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Figure 8. 2030 Arterial Levels of Service with Action Strategy Projects — East-
West Corridors
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Figure 9. 2030 Arterial Levels of Service with Action Strategy Projects — North-
South Corridors
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PRIORITIZATION PROCESS

SUMMARY

This memorandum reviews the prioritization process used to evaluate the UATAS projects.
Much of the information contained is from the City of Seattle’s Department of
Transportation Project Prioritization Criteria. The Early Implementation and Partnership
projects were not included in the prioritization process.

PRIORITIZATION CRITERIA

The SDOT Project Prioritization Criteria uses seven criteria to evaluate transportation
projects for the TIP. Each category is given a number of points with the sum of these projects
equaling 100 points. The categories are as follows:

e Safety (20 points)

e Mobility Improvements (15 points)

e Preserving and Maintaining Infrastructure (15 points)

e Cost Effectiveness or Cost Avoidance (15 points)

e Comprehensive Plan/ Urban Village Land Use Strategy (15 points)

e Improving Environment (10 points)

e Economic Development (10 points)

For the Action Strategy, each of the proposed projects were reviewed based upon the
criteria above. The results of the analysis were used to identify whether a project was a High
or Medium priority project. The prioritization process was not applied to the early
implementation or partnership projects.

CRITERIA DEFINITIONS

Establishing a particular score for an individual criterion requires a consistent definition of
what the criterion is measuring and how the criterion is applied. The following definitions
were used to guide the scoring of the Action Strategy recommendations.

Safety — 20 pts max
e To what extent does this project reduce an identified safety problem?
e To what extent does this project address a high collision intersection or corridor?
e To what extent does this project improve personal safety or security?
e To what extent does this project reduce hazards from a natural or other disaster?
e To what extent does this project reduce potential future safety problems?

e To what extent does this project reduce risk and potential liability to the City?

High (15-20 pts) - Project eliminates or reduces an identified existing safety problem which
is causing fatalities, severe injuries or a high level of minor injuries or property damage.

University Area Transportation Action Strategy January 29, 2008
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PRIORITIZATION PROCESS

Project addresses an intersection or corridor which is on the current list of High Accident
Locations (HAL), High Accident Corridors (HAC), Pedestrian Accident Locations (PAL) or
Bicycle Accident Locations (BAL). Project addresses risk to high number of individuals.
Project addresses security risks on critical pieces of transportation infrastructure.

Medium (6-14 pts)- Project eliminates or reduces an identified existing safety problem
which is causing a moderate amount of minor injuries and/or property damage. Project
addresses catastrophic risk to moderate number of individuals. Project addresses risk to
moderate number of individuals. Project addresses security risks for transportation
infrastructure on arterial network.

Low (1-5 pts) - Project eliminates or reduces an existing safety problem which is causing
some amount of minor injuries and/or property damage or addresses potential future safety
problem. Project addresses security risks on non-arterial network.

Mobility improvement — 15 pts max
¢ How much does the project improve overall mobility?
e How much does it help reduce reliance on the automobile?
e Does the project benefit more than one non-auto mode?
e How much does it improve mobility for pedestrians?
e How much does it improve mobility for bicyclists?
e How much does it improve mobility for transit?
e How much does it improve mobility for freight?
e Does the project increase access and mobility for special needs populations?

¢ Does this project improve the information SDOT gives travelers about using the
transportation system?

High (11-15pts) - Project adds person carrying capacity or reduces travel time, improving
mobility. Project includes elements which significantly reduce congestion and improve the
flow of traffic. Project improves access and mobility for multiple modes including transit,
pedestrians and freight mobility. Project area serves a large number of system users.
Project is a Major Truck route and/or Major Transit Route.

Medium (5-10 pts) - Project reduces congestion or travel time primarily for general traffic
or provides traveler information. Project helps provide safe and convenient alternative to
SOV travel. Project area serves a moderate number of system users.

Low (1-4 pts) - Project addresses potential future congestion problems. Project maintains
current levels of congestion or access for freight, transit, pedestrian or bicycles. Project area
serves a low number of system users.

Preserving and maintaining infrastructure — 15 pts max
e To what extent does the project address one or more major maintenance items?

e To what extent does the project reduce the backlog of deferred maintenance?

University Area Transportation Action Strategy January 29, 2008
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PRIORITIZATION PROCESS

e To what extent does the project maintain or improve the reliability of the
transportation system?

e To what extent does the project extend the service life of the affected portions of the
transportation system?

High (11-15pts) - Project extends the service life of one or more major infrastructure
elements for a significant length of time, removes those elements from the backlog list
and/or provides a substantial service level improvement.

Medium (5-10pts) - Porject extends the service life of one or more moderate infrastructure
elements for a moderate length of time, removes those elements from the backlog list
and/or provides a service level improvement.

Low (1-4 pts) - Project extends the short-term service life of one or more infrastructure
elements, and/or provides some service level improvement.

Cost effectiveness or cost avoidance — 15 pts max
e To what extent do the benefits of this project outweight costs?
e To what extent does this project reduce the City’s exposure to financial risk?
e To what extent does this project reduce relative life-cycle costs?
e To what extent does this project reduce the need for new infrastructure investment?
e To what extent can this project generate new funding?

e To what extent does this project leverage spending by other City departments or
funding from other agencies?

To what extent does this improve the efficiency of the transportation system?

High (11-15 pts) - Project provides a high level of benefit at a low cost. Project leverages
high level of funding from other City departments, other agencies or private development.
Project completes a current phase where a significant amount of funds have already been
spent. Project utilizes a low cost alternative.

Medium (5-10 pts) - Project begins a subsequent phase (ie Phase I, when Phase I has
already been completed) Project uses a moderate level of innovative techniques or low cost
alternatives. Project has a moderate commitment of partnership funds from other
departments, agencies or private development.

Low (1-4 pts) - Project is high cost with low benefit to reducing life-cycle costs and
exposure to financial risk. Project has limited outside funding commitments.

Comprehensive Plan/Urban Village land use strategy — 15 pts max

e To what extent does the project support the Comprehensive Plan goals for
transportation?

e To what extent does the project support the Transportation Strategic Plan?

e To what extent does the project support growth in Urban Villages or Manufacturing
and Industrial Centers?
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e Is this project a priority in a Council-adopted Neighborhood Plan?

e Does this project address race & social justice needs?

High (11-15pts) - Project is located in an Urban Center, supports the Comp Plan and
Transportation Strategic Plan goals and also includes one or more high-priority elements
from a Council-adopted Neighborhood Plan. Project facilitates movement into or between
Urban Centers, Villages and/or Manufacturing and Industrial Centers along major
corridors. Project facilitates travel by alternative modes between Urban Centers, Villages
and/or Manufacturing and Industrial Centers.

Medium (5-10 pts) - Project is on a roadway or corridor which connects or provides access
into Urban Centers, Urban Villages, or Manufacturing and Industrial Centers. Project
includes medium priority Neighborhood Plan elements or supports Neighborhood Plan
objectives. The project is in a low income or underserved area.

Low (1-4 pts) - Project support for Comp Plan goals, the Urban Village concept or
Neighborhood Plans, is lacking or very indirect.

Improving the Environment — 10 pts max
e To what extent does the project promote healthy neighborhoods with a transportation
system that protects and improves environmental quality?

e To what extent does the project reduce or mitigate air, water and noise pollution?

e To what extent does the project promote energy-efficient transportation?

High (8-10 pts) - Project includes a high level of ped/bike/transit improvements which
would improve environmental quality. Project supports reduction in air, water and/or
noise pollution from motor vehicles and promotes energy efficient transportation.

Medium (4-7 pts) - Project has a moderately positive effect on the quality of the
environment by improving transit/ ped/bike facilities or traffic flow, minimizing stop and
go traffic and idling.

Low (1-3 pts) - Project has a low effect on the quality of the environment.

Economic development — 10 pts max
e To what extent does the project support community and economic development in
major development areas (areas of focus may change with time)?
e To what extent does the project support business functionality?
e To what extent does this project support creation or retention of employment
opportunities?
High (8-10 pts) - Project provides access crucial to a major business center. Project
provides infrastructure essential to development that will create substantial new jobs.

Medium (4-7 pts) - Project facilitates access to a major business center. Project provides or
restores infrastructure important to development that will create significant new jobs.
Project provides infrastructure important to the retention of businesses and jobs.

University Area Transportation Action Strategy January 29, 2008

City of Seattle 13 Page 4



PRIORITIZATION PROCESS

Low (1-3 pts) - Project provides access that is incidental to business activities. Project
supports little or no job creation.

FINAL SCORING

The analysis assigned the point for the prioritization criteria for each of the projects and
then the total score was determined. Projects that scored above 45 points were defined high
priority and projects below 45 points were defined as medium priority. Table 1 summarizes
the scoring for the individual UATAS projects. Note that Early Implementation and
Partnership Projects were not included in the prioritization.
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Table 1. UATAS Project Prioritization Table

Evaluation Criteria
Preserving Cost Comprehensive
and Effectiveness| Plan/Urban
Mobility Maintaining or Cost Village Land Improving Economic
Project # |Project Title/Description Safety | Improvement| Infrastructure| Avoidance Use Strategy | Environment| Development| Total
20 15 15 15 15 10 10 100
High Priority Projects
Stripe the westbound curb lane as transit/right-turn only lane on NE 45th St from
1 15th Ave NE to 7th Ave NE; convert center left-turn lane to a through-lane 20 15 1 15 15 9 4 79
Extend the northbound left-turn pocket at the 15th Ave NE/NE 45th St intersection
3+ modify signal to improve bus movements on NE 45th St corridor 12 15 1 15 13 6 6 68
Remove right-side peak-period parking restrictions on Roosevelt Way and
4 11th/12th Ave NE; restripe roadway with bicycle lanes on one-way couplet 17 15 1 14 14 6 1 68
5 Improve Burke Gilman Trail crossing at 25th Ave NE/NE Blakely St intersection 20 14 1 10 10 6 1 62
Widen sidewalks and place curb extensions on NE 43rd St between Roosevelt
6 Way and 15th Ave NE 13 15 1 6 13 9 5 62
Provide southound bicycle queue jump signal at University Bridge and Fuhrman
7 Ave E 16 5 5 15 13 6 1 61
Reconfigure intersection of Eastlake Ave E and Campus Parkway/NE 40th St; add
8 bike lanes and sidewalks to improve safety 18 13 1 5 15 8 1 61
Reconfigure University Way NE between NE 50th St and Ravenna Blvd with new
9 bicycle facilities, widened sidewalks, and improved urban design 10 14 1 5 15 6 10 61
Reconfigure Ravenna Place NE/Ravenna Ave NE/NE 54th and 55th St with curb,
10 gutter, and new sidewalks 19 14 1 14 8 4 1 61
Construct pedestrian and bicycle trail under and alongside the NE 45th St Viaduct
11 to provide hill-climb assist and Burke Gilman Trail connection 8 14 1 8 14 9 5 59
12 Improve Burke Gilman Trail crossing at Brooklyn Ave 18 6 1 13 13 6 1 58
Install curb extensions at NE 55th St intersections of Roosevelt Way and 11th Ave]
13 NE 14 8 1 13 7 5 5 53
Provide continuous bicycle connection from Burke Gilman Trail at 7th Ave E to
14 University Bridge; add bicycle lane and sidewalk to south side of NE 40th St 15 14 1 1 14 5 2 52
Construct curb bulb and wider sidewalk on east side of NE 8th Ave between NE
17* 64th St and 65th St; stripe a right-turn pocket for accessing NE 65th St 8 10 1 10 12 6 2 49
Close Weedin Place between NE 65th St and 8th Ave NE; provide pocket park or
19 other gateway-oriented public improvements 4 6 1 11 12 8 7 49
20 Provide left-turn pockets/protected signal phase on NE 50th St at 15th Ave NE 19 8 1 14 9 P 1 a7
Create bicycle connection from Burke Gilman Trail to Sand Point Way at 36th Ave
21 NE 10 12 1 10 7 4 1 45
* Project #2 was removed from consideration after public outreach; #16 was combined with Project F; Projects #15 and #18 have been re-categorized as Partnership Projects and are not prioritize

University Area Transportation Action Strategy January 29, 2008
City of Seattle Page 7



PRIORITIZATION PROCESS

Transporcation
Pianning &
Ernginearing

Table 1. (cont.) UATAS Project Prioritization Table

Evaluation Criteria
Preserving Cost Comprehensive
and Effectiveness| Plan/Urban
Mobility Maintaining or Cost Village Land Improving Economic
Project # |[Project Title/Description Safety | Improvement| Infrastructure| Avoidance Use Strategy | Environment| Development| Total
20 15 15 15 15 10 10 100
Medium Priority Projects
Create pedestrian/bicycle connection from Burke Gilman Trail and University
Village entrance along NE 47th St; form a four-way intersection with 25th Ave/Ne
22 47th St 15 10 1 7 7 2 2 44
23 Construct roundabout at NE 7th Ave and NE 40th St 8 15 1 7 5 5 2 43
Install pedestrian signal at NE 41st St and 11th Ave NE; new crosswalk at
24 Roosevelt Way and NE 42nd St 17 8 1 8 3 3 2 42
Provide off-street pedestrian/bicycle trail in Ravenna Park parallel to Ravenna Ave
25 NE from NE 55th ST to Ravenna Blvd 11 7 7 7 3 6 1 42
2 Extend northbound left-turn/u-turn lane at Hamlin St on Montlake Bivd 10 8 1 13 2 2 1 37
Provide northbound and southound left-turn pockets at the 25th AveNE/NE 55th
27 St intersection 20 7 1 5 2 1 1 37
Widen sidewalks on NE 45th St; install pedestrian refuge islands at crossings of
28 18th Ave and 20th Ave NE 10 8 1 2 8 6 1 36
Reconstruct Northlake Way; add curb and sidewalks, landsacaping, and shared
29 use path on south side of street 3 5 5 7 2 2 4 31
Provide pedestrian and bicycle improvements to Montlake Blvd/NE Shelby St
30 intersection (Phase 2) 6 7 1 7 2 4 1 28
Install sidewalk and traffic calming devices on NE 50th St between 30th Ave NE
31 and 35th Ave NE 6 8 1 2 5 4 1 27
Install variable message sign in the vicinity of the Montlake BIvd/NE 45th St/Sand
32 Point Way area 4 5 1 8 2 5 1 2
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COST ESTIMATES
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SUMMARY

This memorandum summarizes the cost estimation process used to evaluate the UATAS
projects. These estimates provide a planning-level cost of a proposed project in 2007 dollars.
Detailed estimates, which consider specific factors observed in the field, will be developed
as part of the Plans, Specification and Estimate (PS&E) process. Cost estimates were not
prepared for Partnership Projects.

CoST ELEMENTS

The cost estimates developed for the UATAS provide an initial analysis of the cost of a
particular improvement or action. All costs were coordinated and reviewed by SDOT staff
to reflect the costs similar projects within Seattle.

The cost estimates are broken down into three main components: Construction Costs, Right
of Way Costs and Engineering/Management Costs.

Construction Costs

Construction costs are those costs that are associated with the materials and labor related to
building the project. These include earthwork, utilities, storm drainage, pavement materials,
lighting, traffic control signals, signing and striping and landscaping costs. Also included
are the costs to mobilize the project (12 percent of construction costs) for temporary traffic
control (10 percent of construction costs) and a 30 percent construction contingency.

Right of Way Costs

For projects that require the purchase of land, buildings or easements, right of way costs are
included. Additional costs include settlement costs on purchases and the cost for
administration of right of way.

Engineering/Management Costs

Engineering and Management costs include the preliminary design and survey costs (20
percent of construction costs) and construction inspection costs (15 percent of construction
costs).

SuMMARY OF UATAS PROJECT COSTS

Cost estimates were developed for each of the early implementation, high priority and
medium priority projects identified from the prioritization process. Table 1 summarizes the
project cost estimates for the UATAS.

INDIVIDUAL PROJECT SHEETS

Each of the project cost estimates is included in this appendix. The projects are listed in the
same order as they appear in Table 1.

