I'd rather Non-binary
no;o/s;ay 4“' 2%
'ZI;JZ Female
53%
Answers Percentage Tally
Female 53% 56
Male 42% 44
I'd rather not say 3% 3
Non-binary 2% 2
Optional self-identification 0% 0
Total 100% 105

15
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Do you have a disability? Select all that apply.
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Answers Tally

None 74
Mobility

I’d rather not say

Hearing

Cognitive

Optional self-identification
Vision

O|lRr|IW|k~lUIV

Respondents: 94
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What is your current housing situation?

Attachment B

Rent Stay with
en friend
10% ‘; rlfen .s or
amily
1%
Own
89%
Answers Percentage Tally
Own 89% 95
Rent 10% 11
Stay with friends or family 1% 1
Without housing 0% 0
Other 0% 0
I'd rather not say 0% 0
Total 100% 107
17
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How did you learn about this project? Select all that apply.

City of Other

Shoreline orgamzatlon
email/website I’'m involved
with

Answers Tally

News

Friend

Social media

City of Shoreline email/website 61
An organization I’'m involved with 18
Other** 20
News 10
Friend 9
Social media 8
I'd rather not say 0

Respondents: 107

Attachment B

I'd rather not

**Reporting Note: This question unintentionally omitted “mailer” as an option. Several people who

responded with “other” said they received a mailer from the City of Shoreline.

18
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What is the best way to stay in touch with you about this project? Select all that apply.

Email Community Mail Social media Other
meetings and open
houses

Answers Tally

Email 79
Community meetings and open houses 21
Mail 20
Social media 11
Other 1

Respondents: 99

19
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