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COVER
LETTER

“I could feel the collective
consciousness of the world
focused on this little strip of
land called Seattle. “

- Krist Novoselic
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July 12, 2012

Mayor Mike McGinn
Seattle City Hall

600 4th Avenue, 7th Floor
Seattle, WA 98104

Seattle City Council
Seattle City Hall

600 4th Avenue, 2nd Floor
Seattle, WA 98104

Re: Central Waterfront Committee Strategic Plan
Dear Mayor McGinn and Members of the City Council:

We are pleased to submit the Central Waterfront Committee’s Strategic Plan, our recommended next
steps towards realizing the vision for Seattle’s Central Waterfront. This is a major milestone for our
Committee and for the City of Seattle. We want to thank you for creating the Central Waterfront
Committee and for entrusting us with its critical oversight role. We also want to thank you for your
continued leadership and support of the Waterfront Improvement Program.

As you know, we have a rare chance to transform and revitalize our waterfront. The Elliott Bay Seawall is
crumbling and urgently needs to be rebuilt. The earthquake-damaged Alaskan Way Viaduct is being
demolished. Together, these projects open up 26 blocks of new opportunity, from the Olympic Sculpture
Park to Pioneer Square and the Stadium District. Our goal of creating a magnificent waterfront for all is
within reach.

The idea of improving our waterfront was generated by grassroots interest more than a decade ago,
paving the way for the current waterfront Concept Design and Framework Plan developed by the City
and its consultant team. This design work is based on an extensive, nearly two-year public outreach
effort that has creatively and successfully engaged thousands of citizens in the process of realizing the
waterfront vision and its specific design elements. The proposed improvements will connect the city and
its people to the waterfront, create a variety of signature public places for socializing and recreation,
enhance the ecological fabric of the urban waterfront environment, rebuild critical structures to
improve public safety, and project a new image and identity for the city that draws from the authentic
character of adjacent neighborhoods and the working waterfront.

The Central Waterfront Committee (CWC) is chartered by the City, pursuant to City Council Resolution
31264, as a continuation of the successful work of the Central Waterfront Partnerships Committee
(CWPC). The CWC has overall responsibility to advise the Mayor and City Council concerning the City’s
Waterfront Improvement Program to ensure that it conforms to the Guiding Principles established by
the CWPC and adopted by the City Council.
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In addition, the CWC is charged with developing a Strategic Plan, intended to be a dynamic, evolving
plan for the implementation of the Waterfront Improvement Program over time, and subject to periodic
updates and amendments. The Strategic Plan and periodic amendments are subject to the review and
approval of the Mayor and City Council.

The Strategic Plan we are submitting to you today incorporates and synthesizes the enormous amount
of work done by our four subcommittees and their expert advisers during the past two years. The
Strategic Plan represents the work and recommendations of the Full Committee and consists of the
following components:

1. Action Plan: A clear and concise series of steps and timeline to move the project forward, from
2012 through 2018.
2. Subcommittee Reports & Recommendations:
a. Design Oversight Subcommittee
b. Outreach & Public Engagement Subcommittee
c. Finance & Partnerships Subcommittee
d. Long Term Stewardship Subcommittee
3. Appendices

We have been working closely and successfully with City staff at SDOT, DPD and Parks, as well as with
Council staff, who have attended and participated in our Committee’s meetings from the beginning and
have been part of our deliberations and recommendations. Furthermore, we are working with City staff
to draft a Joint Resolution on the Strategic Plan, which we urge the Council to adopt and the Mayor to
sign this summer. This will provide additional support and valuable momentum as we launch into the
next phase of design and outreach for the Waterfront Improvement Program.

Thank you again for providing the vision, engagement and effort to bring us to this point. Please feel
free to contact either of us with any questions or comments.

Sincerely,
il /Za\/]w/ Ut%u Waldw,~
U~
Charley Royer Maggie Walker
Co-Chair, Central Waterfront Committee Co-Chair, Central Waterfront Committee
Central Waterfront Committee July 2012
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ACTION
PLAN

“What I like about Seattle is
that people are so used to the
rain that they still do stuff.
They don’t stay indoors, take
antidepressants, and read
novels. They just go out and
get wet.”

- Augusten Burroughs




Action Plan

The following Action Plan is the Central Waterfront Committee’s recommended set of next
steps and timeline for moving the Waterfront Improvement Program forward, from 2012
through 2018.

No. Schedule Action

1. Summer 2012 Complete Waterfront Seattle Concept Design and Framework Plan.

e Serves as the basis for next phase of design;

e Reflects public outreach and engagement to-date and serves as the
platform for next phase of outreach.

2. Summer 2012 Complete CWC Strategic Plan, including Action Plan and Subcommittee

Reports. Recommendations include:

e City funding for continued waterfront design, outreach and LID work after
June 2012;

e Public vote on seawall funding in November 2012 (including limited
waterfront early infrastructure);

e City funding for early wins/east-west connections in 2013;

e Formation of Local Improvement District (LID) by Spring 2014;

e Additional public funding for waterfront through City or voter-approved
sources in 2014-2016;

e Private and corporate philanthropic funding, led by “Friends of Seattle
Waterfront” group.

3. Summer 2012 Secure City Council approval (via Resolution) of Concept Design, Framework

Plan and Strategic Plan.

e Intended to endorse Committee’s Strategic Plan as a framework for
action.

4, Summer 2012 Complete City’s cooperative working agreements (or MOU’s) with Pike Place

Public Market and Seattle Aquarium.

e These are key development partners and constructive collaboration must
continue for Waterfront Program to be successful.

5. Summer 2012 Form not-for-profit “Friends of Seattle Waterfront” group to build support for

the Waterfront Improvement Program, including 2012 seawall vote.

Responsibilities will include:

e Lead advocacy, promotional and private fundraising efforts for seawall
and waterfront;

e Lead early programming and activation of existing public spaces including
opportunities for public art;

e Support City’s public engagement, outreach and communications efforts;

e Support City’s partnerships with key institutions, organizations and
property owners;

e Support City’s formation of Local Improvement District;

e Broaden reach and opportunities for connections into community.

Central Waterfront Committee July 2012
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6. Summer 2012 Continue into next phase of design, outreach and LID formation.
e Funding to be provided by City in 2012;
e Continue waterfront and seawall design coordination;
e Focus on “core” projects;
e Ensure vision developed in concept design is carried forward into final
design;
e Maintain momentum for design and outreach;
e Stay on schedule given permitting requirements;
e Develop plan for transfer of over-water coverage for core projects;
e Develop an innovative public art program;
e Integrate operation and maintenance in early design process.
7. Summer 2012 Complete parking mitigation strategy for waterfront corridor.
e Phased implementation of parking strategy and specific mitigation
measures.
8. November 2012 | Public vote on seawall funding measure.
e Could include limited waterfront early infrastructure.
9. Fall 2012 Secure WSDOT agreement(s) on state funding for design and construction of
roadway.
e Funding for roadway design work must be secured in 2012.
10. | Fall 2012 Include funding for several “early win” projects in the City’s 2013-2014
budget.
e Potential improvements to east-west connections;
e Programming and activation of existing public spaces to increase the
community’s use of and engagement with the waterfront;
e Maintains momentum for waterfront design and outreach.
11. | Fall 2012 Update City’s Shoreline Master Program.
e Include provisions for transfer of over-water coverage.
12. | 2013 Update City land use codes and design regulations for the waterfront corridor.
e Identify regulatory changes to encourage and support new private
investment in street-level and other uses, including restaurants, housing,
outdoor cafes, live music venues, retail and office space;
e Develop proactive strategy for 24/7 mixed use along the waterfront.
13. | 2013-2014 Develop plan to secure significant private and corporate philanthropic
funding.
e “Friends of Seattle Waterfront” group to lead effort, with City support.
Central Waterfront Committee July 2012
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14. | 2013-2014 Implement several “early win” projects and initiatives.
e Potential improvements to east-west street connections, increasing
access to waterfront businesses during and after construction;
e Programming and activation of existing public spaces to increase the
community’s use of and engagement with the waterfront.
15. | 2013-2016 Develop plan to secure adequate annual operating funds to maintain, operate
and program waterfront after it is built. Sources may include:
e Baseline public funding from City;
e New public revenue;
e Earnedincome;
e Philanthropy.
16. | 2013/14-2016 Seawall Project Phase 1 construction.
e Start of construction dependent on federal, state, and local permitting;
finalization of design; and construction funding;
e Active construction season limited due to restrictions on in-water work
and summer shut-down to support waterfront businesses.
17. | Spring 2014 Complete formation of Local Improvement District (LID).
e Critical to complete LID formation prior to additional public funding;
e Assume it will take approximately 2 years to successfully form LID;
e City will lead LID formation with support from “Friends” group.
18. | 2014 -2016 Secure additional public funding for waterfront through City or voter-
approved sources.
e Advocacy led by “Friends” group.
19. | 2015-2017 Rebuild Piers 62/63 and Union Street Pier/Waterfront Park.
e Could occur during seawall construction depending on funding;
e Potential “early win”.
20. | Late 2015 Tunnel opening; begin viaduct demolition.
e Schedule dependent on WSDOT and its contractors.
21. | 2016 -2017 Revisit roles and responsibilities of “Friends” group in advance of opening
public spaces.
e Responsibilities for operations and maintenance may be taken on by
“Friends” group or by other entity.
22. | 2016 -2018 Construct new Alaskan Way, Elliott Avenue, pedestrian promenade, parks and
open spaces.
e New surface street and promenade cannot be constructed until viaduct
demolition and seawall construction are complete.
Central Waterfront Committee July 2012
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23. | Ongoing Ensure that existing waterfront businesses thrive during construction of the
tunnel, seawall and waterfront.
e Manage construction impacts and optimize construction efficiency;
e Must be a top priority for City and its contractors.