University Area Transportation Action Strategy January 29, 2008
City of Seattle Page 1
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Table 1. Summary Cost of UATAS Projects

Project # Project Description Construction Cost R-O-W Cost  Engineering Total
Activation of pedestrian signal phase at all signals in the urban center.
A Remove push buttons to avoid confusions $57,900 0 $20,300 $78,200
B University Way/Pacific Street vegetation removal $18,200 0 56,400 $24,600
C 6th Avenue NE/Lower NE 40th Street intersection striping $5,900 0 2,100 $8,000
D Montlake Boulevard/NE Shelby traffic island-striping $16,400 0 $5,700 22,100
E 25th Avenue NE off-peak parking control $57,900 0 $20,300 78,200
F Burke-Gilman crossing at Pend Oreille, Brooklyn, Blakely $21,400 0 $7,500 28,900
G 15th Avenue/Ravenna Blvd monitoring $0 0 $0 $0
H Brooklyn Avenue Sharrows $28,500 0 $10,000 $38,500
| Ravenna Bicycle Safety: Repaving Project $0 $0 $0 $0
J 15th Avenue NE and NE Campus Parkway left turn protected phase 182,000 0 $63,700 245,700
K University Bridge Lighting $306,500 $0 $107,300 413,800
1 NE 45th Street Corridor westbound BAT lane; transit speed and reliability $637,500 $0 $223,100 $860,600
3 15th Avenue NE/NE 45th Street northbound left turn lane extension $71,800 $0 $25,100 $96,900
Roosevelt Way NE/11th Avenue NE Corridors; Peak period bicycle and
4 transit lanes $210,100 0 $73,600 283,700
5 25th Avenue NE Burke-Gilman Trail crossing $75,200 0 $26,300 101,500
6 NE 43rd Street sidewalk widening and curb extensions 689,600 0 $241,400 931,000
7 Eastlake Avenue E; Bicycle queue jump 367,600 0 128,600 496,200
8 Eastlake Avenue E and Campus Parkway: Modify loop ramps 869,000 0 $304,200 1,173,200
9 University Way NE; Urban design, pedestrian and bicycle access $2,004,700 0 701,600 2,706,300
10 Ravenna Boulevard/NE 55th St corridor $886,700 $22,000 $310,300 1,219,000
11 NE 45th St Trail to Burke-Gilman $1,679,700 0 587,900 2,267,600
12 Burke-Gilman Trail crossing at Brooklyn Ave $251,500 0 $88,000 $339,500
Roosevelt Way and 11th Avenue NE pedestrian improvements: curb bulbs
13 at NE 55th St $31,600 0 $11,000 $42,600
14 Burke Gilman Trail/NE 40th St bicycle connection $323,900 0 $113,400 $437,300
16 Burke Gilman Trail crossing University Way/Pacific Street $32,800 0 $11,500 $44,300
17 8th Avenue NE between NE 64th and NE 65th Streets curb bulbs 114,300 0 40,000 154,300
19 Weedin Place closure at NE 66th Street 131,800 0 $46,100 177,900
20 NE 50th Street/15th Avenue NE left turn pockets (EB/WB) $127,300 $0 $44,500 $171,800
21 Burke-Gilman Trail connection at 36th Avenue NE $34,000 $36,500 $11,900 $82,400
22 Burke-Gilman Trail and University Village at 25th/47th Connection $499,700 $220,000 $174,900 $894,600
23 7th Avenue NE/NE 40th Street roundabout $826,500 $16,400 $289,300 $1,132,200
24 11th Avenue NE/Eastlake Avenue/NE 41st Street pedestrian signal $179,600 $0 $62,900 $242,500
Ravenna Ave NE Corridor from NE 55th Street to NE Ravenna Blvd Off-
25 Street Bike Facility $313,600 $0 $109,700 $423,300
26 Montlake Boulevard/Hamlin Street - Extend u-turn lane $53,600 $0 $18,800 $72,400
27 25th Avenue NE/NE 55th Street NB/SB left turn pockets 458,200 $230,500 160,400 $849,100
28 NE 45th Corridor from 15th to 20th sidewalk 978,000 $80,500 342,300 31,400,800
29 Northlake Way reconstruction 748,000 0 261,800 $1,009,800
30 Montlake Boulevard NE and NE Shelby Street 581,600 0 203,600 $785,200
31 NE 50th Street traffic calming from 30th Ave NE to 35th Ave NE 288,900 0 101,100 390,000
32 Montlake BIvd/NE 45th Corridor variable sign 539,200 0 188,700 $727,900
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UATAS 2/26/2008

Project Estimate
Name: Project A - Activation of pedestrian signal phase at all signals in the urban center. Remove push
buttons to avoid confusion.

CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE
Description Quantity  Unit Unit Cost Total

Mobilization (12% of Const. Subtotal) 1 LS $ 4,380 $ 4,380
Traffic Control (10% of Const. Subtotal) 1 LS $ 3,650 $ 3,650
Earthwork High 0 LF $ 15 § -
Earthwork Medium 0 LF $ 0 $ -
Earthwork Low 0 LF $ 65 $ -
Utility Undergrounding 0 LF $ 200 $ -
Removals 250 LF $ 50 $ 12,500
Storm Drainage - New 0 LF $ 130 $ -
Storm Drainage - Modify 0 LF $ 80 §$ -
Asphalt Concrete Pavement 0 TON $ 65 $ -
Curb and Gutter 0 LF $ 15 § -
Sidewalk 0 S8y $ 55 § -
Curb Ramps 0 EA $ 1,500 $ -
Lighting (cobra head) 0 LF $ 65 $ -
Lighting (decorative) 0 LF $ 115  § -
Interconnect 0 LF $ 20 $ -
New Signal 0 EA $ 225,000 $ -
Modify Signal 48 EA $ 500 $ 24,000
Signing and Striping 0 LF $ 15 § -
Landscaping / Irrigation - Planters & Restoration 0 LF $ 125 § -
Miscellaneous Ultilities 0 LF $ 30 $ -
Temporary Erosion Control 0 LF $ 30 $ -
Fence 0 LF $ 35 % -
Railing 0 LF $ 55 §$ -
Urban Design Features LS $ - 8 -
SUBTOTAL (w/o mobilization and traffic control) $ 36,500
SUBTOTAL $ 44,530
CONTINGENCY 30% $ 13,359
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $ 57,889
RIGHT OF WAY COST ESTIMATE

Land - Commercial 0 SF $ 50 $ -
Land - Residential 0 SF $ 35 % -
Temporary Easement 0 EA $ 2,000 $ -
Building(s) 0 LS $ -3 -
Parking / Damages 0 EA $ - $ -
Settlement Costs 0 LS $ 2,000 $ -
ROW Adminstration 0 LS $ 10,500 $ -
TOTAL RIGHT OF WAY COST $ -
ENGINEERING / MANAGEMENT COST ESTIMATE

Preliminary, Design, Survey (20%) $ 11,578
Construction, Inspection (15%) $ 8,683
TOTAL ENGINEERING / MANAGEMENT COST $ 20,261
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $ 57,889
TOTAL RIGHT OF WAY COST $ -
TOTAL ENGINEERING / MANAGEMENT COST $ 20,261
TOTAL PROJECT COSTS $ 78,150

Notes: $500 per intersection includes removal of unit, cover plate, installation, reprogramming
48 signalized intersections estimated for Urban core. Unclear how many have push buttons.
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UATAS

Project Estimate

Name: Project B - University Way/Pacific Vegetation Removal

CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE
Description

Mobilization (12% of Const. Subtotal)
Traffic Control (10% of Const. Subtotal)
Earthwork High

Earthwork Medium

Earthwork Low

Utility Undergrounding

Removals

Storm Drainage - New

Storm Drainage - Modify

Asphalt Concrete Pavement

Curb and Gutter

Sidewalk

Curb Ramps

Lighting (cobra head)

Lighting (decorative)

Interconnect

New Signal

Modify Signal

Signing and Striping

Landscaping / Irrigation - Planters & Restoration
Miscellaneous Utilities

Temporary Erosion Control

Fence

Railing

Urban Design Features

SUBTOTAL (w/o mobilization and traffic control)
SUBTOTAL

CONTINGENCY

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST

RIGHT OF WAY COST ESTIMATE
Land - Commercial

Land - Residential

Temporary Easement

Building(s)

Parking / Damages

Settlement Costs

ROW Administration

TOTAL RIGHT OF WAY COST

ENGINEERING / MANAGEMENT COST ESTIMATE
Preliminary, Design, Survey (20%)

Construction, Inspection (15%)

TOTAL ENGINEERING / MANAGEMENT COST

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST

TOTAL RIGHT OF WAY COST

TOTAL ENGINEERING / MANAGEMENT COST
TOTAL PROJECT COSTS

Notes: ~3300 feet study corridor

12 foot wide lanes

Quantity  Unit Unit Cost Total
1 LS $ 1,500 $ 1,500
0 LS $ 1,250 $ -
0 LF $ 115 $ -
0 LF $ 20 $ -
0 LF $ 65 $ -
0 LF $ 200 $ -
0 LF $ 50 $ -
0 LF $ 130 $ -
0 LF $ 80 $ -
0 TON § 65 $ -
0 LF $ 15 $ -
0 SY $ 55 §$ -
0 EA $ 1,500 $ -
0 LF $ 65 $ -
0 LF $ 115 §$ -
0 LF $ 20 $ -
0 EA $ 225000 $ -
0 EA $ 75000 $ -
0 LF $ 15 $ -
100 LF $ 125 $ 12,500
0 LF $ 30 $ -
0 LF $ 30 $ -
0 LF $ 35 % -
0 LF $ 55 § -
LS $ -3 -
3 12,500
$ 14,000
30% $ 4,200
$ 18,200
0 SF $ 50 $ -
0 SF $ 35 $ -
0 EA $ 2,000 $ -
0 LS $ - $ -
0 EA $ - $ -
0 LS $ 2,000 $ -
0 LS $ 10,500 $ -
$ -
3 3,640
$ 2,730
$ 6,370
3 18,200
$ -
3 6,370
$ 24,570
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UATAS 2/26/2008

Project Estimate
Name: Project C - 6th Avenue NE/Lower NE 40th Street Intersection Striping

CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE
Description Quantity  Unit Unit Cost Total

Mobilization (12% of Const. Subtotal) 1 LS $ 450 $ 450
Traffic Control (10% of Const. Subtotal) 1 LS $ 375 $ 375
Earthwork High 0 LF $ 115 $ -
Earthwork Medium 0 LF $ 2 $ -
Earthwork Low 0 LF $ 65 $ -
Utility Undergrounding 0 LF $ 200 $ -
Removals 0 LF $ 50 $ -
Storm Drainage - New 0 LF $ 130 $ -
Storm Drainage - Modify 0 LF $ 80 $ -
Asphalt Concrete Pavement 0 TON $ 65 $ -
Curb and Gutter 0 LF $ 15 § -
Sidewalk 0 SY $ 55 § -
Curb Ramps 0 EA $ 1,500 $ -
Lighting (cobra head) 0 LF $ 65 $ -
Lighting (decorative) 0 LF $ 115 § -
Interconnect 0 LF $ 20 $ -
New Signal 0 EA $ 225,000 $ -
Modify Signal 0 EA $ 75000 $ -
Signing and Striping 250 LF $ 15 3 3,750
Landscaping / Irrigation - Planters & Restoration 0 LF $ 125 $ -
Miscellaneous Ultilities 0 LF $ 30 $ -
Temporary Erosion Control 0 LF $ 30 $ -
Fence 0 LF $ 35 $ -
Railing 0 LF $ 55 § -
Urban Design Features LS $ - 8 -
SUBTOTAL (w/o mobilization and traffic control) $ 3,750
SUBTOTAL $ 4,575
CONTINGENCY 30% $ 1,373
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $ 5,948
RIGHT OF WAY COST ESTIMATE

Land - Commercial 0 SF $ 50 $ -
Land - Residential 0 SF $ 35 $ -
Temporary Easement 0 EA $ 2,000 $ -
Building(s) 0 LS $ -9 -
Parking / Damages 0 EA $ - $ -
Settlement Costs 0 LS $ 2,000 $ -
ROW Administration 0 LS $ 10,500 $ -
TOTAL RIGHT OF WAY COST $ -
ENGINEERING / MANAGEMENT COST ESTIMATE

Preliminary, Design, Survey (20%) $ 1,190
Construction, Inspection (15%) $ 892
TOTAL ENGINEERING / MANAGEMENT COST $ 2,082
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $ 5,948
TOTAL RIGHT OF WAY COST $ -
TOTAL ENGINEERING / MANAGEMENT COST $ 2,082
TOTAL PROJECT COSTS $ 8,029

Notes: ~125 feet per direction for striping
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Project Estimate
Name: Project D - Montlake Boulevard/NE Shelby Traffic Island-Striping

CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE
Description Quantity  Unit Unit Cost Total

Mobilization (12% of Const. Subtotal) 1 LS $ 1,243 $ 1,243
Traffic Control (10% of Const. Subtotal) 1 LS $ 1,036 $ 1,036
Earthwork High 0 LF $ 115 $ -
Earthwork Medium 0 LF $ 90 $ -
Earthwork Low 0 LF $ 65 $ -
Utility Undergrounding 0 LF $ 200 $ -
Removals 50 LF $ 50 $ 2,500
Storm Drainage - New 0 LF $ 130 $ -
Storm Drainage - Modify 0 LF $ 80 $ -
Asphalt Concrete Pavement 17 TON $ 65 $ 1,105
Curb and Gutter 50 LF $ 15 $ 750
Sidewalk 0 SY $ 55 § -
Curb Ramps 1 EA $ 1,500 $ 1,500
Lighting (cobra head) 0 LF $ 65 $ -
Lighting (decorative) 0 LF $ 115 § -
Interconnect 0 LF $ 20 $ -
New Signal 0 EA $ 225,000 $ -
Modify Signal 0 EA $ 75,000 $ -
Signing and Striping 300 LF $ 15 $ 4,500
Landscaping / Irrigation - Planters & Restoration 0 LF $ 125 § -
Miscellaneous Utilities 0 LF $ 30 $ -
Temporary Erosion Control 0 LF $ 30 $ -
Fence 0 LF $ 35 § -
Railing 0 LF $ 55 § -
Urban Design Features LS $ - $ -
SUBTOTAL (w/o mobilization and traffic control) $ 10,355
SUBTOTAL $ 12,633
CONTINGENCY 30% $ 3,790
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $ 16,423
RIGHT OF WAY COST ESTIMATE

Land - Commercial 0 SF $ 50 $ -
Land - Residential 0 SF $ 35 $ -
Temporary Easement 0 EA $ 2,000 $ -
Building(s) 0 LS $ - $ -
Parking / Damages 0 EA $ - $ -
Settlement Costs 0 LS $ 2,000 $ -
ROW Administration 0 LS $ 10,500 $ -
TOTAL RIGHT OF WAY COST $ -
ENGINEERING / MANAGEMENT COST ESTIMATE

Preliminary, Design, Survey (20%) $ 3,285
Construction, Inspection (15%) $ 2,463
TOTAL ENGINEERING / MANAGEMENT COST $ 5,748
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $ 16,423
TOTAL RIGHT OF WAY COST $ -
TOTAL ENGINEERING / MANAGEMENT COST $ 5,748
TOTAL PROJECT COSTS $ 22171

Notes: ~300 feet study corridor

stripe bike lane, rebuild curb, add ramp, remove portion of island.
assume no need to modify or relocate signal.

assume no storm or utilities affected.

