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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 148th 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 148th 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 145th 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 148th 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: 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

9a-1



 

  Page 2  

Summary of Project Costs: 

DESIGN     

 DESIGN COST  $     2,894,491   

 CITY STAFF & OTHER RESOURCES  $        350,000   

 CONTINGENCY (10%)  $        300,000   

 SUBTOTAL   $    3,544,491  

RIGHT-OF-WAY   

 ROW COST  $    1,282,000   

 CONTINGENCY (10%)  $        130,000   

 SUBTOTAL   $    1,412,000  

CONSTRUCTION   

 CONSTRUCTION COST  $  11,181,005   
 CONTINGENCY (40%)  $    4,472,402  

 ADDED LAYDOWN COST  $       584,929  

 SUBTOTAL   $ 16,238,336  

CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT   

 CM COST  $    3,913,352   

 CITY STAFF & OTHER RESOURCES  $        300,000   

 CONTINGENCY (10%)  $        400,000   

 SUBTOTAL   $    4,613,352  

TOTAL 
EXPENDITURES    $ 25,808,179  

 
Summary of Project Revenue: 

DESIGN     

 GENERAL FUND  $        350,000  
 ROADS CAPITAL FUND  $        150,000  

 STP NON-MOTORIZED  $     2,055,000  

 ST SYSTEM ACCESS  $     1,105,271   

 SUBTOTAL   $    3,660,271  

RIGHT-OF-WAY   

 COUNTY LEVY  $    1,412,000   

 SUBTOTAL   $    1,412,000  

CONSTRUCTION   

 COUNTY LEVY  $    2,388,000   
 ST SYSTEM ACCESS  $    2,594,729  

 SUBTOTAL   $    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: 
 

• 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 

• Bridge Cover (Canopy) Recommendation: 
o Delay including a canopy in the design until later in the design process. 

• 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/145th Station to the east.  The 148th 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 I-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/145th 
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 148th 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 145th 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 148th 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 148th 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 148th Street while also providing a sensible connection to 1st 
Avenue NE on the west side of I-5, and to the new Shoreline South/145th 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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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 1st 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 I-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/145th 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/145th 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/145th 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/145th 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  $3.5 M $15.7 M $4.2 M 

OPTION 2  $6.3 M $14.4 M $5.3 M 

OPTION 3  $4.1 M $17.5 M $4.4 M 
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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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Figure 2: Option 3 – Full Build-Out (North) Plan View 

 

 
Figure 3: Option 3 – Full Build-Out (North) Typical Section 

 
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.  
 

9a-9



 

  Page 10  

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) 

 

 
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/145th 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.  
 

 
Figure 6: Option 3 – Direct Ramp Plan View 

 
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 
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Table 2B – Preferred Option Cost Summary  

 

WEST TRAIL 
CONNECTION 

BRIDGE 
STRUCTURE 

EAST BRIDGE  
LANDING TOTAL 

 OPTION 3 OPTION 2 OPTION 3   

ENGINEERING 
DESIGN COST   $       336,898   $    1,800,014   $       539,208    

SUBTOTAL W/ 
ESCALATED (4% TO 2022)   $       364,389   $    1,946,895   $       583,207   $    2,894,491  

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

SUBTOTAL W/ 
ESCALATED (6% TO 2022)   $    1,282,000       $    1,282,000  

CONSTRUCTION 
CONSTRUCTION COST   $    1,203,208   $    6,428,620   $    1,925,743    

CONTINGENCY (40%)   $       481,283   $    2,571,448   $       770,297    

LAYDOWN /STAGING AREA   $       100,000   $       300,000   $       100,000    

SUBTOTAL   $    1,784,491   $    9,300,068   $    2,796,040    

SUBTOTAL W/ 
ESCALATED (4% TO 2024)   $    2,087,601   $ 10,879,764   $    3,270,971   $ 16,238,336  

CONSTRUCTION MGMT 
CONST MGMT COST   $       421,123   $    2,250,017   $       674,010    

SUBTOTAL W/ 
ESCALATION (4% TO 2024)   $       492,654   $    2,632,202   $       788,496   $    3,913,352  

TOTAL   $    4,226,644   $ 15,458,861   $    4,642,674   $ 24,328,179  

 
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 Strategy 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  $     2,894,491   

 CITY STAFF & OTHER RESOURCES  $        350,000   

 CONTINGENCY (10%)  $        300,000   

 SUBTOTAL   $    3,544,491  

RIGHT OF WAY   

 ROW COST  $    1,282,000   

 CONTINGENCY (10%)  $        130,000   

 SUBTOTAL   $    1,412,000  

CONSTRUCTION   

 CONSTRUCTION COST  $  11,181,005   
 CONTINGENCY (40%)  $    4,472,402  

 ADDED LAYDOWN COST  $       584,929  

 SUBTOTAL   $ 16,238,336  

CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT   

 CM COST  $    3,913,352   

 CITY STAFF & OTHER RESOURCES  $        300,000   

 CONTINGENCY (10%)  $        400,000   

 SUBTOTAL   $    4,613,352  

TOTAL 
EXPENDITURES    $ 25,808,179  

 
Summary of Project Revenue: 