24. | Ongoing Pursue federal funding for Seawall Replacement Phase 2.

e City-funded Phase 1 as potential “local match.”

Note: Check-ins/status reports on implementation of Action Plan will occur annually.
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SUBCOMMITTEE
REPORTS
& RECOMMENDATIONS

“A city must be a place where
groups of women and men

are seeking and developing
the highest things they know.”

- Margaret Mead




Report of the Design Oversight Subcommittee

INTRODUCTION

The Design Oversight Subcommittee (DOS) is pleased to present this brief report that concludes our initial
round of work helping guide the central waterfront Framework Plan and Concept Design.

The removal of the Alaskan Way Viaduct opens an incredible and unique possibility for future Seattle’s
waterfront. The accompanying Framework Plan and Concept Design, prepared by the consultant team,
take full advantage of this opportunity, and launch a transformative vision for these 26 city blocks. The
project is on its way to success. The more fully Seattle can achieve this vision, the more vivid and energetic
the neighborhood will become.

SUBCOMMITTEE PROCESS

Over the course of the last two years, the Design Oversight Subcommittee worked closely with City staff,
the design team, and other CWC subcommittees. Members have broad professional expertise in urban
design, development, civic projects, art, landscape architecture, planning, architecture, local business,
and ecological design. Outside experts were called in to help assess specific questions: retail development,
zoning, and historic preservation. With such a complex set of challenges, we realized in-depth involvement
and guidance were not only necessary but irresistible.

Our charge from the City Council was to oversee the realization of the guiding principles, and to ensure
that the waterfront plan and design represent Seattle’s collective best thinking. Throughout, we aimed to:

e Help the design team identify and pursue the broad public interest, navigating the inevitable
lobbying for specific interests;

e Encourage the inclusion of the richest ideas and feedback from forums, public response, stakeholder
input, and engaged organizations;

e Make certain the overall vision and Concept Plan are feasible and affordable and worth doing;

e Ensure the plan matches our deepest hopes for authentic, inspiring, and welcoming civic space,
while remaining flexible to accommodate evolving ideas.

SUBCOMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS

We fully support the Framework Plan and Concept Design for the Core Projects developed by the jcfo/
CH2MHill design team. We urge you to continue to retain their services to evolve these ideas in the
next phase of design development for the Core Projects. Additionally, this lead team should be given
responsibility for a) strategic integration of ideas put forth by consultants for Pike Place Public Market and
the Aquarium as the hopes and dreams from partner projects take shape, and b) for ensuring the seawall
design fits the bigger vision.

The Concept Plan organizes significant new public realm, strong east west connections, a great urban
complete street, varied access to our beloved Puget Sound, spectacular views, park space, and diverse
social and recreation programs. Together, these will create a terrific new urban/ecological edge for
downtown Seattle. We offer these recommendations to City leadership toward successful realization.

1. Keep the Framework Plan alive and in motion. The design team has creatively and thoroughly
imagined how best to weave the new waterfront into Seattle’s infrastructure and activities, at
the city scale and beyond. But not all the ideas in the Framework Plan will be funded as part of

Central Waterfront Committee July 2012
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the Core Projects. Watch for — and seize -- opportunities to partner with private development,
institutions, or other agencies to implement these unfunded elements. Especially the numerous
and varied east/west street connections. Empower and encourage staff to pursue these elements
via other plans and policies.

2. Support staff and the design team in refining the design of the Overlook Walk. While the big
pieces of the puzzle are in place at the conclusion of Concept Design, there is still work to do to
refine specific elements of this civic space. The Overlook Walk replaces the viaduct’s much beloved
democratic view, and offers crucial pedestrian access between the Pike Place Public Market and
new waterfront. In the next round of design we must:

e Ensure the Overlook Walk succeeds as a cohesive civic space, integrating Pike Place Public
Market’s plans for the PC-1 site and Seattle Aquarium’s hopes for its expansion.

e Make sure the new buildings and the fronting street uses on the new Elliott Ave are
active, pedestrian friendly, and meet aspirations for urban streets. Covered streets can be
effective, but require careful resolution of inherent challenges.

e Identify a solution to meet Pike Place Public Market’s goals for housing development that
resonates with the public purpose and active uses of the Overlook Walk.

3. Hold ground on the street design. The new Alaskan Way as designed works for all users. Its layout
represents a carefully balanced compromise, with space allocation in appropriate tension. There
will likely be pressure to change it, but it is crucial to sustain the balance.

e Ensure the street footprint remains as designed, providing adequate infrastructure for all
users with its current width. No civic space should be taken for transportation uses.

e Work with the design team to finalize a transit solution for /ocal waterfront circulation,
providing access between destinations, parking, and transit hubs.

4. Ensure integration between the Elliott Bay Seawall Project and waterfront vision. The seawall
will become the base infrastructure for the new waterfront — both structurally and ecologically.
The seawall project is moving on a faster schedule, with its own logistical, funding and permitting
challenges. The seawall project must stay true to the larger goals and lay the best foundation for
future work. Don’t back off from the vision for productive intertidal ecology and access to water.

5. Develop a pro-active strategy for fostering local, 24/7, mixed-use neighborhoods next to the
new civic space along the entire breadth of the new waterfront. City departments should lead
a robust district planning process to get ahead of forthcoming development pressures catalyzed
by this transformation. The City must effectively foster housing development for the local
community; increased residential density will be crucial to long-term success. We need a strategy
to appropriately preserve historic fabric, determine design guidelines and zoning for fronting uses,
encourage locally owned business, and figure out viable parking solutions that maintain continuity
of active uses along the street edges. The City should work proactively with private owners
and developers of property adjacent to new public spaces to ensure that private development
complements the waterfront vision.

6. Help the Art Plan evolve into an exemplary component of the vision. The Public Art Advisory
Committee, Office of Arts and Cultural Affairs, and public artists on the design team have so far
struggled to lock in an art plan that identifies and organizes investment in public art across the
many aspects of the project. They have recently reorganized their approach and seem to be on
the right path for devising what should be an innovative public art program. Together we need to
help the fresh start achieve viability.

Central Waterfront Committee July 2012
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7. Figure out the constructability / sequencing / access puzzle from 2012 to 2018, for all parts
of the program. We are already witnessing the difficulty of providing local access during the
utility relocation projects. The south portal construction, seawall replacement, temporary street
provision, viaduct removal, and construction of the permanent elements together comprise a
complex puzzle. Minimizing impacts and optimizing construction efficiency across all projects in
the program is essential to successful project delivery. This needs ongoing oversight.