125



UATAS

Project Estimate

Name: Project E - 25th Avenue NE Off-Peak parking control

CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE
Description

Mobilization (12% of Const. Subtotal)
Traffic Control (10% of Const. Subtotal)
Earthwork High

Earthwork Medium

Earthwork Low

Utility Undergrounding

Removals

Storm Drainage - New

Storm Drainage - Modify

Asphalt Concrete Pavement

Curb and Gutter

Sidewalk

Curb Ramps

Lighting (cobra head)

Lighting (decorative)

Interconnect

New Signal

Modify Signal

Signing and Striping

Landscaping / Irrigation - Planters & Restoration
Miscellaneous Utilities

Temporary Erosion Control

Fence

Railing

Urban Design Features

SUBTOTAL (w/o mobilization and traffic control)
SUBTOTAL

CONTINGENCY

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST

RIGHT OF WAY COST ESTIMATE
Land - Commercial

Land - Residential

Temporary Easement

Building(s)

Parking / Damages

Settlement Costs

ROW Administration

TOTAL RIGHT OF WAY COST

ENGINEERING / MANAGEMENT COST ESTIMATE
Preliminary, Design, Survey (20%)

Construction, Inspection (15%)

TOTAL ENGINEERING / MANAGEMENT COST

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST

TOTAL RIGHT OF WAY COST

TOTAL ENGINEERING / MANAGEMENT COST
TOTAL PROJECT COSTS

Notes: ~3300 feet study corridor

12 foot wide lanes

Quantity  Unit Unit Cost Total
1 LS $ 4770 $ 4,770
0 LS $ 3975 $ -
0 LF $ 115 $ -
0 LF $ 20 $ -
0 LF $ 65 $ -
0 LF $ 200 $ -
0 LF $ 50 $ -
0 LF $ 130 $ -
0 LF $ 80 $ -
0 TON § 65 $ -
0 LF $ 15 $ -
0 SY $ 55 §$ -
0 EA $ 1,500 $ -
0 LF $ 65 $ -
0 LF $ 115 §$ -
0 LF $ 20 $ -
0 EA $ 225000 $ -
0 EA $ 75000 $ -
2650 LF $ 15 $ 39,750
0 LF $ 125 $ -
0 LF $ 30 $ -
0 LF $ 30 $ -
0 LF $ 35 % -
0 LF $ 55 § -
LS $ -3 -
3 39,750
$ 44,520
30% $ 13,356
$ 57,876
0 SF $ 50 $ -
0 SF $ 35 $ -
0 EA $ 2,000 $ -
0 LS $ - $ -
0 EA $ - $ -
0 LS $ 2,000 $ -
0 LS $ 10,500 $ -
$ -
3 11,575
$ 8,681
$ 20,257
$ 57,876
$ -
3 20,257
$ 78,133
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Project Estimate
Name: Project F - Burke-Gilman crossing at Pend Oreille, Brooklyn, Blakely

CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE
Description Quantity  Unit Unit Cost Total

Mobilization (12% of Const. Subtotal) 1 LS $ 1,620 $ 1,620
Traffic Control (10% of Const. Subtotal) 1 LS $ 1,350 $ 1,350
Earthwork High 0 LF $ 115 $ -
Earthwork Medium 0 LF $ 2 $ -
Earthwork Low 0 LF $ 65 $ -
Utility Undergrounding 0 LF $ 200 $ -
Removals 0 LF $ 50 $ -
Storm Drainage - New 0 LF $ 130 $ -
Storm Drainage - Modify 0 LF $ 80 $ -
Asphalt Concrete Pavement 0 TON $ 65 $ -
Curb and Gutter 0 LF $ 15 § -
Sidewalk 0 SY $ 55 § -
Curb Ramps 0 EA $ 1,500 $ -
Lighting (cobra head) 0 LF $ 65 $ -
Lighting (decorative) 0 LF $ 115 § -
Interconnect 0 LF $ 20 $ -
New Signal 0 EA $ 225,000 $ -
Modify Signal 0 EA $ 75000 $ -
Signing and Striping 900 LF $ 15 $§ 13,500
Landscaping / Irrigation - Planters & Restoration 0 LF $ 125 $ -
Miscellaneous Ultilities 0 LF $ 30 $ -
Temporary Erosion Control 0 LF $ 30 $ -
Fence 0 LF $ 35 $ -
Railing 0 LF $ 55 § -
Urban Design Features LS $ - 8 -
SUBTOTAL (w/o mobilization and traffic control) $ 13,500
SUBTOTAL $ 16,470
CONTINGENCY 30% $ 4,941
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $ 21,411
RIGHT OF WAY COST ESTIMATE

Land - Commercial 0 SF $ 50 $ -
Land - Residential 0 SF $ 35 % -
Temporary Easement 0 EA $ 2,000 $ -
Building(s) 0 LS $ -9 -
Parking / Damages 0 EA $ - $ -
Settlement Costs 0 LS $ 2,000 $ -
ROW Administration 0 LS $ 10,500 $ -
TOTAL RIGHT OF WAY COST $ -
ENGINEERING / MANAGEMENT COST ESTIMATE

Preliminary, Design, Survey (20%) $ 4,282
Construction, Inspection (15%) $ 3,212
TOTAL ENGINEERING / MANAGEMENT COST $ 7,494
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $ 21,411
TOTAL RIGHT OF WAY COST $ -
TOTAL ENGINEERING / MANAGEMENT COST $ 7,494
TOTAL PROJECT COSTS $ 28,905

Notes: 3 locations with ~60 feet study corridor
Equivalent of x5 striping to account for special paving design.
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Project Estimate
Name: Project G - 15th Avenue/Ravenna Monitoring

CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE
Description

Mobilization (12% of Const. Subtotal)
Traffic Control (10% of Const. Subtotal)
Earthwork High

Earthwork Medium

Earthwork Low

Utility Undergrounding

Removals

Storm Drainage - New

Storm Drainage - Modify

Asphalt Concrete Pavement

Curb and Gutter

Sidewalk

Curb Ramps

Lighting (cobra head)

Lighting (decorative)

Interconnect

New Signal

Modify Signal

Signing and Striping

Landscaping / Irrigation - Planters & Restoration
Miscellaneous Utilities

Temporary Erosion Control

Fence

Railing

Urban Design Features

SUBTOTAL (w/o mobilization and traffic control)
SUBTOTAL

CONTINGENCY

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST

RIGHT OF WAY COST ESTIMATE
Land - Commercial

Land - Residential

Temporary Easement

Building(s)

Parking / Damages

Settlement Costs

ROW Administration

TOTAL RIGHT OF WAY COST

ENGINEERING / MANAGEMENT COST ESTIMATE
Preliminary, Design, Survey (20%)

Construction, Inspection (15%)

TOTAL ENGINEERING / MANAGEMENT COST

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST

TOTAL RIGHT OF WAY COST

TOTAL ENGINEERING / MANAGEMENT COST
TOTAL PROJECT COSTS

Notes: ~3300 feet study corridor

12 foot wide lanes

Quantity
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Unit
LS
LS
LF
LF
LF
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TON
LF
SY
EA
LF
LF
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EA
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LF
LF
LF
LS

SF
SF
EA
LS
EA
LS
LS

Unit Cost
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115
90

65
200
50
130
80

65

15

55
1,500
65
115
20
225,000
75,000
15
125
30

30

35

55

30%

50
35
2,000

2,000
10,500

Total
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Project Estimate
Name: Project H - Brooklyn Avenue Sharrows

CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE
Description

Mobilization (12% of Const. Subtotal)
Traffic Control (10% of Const. Subtotal)
Earthwork High

Earthwork Medium

Earthwork Low

Utility Undergrounding

Removals

Storm Drainage - New

Storm Drainage - Modify

Asphalt Concrete Pavement

Curb and Gutter

Sidewalk

Curb Ramps

Lighting (cobra head)

Lighting (decorative)

Interconnect

New Signal

Modify Signal

Signing and Striping

Landscaping / Irrigation - Planters & Restoration
Miscellaneous Utilities

Temporary Erosion Control

Fence

Railing

Urban Design Features

SUBTOTAL (w/o mobilization and traffic control)
SUBTOTAL

CONTINGENCY

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST

RIGHT OF WAY COST ESTIMATE
Land - Commercial

Land - Residential

Temporary Easement

Building(s)

Parking / Damages

Settlement Costs

ROW Administration

TOTAL RIGHT OF WAY COST

ENGINEERING / MANAGEMENT COST ESTIMATE
Preliminary, Design, Survey (20%)

Construction, Inspection (15%)

TOTAL ENGINEERING / MANAGEMENT COST

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST

TOTAL RIGHT OF WAY COST

TOTAL ENGINEERING / MANAGEMENT COST
TOTAL PROJECT COSTS

Notes: ~8000 feet study corridor

Sharrows = 15% of striping cost

Quantity  Unit Unit Cost Total

1 LS $ 2,160 $ 2,160
1 LS $ 1,800 $ 1,800
0 LF $ 115 $ -
0 LF $ 20 $ -
0 LF $ 65 $ -
0 LF $ 200 $ -
0 LF $ 50 $ -
0 LF $ 130 $ -
0 LF $ 80 $ -
0 TON $ 65 $ -
0 LF $ 15 $ -
0 SY $ 55 §$ -
0 EA $ 1,500 $ -
0 LF $ 65 $ -
0 LF $ 115 §$ -
0 LF $ 20 $ -
0 EA $ 225000 $ -
0 EA $ 75000 $ -
1200 LF $ 15 $ 18,000
0 LF $ 125 $ -
0 LF $ 30 $ -
0 LF $ 30 $ -
0 LF $ 35 % -
0 LF $ 55 § -
LS $ -3 -

$ 18,000

$ 21,960

30% $ 6,588

$ 28,548

0 SF $ 50 $ -
0 SF $ 35 $ -
0 EA $ 2,000 $ -
0 LS $ -3 -
0 EA $ - $ -
0 LS $ 2,000 $ -
0 LS $ 10,500 $ -
$ -

$ 5,710

$ 4,282

$ 9,992

$ 28,548

$ -

$ 9,992

$ 38,540
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Project Estimate
Name: Project | - Ravenna Bicycle Safety: Repaving Project

CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE
Description Quantity  Unit Unit Cost Total

Mobilization (12% of Const. Subtotal) 0 LS $ -3 -
Traffic Control (10% of Const. Subtotal) 0 LS $ - $ -
Earthwork High 0 LF $ 115 $ -
Earthwork Medium 0 LF $ 0 $ -
Earthwork Low 0 LF $ 65 $ -
Utility Undergrounding 0 LF $ 200 $ -
Removals 0 LF $ 50 $ -
Storm Drainage - New 0 LF $ 130 $ -
Storm Drainage - Modify 0 LF $ 80 $ -
Asphalt Concrete Pavement 0 TON $ 65 §$ -
Curb and Gutter 0 LF $ 15 §$ -
Sidewalk 0 SYy $ 55 $ -
Curb Ramps 0 EA $ 1,500 $ -
Lighting (cobra head) 0 LF $ 65 §$ -
Lighting (decorative) 0 LF $ 115 $ -
Interconnect 0 LF $ 20 $ -
New Signal 0 EA $ 225000 $ -
Modify Signal 0 EA $ 75000 $ -
Signing and Striping 0 LF $ 15 $ -
Landscaping / Irrigation - Planters & Restoration 0 LF $ 125 § -
Miscellaneous Utilities 0 LF $ 30 $ -
Temporary Erosion Control 0 LF $ 30 $ -
Fence 0 LF $ 35 $ -
Railing 0 LF $ 55 $ -
Urban Design Features LS $ - $ -
SUBTOTAL (w/o mobilization and traffic control) $ -
SUBTOTAL $ -
CONTINGENCY 30% $ -
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $ -
RIGHT OF WAY COST ESTIMATE

Land - Commercial 0 SF $ 50 $ -
Land - Residential 0 SF $ 35 3 -
Temporary Easement 0 EA $ 2,000 $ -
Building(s) 0 LS $ -9 -
Parking / Damages 0 EA $ - $ -
Settlement Costs 0 LS $ 2,000 $ -
ROW Administration 0 LS $ 10500 $ -
TOTAL RIGHT OF WAY COST $ -

ENGINEERING / MANAGEMENT COST ESTIMATE
Preliminary, Design, Survey (20%)

Construction, Inspection (15%)

TOTAL ENGINEERING / MANAGEMENT COST

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST

TOTAL RIGHT OF WAY COST

TOTAL ENGINEERING / MANAGEMENT COST
TOTAL PROJECT COSTS

@ PP B ©¥ P P
1
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Project Estimate
Name: Project J - 15th Avenue NE and NE Campus Parkway left turn protected phase

CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE
Description Quantity  Unit Unit Cost Total

Mobilization (12% of Const. Subtotal) 1 LS $ 13,770 $ 13,770
Traffic Control (10% of Const. Subtotal) 1 LS $ 11475 $ 11475
Earthwork High 0 LF $ 115 $ -
Earthwork Medium 0 LF $ 9 $ -
Earthwork Low 0 LF $ 65 $ -
Utility Undergrounding 0 LF $ 200 $ -
Removals 0 LF $ 50 $ -
Storm Drainage - New 0 LF $ 130 $ -
Storm Drainage - Modify 0 LF $ 80 $ -
Asphalt Concrete Pavement 0 TON $ 65 $ -
Curb and Gutter 0 LF $ 15 $ -
Sidewalk 0 Sy $ 55 § -
Curb Ramps 0 EA $ 1,500 $ -
Lighting (cobra head) 0 LF $ 65 $ -
Lighting (decorative) 0 LF $ 115 $ -
Interconnect 0 LF $ 20 $ -
New Signal 0.5 EA $ 225000 $ 112,500
Modify Signal 0 EA $ 75000 $ -
Signing and Striping 150 LF $ 15 § 2,250
Landscaping / Irrigation - Planters & Restoration 0 LF $ 125 $ -
Miscellaneous Utilities 0 LF $ 30 $ -
Temporary Erosion Control 0 LF $ 30 $ -
Fence 0 LF $ 35 $ -
Railing 0 LF $ 55 % -
Urban Design Features LS $ - $ -
SUBTOTAL (w/o mobilization and traffic control) $ 114,750
SUBTOTAL $ 139,995
CONTINGENCY 30% $ 41,999
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $ 181,994
RIGHT OF WAY COST ESTIMATE

Land - Commercial 0 SF $ 50 $ -
Land - Residential 0 SF $ 35 § -
Temporary Easement 0 EA $ 2,000 $ -
Building(s) 0 LS $ - % -
Parking / Damages 0 EA $ - $ -
Settlement Costs 0 LS $ 2,000 $ -
ROW Adminstration 0 LS $ 10,5500 $ -
TOTAL RIGHT OF WAY COST $ -
ENGINEERING / MANAGEMENT COST ESTIMATE

Preliminary, Design, Survey (20%) $ 36,399
Construction, Inspection (15%) $ 27,299
TOTAL ENGINEERING / MANAGEMENT COST $ 63,698
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $ 181,994
TOTAL RIGHT OF WAY COST $ -
TOTAL ENGINEERING / MANAGEMENT COST $ 63,698
TOTAL PROJECT COSTS $ 245,691

Notes: Requires two new signal masts
Signal is currently runs off of the median. Project will create similar signal config as Univ. or Brooklyn
Assume need one new standard for left turns by ped bridge.
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Project Estimate
Name: Project K - University Bridge Lighting

CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE
Description

Mobilization (12% of Const. Subtotal)
Traffic Control (10% of Const. Subtotal)
Earthwork High

Earthwork Medium

Earthwork Low

Utility Undergrounding

Removals

Storm Drainage - New

Storm Drainage - Modify

Asphalt Concrete Pavement

Curb and Gutter

Sidewalk

Curb Ramps

Lighting (cobra head)

Lighting (decorative)

Interconnect

New Signal

Modify Signal

Signing and Striping

Landscaping / Irrigation - Planters & Restoration
Miscellaneous Utilities

Temporary Erosion Control

Fence

Railing

Urban Design Features

SUBTOTAL (w/o mobilization and traffic control)
SUBTOTAL

CONTINGENCY

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST

RIGHT OF WAY COST ESTIMATE
Land - Commercial

Land - Residential

Temporary Easement

Building(s)

Parking / Damages

Settlement Costs

ROW Adminstration

TOTAL RIGHT OF WAY COST

ENGINEERING / MANAGEMENT COST ESTIMATE
Preliminary, Design, Survey (20%)

Construction, Inspection (15%)

TOTAL ENGINEERING / MANAGEMENT COST

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST

TOTAL RIGHT OF WAY COST

TOTAL ENGINEERING / MANAGEMENT COST
TOTAL PROJECT COSTS

Notes:

Assumes installation of signal on existing trolley poles across bridge.

Quantity
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Lighting cost estimate is 60% of standard (Pole) Decorative.