DESIGN     

 GENERAL FUND  $        350,000  
 ROADS CAPITAL FUND  $        150,000  

 STP NON-MOTORIZED  $     2,055,000  

 ST SYSTEM ACCESS  $     1,105,271   

 SUBTOTAL   $    3,660,271  

RIGHT OF WAY   

 COUNTY LEVY  $    1,412,000   

 SUBTOTAL   $    1,412,000  

CONSTRUCTION   

 COUNTY LEVY  $    2,388,000   
 ST SYSTEM ACCESS  $    2,594,729  

 SUBTOTAL   $    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 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: 
 

• 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 

• Bridge Cover (Canopy) Recommendation: 
o Delay including a canopy in the design until later in the design process. 

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

• Learn more about the project need, benefits, and schedule. 

• Review  the options being considered for each design element and provide feedback on those 

options. 

• Share how they plan to use the bridge and what criteria is most important to them. 

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

• 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  

• 87 responses to the east bridge landing questions 

• 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?” 

 
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? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

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  

Option 2: 
Tied Arch 

Bridge
57%

Option 3: 
Truss Bridge

26%

Option 1: 
Combined Arch 

Bridge
17%
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What do you dislike about this option? Select all that apply. 

 

Answers Tally  

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 Tally  

Overall look and design 82 

Size 31 

Other 11 

 

Respondents: 86 

 

What do you dislike about this option? Select all that apply. 

 

Answers Tally  

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.  

 

Answers Tally  

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? 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

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 

 
 

 

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 

  

Option 3: 
Direct Ramp

94%

Option 2: 
Switchback 

Ramp
5%

Option 1: 
A-Frame 

Ramp
1%

Attachment B

9a-307



6 
 

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 6 

Ramp layout 4 

Pedestrian and bicycle pathways 3 

Other 3 

Connection to Trail Along the Rail 2 

Connection to light rail station 1 

 
Respondents: 24 
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WEST TRAIL CONNECTION  
 

 

WHICH OPTION DO YOU PREFER? 

 
 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

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 

  

Option 2:
Full Build-Out

57%

Option 1:
Minimal

Build-Out 
43%
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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? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

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
recreational

wheels such as
scooters or
skateboards

Wheelchair or
other assisted
mode of travel

Other

Yes
54%

I’m not 
sure yet

31%

No
15%
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Respondents: 92 

 

 

If you do plan to use the bridge, what will be the purpose of your travel? Select all that apply. 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Respondents: 91 

 

To connect to
light rail at the

South Shoreline/N
145th Station

To connect to
biking or walking

trails

To access other
neighborhoods on
the west or east

side of I-5

To connect to
buses at or near

the South
Shoreline/N 145th

Station

Other

Answers Tally  

Walking 77 

Bicycling 53 

Other recreational wheels such as scooters or 
skateboards 

5 

Wheelchair or other assisted mode of travel 4 

Other 0 

Answers Tally  

To connect to light rail at the South 
Shoreline/N 145th Station 

80 

To connect to biking or walking trails 63 

To access other neighborhoods on the west or 
east side of I-5 

35 

To connect to buses at or near the South 
Shoreline/N 145th Station 

24 

Other 2 
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Please select the top three criteria that are most important to you for this project. 

 

 
   

   

IMPROVE 
PEDESTRIAN TRAVEL 

MAINTAIN SAFE 
ENVIRONMENT 

SHORTEN TRAVEL TIME 

   
55% 44% 34% 

 
 

Answers Percentage Tally  

Improve pedestrian travel (e.g., sidewalks, 
crosswalks) 

55% 59 

Maintain safe environment for community 44% 47 

Shorten travel time to light rail station/transit 
center 

34% 36 

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 
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What is your ZIP code? 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

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 

 

98133
39%

98155
31%

Other
20%

98117
10%
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What is your race/ethnicity? Select all that apply.  

 

 
 

 

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 

  

Attachment B

9a-316



15 
 

What is the primary language spoken in your home? 

 

 

Answers Percentage Tally  

English 100% 107 

Amharic/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?  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

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 

 

 

 

Female
53%

Male
42%

I’d rather 
not say

3%

Non-binary
2%
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Do you have a disability? Select all that apply.  

 

 
 

 

Answers Tally  

None 74 

Mobility 7 

I’d rather not say 5 

Hearing 4 

Cognitive 3 

Optional self-identification 1 

Vision 0 

 

Respondents: 94 
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What is your current housing situation?  
 

 

 
 
 

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 

 
 

Own
89%

Rent
10%

Stay with 
friends or 

family
1%
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How did you learn about this project? Select all that apply.  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

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.  

City of
Shoreline

email/website

An 
organization 
I’m involved 

with

Other News Friend Social media I'd rather not
say

Answers Tally  

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 
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What is the best way to stay in touch with you about this project? Select all that apply. 
 

 
 
 

Answers Tally  

Email 79 

Community meetings and open houses 21 

Mail 20 

Social media 11 

Other 1 

 
Respondents: 99 

 

Email Community
meetings and open

houses

Mail Social media Other
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