8. Maintain on-going Design Oversight. As the project moves forward into design development and
implementation, it is critical that ongoing design guidance be maintained. There is still much to
do, and vital challenges to sort out in the near-term. Working out the integration with the seawall
project, resolving cost/feasibility questions, refining the design of the Overlook Walk, ensuring that
recreation activities invite diverse users, creating new zoning for fronting uses, helping guide the
development of a dynamic public art program. Informed, focused professional review is essential
to keep all elements of this civic project on track as it evolves.

9. Keep the City departments working in unison. Seattle Department of Transportation, Department
of Planning and Development, Parks Department, and Office of Arts and Cultural Affairs together
are operating as an effective team. Staff from each department bring essential skills and diverse
abilities and insights. Keep the team together, with shared decision authority.

It has been exciting for us to be part of a partnership that meets, head on, the boldness this opportunity
demands. Much gratitude goes to City staff and our stellar design team for their inspired and ambitious
work. And thank you, elected officials, for your courageous leadership in achieving our shared legacy for
future Seattle. It is an honor to be involved in this endeavor.

SUBCOMMITTEE MEMBERS
Patrick Gordon, co-chair
Mark Reddington, co-chair
Brian Steinberg

Vlad Oustimovitch

Cary Moon

Martha Wyckoff

Bob Donegan

SUBCOMMITTEE ADVISORS
Chris Rogers

Jeff Hou

Jon Houghton

Liz Dunn

Rebecca Barnes

ATTACHMENTS
Attachment A-1: Core Projects Diagram
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Attachment A-1: Core Projects Diagram
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Attachment A-1: Core Projects Diagram (continued)
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Report of the Outreach and Public Engagement Subcommittee

INTRODUCTION

With the Waterfront Improvement Program, the City of Seattle intends to set a new standard for innovative
and robust public engagement. For an effort of this magnitude, outreach and engagement efforts need to
accomplish many interrelated goals, including mobilizing interest and establishing positive momentum for
the waterfront transformation process, communicating the City’s strategy and schedule for accomplishing
the program, reaching broad and diverse audiences, soliciting and communicating meaningful public input
to the design team, and keeping a comprehensive record of how public input has shaped the process and
outcomes.

The Outreach and Public Engagement Subcommittee of the Central Waterfront Committee was tasked to
oversee and encourage meaningful and influential public participation, specifically to:

e “develop a robust and innovative public engagement plan” and “work to ensure that its execution
is credible and robust”

e “work to broaden public interest” and “build supportive relationships with constituencies city-wide
and regionally”

e “take care to understand and consider the perspectives of public participants” and “ensure that it
fairly communicates such information to the City’s elected leadership”

We have wholeheartedly embraced the task of continually expanding both the number of people involved
in and contributing ideas to the waterfront program, and the depth and diversity of opportunities to
participate. Public engagement will be critical to the continued development and success of Waterfront
Seattle, and must continue to expand and engage new audiences.

SUBCOMMITTEE PROCESS

Over the past two years our subcommittee has guided an extensive public outreach and engagement
process, including hundreds of opportunities for public involvement in the design process. We have
heard from thousands of members of the public regarding their ideas for the waterfront vision, priorities,
opportunities, challenges, and opportunities to realize our core guiding principle: to create “a waterfront
for all.”

To guide these outreach efforts, our committee developed the following planning documents to ensure a
robust program. These key documents include:
e Central Waterfront Committee Public Engagement Strategy
e Waterfront Seattle and Elliott Bay Seawall Project Integrated Public Engagement and Outreach
Approach and Appendix: Engaging a Diverse Audience, Including Traditionally Under-Represented
Communities

Throughout this initial conceptual design phase of Waterfront Seattle, feedback gathered via engagement
with stakeholders and the broader community has informed the work of the Central Waterfront Committee,
the City, the design team and, ultimately, the evolution of the Waterfront Seattle Framework Plan and
Concept Design. Highlights from outreach conducted to date include:

e Three large-scale public meetings with approximately 1,000 attendees. These civic events, held
in February, May and October of 2011, provided opportunities for introducing a broad audience
to the waterfront program and soliciting direct feedback. This work will culminate in a fourth

Central Waterfront Committee July 2012
Strategic Plan Page 20



large public meeting in July 2012 to present the Concept Design and Framework Plan, and the
Watefront Committee’s Strategic Plan for the waterfront.

Five workshop-style community forums in the winter of 2012, with more than 750 total attendees.
Topics — based on requests and suggestions from the community — included climate and weather,
mobility and access, ecology and habitat opportunities, arts, entertainment, and culture. We
partnered with more than 30 community organizations to broaden awareness of and participation
in the forums and received 1,746 unique points of input.

More than 80 briefings and community events, including district and community councils, bicycle,
pedestrian and freight groups, historic preservation groups, arts, traditionally underrepresented
populations, local businesses and neighboring projects such as the Seattle Aquarium, Washington
State Ferries and Pike Place Public Market, and many others.

Additional targeted outreach to traditional underrepresented populations, including contacting
more than 60 organizations to engage with Waterfront Seattle and the Elliott Bay Seawall Project.

Waterfront activation events and activities designed to broaden interest in the waterfront.
Highlights from these efforts include placing a project symbol and yellow chairs on Pier 62/63 for
public use, temporary art installations from University of Washington Students, a week-long art
exhibition by the National Council for Education in the Ceramic Arts, and a kids and family photo
booth in partnership with Seattle Aquarium.

Intercept surveys at local parks and public spaces, engaging hundreds of people in the places
where they already play, gather and engage with civic spaces.

Connecting new audiences with web and social media presence. Waterfront Seattle’s website
(waterfrontseattle.org) includes project information, details on events and briefings, committee
schedules and materials and opportunities to provide direct input via email or phone. The
program'’s Facebook and Twitter presence continue to grow and attract new interest.

SUBCOMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Continue to solicit publicinput and ideas during the next phase of the design process. As we begin
to refine specific elements of the Overlook Walk and other civic spaces we need to continue to
engage the community. Community input will also be saught in the development of an innovative
art program and other programming of public spaces.

2. Continue waterfront activation efforts to draw new audiences to the waterfront. Creating
opportunities to interact with the existing waterfront, as well as envision new possibilities for
the waterfront, has and will continue to build connections with a broad audience. Upcoming
opportunities for the summer of 2012 include:

e Summer “concert” series on the waterfront

e Pop-up art, pop-up lifestyle activities (e.g. yoga on piers)

e Additional “yellow chair” activation along the waterfront

e  Waterfront kiosk

e Family/kid orientated events and activities
It will also be important to nurture community-created events, like those that have begun to
take place on the waterfront. From grassroots theatre to temporary art installations, the public
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has started to program and produce their own small scale events at the public piers. A program
similar to the City’s Small Sparks Fund should be created to help support community groups and
individuals who would like to create events on the waterfront.

The Small Sparks Fund provides awards up to $1,000 to support community members in becoming
civically engaged. Projects can include neighborhood organizing, membership expansion or
numerous other types of activities. All projects must demonstrate their capacity to build a stronger
and healthier community.

Continue to bring the waterfront to the broader community. The future waterfront will be a
waterfront for all, including those that may have no strong connection to the space right now. Along
with briefings and neighborhood activities, the project will bring an interactive outreach station
(possibility a customized vehicle) to new audiences throughout the community, including project
information, design images, and opportunities to provide input. Another method of broadening
opportunities for outreach could include expansion of online engagement opportunities such as
new surveys and polls via the project website and Facebook, or a resident feedback register, which
allows people to sign-up to provide online feedback on key issues at regular intervals.

Encourage personal connections to the waterfront. To stay engaged and supportive of a long-term
civic project, it will be critical for the public to embrace their personal and community connections
to the waterfront. This type of outreach could take many forms, ranging from the simple and
symbolic, such as Waterfront Seattle stickers to illustrate support and connection — to the more
intimate and complex, such as continuation of the oral history project focused on personal and
community experiences.