Total distance at 3100 ft
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125

30
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Project Estimate
Name: Project 1 - NE 45th Street Corridor BAT lane; Transit Speed and Reliability

CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE
Description Quantity  Unit Unit Cost Total

Mobilization (12% of Const. Subtotal) 1 LS $ 48234 $ 48,234
Traffic Control (10% of Const. Subtotal) 1 LS $ 40195 $ 40,195
Earthwork High 0 LF $ 115 $ -
Earthwork Medium 0 LF $ 90 $ -
Earthwork Low 0 LF $ 65 §$ -
Utility Undergrounding 0 LF $ 200 $ -
Removals 250 LF $ 50 $§ 12,500
Storm Drainage - New 0 LF $ 130 $ -
Storm Drainage - Modify 100 LF $ 80 $ 8,000
Asphalt Concrete Pavement 30 TON $ 65 $ 1,950
Curb and Gutter 100 LF $ 15 § 1,500
Sidewalk 0 SY $ 55 § -
Curb Ramps 0 EA $ 1,500 $ -
Lighting (cobra head) 0 LF $ 65 $ -
Lighting (decorative) 0 LF $ 115 § -
Interconnect 0 LF $ 20 $ -
New Signal 0 EA $ 225000 $ -
Modify Signal 5 EA $ 75000 $ 375,000
Signing and Striping 0 LF $ 15 § -
Landscaping / Irrigation - Planters & Restoration 0 LF $ 125 § -
Miscellaneous Utilities 100 LF $ 30 $ 3,000
Temporary Erosion Control 0 LF $ 30 $ -
Fence 0 LF $ 35 $ -
Railing 0 LF $ 55 $ -
Urban Design Features 0 LS $ - $ -
SUBTOTAL (w/o mobilization and traffic control) $ 401,950
SUBTOTAL $ 490,379
CONTINGENCY 30% $ 147,114
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $ 637,493
RIGHT OF WAY COST ESTIMATE

Land - Commercial 0 SF $ 50 $ -
Land - Residential 0 SF $ 35 3 -
Temporary Easement 0 EA $ 2,000 $ -
Building(s) 0 LS $ -9 -
Parking / Damages 0 EA $ - % -
Settlement Costs 0 LS $ 2,000 $ -
ROW Administration 0 LS $ 10500 $ -
TOTAL RIGHT OF WAY COST $ -
ENGINEERING / MANAGEMENT COST ESTIMATE

Preliminary, Design, Survey (20%) $ 127,499
Construction, Inspection (15%) $ 95,624
TOTAL ENGINEERING / MANAGEMENT COST $ 223,122
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $ 637,493
TOTAL RIGHT OF WAY COST $ -
TOTAL ENGINEERING / MANAGEMENT COST $ 223,122
TOTAL PROJECT COSTS $ 860,615
Notes:

Widening required at 7th Avenue for transition back to existing lane configuration
Assume keeping EB left turn pocket at 15th Ave NE
corridor length ~2100 ft
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Project Estimate
Name: Project 3 - 15th Avenue NE/NE 45th Street northbound left turn lane extension.

CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE
Description Quantity  Unit Unit Cost Total

Mobilization (12% of Const. Subtotal) 1 LS $ 5436 $ 5,436
Traffic Control (10% of Const. Subtotal) 1 LS $ 4530 $ 4,530
Earthwork High 0 LF $ 115 $ -
Earthwork Medium 0 LF $ 9 $ -
Earthwork Low 0 LF $ 65 $ -
Utility Undergrounding 0 LF $ 200 $ -
Removals 0 LF $ 50 $ -
Storm Drainage - New 0 LF $ 130 $ -
Storm Drainage - Modify 0 LF $ 80 $ -
Asphalt Concrete Pavement 0 TON $ 65 $ -
Curb and Gutter 0 LF $ 15 §$ -
Sidewalk 0 Sy $ 55 $ -
Curb Ramps 0 EA $ 1,500 $ -
Lighting (cobra head) 0 LF $ 65 $ -
Lighting (decorative) 0 LF $ 115 $ -
Interconnect 0 LF $ 20 $ -
New Signal 0 EA $ 225000 $ -
Modify Signal 0.5 EA $ 75000 $ 37,500
Signing and Striping 520 LF $ 15 § 7,800
Landscaping / Irrigation - Planters & Restoration 0 LF $ 125 $ -
Miscellaneous Utilities 0 LF $ 30 $ -
Temporary Erosion Control 0 LF $ 30 $ -
Fence 0 LF $ 35 $ -
Railing 0 LF $ 55 % -
Urban Design Features LS $ - $ -
SUBTOTAL (w/o mobilization and traffic control) $ 45,300
SUBTOTAL $ 55,266
CONTINGENCY 30% $ 16,580
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $ 71,846
RIGHT OF WAY COST ESTIMATE

Land - Commercial 0 SF $ 50 $ -
Land - Residential 0 SF $ 35 § -
Temporary Easement 0 EA $ 2,000 $ -
Building(s) 0 LS $ - % -
Parking / Damages 0 EA $ - % -
Settlement Costs 0 LS $ 2,000 $ -
ROW Administration 0 LS $ 10,500 $ -
TOTAL RIGHT OF WAY COST $ -
ENGINEERING / MANAGEMENT COST ESTIMATE

Preliminary, Design, Survey (20%) $ 14,369
Construction, Inspection (15%) $ 10,777
TOTAL ENGINEERING / MANAGEMENT COST $ 25,146
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $ 71,846
TOTAL RIGHT OF WAY COST $ -
TOTAL ENGINEERING / MANAGEMENT COST $ 25,146
TOTAL PROJECT COSTS $ 96,992

Notes:
Corridor length ~520 feet. 0.5 signal mod for retiming and cooridination
restripe south of NE 45th. Create transition aftern NE 43rd St.
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Project Estimate
Name: Project 4 - Roosevelt Way NE/11th Avenue NE Corridors; Bicycle and Transit Access and Safety

CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE
Description Quantity  Unit Unit Cost Total

Mobilization (12% of Const. Subtotal) 1 LS $ 15,900 $ 15,900
Traffic Control (10% of Const. Subtotal) 1 LS $ 13,250 $ 13,250
Earthwork High 0 LF $ 115 $ -
Earthwork Medium 0 LF $ 9 $ -
Earthwork Low 0 LF $ 65 $ -
Utility Undergrounding 0 LF $ 200 $ -
Removals 250 LF $ 50 $ 12,500
Storm Drainage - New 0 LF $ 130 $ -
Storm Drainage - Modify 0 LF $ 80 $ -
Asphalt Concrete Pavement 0 TON $ 65 $ -
Curb and Gutter 100 LF $ 15 $ 1,500
Sidewalk 0 Sy $ 55 $ -
Curb Ramps 6 EA $ 1,500 $ 9,000
Lighting (cobra head) 0 LF $ 65 $ -
Lighting (decorative) 0 LF $ 115 $ -
Interconnect 0 LF $ 20 $ -
New Signal 0 EA $ 225000 $ -
Modify Signal 0 EA $ 75000 $ -
Signing and Striping 7300 LF $ 15 § 109,500
Landscaping / Irrigation - Planters & Restoration 0 LF $ 125 $ -
Miscellaneous Utilities 0 LF $ 30 $ -
Temporary Erosion Control 0 LF $ 30 $ -
Fence 0 LF $ 35 $ -
Railing 0 LF $ 55 % -
Urban Design Features LS $ - $ -
SUBTOTAL (w/o mobilization and traffic control) $ 132,500
SUBTOTAL $ 161,650
CONTINGENCY 30% $ 48,495
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $ 210,145
RIGHT OF WAY COST ESTIMATE

Land - Commercial 0 SF $ 50 $ -
Land - Residential 0 SF $ 35 § -
Temporary Easement 0 EA $ 2,000 $ -
Building(s) 0 LS $ - $ -
Parking / Damages 0 EA $ - % -
Settlement Costs 0 LS $ 2,000 $ -
ROW Adminstration 0 LS $ 10,500 $ -
TOTAL RIGHT OF WAY COST $ -
ENGINEERING / MANAGEMENT COST ESTIMATE

Preliminary, Design, Survey (20%) $ 42,029
Construction, Inspection (15%) $ 31,5622
TOTAL ENGINEERING / MANAGEMENT COST $ 73,551
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $ 210,145
TOTAL RIGHT OF WAY COST $ -
TOTAL ENGINEERING / MANAGEMENT COST $ 73,551
TOTAL PROJECT COSTS $ 283,696

Notes:
Corridor length 6900 and 7000 feet
removals for curb bulbs to create turn lane
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Project Estimate
Name: Project 5 -25th Avenue NE Burke-Gilman Crossing

CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE
Description Quantity  Unit Unit Cost Total

Mobilization (12% of Const. Subtotal) 1 LS $ 5690 $ 5,690
Traffic Control (10% of Const. Subtotal) 1 LS $ 4742 $ 4,742
Earthwork High 0 LF $ 115 $ -
Earthwork Medium 0 LF $ 2 $ -
Earthwork Low 60 LF $ 65 $ 3,900
Utility Undergrounding 0 LF $ 200 $ -
Removals 60 LF $ 50 $ 3,000
Storm Drainage - New 0 LF $ 130 $ -
Storm Drainage - Modify 0 LF $ 80 $ -
Asphalt Concrete Pavement 28 TON $ 65 $ 1,820
Curb and Gutter 0 LF $ 15 § -
Sidewalk 0 SY $ 55 § -
Curb Ramps 0 EA $ 1,500 $ -
Lighting (cobra head) 0 LF $ 65 $ -
Lighting (decorative) 0 LF $ 115 § -
Interconnect 0 LF $ 20 $ -
New Signal 0 EA $ 225,000 $ -
Modify Signal 0.5 EA $ 75000 $ 37,500
Signing and Striping 80 LF $ 15 § 1,200
Landscaping / Irrigation - Planters & Restoration 0 LF $ 125 $ -
Miscellaneous Ultilities 0 LF $ 30 $ -
Temporary Erosion Control 0 LF $ 30 $ -
Fence 0 LF $ 35 $ -
Railing 0 LF $ 55 § -
Urban Design Features LS $ - 8 -
SUBTOTAL (w/o mobilization and traffic control) $ 47,420
SUBTOTAL $ 57,852
CONTINGENCY 30% $ 17,356
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $ 75,208
RIGHT OF WAY COST ESTIMATE

Land - Commercial 0 SF $ 50 $ -
Land - Residential 0 SF $ 35 $ -
Temporary Easement 0 EA $ 2,000 $ -
Building(s) 0 LS $ -9 -
Parking / Damages 0 EA $ - $ -
Settlement Costs 0 LS $ 2,000 $ -
ROW Administration 0 LS $ 10,500 $ -
TOTAL RIGHT OF WAY COST $ -
ENGINEERING / MANAGEMENT COST ESTIMATE

Preliminary, Design, Survey (20%) $ 15,042
Construction, Inspection (15%) $ 11,281
TOTAL ENGINEERING / MANAGEMENT COST $ 26,323
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $ 75,208
TOTAL RIGHT OF WAY COST $ -
TOTAL ENGINEERING / MANAGEMENT COST $ 26,323
TOTAL PROJECT COSTS $ 101,531

Notes: restriping, bicycle signal timing modification (.5 signal mod)
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UATAS 2/26/2008

Project Estimate
Name: Project 6 - NE 43rd Street sidewalk widening and curb extensions

CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE
Description Quantity  Unit Unit Cost Total

Mobilization (12% of Const. Subtotal) 1 LS $ 52176 $ 52,176
Traffic Control (10% of Const. Subtotal) 1 LS $ 43480 $ 43,480
Earthwork High 0 LF $ 115 $ -
Earthwork Medium 0 LF $ 0 $ -
Earthwork Low 0 LF $ 65 $ -
Utility Undergrounding 0 LF $ 200 $ -
Removals 2800 LF $ 50 $ 140,000
Storm Drainage - New 0 LF $ 130 $ -
Storm Drainage - Modify 1400 LF $ 80 $ 112,000
Asphalt Concrete Pavement 0 TON $ 65 $ -
Curb and Gutter 2800 LF $ 15 $§ 42,000
Sidewalk 1900 SY $ 55 $ 104,500
Curb Ramps 20 EA $ 1,500 $ 30,000
Lighting (cobra head) 0 LF $ 65 $ -
Lighting (decorative) 0 LF $ 115 § -
Interconnect 0 LF $ 20 $ -
New Signal 0 EA $ 225,000 $ -
Modify Signal 0 EA $ 75000 $ -
Signing and Striping 420 LF $ 15 3 6,300
Landscaping / Irrigation - Planters & Restoration 0 LF $ 125 $ -
Miscellaneous Ultilities 0 LF $ 30 $ -
Temporary Erosion Control 0 LF $ 30 $ -
Fence 0 LF $ 35 $ -
Railing 0 LF $ 55 § -
Urban Design Features LS $ - 8 -
SUBTOTAL (w/o mobilization and traffic control) $ 434,800
SUBTOTAL $ 530,456
CONTINGENCY 30% $ 159,137
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $ 689,593
RIGHT OF WAY COST ESTIMATE

Land - Commercial 0 SF $ 50 $ -
Land - Residential 0 SF $ 35 % -
Temporary Easement 0 EA $ 2,000 $ -
Building(s) 0 LS $ -9 -
Parking / Damages 0 EA $ - $ -
Settlement Costs 0 LS $ 2,000 $ -
ROW Administration 0 LS $ 10,500 $ -
TOTAL RIGHT OF WAY COST $ -
ENGINEERING / MANAGEMENT COST ESTIMATE

Preliminary, Design, Survey (20%) $ 137,919
Construction, Inspection (15%) $ 103,439
TOTAL ENGINEERING / MANAGEMENT COST $ 241,357
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $ 689,593
TOTAL RIGHT OF WAY COST $ -
TOTAL ENGINEERING / MANAGEMENT COST $ 241,357
TOTAL PROJECT COSTS $ 930,950

Notes:1400' project area
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UATAS 2/26/2008

Project Estimate
Name: Project 7 - Eastlake Avenue E; Bicycle Access and Safety

CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE
Description Quantity  Unit Unit Cost Total

Mobilization (12% of Const. Subtotal) 1 LS $ 27810 $ 27,810
Traffic Control (10% of Const. Subtotal) 1 LS $ 23175 $ 23,175
Earthwork High 0 LF $ 115 $ -
Earthwork Medium 0 LF $ 2 $ -
Earthwork Low 0 LF $ 65 $ -
Utility Undergrounding 0 LF $ 200 $ -
Removals 250 LF $ 50 $§ 12,500
Storm Drainage - New 0 LF $ 130 $ -
Storm Drainage - Modify 0 LF $ 80 $ -
Asphalt Concrete Pavement 0 TON $ 65 $ -
Curb and Gutter 0 LF $ 15 § -
Sidewalk 0 SY $ 55 § -
Curb Ramps 2 EA $ 1,500 $ 3,000
Lighting (cobra head) 0 LF $ 65 $ -
Lighting (decorative) 250 LF $ 115 $ 28,750
Interconnect 0 LF $ 20 $ -
New Signal 0.5 EA $ 225,000 $ 112,500
Modify Signal 1 EA $ 75000 $ 75,000
Signing and Striping 0 LF $ 15 $ -
Landscaping / Irrigation - Planters & Restoration 0 LF $ 125 $ -
Miscellaneous Ultilities 0 LF $ 30 $ -
Temporary Erosion Control 0 LF $ 30 $ -
Fence 0 LF $ 35 $ -
Railing 0 LF $ 55 § -
Urban Design Features LS $ - 8 -
SUBTOTAL (w/o mobilization and traffic control) $ 231,750
SUBTOTAL $ 282,735
CONTINGENCY 30% $ 84,821
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $ 367,556
RIGHT OF WAY COST ESTIMATE

Land - Commercial 0 SF $ 50 $ -
Land - Residential 0 SF $ 35 % -
Temporary Easement 0 EA $ 2,000 $ -
Building(s) 0 LS $ -9 -
Parking / Damages 0 EA $ - $ -
Settlement Costs 0 LS $ 2,000 $ -
ROW Administration 0 LS $ 10,500 $ -
TOTAL RIGHT OF WAY COST $ -
ENGINEERING / MANAGEMENT COST ESTIMATE

Preliminary, Design, Survey (20%) $ 73,511
Construction, Inspection (15%) $ 55133
TOTAL ENGINEERING / MANAGEMENT COST $ 128,644
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $ 367,556
TOTAL RIGHT OF WAY COST $ -
TOTAL ENGINEERING / MANAGEMENT COST $ 128,644
TOTAL PROJECT COSTS $ 496,200

Notes: restriping, bicycle signal main costs (0.5 new signal), push button (1 signal mod)
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UATAS 2/26/2008

Project Estimate
Name: Project 8 - Eastlake Avenue E and Campus Parkway Loop Ramp

CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE

Description Quantity  Unit Unit Cost Total
Mobilization (12% of Const. Subtotal) 1 LS $ 65754 $ 65,754
Traffic Control (10% of Const. Subtotal) 1 LS $ 54795 $ 54,795
Earthwork High 600 LF $ 115 § 69,000
Earthwork Medium 0 LF $ 0 $ -
Earthwork Low 0 LF $ 65 $ -
Utility Undergrounding 0 LF $ 200 $ -
Removals 600 LF $ 50 $ 30,000
Storm Drainage - New 600 LF $ 130 $ 78,000
Storm Drainage - Modify 0 LF $ 80 $ -
Asphalt Concrete Pavement 200 TON $ 65 $ 13,000
Curb and Gutter 4400 LF $ 15 $ 66,000
Sidewalk 890 SY $ 55 $ 48,950
Curb Ramps 4 EA $ 1,500 $ 6,000
Lighting (cobra head) 600 LF $ 65 $ 39,000
Lighting (decorative) 0 LF $ 115 § -
Interconnect 0 LF $ 20 $ -
New Signal 0 EA $ 225,000 $ -
Modify Signal 1 EA $ 75000 $ 75,000
Signing and Striping 0 LF $ 15 $ -
Landscaping / Irrigation - Planters & Restoration 400 LF $ 125 $ 50,000
Miscellaneous Utilities 0 LF $ 30 $ -
Temporary Erosion Control 200 LF $ 30 $ 6,000
Fence 200 LF $ 35 3 7,000
Railing 0 LF $ 55 § -
Urban Design Features 6 LS $ 10,000 $ 60,000
SUBTOTAL (w/o mobilization and traffic control) $ 547,950
SUBTOTAL $ 668,499
CONTINGENCY 30% $ 200,550
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $ 869,049
RIGHT OF WAY COST ESTIMATE

Land - Commercial 0 SF $ 50 $ -
Land - Residential 0 SF $ 35 % -
Temporary Easement 0 EA $ 2,000 $ -
Building(s) 0 LS $ -9 -
Parking / Damages 0 EA $ - $ -
Settlement Costs 0 LS $ 2,000 $ -
ROW Administration 0 LS $ 10,500 $ -
TOTAL RIGHT OF WAY COST $ -
ENGINEERING / MANAGEMENT COST ESTIMATE

Preliminary, Design, Survey (20%) $ 173,810
Construction, Inspection (15%) $ 130,357
TOTAL ENGINEERING / MANAGEMENT COST $ 304,167
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $ 869,049
TOTAL RIGHT OF WAY COST $ -
TOTAL ENGINEERING / MANAGEMENT COST $ 304,167
TOTAL PROJECT COSTS $ 1,173,216

Notes: corridor 2200 feet
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UATAS 2/26/2008

Project Estimate
Name: Project 31 - NE 50th Street traffic calming from 30th Ave NE to 35th Ave NE

CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE
Description Quantity  Unit Unit Cost Total

Mobilization (12% of Const. Subtotal) 1 LS $ 21858 $ 21,858
Traffic Control (10% of Const. Subtotal) 1 LS $ 18,215 $ 18,215
Earthwork High 0 LF $ 115 $ -
Earthwork Medium 0 LF $ 2 $ -
Earthwork Low 0 LF $ 65 $ -
Utility Undergrounding 0 LF $ 200 $ -
Removals 0 LF $ 50 $ -
Storm Drainage - New 0 LF $ 130 $ -
Storm Drainage - Modify 1290 LF $ 80 $ 103,200
Asphalt Concrete Pavement 150 TON $ 65 $ 9,750
Curb and Gutter 1290 LF $ 15 $§ 19,350
Sidewalk 0 SY $ 55 § -
Curb Ramps 2 EA $ 1,500 $ 3,000
Lighting (cobra head) 0 LF $ 65 $ -
Lighting (decorative) 0 LF $ 115 § -
Interconnect 0 LF $ 20 $ -
New Signal 0 EA $ 225,000 $ -
Modify Signal 0 EA $ 75000 $ -
Signing and Striping 1290 LF $ 15 $§ 19,350
Landscaping / Irrigation - Planters & Restoration 220 LF $ 125 $§ 27,500
Miscellaneous Ultilities 0 LF $ 30 $ -
Temporary Erosion Control 0 LF $ 30 $ -
Retailing Walls 0 SF $ 120 $ -
Railing 0 LF $ 55 § -
Urban Design Features 0 LS $ 50,000 $ -
SUBTOTAL (w/o mobilization and traffic control) $ 182,150
SUBTOTAL $ 222,223
CONTINGENCY 30% $ 66,667
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $ 288,890
RIGHT OF WAY COST ESTIMATE

Land - Commercial 0 SF $ 50 $ -
Land - Residential 0 SF $ 35 % -
Temporary Easement 0 EA $ 2,000 $ -
Building(s) 0 LS $ -9 -
Parking / Damages 0 EA $ - $ -
Settlement Costs 0 LS $ 2,000 $ -
ROW Administration 0 LS $ 10,500 $ -
TOTAL RIGHT OF WAY COST $ -
ENGINEERING / MANAGEMENT COST ESTIMATE

Preliminary, Design, Survey (20%) $ 57,778
Construction, Inspection (15%) $ 43,333
TOTAL ENGINEERING / MANAGEMENT COST $ 101,111
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $ 288,890
TOTAL RIGHT OF WAY COST $ -
TOTAL ENGINEERING / MANAGEMENT COST $ 101,111
TOTAL PROJECT COSTS $ 390,001

Notes: Assumes repaving of existing trail or creation of new trail for ~600 If
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The projects recommended in the University Area Action Strategies that came
from the 2002 UATS recommendations

2002 UATS Recommended Projects

Is the UATS
recommended project
included in the 2007
Action Strategy?

Group 1. Early Action

Eastlake Avenue E/Campus Parkway/NE 40th Street Corridors

south lot entrance on Montlake Boulevard.

1-c Install bike lanes on north and south-bound travel lanes | Yes
on the north end of the University Bridge.
1-e  Install ramp for bicyclists to access push button at Yes. This project is
Eastlake Avenue E/Harvard Avenue E crosswalk. slightly modified to
include other elements
1-h  Restrict unregulated parking in the areas around Yes. This will be a part of
Northlake Way and southwest of UW campus. the Northlake study.
Montlake Boulevard NE/NE Pacific Street Corridors
2-c  Modify traffic island at Montlake Boulevard/NE Shelby | Yes
Street for on-street bike traffic.
2-d  Trim landscaping along Montlake Boulevard from SR This is completed.
520 to Pacific Place NE.
2-1 Reduce width of driveway entrance at Husky Stadium No. The ST station project

will affect this area.

Major East-West Access Corridors

intersections.

3-a  Stripe left turn lane at major arterial intersections on NE | No
65th Street and on 25t Avenue NE at NE 65t Street.
3-b  Shorten signal cycles at the NE 45th Street/I-5 ramp This is completed.

Major North-South Access Corridors

Street to Pacific Street.

4-a  Create bike way on 20th Avenue NE from NE 65th Street | This is included in Seattle
to NE 45th Street. Bike Master Plan.
4-b  Create bike way on Brooklyn Avenue NE from NE 65th | Yes. The project

description is modified.

University Village Area Access

6-b

Improve Burke-Gilman Trail crossing safety at 25th
Avenue NE.

Yes
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6-f Consider pedestrian crossing improvements and No
protected vehicle left turns at Pend Oreille Road/25th
Avenue NE.
6-j Restrict unregulated parking in City's right-of-way in the | The City RPZ program is
areas surrounding University Village. in place.
Small Scale Improvements
7-e  Remove parking to provide two southbound through Yes
lanes and adequate northbound left vehicle storage and
add green signal time on 15th Avenue NE south of NE
45th Street.
7-h  Install bicycle parking facilities. Bike lockers have been
provided at SR 520 and
Montlake Blvd.
74 Add left turn pockets at 25th Avenue NE and NE 55th Yes
Street and modify signal for left turns.
7-1 Add curb extensions on NE 431d Street at 11t Avenue No
NE.
7-m  Install traffic circles at selected locations. No
Traffic Signal Modification
9-a  Consider removing pedestrian push buttons at selected | Yes
locations, especially along north-south corridors.
9-c Evaluate east-west signal operation on University Way No
at NE 42nd Street and NE 43rd Street.
Areawide Strategies
10-a  Develop Transportation Management Plan Guidebook No
for new development in the University Area.
10-g  Evaluate adjustments to Residential Parking Zone (RPZ) | No
permit programs.
Group 2. High Priority
Montlake Boulevard NE/NE Pacific Street Corridors
2-e  Improve Pacific Place crosswalk visibility at Rainier This project has been
Vista. discussed as a part of the
pedestrian access from the
UW campus to the ST
station at the Stadium.
2-g  Extend HOV lane on eastbound Pacific Street. Yes
2-h  Construct bicycle/pedestrian underpass under No

Montlake Boulevard at NE Pacific Place.
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2- Provide navigation strategies for bicyclists between the | No
University-District, the Burke-Gilman Trail, and the area
south of SR 520.
2-k  Installation of a variable message sign on Montlake Yes
Boulevard near NE 45th Street for southbound traffic to
indicate traffic back-up locations.
2-m  Improve the bicycle/pedestrian underpass at the SR 520 | No. It will not be feasible
freeway station. to do this because SR 520
will be widened to
included HOV lanes.
Major East-West Access Corridors
3-c Implementation study of east-west transit improvement | Yes
project to better connect Ballard to the University
District.
University Village Area Access
6-a  Create new pedestrian/bike trail connecting Burke- Yes
Gilman trail with U-Village at NE 47th Street.
6-c Construct curb bulbs and other small area improvements at Yes
Ravenna Boulevard NE/ NE 55th Street.
6-e  Install signal and safety improvements at Burke-Gilman | The issue to address this
trail crossing with 30th Avenue NE/ NE Blakely Street. | problem is addressed.
6-g  Build sidewalks on the west side of 30th Avenue NE This project has been
from Union Bay Place NE to NE 55th Street. programmed by the City.
6-i Create bicycle trail along the southern edge of Ravenna | No

Park from the end of Ravenna bicycle lanes to NE 55th
Street and connecting to the Burke-Gilman Trail.

Small Scale Improvements

7-g  Install traffic signal at the 15th Avenue NE and Ravenna | Yes. Four-way stops have
Boulevard intersection. been installed.
Transit HOV Access
7-k  Construct HOV queue bypass lane on SR 520 WB off- No
ramp at Montlake Boulevard.
Areawide Strategies
10-b  Add "Area FlexPass" bus pass to Access Package. No
10-c  Pursue parking cash-out for buildings in the University | No
Area.
10-d  Create a Transportation Management Association No
(TMA) in the University Area.
10-e  Expand U-District Access Package to include carpool No

and vanpool programs.

169




10-f  Promote shared use parking with garages and lots on No
nights and weekends.

10-i  Create pedestrian and bicycle safety education, training, | No
and awareness programs.

10-j  Conduct wayfinding study for pedestrians, bicyclists No
and transit riders.

10-k  Consider requiring the posting of Transportation No
Management Program requirements in the buildings
conditioned by the City of Seattle.

Freeway Ramp Storage Expansion (SR 520, I-5)

11-b  Construct additional queue lane on I-5 northbound on- | Yes
ramp at NE 45th Street.

11-c  Construct additional queue lane on I-5 southbound on- | Yes
ramp at NE 45th Street.

11-d  Extend northbound U-turn lane at Hamlin Street on Yes
Montlake Boulevard.

Group 3. Medium priority

Eastlake Avenue/Campus Parkway/NE 40th Street Corridors

l-a  Create new Transit Hub/Center on Campus Parkway. No

1-b  Reconfigure loop ramps at Eastlake Ave/Campus Yes
Parkway/NE 40th Street.

1-d  Pursue area-wide transportation facility improvements | Yes
in the area bounded by Northlake Way area, Lower 40th
St, I-5, and the University Bridge.

1-f Install pedestrian actuated signal on 11t» Avenue NEat | Yes
NE 41st Street.

1-g ~ Make new bicycle connection from Lower 40th Street to | No
Eastlake Avenue E.

Montlake Boulevard NE/NE Pacific Street Corridors

2-a  Redirect HOV, UW hospital traffic and make through No

traffic improvements in the area of Montlake Boulevard
NE/ Pacific Street NE/ Pacific Place NE.

2-b  Build pedestrian overpass/underpass at Montlake
Boulevard NE/NE Pacific Street.

This issue has been
discussed between Sound

Transit and UW.
2-f Extend HOV lane on southbound Montlake Boulevard. | Yes
I-5 Crossing Improvements
5-a Add “do not block” striping to area. Construct queue Yes

bypass lane on northbound 7th Avenue NE south of NE
45th Street.
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5-b

Create new pedestrian/bike-only overpass at NE 47th
Street over I-5.

This project is a part of
the Bike Master Plan

University Village Area Access

6-d  Build curbs, gutters, and sidewalks on NE Blakely Most of the section has
Street/30th Avenue NE/Union Bay Place from 25th been improved as
Avenue NE to NE 45th Street. developments occurred.

6-h  Build sidewalks on the south side of NE 50th Street from | Yes
30th Avenue NE to 35th Avenue NE.

6-k  Consolidate access at the Office Depot and University No
Village driveways.

Transit HOV Access

7-a  Install HOV ramp (bus-only) connecting NE 40th Street | No
with the I-5 express lanes.

7-c Make improvements for bus priority streets on Upper No

NE 40th Street and Lower NE 40th Street from I-5 to
Eastlake Avenue NE (Campus Parkway).

Small Scale Improvements

7-f

Upgrade unused ramp over SR-520 for pedestrian and
bicycle use.

No. This ramp will be
removed as SR 520 is
improved.

Light Rail Station Area Improvements

8-a  Install wider sidewalks on 15th Avenue NE between NE | Urban design study is
50th street and NE Pacific Street. recommended.

8-b  Install specialized at-grade crossing at the intersection of | Urban design study is
15th Avenue NE and NE 43rd Street. recommended.

8-c Install specialized at-grade crossing of 15th Avenue NE | Urban design study is
near north entrance of Pacific Street Station. recommended.

8-d  Install street and sidewalk improvements between Yes
Roosevelt Way NE and light rail station on NE 43rd
Street.

8-e Install street and sidewalk improvements between NE 45th St between 15th
Roosevelt Ave NE and 20th Avenue NE on NE 45th Ave NE and 17th Ave
Street. included.

8-f Improve pedestrian access from transit stops to stations | This station location is
on University Way N.E. moved.

8-g  Create walkway through parking lot from University This station location is
Way NE to north Pacific Station entrance. moved.

8-h  Construct sidewalks along south side of NE Pacific This station location is
Street and east side of University Way. moved.

8-i Add bicycle parking spaces/facilities at light rail No

stations.
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Traffic Signal Modification

9-b  Consider a "scramble signal" (4-way pedestrian crossing | No
at same time) at NE 43rd street and University Way.

Freeway Ramp Storage Expansion (SR 520, I-5)

11-a  Extend SR 520 eastbound on-ramp. No. The SR 520
improvement project will
address this issue.

11-e  Install I-5 southbound off-ramp on the right side to enter | No
eastbound SR 520.
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The projects recommended in the University Area Action Strategies that came
from the 2002 UATS recommendations

2002 UATS Recommended Projects

Is the UATS
recommended project
included in the 2007
Action Strategy?

Group 1. Early Action

Eastlake Avenue E/Campus Parkway/NE 40th Street Corridors

south lot entrance on Montlake Boulevard.

1-c Install bike lanes on north and south-bound travel lanes | Yes
on the north end of the University Bridge.
1-e  Install ramp for bicyclists to access push button at Yes. This project is
Eastlake Avenue E/Harvard Avenue E crosswalk. slightly modified to
include other elements
1-h  Restrict unregulated parking in the areas around Yes. This will be a part of
Northlake Way and southwest of UW campus. the Northlake study.
Montlake Boulevard NE/NE Pacific Street Corridors
2-c  Modify traffic island at Montlake Boulevard/NE Shelby | Yes
Street for on-street bike traffic.
2-d  Trim landscaping along Montlake Boulevard from SR This is completed.
520 to Pacific Place NE.
2-1 Reduce width of driveway entrance at Husky Stadium No. The ST station project

will affect this area.

Major East-West Access Corridors

intersections.

3-a  Stripe left turn lane at major arterial intersections on NE | No
65th Street and on 25t Avenue NE at NE 65t Street.
3-b  Shorten signal cycles at the NE 45th Street/I-5 ramp This is completed.

Major North-South Access Corridors

Street to Pacific Street.

4-a  Create bike way on 20th Avenue NE from NE 65th Street | This is included in Seattle
to NE 45th Street. Bike Master Plan.
4-b  Create bike way on Brooklyn Avenue NE from NE 65th | Yes. The project

description is modified.

University Village Area Access

6-b

Improve Burke-Gilman Trail crossing safety at 25th
Avenue NE.