Continue to leverage partnerships with community organizations and leaders. During the
community forums, partnerships with community organizations were a major contributor to
engaging new audiences. Many existing organizations and their memberships and networks are
already committed to or interested in the future of the waterfront as a civic and community space.
Waterfront Seattle’s outreach effort and should develop a collaborative effort with the future
Friends of the Waterfront, as well as a shared advocacy with community organizations to broaden
the base of awareness, support and engagement.
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Report of the Finance & Partnerships Subcommittee

INTRODUCTION

With the decision to remove the aging Alaskan Way Viaduct and replace the Elliott Bay Seawall, Seattle
has an unprecedented opportunity to rebuild and revitalize its Central Waterfront. Working together
over the course of nearly two years, the City of Seattle, Central Waterfront Committee and the City’s
consultant team have prepared an ambitious but practical Waterfront Improvement Program to take
advantage of this transformative opportunity. Our goal is to enable the development of a waterfront for
all with signature public spaces and amenities, including parks, paths, viewpoints, gathering spaces and
promenade. Implementing this vision will require considerable financial resources. Through the course of
our subcommittee’s work we have determined that the community clearly has the potential to fund the
Waterfront Improvement Program by combining and leveraging funding from public sources and private
partners.

Political leaders, public agencies and key partners in the private and non-profit sectors are working together
to make the Waterfront Improvement Program a success. Multiple levels of government, including the
State of Washington and City of Seattle, have committed an unprecedented amount of funding to rebuild
Seattle’s Waterfront. This summary report presents a recommended funding plan for the Waterfront
Improvement Program, based on research, interviews, due diligence and deliberation by the Finance
& Partnerships Subcommittee of the Central Waterfront Committee, supported by its panel of expert
advisers.

The Finance & Partnerships Subcommittee is one of four subcommittees of the Central Waterfront
Committee. As part of our Committee’s Charter, we have been tasked to:

e Identify and evaluate options for funding the initial capital cost of envisioned public spaces and
public facilities as well as stable, long-term funding for programming, operations and maintenance
of such improvements, including reviewing the City’s current work in this area. All reasonably
available sources of such funding shall be evaluated and a range of options for combining and
leveraging such sources shall be considered;

e Make recommendations to the City concerning any formal partnerships the City should enter into
or actions that the City would need to undertake in order to effectively implement partnerships
related to the project.

SUBCOMMITTEE PROCESS

Over the course of the past two years the subcommittee has undertaken a comprehensive work program
in order to develop a prudent, realistic and achievable funding plan for the Waterfront Improvement
Program. This work program has included research and discussions with experts on a wide range of
potential funding elements, including: Local Improvement Districts; Transportation Benefit Districts; ballot
measures (bonds and levies); Federal and State funding/grants; City general funds; commercial parking
taxes; and philanthropy (private and corporate).

The subcommittee has researched peer projects across the country and provided input into the “Peer
Public Space Project Analysis” (Attachment C-1) developed by City staff, which analyzes funding sources
and uses (for capital and operating) for 10 signature public spaces in the U.S.

The subcommittee has worked with Candace Damon of HR&A Advisors, a member of the consultant team
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with extensive experience in developing funding strategies for parks and open space projects in other
cities across the nation. HR&A presented to our subcommittee on two occasions, first on “The Seattle
Waterfront: Business Planning for a 21st Century Park System” and second on “Preliminary Operating
Funding Strategy.”

The subcommittee has met with key development partners, including representatives of the Pike Place
Public Market, Seattle Aquarium and Washington State Ferries, to understand how a new Central
Waterfront can support the vibrancy and growth of their institutions.

The subcommittee has reviewed successive conceptual cost estimates prepared by the City’s consultant
team for the Waterfront Improvement Program. The subcommittee’s recommended funding plan is based
on the most recent conceptual cost estimates available, which remain preliminary in nature and will be
refined during the next phases of design.

Most recently, the subcommittee recruited a panel of expert advisers and has worked closely and intensely
with them over several months to review the City’s conceptual cost estimates and to identify potential
revenue sources. As a result of this work, the subcommittee has been able to create the attached exhibits,
showing overall recommended funding options.

The subcommittee’s work has been guided by several key principles related to funding the Waterfront
Improvement Program:

e The Waterfront Improvement Program -- which includes both the Elliott Bay Seawall Project
and Waterfront Seattle -- should be funded by a combination of sources, which can be broken
down into three main categories of funding: public sources, private property owners, and private
philanthropy.

o  Waterfront Seattle should be envisioned as a single project, executed over the next seven or eight
years and funded by a variety of sources that become available to support the construction of
project elements sequenced in a logical and cost effective manner. Funding sources are “fungible,”
meaning they are not specifically dedicated to particular components of the project.

Based on these principles and our work program, we have developed a set of recommendations for moving
forward with financing and partnerships.

SUBCOMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS
In no particular priority, we recommend the following:

1. The City should adopt the funding plan shown in the attached documents. We recommend that
the City adopt a funding plan that provides sufficient resources needed to achieve great design,
leverages public and private resources, and is prudent and realistic to achieve. Our proposed
funding plan does so. Further work by the City, its partners, consultant team and the Central
Waterfront Committee is needed to secure the funding sources we have identified.

2. The City’s funding plan should be set up to leverage public and private funding opportunities.
The funding plan should not be considered fixed. It is in its first iteration, and will need to evolve
and adapt as the design progresses, cost estimates are refined, and the availability of funding
increases or decreases. It will need to be flexible and opportunistic, with the City pursuing projects
with its public and private partners as funding opportunities materialize.

3. The City’s funding plan should be purposefully and thoughtfully sequenced. Funding for the
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most basic elements, such as seawall replacement, pier reconstruction and transportation
infrastructure, should come first. This approach coincides with the order in which project elements
must be undertaken because basic infrastructure needs to be in place in order for the public realm
improvements to be completed. The plan and sequencing also were informed by the results of
public opinion research conducted by the City’s partners.

4. Private property owners who benefit from the improvements should step up before the public
is asked for additional funding. A Local Improvement District (LID) will provide the mechanism
for property owners who realize direct benefits from the waterfront improvements, to contribute
appropriately. At the urging of the Subcommittee, planning work in support of creation of the
LID is now underway. The funding plan and timeline is structured so that the LID is in place by
mid 2014, before the voters would be asked to approve a waterfront funding measure, which is
proposed to occur between 2014 and 2016.

5. The City’s General Fund should participate in the funding plan. The funding plan does not saddle
the City’s General Fund with an excessive burden that would take away from its ability to fund
other vital city services. However, limited General Funds will be needed during the course of the
project, in an amount to be determined. For example, the General Fund may be an appropriate
source of funds and/or advance funds for ongoing design, outreach and LID formation work, and
potentially to fill the gap for partially funded capital costs such as pier replacement.

6. Public funding sources should be confirmed or committed before philanthropic funding is raised.
Private philanthropy will play a significant role in funding the waterfront, as we have seen on peer
projects such as the High Line and Millennium Park. However, this funding source is commonly
one of the last pieces to materialize, because donors are reluctant to commit their own dollars
until they are certain that projects will be built and that a realistic, full funding plan is in place.

7. The City should confirm potential Federal (US Army Corps of Engineers) funding for the second
phase of the Seawall replacement. The Committee has continuing concerns about the City’s
efforts to obtain Federal funding commitments. The City should prioritize this issue and confirm
-- using all available avenues -- that expenditures on the initial phase of Seawall replacement will
count as the “local match” for any possible future Federal funding for the second and final phase
of the project.

8. Specific elements of the Framework Plan should be developed further. Certain promising
elements of the long-term vision, identified in the City’s Framework Plan, are not funded in
this funding plan. For various reasons they are on a longer timeframe. However, this does not
mean they should be discounted or ignored. Several future elements of the vision, including Pier
48, Belltown Balcony, Seawall Phase 2, and the northern promenade connection between Pier
62/63 and Myrtle Edwards Park and the adjacent Olympic Sculpture Park, should continue to
be developed into capital projects, which will require more work on issues of design, outreach,
costs, funding and schedule. In addition, the permanent replacement of surface parking lost due
to Viaduct removal and the mitigation of temporary traffic and parking impacts on waterfront
businesses during construction must be prioritized by the City and State and addressed in a timely
manner.

9. The City should strengthen and make specific its collaboration with key partners. The project
links several of Seattle’s key sites and institutions, including Pike Place Public Market, the Seattle
Aquarium, the Historic Piers and Colman Dock. These institutions are key partners with the project,
and close collaboration on issues of design, funding, schedule, programming, maintenance and
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10.

11.

operations should continue into the next phase of work. Work by the consultant team to identify
and delineate the roles and responsibilities of all partners, including those listed above and
WSDQOT, Port of Seattle, King County, etc., should continue and develop into specific work plans
with milestones. In addition, we support the City’s development of clear partnership agreements
(MOUs/MOAs) with Pike Place Public Market and the Seattle Aquarium, to guide the partnerships
going forward.

The Central Waterfront Committee’s work should continue into the next phases of the project.
The work of the Committee and the Finance & Partnerships Subcommittee is not done. The funding
plan we are presenting is in its first iteration, and will need to evolve and adapt as the design
progresses, cost estimates are refined, and the availability of funding increases or decreases. Our
subcommittee should continue to play a key role in advising the City on partnerships and funding
strategy — including helping the City and CWC’s Long Term Stewardship Subcommittee develop a
funding plan for long term operations and maintenance — as these changes inevitably occur.

The City and Central Waterfront Committee should support the Friends of the Waterfront. The
Committee will need to support and monitor the transition of some responsibilities to a new
Friends group, such as fundraising, advocacy and programming of the waterfront. We believe
the Friends group will complement the ongoing work of the Committee, and its work will not be
duplicative of the Committee’s work, each with its important but different roles and responsibilities

The attached documents are based on conceptual cost estimates performed by the City’s consultant
team and based on the Concept Design for the Core Projects Area.

e Attachment 1 summarizes these conceptual cost estimates.

e Attachment 2 presents a range of funding sources that can be used to fully fund the
Waterfront Improvement Program, demonstrating that more than 60% of funding
has either been secured or is pending before voters.

e Attachment 3 provides an illustrative distribution of funding options for the
Waterfront Improvement Program.

e Attachment 4 is a site plan showing the Concept Design for the Core Projects Area.
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Attachment B-1: Cost Estimate Summary
S millions

10

Project Component Cost Estimate
Seawall Replacement Phase | (S. Washington to Virginia) 300
New Surface Streets, Elevated Elliott Connection, Viaduct Demolition, and Battery 290
Street Tunnel Decommissioning.
Right-of-Way Acquisition 15
Improved East-West Connections 55
New Pedestrian Promenade 55
The Overlook Walk 150
Rebuild of Public Piers (62/63 and Union Street Pier) 85
New Parks and Open Space on Public Piers (62/63 and Union Street Pier) 35
City Share of General Public Elements for Pike Place Public Market PC-1 North Project 40
City Share of Seattle Aquarium Rehabilitation Project 45
TOTAL 1,070
1) Cost estimates include estimated construction costs, soft costs and escalation and
currently exclude utility costs. Cost estimates for PPM PC-1 North Project and Aquarium
Rehabilitation project represent the City share only. The PPM and Aquarium are responsible
for the remaining funding, including philanthropy.
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Attachment B-4: Core Projects Diagram (continued)
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Report of the Long Term Stewardship Subcommittee

INTRODUCTION

The Central Waterfront represents one of the most significant civic projects in Seattle’s 150 year history. Its
unique mix of significant public spaces in proximity to other private, public and institutional facilities — such
as the historic piers, Colman Dock, Seattle Aquarium and Pike Place Public Market — will require unique
solutions. Management, programming, advocacy, promotion, security and maintenance requirements will
dictate the need for strong partnerships between public and private entities.

The considerable public and private investment in — and expected use of — the Central Waterfront’s public
spaces will necessitate a higher standard of programming, operations and maintenance compared to most
public spaces within the City. Many of its public spaces will need to be extensively programmed to increase
the year-round activation of the Central Waterfront. Moreover, these signature spaces will be heavily used
by residents, office workers, visitors and the general public, creating steep public expectations for their
performance and maintenance. Meeting such expectations should be a priority for the City and entity
responsible for operations and maintenance.

The Long Term Stewardship Subcommittee is one of four subcommittees of the Central Waterfront
Committee. As part of our Committee’s Charter, we have been tasked to:

e “develop specific recommendations for providing stable, long-term funding for programming,
operations and maintenance of the public spaces and public improvements”

e “outline principles, standards and protocols for use and upkeep of such public assets”
SUBCOMMITTEE PROCESS

Over the course of the past two years, our subcommittee has researched peer projects across the country
and developed the attached Peer Public Space Project Analysis (Attachment C-1), which analyzes funding
sources and uses (for capital and operating) for 10 signature public spaces in the U.S. We completed
additional research and follow-up with the former Executive Director of the Hudson River Park Trust.

In addition, our subcommittee took a closer look at several local models for Maintenance & Operations
(M&O). As part of this process we heard from representatives of the following local institutions for best
practices and lessons learned:

e  Olympic Sculpture Park

e Seattle Center

e Seattle Parks and Recreation Department

e Pike Place Public Market

Based on the early work of the predecessor Central Waterfront Partnerships Committee (CWPC), our
subcommittee updated and reworked the attached Maintenance & Operations Matrix (Attachment C-2),
which includes funding sources, elements of success, options for providing maintenance and operations/
the partnership entity and examples.

Our subcommittee worked with Candace Damon of HR&A Advisors, a member of the consultant team with
extensive experience in developing funding strategies for parks and open space projects. HR&A presented
to our subcommittee on two occasions, first on “The Seattle Waterfront: Business Planning for a 21st
Century Park System” and second on “Preliminary Operating Funding Strategy.” The second report looked
at the range of O&M costs per acre for key signature parks in various cities. It provided a recommendation
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or projection for Seattle’s Central Waterfront, based on this range. HR&A also developed a framework for
how to approach O&M funding for the Central Waterfront, which included four categories of potential
sources:

Baseline public funding: The City’s fixed contribution, the key to leveraging other sources of funds;

New public revenues: The value the space creates for the surrounding area and the city, monetized
as new, dedicated public income streams that mature over time;

Earned income: New revenues generated by programming and retained by the entity governing
the space, such as concession, event, and onsite parking revenues;

Philanthropy: Donations from private individuals, foundations, and corporations that support
operations.

Applying local and national data from other open space projects, HR&A's preliminary assessment indicated
that there is sufficient funding capacity available in the categories above to meet the estimated O&M costs

for the Central Waterfront. Having the capacity is the first step; coming to agreement on the appropriate

mix will be the policy challenge. HR&A noted that meeting the funding challenge will require a complex
combination of several sources, taking into account the fact that funding sources mature at different rates.
In the short term, public funding will be critical.

SUBCOMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS

1.

Pursue consolidated, unified, non-profit management of the Central Waterfront’s parks and
open spaces. Having a third-party, non-profit entity managing the public spaces along the Central
Waterfront is the primary and most important recommendation of our subcommittee. These
public spaces are currently owned by the City of Seattle’s Department of Parks and Recreation
and Department of Transportation. The City should retain ownership of the public spaces, but
develop partnerships on a long-term basis with such a dedicated entity, as well as with existing
organizations on the waterfront and downtown, to perform a range of services, likely including
operations, maintenance, security and programming. This would provide a flexible approach to
maintaining new waterfront public spaces at a level that will support their use and enjoyment by
the public. It would provide higher levels of care due to the expected quality of finishes, levels of
use, and the extent of programming. It would make funding for the maintenance and operations
of the space less vulnerable to the cyclical nature of government tax revenues. In addition, we
would expect that unit O&M costs could be provided by an independent entity at a lower cost
than a local government, while providing a higher standard of care, service quality and visitor
experience. Finally, such a model would attract funds, e.g. philanthropy, that government would
likely have greater difficulty both attracting and segregating from the general fund for the benefit
of the Central Waterfront.