Yes
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6-f Consider pedestrian crossing improvements and No
protected vehicle left turns at Pend Oreille Road/25th
Avenue NE.
6-j Restrict unregulated parking in City's right-of-way in the | The City RPZ program is
areas surrounding University Village. in place.
Small Scale Improvements
7-e  Remove parking to provide two southbound through Yes
lanes and adequate northbound left vehicle storage and
add green signal time on 15th Avenue NE south of NE
45th Street.
7-h  Install bicycle parking facilities. Bike lockers have been
provided at SR 520 and
Montlake Blvd.
74 Add left turn pockets at 25th Avenue NE and NE 55th Yes
Street and modify signal for left turns.
7-1 Add curb extensions on NE 431d Street at 11t Avenue No
NE.
7-m  Install traffic circles at selected locations. No
Traffic Signal Modification
9-a  Consider removing pedestrian push buttons at selected | Yes
locations, especially along north-south corridors.
9-c Evaluate east-west signal operation on University Way No
at NE 42nd Street and NE 43rd Street.
Areawide Strategies
10-a  Develop Transportation Management Plan Guidebook No
for new development in the University Area.
10-g  Evaluate adjustments to Residential Parking Zone (RPZ) | No
permit programs.
Group 2. High Priority
Montlake Boulevard NE/NE Pacific Street Corridors
2-e  Improve Pacific Place crosswalk visibility at Rainier This project has been
Vista. discussed as a part of the
pedestrian access from the
UW campus to the ST
station at the Stadium.
2-g  Extend HOV lane on eastbound Pacific Street. Yes
2-h  Construct bicycle/pedestrian underpass under No

Montlake Boulevard at NE Pacific Place.
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2- Provide navigation strategies for bicyclists between the | No
University-District, the Burke-Gilman Trail, and the area
south of SR 520.
2-k  Installation of a variable message sign on Montlake Yes
Boulevard near NE 45th Street for southbound traffic to
indicate traffic back-up locations.
2-m  Improve the bicycle/pedestrian underpass at the SR 520 | No. It will not be feasible
freeway station. to do this because SR 520
will be widened to
included HOV lanes.
Major East-West Access Corridors
3-c Implementation study of east-west transit improvement | Yes
project to better connect Ballard to the University
District.
University Village Area Access
6-a  Create new pedestrian/bike trail connecting Burke- Yes
Gilman trail with U-Village at NE 47th Street.
6-c Construct curb bulbs and other small area improvements at Yes
Ravenna Boulevard NE/ NE 55th Street.
6-e  Install signal and safety improvements at Burke-Gilman | The issue to address this
trail crossing with 30th Avenue NE/ NE Blakely Street. | problem is addressed.
6-g  Build sidewalks on the west side of 30th Avenue NE This project has been
from Union Bay Place NE to NE 55th Street. programmed by the City.
6-i Create bicycle trail along the southern edge of Ravenna | No

Park from the end of Ravenna bicycle lanes to NE 55th
Street and connecting to the Burke-Gilman Trail.

Small Scale Improvements

7-g  Install traffic signal at the 15th Avenue NE and Ravenna | Yes. Four-way stops have
Boulevard intersection. been installed.
Transit HOV Access
7-k  Construct HOV queue bypass lane on SR 520 WB off- No
ramp at Montlake Boulevard.
Areawide Strategies
10-b  Add "Area FlexPass" bus pass to Access Package. No
10-c  Pursue parking cash-out for buildings in the University | No
Area.
10-d  Create a Transportation Management Association No
(TMA) in the University Area.
10-e  Expand U-District Access Package to include carpool No

and vanpool programs.
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10-f  Promote shared use parking with garages and lots on No
nights and weekends.

10-i  Create pedestrian and bicycle safety education, training, | No
and awareness programs.

10-j  Conduct wayfinding study for pedestrians, bicyclists No
and transit riders.

10-k  Consider requiring the posting of Transportation No
Management Program requirements in the buildings
conditioned by the City of Seattle.

Freeway Ramp Storage Expansion (SR 520, I-5)

11-b  Construct additional queue lane on I-5 northbound on- | Yes
ramp at NE 45th Street.

11-c  Construct additional queue lane on I-5 southbound on- | Yes
ramp at NE 45th Street.

11-d  Extend northbound U-turn lane at Hamlin Street on Yes
Montlake Boulevard.

Group 3. Medium priority

Eastlake Avenue/Campus Parkway/NE 40th Street Corridors

l-a  Create new Transit Hub/Center on Campus Parkway. No

1-b  Reconfigure loop ramps at Eastlake Ave/Campus Yes
Parkway/NE 40th Street.

1-d  Pursue area-wide transportation facility improvements | Yes
in the area bounded by Northlake Way area, Lower 40th
St, I-5, and the University Bridge.

1-f Install pedestrian actuated signal on 11t» Avenue NEat | Yes
NE 41st Street.

1-g ~ Make new bicycle connection from Lower 40th Street to | No
Eastlake Avenue E.

Montlake Boulevard NE/NE Pacific Street Corridors

2-a  Redirect HOV, UW hospital traffic and make through No

traffic improvements in the area of Montlake Boulevard
NE/ Pacific Street NE/ Pacific Place NE.

2-b  Build pedestrian overpass/underpass at Montlake
Boulevard NE/NE Pacific Street.

This issue has been
discussed between Sound

Transit and UW.
2-f Extend HOV lane on southbound Montlake Boulevard. | Yes
I-5 Crossing Improvements
5-a Add “do not block” striping to area. Construct queue Yes

bypass lane on northbound 7th Avenue NE south of NE
45th Street.
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5-b

Create new pedestrian/bike-only overpass at NE 47th
Street over I-5.

This project is a part of
the Bike Master Plan

University Village Area Access

6-d  Build curbs, gutters, and sidewalks on NE Blakely Most of the section has
Street/30th Avenue NE/Union Bay Place from 25th been improved as
Avenue NE to NE 45th Street. developments occurred.

6-h  Build sidewalks on the south side of NE 50th Street from | Yes
30th Avenue NE to 35th Avenue NE.

6-k  Consolidate access at the Office Depot and University No
Village driveways.

Transit HOV Access

7-a  Install HOV ramp (bus-only) connecting NE 40th Street | No
with the I-5 express lanes.

7-c Make improvements for bus priority streets on Upper No

NE 40th Street and Lower NE 40th Street from I-5 to
Eastlake Avenue NE (Campus Parkway).

Small Scale Improvements

7-f

Upgrade unused ramp over SR-520 for pedestrian and
bicycle use.

No. This ramp will be
removed as SR 520 is
improved.

Light Rail Station Area Improvements

8-a  Install wider sidewalks on 15th Avenue NE between NE | Urban design study is
50th street and NE Pacific Street. recommended.

8-b  Install specialized at-grade crossing at the intersection of | Urban design study is
15th Avenue NE and NE 43rd Street. recommended.

8-c Install specialized at-grade crossing of 15th Avenue NE | Urban design study is
near north entrance of Pacific Street Station. recommended.

8-d  Install street and sidewalk improvements between Yes
Roosevelt Way NE and light rail station on NE 43rd
Street.

8-e Install street and sidewalk improvements between NE 45th St between 15th
Roosevelt Ave NE and 20th Avenue NE on NE 45th Ave NE and 17th Ave
Street. included.

8-f Improve pedestrian access from transit stops to stations | This station location is
on University Way N.E. moved.

8-g  Create walkway through parking lot from University This station location is
Way NE to north Pacific Station entrance. moved.

8-h  Construct sidewalks along south side of NE Pacific This station location is
Street and east side of University Way. moved.

8-i Add bicycle parking spaces/facilities at light rail No

stations.
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Traffic Signal Modification

9-b  Consider a "scramble signal" (4-way pedestrian crossing | No
at same time) at NE 43rd street and University Way.

Freeway Ramp Storage Expansion (SR 520, I-5)

11-a  Extend SR 520 eastbound on-ramp. No. The SR 520
improvement project will
address this issue.

11-e  Install I-5 southbound off-ramp on the right side to enter | No
eastbound SR 520.
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LAND USE ASSUMPTIONS

Transporcation
Planni (al=]
Enginearing

SUMMARY

This memorandum documents the land use assumptions for the 2005 and 2030 traffic
modeling forecast. The land use data was provided by the City of Seattle and adjusted to
reflect existing and expected growth within the University Area.

LAND USe DATA

The UATAS model used data from 37 traffic analysis zones (TAZ) that define the University
Area. Figure 1 shows the TAZ structure. For 2005 and 2025, the following categories are
inputs into the traffic inputs:

e HHLD - Number of households

e RETAIL - Retail jobs

e FIRES -- Finance, Insurance, Real Estate jobs

e GOV - Government jobs

e EDUC - Education jobs

e WTCU - Warehouse, Transportation, Communications and Utilities jobs

e MANU - Manufacturing jobs

e FTE UNIV - Full time equivalent students

For the Action Strategy, each of the land use categories were carefully considered and
adjusted to reflect existing or expected conditions.

UsE oF DATA

The land use data is used to estimate the number of trips generated from or attracted to a
particular zone. The forecasting model uses these data to estimate future travel within the
University Area.

2005 Data

There are approximately 16,000 households and 44,000 jobs within the University Area.
There are more than 35,000 university students within the land use data set. Table 1 shows
the 2005 land use assumptions by category.

2030 Data
The forecasts for 2030 is based on the citywide transportation model. The model assumes a
growth in households to more than 20,000 households and nearly 59,000 jobs by 2030. The
university student population is expected to increase to more than 47,000 students. Table 2
shows the 2030 land use assumptions by category.

University Area Transportation Action Strategy January 29, 2008
City of Seattle Page 1
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Figure 1. Transportation Analysis Zone Map

University Area Transportation Action Strategy January 29, 2008
City of Seattle Page 2
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LAND USE ASSUMPTIONS

Table 1. 2005 Land Use

2005
STAZ HHLD RETAIL FIRES Gov EDUC WTCU MANU FTE UNIV
131 213 147 378 0 0 1 2 0
136 699 22 155 0 1 33 0 0
137 506 0 40 0 107 11 0 0
138 373 90 122 0 0 2 21 0
139 155 0 4272 0 0 0 0 0
140 254 0 76 0 39 0 0 0
141 204 74 193 0 0 10 2 0
142 621 2 82 5 0 10 4 0
143 719 2 80 31 0 0 0 0
144 585 120 107 0 0 17 0 0
145 648 12 52 0 0 41 0 0
146 149 29 264 0 0 0 67 0
147 434 52 55 0 0 15 2 0
148 549 52 105 17 45 88 0 0
149 416 87 20 0 0 1 0 0
150 523 89 95 0 0 34 1 0
151 796 0 110 0 0 0 0 0
152 509 94 164 0 0 4 0 0
153 518 1949 379 8 0 161 4 0
154 386 25 24 23 0 0 1 0
155 581 787 135 0 9 83 0 0
156 987 338 297 21 8 25 4 0
157 498 0 63 0 0 2 0 0
158 218 43 49 0 0 0 0 0
161 137 30 41 14 91 1 0 0
187 319 181 210 0 0 2 16 0
189 951 158 125 0 0 13 0 0
190 326 53 85 0 0 22 18 0
191 601 780 714 168 0 32 36 0
192 1314 914 2214 73 0 45 5 0
193 438 6 265 0 44 0 0 0
194 196 59 14 820 0 0 0 1286
195 17 0 5 820 0 0 0 1286
196 0 69 124 3983 0 8 6 6246
197 0 14 97 8777 29 0 3 13764
198 0 0 0 10728 0 0 0 16823
199 1 25 2 76 0 1 0 119
Total 15840 6302 11211 25565 372 663 192 39524

University Area Transportation Action Strategy

City of Seattle
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LAND USE ASSUMPTIONS

Table 2. 2030 Land Use Data

2030

STAZ HHLD RETAIL FIRES GOV EDUC WTCU MANU | FTE UNIV
131 379 216 435 105 1 2 0
136 723 22 112 1 23 0 0
137 529 0 29 85 8 0 0
138 442 236 138 21 2 15 0
139 159 0 4571 0 0 0 0
140 250 0 55 31 0 0 0
141 282 133 159 9 7 2 0
142 619 2 59 4 7 3 0
143 941 2 58 25 0 0 0
144 953 311 142 28 12 0 0
145 805 74 59 9 29 0 0
146 173 109 218 12 0 48 0
147 439 73 47 3 11 1 0
148 575 107 94 57 63 0 0
149 482 87 35 2 2 0 0
150 583 87 105 1 46 1 0
151 914 0 110 0 0 0 0
152 609 100 236 10 6 0 0
153 761 1786 1875 227 179 3 0
154 532 24 25 24 0 1 0
155 889 777 244 24 111 0 0
156 1294 351 476 54 33 3 0
157 654 0 63 0 3 0 0
158 315 45 72 3 0 0 0
161 165 32 60 108 1 0 0
187 462 173 342 23 2 10 0
189 1080 180 337 30 17 0 0
190 462 59 142 8 30 13 0
191 1047 836 1829 171 39 24 0
192 1724 950 2719 145 59 4 0
193 656 7 278 46 0 0 0
194 326 123 58 1112 0 0 1536
195 17 52 43 1112 0 0 1536
196 0 134 126 5400 2 5 7460
197 0 70 103 11901 0 3 16440
198 0 0 0 14546 0 0 20094
199 0 25 1 102 0 0 142
Total 20243 7183 15453 35440 694 138 47208

University Area Transportation Action Strategy
City of Seattle

January 29, 2008
Page 4
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MEMORANDUM

To: Tony Mazzella, SDOT

From: John Davies and Howard Wu
Subject: NE 45th Street BAT Westbound Lanes
Date: January 4, 2008

The City of Seattle is considering creating a westbound business access/ transit
(BAT) lane on NE 45th Street as part of the University Area Transportation Action
Strategy (UATAS). This memo reviews the issues related to the BAT lane
configuration and the implications on traffic operation.

Westbound BAT Concept

The proposed BAT lane concept envisioned in the UATAS Action strategy provides
a westbound BAT lane starting west

of the intersection of University

Way/NE 45th Street and ending at s WE 430 3t Recommanded
the current bus pullout, west of the . / s acci
7th Avenue NE/NE 45th Street L ¥ 3 1T 176

intersection. The purpose of the BAT
lane is to improve transit operations
along the NE 45th Street corridor by
providing for a transit and right
turn lane in the westbound
direction.

m - S——e

The choice of the westbound direction for the BAT lane reflects the peak direction of
bus service during the PM peak hour. King County Metro, Community Transit and
Sound Transit all provide peak hour service from the University of Washington
during the PM peak hour. The BAT lane would extend along NE 45th Street from
University Way NE to 7th Avenue NE (Northbound I-5 Ramps). The concept would
provide a westbound BAT lane in addition to two eastbound lanes and two
westbound lanes. The BAT lane would be restricted to buses and vehicles turning
right at intersections. Left turns would be eliminated along the corridor at all
intersections. Special routes and wayfinding signs could be integrated into the
concept such as a route to the University Bridge that sends vehicles north on 11th
Avenue NE, west on NE 47th Street and south on Roosevelt Way NE.

Memo on NE 45th Street Westbound BAT Lane183 Page 1
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Some of the benefits of the project include:

e Transit, right-turn and business access lane for westbound travel is consistent
with the City’s goals to improve travel times and speeds.

e Simpler signal phasing by eliminating left turn phasing would result in better
intersection and corridor performance.

¢ Right turning vehicles would no longer share through lanes increasing corridor
capacity for moving through trips.

Existing Conditions

NE 45th Street is the major east-west arterial through the University District
connecting Laurelhurst to the east and Wallingford to the west. During an average
weekday, the corridor carries between 26,700 (east of 15th Avenue NE) to close to
36,000 (west of Roosevelt Way NE). It also provides a connection to I-5, a regional
facility, and runs through the commercial center of the University District. In
addition, NE 45th Street is a major transit corridor serving riders to and from the
University of Washington and the business district, with stops located every other
block along NE 45th Street.

Within the University District, the roadway is striped with two lanes in each
direction with a center two-way, left-turn lane or left-turn pockets at most cross
streets. The right-of-way is narrow with nine-foot center and travel lanes, ten-foot
curb lanes. Signals are provided at all cross streets from I-5 to 15th Avenue NE
except at 8th and 9th Avenue NE. There are left-turn restrictions for the eastbound
direction at 11th Avenue NE/NE 45th Street and for all directions at the intersection
of University Way NE/NE 45th Street.

Existing Traffic Operations

During the peak periods, the traffic along NE 45th Street is highly congested. In the
AM period, traffic is heavy on both directions of NE 45th Street with westbound
volumes of approximately 900 vehicles per hour and eastbound volumes of
approximately 1,000 vehicles per hour. However, the overall congestion is worse in
the PM peak period when volumes on NE 45th Street are between 900 and 1,200
vehicles per hour per direction. There is considerable “friction” along the corridor,
with buses stopping within the travel lanes, and through traffic sharing the curb lane
with right turning vehicles. In addition, congestion on NE 45th Street can be
aggravated by congestion on I-5 or events at the University. Historic traffic data
collected by SDOT indicates that traffic volumes have remained fairly stable on NE
45th Street since 1991.

A study of the travel times along NE 45th Street between 7th and 15th Avenue NE
indicated that the average speed in the eastbound direction during the PM peak
hour is less than 10 mph and approximately 11 mph in the westbound direction.

Memo on NE 45th Street Westbound BAT Lane184 Page 2
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BAT Lane Analysis

Using the existing volumes for the NE 45th Street corridor, the analysis estimated the
impact of the BAT lane for autos and transit. Using the intersection delays as
calculated by the Synchro traffic analysis program, we estimated the corridor travel
times and speeds with and without the BAT lanes. Results were post-processed to
field-observed travel time data collected in April 2007.

Traffic Shifts

The completion of the BAT lane would likely cause some shifts in traffic flows due to
the left turn restriction. Based on existing counts, the proposed project would impact
242 westbound and 154 eastbound left-turning vehicles during the PM peak hour. To
evaluate the shifts, the City of Seattle’s Traffic Model was used to evaluate the
changes in link volumes caused by the left-turn restrictions on NE 45th Street. Post-
processing of model volumes were made to account for travel patterns and model
loading points. Figure 1 shows the redistribution of PM peak hour traffic as a result
of the BAT lane.

With the left-turn restrictions along NE 45th Street, some traffic would be diverted
off the corridor. Most of the PM peak hour eastbound traffic on NE 45th Street
would most likely loop around a block to cross NE 45th Street. For diverted
westbound traffic, the most significant movement occurred on 11th Avenue NE and
Roosevelt Way NE. Traffic that would normally make westbound left-turns off NE
45th Street on to Roosevelt Way NE would now make a right on to 11th Avenue NE,
left on to NE 47th Street and finally a left on to Roosevelt Way NE.

The highest increases in traffic were on 11th Avenue NE, NE 47th Street, Roosevelt
Way NE as a result of traffic looping back towards the University Bridge. A signed
route would be desirable to encourage this route. During the PM peak hour, less
than 100 vehicles per hour shifts occurred on NE 50th Street, NE 43rd Street,
Brooklyn Avenue NE and 15th Avenue NE.

Travel Times

With the BAT lane, transit travel times are reduced by more than one minute in the
westbound direction during the PM peak hour. There are also benefits for eastbound
and westbound auto traffic. Table 1 compares auto and transit travel times for
existing conditions and with the BAT lane.

Memo on NE 45th Street Westbound BAT Lane185 Page 3



Table 1. PM Peak Hour Travel Times for Existing Conditions and with BAT
Lane

Travel Time in Seconds |

Travel Time Change

Existing With BAT | Seconds Percent
Auto — Westbound 166 114 -52 -31%
Auto — Eastbound 196 179 -17 -9%
Transit — Westbound 166 98 -67 -41%
Transit — Eastbound 196 179 -17 -9%

Travel Speeds

Average travel speeds along the corridor are also expected to improve for both autos
and transit vehicles. The move elimination of left turn signal phases and the
separation of right turns and bus traffic from the through lanes will increase the
capacity of the road, improving travel speeds for westbound traffic by 5 mph during
the PM peak hour. For transit, the BAT lane will increase the average travel speed by
nearly 70 percent. Eastbound vehicles will also see improved PM peak hour travel
speeds along the corridor by about 8 percent. Table 3 shows the change in PM peak
hour travel speeds between existing and the with BAT lane options.

Table 2. PM Peak Hour Travel Speeds for Existing Conditions and with BAT
Lane

| Mile per Hour | Change

|  Existing With BAT | MPH Percent
Auto — Westbound 11.1 16.1 5.0 45%
Auto — Eastbound 9.4 10.2 0.8 8%
Transit — Westbound 11.1 18.8 7.7 69%
Transit — Eastbound 94 10.2 0.8 8%

Intersections Operation

Using the HCM Level of Service (LOS) methodology for arterial units, the analysis
calculated that the corridor intersection operations would improve with the BAT
lane concept due to the elimination of left-turns and separation of right turn
movements from through movements. With the BAT lane, intersection delay would
improve at all intersections except for 15th Avenue NE/NE 45th Street which would
experience an increase of delay associated with increased eastbound and westbound
left turn movements.

Memo on NE 45th Street Westbound BAT Lane186 Page 4



Table 3. Intersection PM Peak Hour Levels of Service and Average
Intersection Delay for Existing Conditions and with BAT Lane

| Existing | With BAT

| LOS Delay | LOS Delay
7th Ave NE/NE 45th St F 92 D 39
Roosevelt Way NE/NE 45th St D 52 Cc 24
11th Ave NE/NE 45th St D 37 C 29
12th Ave NE/NE 45th St A 8 A 5
Brooklyn Ave NE/NE 45th St D 49 Cc 26
University Way NE/NE 45th St C 17 Cc 24
15th Ave NE/NE 45th St E 60 E 71

2030 Traffic Operations

A similar analysis of future travel conditions was completed using the Seattle
Model’s forecast of 2030 traffic conditions. Results of the analysis found future
average speeds between 5 and 7 mph along NE 45th Street without the BAT lane.
Tables 4-6 show the results of the 2030 analysis. The addition of the BAT lane would:

e Improve westbound general purpose traffic operation from 7 mph to 14 mph.
Transit travel times would improve to 16 mph.

e Increase eastbound travel speeds from 5 mph to 8 mph during the PM peak
hour with the BAT lane.

e Improves the LOS operation at NE 45th Street intersections during the PM
peak hour with no intersection operating at worse than LOS E.

Areas for Further Work

This analysis was focused on identifying the likely impact of the NE 45th Street
concept promoted by UATAS. SDOT’s transit speed and reliability concept applied
for under the Bridging the Gap funding promotes a similar corridor except that the
BAT lane would start at 15th Avenue NE (rather than University Way NE). Further
analysis would need to be conducted to investigate the advantages and
disadvantages of extending the BAT lane which would preclude the eastbound left
turn lane at 15th Avenue NE/NE 45th Street.

Conclusions

The concept of a westbound BAT lane using existing right-of-way appears to an
inexpensive way to benefit transit and overall NE 45th Street corridor traffic
operation. The BAT lane would improve the PM peak hour travel times and speeds
for both east and westbound traffic by separating out the westbound bus and right
turn movements out of the main flow of traffic and by eliminating the delay caused
by left turn signal phases. The concept would support the City’s goals for improving
transit speed and reliability.
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Table 4. PM Peak Hour Travel Times for 2030 No Action and with BAT Lane

| Travel Time in Seconds |

Travel Time Change

| No Action With BAT | Seconds Percent
Auto — Westbound 278 130 -148 -53%
Auto — Eastbound 364 227 -137 -38%
Transit — Westbound 278 115 -163 -59%
Transit — Eastbound 364 227 -137 -38%

Table 5. PM Peak Hour Travel Speeds for 2030 No Action and with BAT
Lane

| Mile per Hour | Change

| No Action With BAT | MPH Percent
Auto — Westbound 6.6 141 7.5 113%
Auto — Eastbound 5.0 8.1 3.1 62%
Transit — Westbound 6.6 15.9 9.3 141%
Transit — Eastbound 5.0 8.1 3.1 62%
Table 6. Intersection PM Peak Hour Levels of Service and Average
Intersection Delay for 2030 No Action and with BAT Lane

| No Action | With BAT

| LOS Delay | LOS Delay
7th Ave NE/NE 45th St F 106 D 53
Roosevelt Way NE/NE 45th St F 83 C 22
11th Ave NE/NE 45th St F 126 E 66
12th Ave NE/NE 45th St A 0 A 0
Brooklyn Ave NE/NE 45th St F 108 C 23
University Way NE/NE 45th St D 39 D 54
15th Ave NE/NE 45th St F 99 E 73
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MEMORANDUM

To: Eric Widstrand, Traffic Operations Manager, SDOT

From: Tom Noguchi and John Davies

Subject: UATAS Roosevelt Way/11th Avenue Couplet Recommendation
Date: December 20, 2007 (Revised January 7, 2008)

This memorandum summarizes the traffic analysis of the University Area
Transportation Action Strategy recommendation for the Roosevelt Way/11th
Avenue Couplet. The proposed change to the configuration would be to eliminate
the peak hour lanes in both directions and to add on-street parking and bicycle lanes.
The proposed limits would be from NE 41st Street to NE 65th Street on Roosevelt
Way and NE 11th/12th Street. At the major intersections of NE 45th Street and NE
50th Street, instead of the bicycle lane and on-street parking, three through travel
lanes would be provided, which would then transition back to two lanes on the far
side of the intersection. Figure 1 shows a typical cross-section.

Figure 1. Proposed 11th Avenue and Roosevelt Way Cross-Section

("-ﬁﬂﬁﬂiEvE LT WAY & 11TH/12TH RECOMMEN PED

1 l
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Existing Conditions Analysis

The 2007 data collected for the UATAS indicate that the proposed configuration
would provide adequate capacity for vehicle movements during the PM peak hour.
To assess the AM peak hour, older turning count data obtained from SDOT was
used to assess the AM peak hour. Table 1 shows the AM and PM peak hour turning
movement volumes used in this analysis.

The bicycle and parking lanes would extend the length of the corridor, except at NE
45th Street and NE 50th Street where up to three through lanes would be available
for vehicle movements. While the current peak hour configuration is preferred for
the NE 45th Street/Roosevelt Way and NE 45th Street/11th Avenue NE, the
following intersection channelization is recommended at NE 50th Street:

e NE 50th Street/Roosevelt Way - Adds a left turn lane by changing the existing
configuration (LT | T|TR) to a left turn lane, two through lanes and a right turn
lane (L|T|T|R).

e NE 50th Street/11th Avenue NE - Changes the existing configuration
(LT | T|TR) by adding a left turn lane (L | T| T | TR).

Table 2 compares the peak hour levels of service with and without the
recommended action and describes the assumed channelization changes assumed in
the analysis. For northbound traffic, the table describes the PM peak hour and for the
southbound traffic the AM peak hour.

Areas for further study

The limited street width (39 to 40 feet) limits the ability to carry the bicycle lane
through the major intersection of NE 45th Street and NE 50th Street. A sharrow
indication along with special signage or other pavement marking may be required to
safely indicate the end of the bicycle lane and the path which bicycles must follow.

Other areas of concern include the removal of curb bulbs on NE 50th Street and the
need sizing of the parking lane to avoid door swings issues between parked vehicles
and bicycles.

Memo on Roosevelt Way/11th Avenue Couplet Page 2
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Table 1. AM and PM Peak Hour Volumes

AM PEAK HOUR

T rmcm et biee
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Intersection NBL [NBT |[NBR|SBL |SBT |SBR |EBL |EBT |EBR |[WBL |WBT |WBR
NE 65nd St & Roosevelt Way NE 106] 1298| 97 366) 54| 140| 556

NE Ravenna Blvd WB & Roosevelt Way NE

NE Ravenna Blvd EB & Roosevelt Way NE

NE 50th St & Roosevelt Way NE 701 1108] 107 649 172] 78| 349

NE 47th St & Roosevelt Way NE 751204 14 46 53] 40| 10

NE 45th St & Roosevelt Way NE 90| 1297| 76 769| 246] 258| 773

NE 43rd St & Roosevelt Way NE 88[ 1900 53

NE 42nd St & Roosevelt Way NE 96] 1857 96

NE 42nd S St & Roosevelt Way NE 1673] 263 50

PM PEAK HOUR

Intersection NBL| NBT|{NBR| SBL| SBT| SBR| EBL| EBT| EBR| WBL| WBT| WBR
NE 42nd St & 11th Av NE 22)1164| 104 64| 85 70 53
NE 43rd St & 11th Av NE 26/ 1230f 55 30| 36 147 89
NE 45th St & 11th Av NE 295| 816] 146 963 839 47
NE 47th Street & 11th Av NE 70| 892 72 78] 111 213] 113
NE 50th St & 11th Av NE 221| 758| 107 140| 692 839 44
NE Ravenna Blvd EB & 12th Ave NE 1047| 36 34| 338

NE Ravenna Blvd WB & 12th Av NE 90| 991 522| 124
NE 65nd St & 12th Av NE 95| 828| 94 149| 470 463 84

Memo on Roosevelt Way/11th Avenue Couplet
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Table 2. Peak Hour Level of Service (PM Peak Hour — Northbound and AM
Peak Hour — Southbound)

2007 Existing
Configuration

2007 Proposed Configuration

Change in NB/SB Lane

Configuration

Northbound (11th Avenue NE)

PM Peak Hour

NE 42nd St 11th Ave NE A 5 A 7

NE 43rd St 11th Ave NE A 9 D 48

NE 45th St 11th Ave NE D 46 D 48

NE 47th St 11th Ave NE B 11 B 15

NE 50th St 11th Ave NE E 57 D 43 | Addlefttumlane
(L|T|T|TR for NB leg)

NE Ravenna Blvd 11th Ave NE B 11 14

NE Ravenna Blvd 12th Ave NE 16 B 13

NE 65th St 12th Ave NE 28 28

Southbound (Roosevelt)

AM Peak Hour

NE 65th St Roosevelt Way D 36 E 67

NE Ravenna Blvd Roosevelt Way No data

NE Ravenna Blvd Roosevelt Way No data

NE 50th St RooseveltWay | D 37 C 35 (ALT%'Telth{t:OT slgn:;g)

NE 47th St Roosevelt Way B 11 B 11

NE 45th St Roosevelt Way C 30 D 52

NE 42nd St Roosevelt Way B 13 B 11

NE 42nd St Roosevelt Way A 8 A 9

Memo on Roosevelt Way/11th Avenue Couplet
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PUBLIC OUTREACH

Introduction

The University Area Transportation Action Strategy (Action Strategy) is an update of the 2002
University Area Transportation Study (UATS). The earlier UATS study was supported by a
vigorous public outreach program.

The goals of the public involvement activities for the 2007 Action Strategy were to:
= Inform stakeholders about the update.

= Obtain stakeholder input regarding key issues and conditions that they believe have
changed since the 2002 plan.

* Build consensus for strategy recommendations
= Identify key issues to consider/resolve before implementation of Action Strategy projects

These goals were accomplished through a comprehensive program of public outreach that
included activities such as meetings with organized community groups, a half-day open house,
informational materials including hand outs and displays, media contacts, and a project website
where interested citizens could log comments and communicate with the project team.

Updating the 2002 Study

The primary purposes of the Action Strategy are to update the UATS work with a horizon year
of 2030 (versus 2010), to respond to the new locations for the light rail stations and the continued
planning on the SR 520 Replacement Project, and to establish a set of prioritized projects to
support a voluntary transportation mitigation payment program.

Public Involvement in the 2002 Study

UATS was supported by five primary public involvement methods. These were:

=  Monthly two-hour meetings with the Project Advisory Committee, comprised of
representatives from the University of Washington, Community Transit, King County
Metro, Seattle’s Department of Transportation and Strategic Planning Office.

= Monthly working sessions with the Pedestrian-Bicycle Working Group, a citizen’s
committee with a strong interest in walking and biking.

= Monthly meetings with the UATS Advisory Group, which was initially the University
Community Urban Center (UCUC) Sounding Board. Midway through the study the
Sounding Board discontinued its regular meetings but the group continued to meet as the

UATS Advisory Group.
University Area Transportation Action Strategy January 29, 2008
City of Seattle Page 2
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= Two Public Open Houses, attended by more than 50 people each) preceded by two
Project Newsletters, used to inform citizens about the project and announce the open
houses.

= A Web Site where all the key products of the study were posted.

These methods formed a starting framework for the Action Strategy outreach activities.

Involving Stakeholders in the Action Strategy

Given that the Action Strategy is an update, rather than a new study, public outreach was
primarily concentrated on existing, organized stakeholders.. The project team focused on existing
groups, councils, associations and partner agencies and institutions. Interested individuals were
also able to communicate with the project team through the project web site, and attendance at
project meetings with target groups. Additional, limited outreach also focused on new University
of Washington students, as well as several broader public meetings.

Population Characteristics

A review of the census data for the University District Urban Center showed that the population
was overwhelmingly (72%) between 18 and 29 years of age, with only 13% over 35. While 40%
of households were below the poverty level, this almost certainly represented primarily students,
although poverty is reported by household composition, not age. Of the 18,800 people living in
the urban center, only 3.5% were considered linguistically isolated, that is they self-reported that
they speak English less than “well”; it’s likely that a significant proportion of these individuals
were students as well, although language is also reported only in three groups, under 18, between
18 and 64, and over 65. Targeting outreach to the student population was one way to ensure that
area residents who were not likely to be otherwise represented by organized neighborhood
groups, would also be reached.

Neighborhood Councils, Associations, Chambers of Commerce

The Department of Neighborhoods University District Neighborhood Coordinator supplied a list
of all of the community groups in the study area, and helped the project team in making contact
with individual groups and working with them. Project staff attended regularly scheduled
meetings of several groups, made presentations about the study, distributed materials and invited
ideas, questions and comments.