Pursue the potential funding sources identified in HR&A’s work and develop a realistic and
sustainable funding plan for O&M. We concur with HR&A’s general approach to O&M and
recommend that the City begin developing a funding plan that leverages public and private
sources, provides for a high standard of park operations, security, programming and maintenance,
and is prudent and realistic to achieve. We expect that the City will commit significant and ongoing
funding towards park O&M costs, but other sources beyond that critical baseline funding will be
needed to bridge the gap. The funding plan should result in an operating budget with sufficient
endowment to supplement O&M costs so the park doesn’t fall into disrepair. Further work by the
City, its partners and its consultant team (including HR&A) is needed to determine the appropriate
combination and distribution of O&M funding sources for the Central Waterfront.
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Integrate operations and maintenance considerations early in the design process. Experts in
parks operations, maintenance, programming and security should be brought on board as part
of the design team to make sure these factors are considered in the next phase of design. The
final design should incorporate their input and lessons learned from peer projects. This early
coordination will ensure that future O&M is as efficient and cost effective as possible. It also assures
higher standards of maintenance in the long term. We know that O&M costs can be significantly
reduced because of good design decisions, but only if O&M considerations are explicitly dealt with
early in the design process. For example, we must select durable materials that reduce the need
to repair and replace them over time.

Incorporate revenue generating opportunities into the project. Much of the project does not
easily lend itself to revenue generation, but the need to generate funds from retail, parking,
adjacent development, etc. should be kept in mind throughout the design and programming
of the Central Waterfront. We believe revenue generating opportunities will not only be key to
supporting operations, but will enhance public use and enjoyment of the new public spaces.
Similar to the case of O&M, opportunities to generate revenues should also be explicitly dealt
with early in the design process. This is especially important on the Central Waterfront project
because the ability to provide a higher standard of maintenance and programming is directly tied
to the amount of revenue generated by the public spaces and associated uses.

Ensure flexible approaches to vendor and donor partnerships. The standard approach to public
sector contracting could potentially hamper the ability to maintain and operate the signature
Central Waterfront spaces at the level of its peers, such as the Olympic Sculpture Park, High Line,
Millennium Park, etc. Examples of a more flexible approach could include:

e Allowing long-term leases;
e Allowing best value procurement for concessionaires;
e Allowing naming opportunities for elements of public spaces.

SUBCOMMITTEE MEMBERS
Carol Binder, co-chair

Bob Davidson, co-chair

Bob Donegan

Rollin Fatland

Gary Glant

Patrick Gordon

SUBCOMMITTEE ADVISORS
Kate Joncas
Derek Mason

ATTACHMENTS
Attachment C-1: Peer Public Space Project Analysis
Attachment C-2: Maintenance & Operations Matrix

Central Waterfront Committee
Strategic Plan

July 2012
Page 35



$99,] J9s() (S sueou0) (9

(310Us [[o] oanuoAI
o3eres unjred asneoaq) saej 10s() (S

S1I90U0))

(Wot$) 1usmumopuy ajealld (v | deaydn pue sourusjurew uspaes) aumng (¥

JNOTT$ -- SISy SurureN
‘siouo( arealiq -- Adoxyueryd (¥

UOT[IAR OISNAL YIBd WNTUUS[IA
‘KemaplLig S[OYIIN ‘Opeuauwold asey)
‘Q1yeat]], SLLIRH ‘9[A1SLI9d arenbg A913Lipm
‘111D 1B PUR ULy 99] 3 BZ8[d SUnqL],
MPIUWIODIA 191U S[IAD S, P[RUOTON
‘suoI[IARd UO[aXY ‘SaLId[[eD Suvog ‘eze[d
IRV ‘98pLig ueLSapad dd ‘Usapies)
QLI ‘UOIIAR] JOYZILIJ AB[ ‘UTRIUNO,]
uMox) ‘91en) pnop) ‘yuswduRyuUy
wsAg punog ‘eanyd[nog 1oodey ‘suoqqLr
pue sipI A1ya5 ‘syuswasordut yred aseg

(suonnqLjuod [eurruru) PINSI yIed (1

(Se$)
JusuIuwIo)) Juswumopuy — Adoaqueriyd (v douRURIUIRW [RISUSS 91[] JO ISOIN (¥

‘uoiu €1¢ "xouddp st )upd aY3 fo 1abpnq buyp.ado [pnuup [pjo] 3y ],

‘(Joot$) sjuawas.anquuia.

(34pd 2y} SUIDJUIDW OYM) *DUJ “YIDJ WNIUUIJJIA] SD ]]oM SD (N9°F'$) Sanuaaa.

p1uaL pup diys.osuods ym pauiquuod S1 Lopurpwa.L Y J, ouf fipay g fiq 1o0.3u00

uapun papiao.d suoyp.ado 21spq p.apmo] saob uoyu 9¢ fijaapuwiixosddp ‘qunowp 1py]

JO yuog wmuua)py fo bunuwp.abo.d pup suoyv.aado ayj jroddns 03 126pnq jpnuud uoy W
61¢ L19y3 Jo uoyu Sg°L¢$ Aaapunxo.ddp ajoaap fiay ], *sunffyy jpanin) Jo juawiindaq

(pasn a1om — JuadO[AAIP UMOIUMOD
azIpIsqns 03} pausisap punj paroddns

-XE} — PARIWIWOD 3I9M Spuny 1T, ul WSES
0S 1I0US [[9] oNUaAdI Sun{Ied :910N)

suoliaed uofexy jo uontod
A1) 51500 JuswIISeUR PUR UISO

0601y ay3 fo maraund ppouq ay1 uynm $a1) suoyp.ado yuvd 10f inpiqisuodsa. ay ], {(IN0Lz$) seSered Sunjied punoidopun | ‘uorfaed osnyy ‘Surdeospue] pue soysiuiy odeoy) aedq
*Aruadoud yupnd ay3 sumo oboowy) Jo i) WO} 9aNudAdI Aq payoeq spuoq A1) (T Ied ‘9INJONIIS JOAO-SSOID BIDIA ‘OSeren WINIUUI[IIAI
>t Y. 1, ] ol q payoeq spuoq At bl ! L1
(%0L) (NS t$ - WS €$ = unowre (IWozT$) preog wo)sAs Aemiren
(1goxd-103-10u) dury YSIH o913 JO spuaLi] (¥ [enuuy) s3s00 Sunerado Aep-o1-Ae( | uonelrodsuel], 0vJING — 1A0D) [P (T [eUOTIRU Y[} WIOIJ SUI] [TBI JO [BAOTUY
(Nee$) adeospuef yred
SI0jRASR (S911s 9911]] J& BAIE J0O[J [EUOHIPPY) | JO UOTONIISU0D pue qured peay Jo [eAOUIST
(9%0€) uonea1oey pue syjred AN (T PUE 9INJONIS JO 9OURUSIUIRT ‘AJLINIDG Juawdorpas( — suoneuo(q dealld (¥ | ‘Sugoordisjem pue d3eUIBIP MU DIOIDUOD
- - - (1oot$) SAN (1 pue [933s 0] sitedal ‘[eLIa}BUI 90BLINS A1) aox
“yund 211 S23D.02d0 PUD SWIDIUIDUWL UONDLIFY PUD SYIDT DAN (NO€T$) DAN (T | Sumsixe aa0ouIaI — SJUSMAA0IAWIT [RISUSL) MON ‘ouryStH
$90anog Surpuny sjudWId[Y 199f0ag $92anog Surpuny sjuaWIdY 193f0oag 19loag

SunexadQ

rende)

(suoissaau0) ‘sasea] ‘anuanay paute]) spund asudiaiul
SUOISSIWPY pue $334 Jasn  (
(s3y8ry Suiwen ‘suopeuoq / syio) Adoayiuejyd (v
syJewsey Jo syuet (
Suipung a24nos pajedipag (
spun4 |eJauap (931e15 Jo AlD) [eIUBWIUIBA0D  (