Other External Stakeholders

In addition to community organizations, the project team involved the University of Washington
through its Office of Regional Affairs as well as the City/University Community Advisory
Committee (CUCAC); King County Metro and Sound Transit through meetings with staff, and a
broad range of city staff from different divisions within SDOT as well as the Department of
Planning and Development. Outreach to the broader University of Washington community,
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including students and staff, was accomplished through media coverage and emails that included
contact information for the project team.

Internal Stakeholders

Internal stakeholders included the City of Seattle Transportation and Planning departments.
Project staff met with internal stakeholders in large and small group meetings and individually to
work through project issues and recommendations as the work progressed.

Internal Technical Team

The role of the Technical Team was to:

= Provide input on critical issues at the beginning of the project, including goals and
assumptions

= Assist in developing performance measures and evaluation criteria

= Assist in developing and reviewing existing and future conditions

= Assist in developing recommended improvements and establishing priorities

= Provide formal technical review of key work products

The Technical Team met with staff individually and in small groups on an as-needed basis as the
work progresses, and as a larger group at key milestones.

Members were:

= Allen, Dave: SDOT Major Projects, liaison to WSDOT

= Bender, Jeff: SDOT Transit Planning, Liaison to King County Metro
= Blanco, Reiner: SDOT Traffic Management

= Chow, Calvin: SDOT Major Projects, liaison to Sound Transit

= Emery, Adiam and Garcia, Enrique: SDOT Traffic Signals

= Gotterer, Liz: King County Metro

= Hennelly, Barry: SDOT Transit Project Development

= Hoyt, Megan: SDOT Pedestrian/Bike program

= Korpi, Luke: SDOT Neighborhood Traffic Engineering

=  Krawczyk ,Tracy: SDOT Planning Program Manager

= Shaw, John: DPD Development Review

= Vijarro, David: SDOT Roadway Design

Core Policy Team

The role of the core policy team was to provide high level policy, outreach, budget direction and
oversight. The team met at major milestones.

Members were:

= Krawczyk ,Tracy: Planning Program Manager

= Northey, Lise: Resource Development Manager

= Sanchez, Susan: Policy and Planning Division Manager

=  Wentz, Wayne: City Traffic Engineer

University Area Transportation Action Strategy January 29, 2008
City of Seattle Page 4

202






PUBLIC OUTREACH

Figure 1.1 Handout for Initial Meetings, page 1 of 3

@ SDOT

St flapustoenl af Trmnypstaim

UNIVERSITY AREA Q AND A

TRANSPORTATION ACTION STRATEGY

VWHAT IS THE TRANSPORTATION ACTION
STRATEGY?

SDOT 1sundertaking a 12-month
transportation planning study to update the
2002 University Area Transportation Btudy
(UATE)Y, which will be called University
Area Transportaiion Action Strofegy.

The Trapsportation Action Strategy will
adopt the Goals established in the TATS:

*  Tobuild on existing planning to
provide a comprehensive, multimod al
transportation plan for the area, and

v Toserve as a blueprint for financing
and prioritizing capital impro verments
irthe University Area for the next 25
years.

VWHAT ARE THE BOUNDARIES OF THE
STUDY AREA?

The study area covers neighborhoods
commonly referred to as University District,
Montlake, University Heights and Ravenna.

VWHY AN UPDATE?

The UATE was a pilot study and the recommended projects were evaluated against 2010
and 2020 growth forecasts. Reasons for an update include:

= Theneed to extend the planning timeframe to the year 2030 in order to createa
development mitigation payment program, which will assist in implementation of
identified capital projects.

= Sound Transit preferred alignment for NMorth Link light rail has two stations in the
University District, which are different from those assumed in the original TTATE.

»  The Washington State Departrnent of Transportation has rade additional progress
toward selecting a preferred alternative forthe SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOWV
Project.
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Figure 1.2 Handout for Initial Meetings, page 2 of 3

WHAT MAJOR IssSUES WERE IDENTIFIED IN THE INITIAL STUDY?

The attached map summarizes the transportation problems identified in the University
Area.

Following are some of the public comments received during the UATS study:

= Add a continuous turn lane to 65th; drivers currently iry to operate like there are two
lanes in each direction.

= Improving the north end of the U Bridge is great. Keep thinking, you are not done yet.

Fixing the bz flow an NE 45th Street iz an excellent idea
*  Inereasing mobility, convenience and safety for pedestrians and bikes 1s highest
priority.

= A bike lane and traffic calming on 20th Ave between NE 50th and Ravenna
Houlevard 15 vital. The current fraffic situation 15 hazardous and nearly umtenahle for
bikes.

*  Connecting Burke Gilman to the U Village via NE 47th Street is good but makes
much more sense il a stairwell is built along NE 47th Street right-of-way up to 21st
Ave NE

»  Pedestnan mnd bike aceess over -5 1 needed; widen NE 50th Streel.

The LTATS report 15 on-line at: www seattle gov/iransportation/ppmp_uats _home. him

A link o the new website for the UATAS, currently under construction, will be avalable
shortly from the address above,

WHAT MEXT?

The work starting now (January 2007), will update the *Existing Conditions” report 1o
reflect new data and already completed projects, prepare new travel forecasts for the vear

2030, review the transportation problems and proposed solutions previously identified.
Upon review and comment by the community, SDOT will prepare an updated project list,
establish priorities and explore funding options.

How CaHn | BE INvOLVED?

Please contact Casey Hildreth at casev. hildrethi@seattle.gov (or telephone 206,/ 233-3780)
o he added to the project mailing list or to request a presentation to your group.

STUDY TEAM

Tracy Krawezyk, SDOT Planning Manager, 733-9329

Tony Mazzella, SDOT UATAS project manager, 634-0811, Tony. Muazellagiscattle.gov
Caszey Hildreth, 3DOT UATAR assistant project manager, 233-3780

Tom Noguchi, Mirai Transportation Planning & Engineering, 425-820-0100

Mary Jo Porter, The Underlull Company, 206-726-7906
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Figure 1.3 Handout for Initial Meetings, page 3 of 3
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Figure 2 Article in UW Daily

Year-long U-District study seeks community input
May 1, 2007
By Arla Shephard

The Seattle Department of Transportation (SDOT) is asking students to start thinking about the future. That is, the
future of transportation in and around the University District. To leave comments for SDOT, visit its Web site, or e-
mail Casey Hildreth at casey.hildreth@seattle.gov

SDOT is seeking to further improve transit in the area with the University Area Transportation Action Strategy
(UATAS), a 12-month planning study of the U-District, and is asking the University community, particularly
students, for their input. “Traditionally, it’s hard to get students involved in the more mundane things that happen in
the city,” said Casey Hildreth, associate planner for the Policy and Planning division of SDOT. “They’re [at school]
for four years and move on, but the student population itself will always be there, and they represent a huge portion
of who uses the transportation in the area.” Students, more so than any other community in Seattle, ride bikes, walk
to school or take the bus, Hildreth said. “In this unique way, their perspective is more important than anyone else in
the city,” he said.

SDOT is beginning the process of updating their 2002 University Area Transportation Study (UATS), to reflect the
changes made in the last five years and to better sketch out a “comprehensive, multimodal transportation plan for the
area,” that will hopefully serve as an outline for any changes that will be made over the next 25 years, according to
the UATAS Web site.

Specifically, the new plan will be updated to account for the alignment of the proposed University Link, a mass
transit light rail system that will have stations in Capitol Hill and at the UW near Husky Stadium. The link is
scheduled to be finished in the year 2030. The original 2002 plan outlined the need for improvements to bicycle and
pedestrian paths as well as roadways, including improving bus flow in certain areas and adding more High-
Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes. This movement toward greener modes of transportation will continue in the new
study, as Seattle Mayor Greg Nickels has called for greater city-wide awareness of global climate issues.

“The reality of global climate change is urgent,” Nickels said in a press release last year. “The stakes are high —
locally and globally — and we need to act. As a city government, we’ve already cut our greenhouse gas emissions by
more than 60 percent, compared to 1990 levels. But it’s not enough — we need to work together as a community to
set responsible limits on global warming pollution.”

Senior Hannah Dewey, a member of the UW’s Earth Club and a bicycle commuter from Lake City, agreed that
changes need to be made to make way for a cleaner Seattle, including the addition of more bike lanes and
improvements to Seattle’s mass transit system. “Cars are the second-leading producer of CO2 emissions and, as a
daily commuter and someone who has drastically limited my car usage, [ can say I feel unsafe daily biking to and
from school due to the lack of bike lanes,” Dewey said in an e-mail. Dewey also cited personal experience with the
dangers of cycling. “I personally have been hit twice by a car and many of my friends have been hospitalized from
being hit by cars while biking,” she said. “It is crucial to Seattle’s development towards being a green city to add
more bike lanes and transform our citizens into fit people who we can use as a leading force [for] larger issues, like
renewable energy and sustainable food systems.” Comments like Dewey’s are what Hildreth and SDOT want to
hear.

“Even if it’s something simple like ‘T have a hard time getting to the IMA’ or ‘I commute from Ballard on a bus and
it’s impossible to get to school,” we want to hear it,” Hildreth said. “We’re talking about a larger legacy to leave
behind for future generations. If we don’t hear from students who walk to school or those who bike, we’ll only get
more of the status quo.”
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Figure 3 Article in North Seattle Herald
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Figure 4 Materials for University District Street Fair
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First Round of Questions

The first round of outreach focused on a set of questions designed to elicit comments regarding
transportation issues, past successes, current problems, implementation issues, and
communications.

Study Background — Previous Work

e  Are you familiar with the University Area Transportation Study that was completed in 2002? And if
s0, do you have any general comments you’d like to make about it, what worked, what didn’t work in
either the process or the results?

Transportation Issues in the University Area
e  Off the top of your head, what are the most critical transportation problems in the University area?

e Thinking about new projects in the last several years, where do you think they’re working well and
where are they not? Then prompt with a list:
o Improvements on the Ave; Repaving NE 50™; Repaving NE 65™; 4-way stop at 15" and
Ravenna.

e  Are there other projects like this you’d like to see

e Thinking about different modes, what’s working well and where are there problems?
o Pedestrians; Cyclists; Transit; Freight; Cars; Parking

e Thinking about different places, what’s working well and where are there problems? Use a map and
go through different areas.

e Are there transportation hot spots or projects you think the update should stay away from? Examples:
Changes to the Montlake Bridge

Implementing projects

e In planning, designing and implementing projects, the City will be working with WSDOT, Metro and
Sound Transit. Do you have any comments on the plans and projects of these other agencies and
where or on what, specifically, the City needs to work with them?

e Some projects will be implemented in cooperation with developers, specifically by requiring new
developments to incorporate transportation improvements. Do you have any comments or ideas about
how best to work with developers and what their role should be?

Consulting the community
e  Who or which groups do you think need to be consulted during the plan update? What do you think
are the best ways to involve them?
o Meeting of community groups; One-on-one conversations; Website, mailings, other

e  What’s the best way to stay in touch with you and what kind of information would you like to see,
would you like to meet again, do you need any briefings on specific issues... and so on.
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First Round Results

Community members, business owners, partner agency staff, and internal staff responded to the
initial outreach with a broad range of perspectives, ideas, comments and recommendations.

Community Groups were focused strongly on bikes and pedestrians. They want safe routes for
walking and biking within the study area and connections over the University Bridge to
downtown. They want bike lanes, bike streets, and bike priority. They want wider sidewalks,
more trees, and safe crossings. They love the idea of a bike/ped bridge over I-5. They
commented that the study area is affected by through traffic from adjacent areas, including from
Sand Point Way with Children’s Hospital and Magnuson Park, and from Wallingford. They’re
interested in the Link stations and want good access to and from the stations, without more
traffic. Particular hot spots mentioned repeatedly were the north end of the University Bridge
and 45" from I-5 all the way to Sand Point Way.

University of Washington: The University’s biggest concern was how circulation will work
around the Montlake/Pacific/Pacific Place intersection once the Link station is built, with the
added complications of a possible SR-520 interchange. UW was looking for major
improvements or changes that move cars and buses, provide room for bus layover, provide a
completely protected crossing for pedestrians between the station and the campus, all without
interfering with cyclists on the Burke Gilman trail. UW suggested changes in Pacific Place and
would like to see the street lowered to create a level plaza for pedestrians. UW staff feel that the
UW?’s transportation management program is working extremely well, with drive alone trips well
below the caps. Parking lot utilization is also down, but the University needs more parking in
some areas while there is a surplus east of Montlake.

Sound Transit: Like the UW, Sound Transit was focused on ways to make the
Montlake/Pacific/Pacific Place intersection work, and how to get people safely between the
station, the main campus and the medical center. They also discussed options for Pacific Place
but noted the complications of the grade changes and the clearance height needed for trolley bus
wires. They would like to see the parking lot entrance/exit that functions as one leg of the
intersection at Pacific Place and Montlake closed.

King County Metro: Metro’s future service plans are not expected to change a great deal until
the Brooklyn light rail station opens. Then, Metro may truncate routes going downtown, add
new service focused on the stations, and close some bus stops while possibly preserving the curb
space for layovers. Metro will not operate any significant service along Montlake as its
configured now ‘because the buses just sit there.’

SDOT staff highlighted the major problem areas which include:

= NE 45" between I-5 and Sand Point Way, including congestion and ROW limitations
affecting all modes.

= NE 45" 7" and I-5 and the impossible conditions for peds, bikes and cars.

» NE 50", traffic congestion.
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* Burke Gilman trail: capacity, bike/ped conflicts, speeding bikes, and dangerous street
crossings.

= North end of University Bridge, conflicts for all modes.

= Roosevelt/12™: one-way couplet vs. 2-way, vis-a-vis bikes, peds, business district and traffic
capacity.

= Ballard to U. District BUDTI project (bus improvements).

= Transit speed and reliability throughout the study area and bus layover space.

= Parking, code changes, and perception vs. reality regarding parking availability.

= Pacific, Montlake and Pacific Place: issues for all modes, 21,000 station users, possible SR-
520 interchange.

55" and Ravenna crossing conflicts.

= University Village area, future expansion impacts, and particularly problems on Blakely and
on 25™

«  “Lower” 40" and “upper” 40™

= Integrating bike, ped and transit improvements from modal plans into subarea plans.

Improvement Concepts and Draft Prioritized Concept List

As improvement concepts for the Action Strategy were developed and prioritized, the study team
continued to work with both internal and external stakeholders issue-by-issue and project-by-
project where appropriate, and with broader outreach as appropriate. Groups that had been
contacted earlier were contacted again with emails and phone calls; project staff met with those
stakeholders who desired it.

Community Open House

In addition to the ongoing outreach to identified stakeholders, a public open house was held to
ensure that individuals from the broadest community, whether they were affiliated with a group
or simply interested citizens, had a chance to review the project work and comment on draft
improvements concepts. The Open House was held on Saturday, September 22, 2007, from
10:00 am to 2:00 pm at the University Heights Center, adjacent to the University District
Farmer’s Market which operated on that day.

Notification was accomplished via the website, emails with flyers to identified stakeholders, and
phone calls. On the day of the open house, flyers were handed out at the entrances to the
farmer’s market and people were encouraged to drop into the open house.

Materials: Materials at the open house included display boards, a handout with an overview of
the Action Strategy, draft project sheets available for reference use, and response forms/surveys
attendees were asked to complete and leave behind.
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Figure 5. Boards from the September 2007 Open House
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Project Website

The project website was developed early in the project, and maintained throughout. The website
provided an introduction to the study and posted study documents including the project sheets for
the proposed actions. Visitors to the website were invited to comment, and many did so. Those
who submitted an email address were added to the electronic mailing list.

Website Comments

Walking and Bicycling: More walking/bike paths completely separated from traffic. Riders
don’t feel safe in traffic and would like traffic-separated bike routes. Convert some north/south
and east/west streets to ped/bike only to create a network, with parking lots at the entrances for
residents of those streets, and more plantings to reduce run-off. Brooklyn, 15", Montlake, Boyer
need marked bike lanes. Sidewalks in the business district are too narrow for the volumes of
pedestrians. There needs to be mid-block pathways and better night lighting. Green lights need
to be longer for pedestrians north/south across Pacific. Remove walk buttons on signals and give
pedestrians the walk signal with every light. The Burke-Gilman Trail should be widened and
vehicles better controlled where the trail crosses streets.

Transit: UW’s athletic center needs better transit connections. Better bus connections to the new
Husky Stadium light rail station. Better bus connections to U. Village. Close University Way to
cars and keep it for buses and bikes/ped only.

Vehicles: Many streets are in poor repair, as they are elsewhere in the city. Charge tolls to drive.
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