S9S) pue s32anog Surpuny
SIsA[euy 109f0ag aoedg J1qnd 1334
HEQRLIELN L b)) v

July 2012

Central Waterfront Committee

Strategic Plan

Page 36



(s103s0AU] SuIp[ing ALI9,J) SONUIASI 3sed] (9

Suipying L1194

019
‘031e) ‘9sINI) QUey [PLISNPU]/[RIISWUIO)
‘unjIed — soNUAAY 110J SNOLIBA

(IN64$ s1310g oy}
10} 398pnq Suneado [e10],) suonerado [V

(sjusurarour

xe)} A}10doad) Suroueury arnjonnseyuy
110{ ‘s109(o01g yuswdo(assq

‘spuog oanuaAdy ‘spuog ‘0H

3M paoueuy dre s1a9(o1d arning asay,

(urerd rende) 1104 SY3 UI poYHUSPI

Jet]} olspedrequuy a3 Suore syafoxd

/ siuawaaoxdul 81nINJ 818 2I9Y], :910N)
Surpying A119,

‘buppng A.ua,] pup

0.2PDOUDQUIT 2y SaIDL2d0 UOISSTUUIOY 110 Y] fiq Pau.L2a0b 00S10UD.LT UDS fO 110 YT,

(90an0s paau) puny yied umoiumo( (T
Surpuny ajealq -- Adoaypueiyd (¥

(AT 81$) INQIN (T

(N6°€$) suene) (1

(WS 18$) utupy AemySiy [e1epa (T
(INS°S$) xe1 saes Aq

PaInoss spuog / 0dsouRI UeS Jo A1) (T

syuataAoxduy o1 qng

odspuURI Uues
‘odapedrequuy

Are1qry onqng 310X MON

o} Surpnput “yred a3 Surepioq senaadold
[re seyerodioour — diysiaulred 19918 e
pue (qI9) s usweaordw] ssauisng (¢
uone1odio) UONBIOISNY YIed Juekig (9

(1eah/NL$ ~) suonerado [V

‘butuwnupaboad uaaa pup aoupuajuIDUL/SUODL2AO
Yund saboupwt ‘uoyvziuvb.io jford-uou ‘dpparid v ‘UOYD.L0.L0D UOYDUOISIY YIDJ JUDALG

NE$ -- s10u0(q 91eAL] -- Adoayueyg (¥

IN6'8$ -- uoeaIosy pue YIed DAN (T

UONBIOISY

A1) YI0X MIN
Sjred juelag

(q19) sexey

Aaodoad [eniowwod [ewads ‘syydur Jurureu
‘SONUAAII 9SBI[ ‘OnuaAal ogeres Sunjred

— pazAeue Sureq S90INOG Surpunj MaN
sjuaAy [e1oadg ‘Surpusa pooy (9

uonepuno, s8ejley ueruouly (¥

(VI

pue ‘01e1s ‘A03 [RI9P9) WO NGE T$ Jo Surpuny
[entur) souel[y pue[s] JoqieH uoisog (v
sanuadoag uoisog (v

‘INSS -

90IAISG IR [RUOTIRN - JUSWUIIA0S [RISPa (T
Suisreapuny (¥

(Burpuny Sunetado Jo ‘WES

10 ‘9408 10] o[qIsuodsay]) Surpuny 91e1g (T

Gurwrureadouad ‘@oueusjurewt ‘uonerodo

‘9% s1106pnq buypv.aado piog,

‘£Z00¢g Aiq Juawmopua 11Ul UD SD WOES$ PasiD.L fduDa.Lsuo) dY [, W3, JudwabouDp
uos.ad-9 v spy pup ouno) diys.appaT pup p.pog v fiq pasiapp st 1] “fimuoa.n
ay3 saboupwi 10y uoyvzIUDb.L0 J1fosd-uou ‘d1parid v St idupa.dsuo) Abmuad.d) YTy

Surpuny 91e1S pue [eI9pa]

UONPNIISUO)) [BIDUSD

uojsog
‘fOUBAIISUOD
AeMuddan)
Apauud)|
Pre1aszing asoy

$90anog Surpuny

sjuduId[Y 193f0ag

SunexadQ

S$90anog Surpuny

SJuUdUId[Y 192f0ag

rende)

19foag

July 2012

Central Waterfront Committee

Strategic Plan

Page 37



senuaAsy Sunjred

Pposea1dU] ‘sonadold PouUMQ-I9MOIYdIRAM
Aqreau wody anuaAdy ‘Adoaue(iyd

10 Sursterpuny ‘sdrgsiosuodg 10 SUISTIOAPY
Quowdo[eas( 91e1SH [B9Y [RIDISUILLOD
‘SUOISS0UO)) [RUONIPPY ‘SIUSAY ‘UOTIBAIIAI
Poseq-99, ‘(d1d) 10LusI( juswesorduy

yIed 1o (QId) PLIsIq JuswaAolduy

ssaulsng ‘s1omo] opuo)) :(SurzAeur
A[IUSLIND) SIOINOS SNUIAY [BLIUI0]
(Surpuny W+0

JO UOTIORIJ [[BUIS B 9 UBD AJUO) SUOISSIOU0)) (9
(‘poambax

aIe spunj N +( [BUOLIIPPR PUER SONUIIUOD
UOTONIISU0d Mau se saseyd ut padojaasp

9q [[M so11s Juswdorassp Sururewsy :910N)
*SuIp[Ing WNIUIOPUod

[enuepisal pa1dnooo ue “Yied 98pLrg uipoolrg
9UQ wo ST Surpuny N+ ‘Apuelm) (9

Suisnoy ‘suoneradQ yied

sassautsnq
I8 ‘SjuRINE]ISSY ‘SIU() [eNUIPISAY (9

‘G pue € s1d1d YIed
A119,] uoyng arrdury :S}USWS[L aIMINg

‘suoyv.aado

pup 2oupuduIDW bu06U0 01 SpUDba.L yNM JuLNS fjas 2q 01 pa.ainba. st yuvd Y],

(DO @re15/A1D 1od uonnqLIIuod WS9$

(‘uoyon.jsuod puv buiuuv)d 8101 Jo 1red) spuny A1) 10X MaN (T £L1)
2y 10f d)qisuodsa. os]p s,11) “y4pd ay3 fo uoyv.ado pub sdoupuIDWL LOf d]qQIsuodsa.t finua (NOW 21.1S/A1) 19d UOTINQLIIUOD SP[oY dS[YIk PUR SONI[I0B] | MIOX MIN “jIed
Joud-a0f-10u 2y S “YuDJ 26pLIg UAPIOOLG SD uMOUY ‘UOYD.L0dL0D YUDJ 2bpLIg Ufipjoosg NS8$ 18103 Jo 1red) 91818 YI0X MAN (T 3uneoq ‘epeuswold ‘g pue 1 s101d | ISprIg UAp[OOIg
(weiSoig
UONEBZI[BHASY JUOIJISIBAA [€007] - pUn,{ | UOMNE}S 110Jwod 19103 Surisodurod ‘Aresinu
(o8z1usotad 01109101 [BIUSWIUOIIAUY) SJURIY) (€ | 991} pUR ULIR] PIdS ‘19M0)} UOIIBAISSCO PIIg
[[BWS) AJATIOR [RIOISWUWOD PUE [RUONRAINNY (S | $1S00 SULIOIIUOW PUR SOURUSIUTRW [[JPUR] (mortts) 918D 9INSO[D
‘uononpoad sed aueypv|y (9 pue ainsop [[ypue] ‘suonerad yied | spunj (ANSJ) uoneirues jo 1,dod DAN (2 -1sod pue UOTIPNLIISUOD AINSO[D [[YPue]
sopeue[dss
‘240D Jt2d YOES-YSI$ 1D pajpwilisa ‘Sp[eY oNA[YIL ‘S[rex) aYig/pad ‘syred A1) YI0X MIN
auD s1500 buyp.aado pnuuy “y.vd ay3 SUIDJUIDWL PUD S21DL2d0 UODLIY PUD SYUDJ DAN JNOOTI$ -- DAN (T ‘SpuR[loMm ‘S1Sa10] ‘spue[ssels — T aseyd | “pred S[IDI Ysaig
(31S629$) yuead Suruuelq s8ua[ey)
Lrunwwo) / AnH pue (M5e8$)
cydmgsnid jo A1) (x doURULSIUIBW pUR SUONeISdO [RIOUID 11 9AOLL / 1Od — SueID [eI19pay (T [len} pue [rel — uoneriodsue) usals)
umoyumoq
orwreu£(J e 104 uSredwe)/isnig, ‘PAIg dusanbun(q 14 Jo apIs
eamyn) y3ingsnig oyl (¥ | SI9ALI o) SUO[E SOPISAI PUR ISALI 9} M
YUDJ Juo.Lftoary ay3 buipunfuy paajoaul S1 11 fi AD3JOUN S1 11 ‘U9AdMOL] “Quammopuy ZUuRH T BIIA (V| uoroduuod s A1 oy} paiedwo) ] aseyqd ySangsnig
*70L13S1( [P Ybunqsd ay1 ul paajoaul s1 11 So 42ujund D 9q 0] SWads ‘UoYDPZIUDL.LO0 | *ALIOYINY IoMAS Pue Ia1ep ySingsnid (1 Sjaed JUOIJIATY
S1up Jufouaduou v Isn. g ppanan) ybunqgsig ayJ, ¢y4vd ayg sapp.ado ybungsing fo in) ayJ, BIUBAASUUIJ JO Y3eamuowiuio)) (T {(JNS$) 28p1Iq [9A9] 1oMOT :] dseyd AuaySary
s$92anog Surpuny sjudwWId[Y 193f0oag $92anog Surpuny syudWIdY 193f0ag 19(oag

SunexadQ

renden

July 2012

Central Waterfront Committee

Strategic Plan

Page 38



Q101§ [PARI], S,[[PMOJ pUR _[eIIUd)
1LY, Aousge 10301 PN-I1L, ‘(VAOI)

NLT$
-- ([PUB[IOJ A[103J19, P3[[EO WY dinui
-1 ‘99 ® INOT-J Y] AI9AS 91810 0] doeds

Ieak/oobrsg (1 PpueIod Jo A1) UOTRIDOSSY J01ISIA U0S2IQ) PUBIOd | AqqO[ JoL21ul s 21enbg oy Jo UonRAOUSY
s[eyuay Jueay (S sdrgsiosuods s1e10d100 pue [enplAIpul AqQ
sdiysiosuodg (Vv 189K/3[006$ | pepunj 9%0S pue neaing YIed A1) oy} pue TS

U9y JuRua, (9

*ou] ‘oxenbg asnoyno) 19auolg

(Aouely ysuel]) IPN-LLL, £q popuny %05

-- uonjeaouas pue aredax aoeds IoL19IXY

*bunayaput 1of 2)qisuodsa. S1 dno.y) spuall ayJ,

*Sa1710130D .2Y]0 D L0f 2)qisuodsa. St Jfoud-uou 3y ], *(201112S pury-u1) swd)qosd

MOSL$ -- SYOLIq PaqLIDSUL

JO o[BS SB [[oM St surejunoj SunjuLp
pue aneayyydury — sjysu SutweN (¥
uonensmuIupy uoneyrodsuel],

SSBIAl UBQI[) — SJURIS [RISPIY] (€

Jofbwt sax1f pup saoia.as adpospuny] saprao.d Juauwigandaq syund in) ayg, An) ayi pup spuoq AIL (e puepaod ‘@xenbg
uoypzIuD b0 Jfoud-uou ay3 usamiaq diys.ouund D says1qDISa JUdWILBY JUdWALDUD uorsstuwo)) juswdo[eas( pueiod (2 IsnoyLmo)
fin) v yund An) ay3 sabopupw uoypziuvbuao Jfoud-uou v “oug ‘aupnbg asnoy1uno) Laauolg puepIod jo A1 (1 (IN8°9$) uonPNISuUo) [enIuy J99UOId
WPTT$ 210, — £6 1914 199118 piEF
weidorg -p6€ 19ang (1GE-6T VS I91d ‘wnuenisy
SAIM ‘AuroyIny 1od ‘OAN ‘SAN (T Pue 9snoyleog 9g I9lJ :SIUIWD[D ININg
(19[peN P[OLIa UBWSSaISUO)
'S 1) SYIeuwLIR? [RUOLSSaIU0) (€ sonuawy apeuedsy
(NEL$)
(s1ueIn) Yoo 1uswdoeas Arunurwo) {5100 STuUa,
- ANH SN :[e19pay) siue1) (€ | 9[empieog ainjeN ‘Uononnsuo) Se moid
D10 ‘ JUSWASINUINY, ‘SUOINGLIIUC) $1S00 SANIRIISIUTWIPY pue (WE'2$) unod DAN (¢ e SPISToTEM BOSRYD
‘SONUIASI SUD[IRJ ‘SONUAAAI 9SBYT (9 | [RIDULY) ‘Gouruaurew puk sweldoid yied (NS$) suoneudorddy 1,0d sn (€ Aemuodln)
(WN091$)
suoneridoiddy rende) A1) Y104 MaN (T A1)
‘WSI$ "xouddp a.p sasuadxa buyv.ado jpnuuy (No91$) MIOX MIN “Yred

“yund 2Yy3 sSuipJUIDWL pUD SaID.42d0 “UOYDZIUDB.LO J2f0.4d-UOU D ISTLL], YUDJ L2A1Y UOSPNE

suonerrdoiddy [ende) a1e1s 10X MaN (T

sjusuraAoIdul] [eIoUD)

JATY UOSpNH

$90anog Surpuny

sjudUId[Y 192f0ag

SuneradQ

$90anog Surpuny

SJUAUId[Y 192(01g

rende)

19floag

July 2012

Central Waterfront Committee

Strategic Plan

Page 39



ul papuno4 ‘3[11eaS UMOIUMO(J 10J
sisAjeue pue yo.ieasal ‘buiaylew
UOIIRUIISIP SB ||9M SB 'S9DIAIRS A1)
auljaseq puoAaq pue aA0qge SIIIAIDS
Ayjeydsoy pue asueuajuiew
sapiaodd 1eyl (YSQ) uoneossy
9]13e9S UMouMO( 404d-uou
3y Jo weuboud e si (QIN) PMISIA
juswanosdwi ueyjodoss N 3y L
Spa’uU NBO

03 SIUSWIHWWIOD WU} buo| e 1o
siouop Aq passaldxa uorredadxa
SSaippe 03} dueUSIUIRW

JO spJepueis 199w 03 paalbe

Syled ‘uoilepunod syied yum
pa1enobau syuswaalbe buipuny
3y3Jo ved sy —>ed uolun e
"Sied 9|11835 Jo

Jeyaq uo wnuenby ayy bunesado
Jojuawaaiby suonessdo

pue uswabeuely ‘asea e

Ay 3y3 Aq pare|ndiis se pais|dwod
A1apos wnuenby aj1ieas ay |

{V14) S21n35
OmIN apInoid 03 113sIg JusWaA0IdW|
ueyjodolis|A Yl Yim siaunied

"(393Je I 928|d MjId "9°1) Aj3dRa1p
saaAo|dwa aJ1y 10 S3J1AISS SdURUIIUIRW
91eAnd 104 10 1DeIIU0D JBYHT

"A¥D y3m jJuswsaibe adueusuiew

pue suonesado ue ybnouyi suonesado
pue 3dUBUIIUIRW }I3JIP SIPIAOIY

O%IA 104 spiepuels
193W 03 A1) y3m Juswaaibe ue sey

"swijeal

a1eAud pue s1qnd ay3 ul sadeds d1gnd
9y3 Jo uswabeuew pue uonessado
9y3 sso|weas pue a|qirdadiadwi e

[@e2E)
'ssaquin|d ‘siadedspue| ‘sueid1i1o9|9)
44e3s @dueUjUIeW S1eNnbape 31ed1pa(

awipy

4310 AY1|eYIA pUR 1SR19)UI UlRIUIeW
01 |lemaual pue sapeibdn pue
1uswade|dau yuanbaly aiow 1oy ueld

‘Auus diysisaupied sy pue (syed
'10@s) siaumo Auadoud ayy buowe
pa1eulpiood si jeyl uejd sdueusjuIRW
pue suoijesado ue 933|dwo)

‘burwwe.boud

4O JUSIX3 Y3 ‘9SN JO S|IAJ)
‘saysiuly Jo Ajenb paydadxa aya

01 3Np 24ed JO S|aN3| Jaybly apinoid

WI0J4 JUSWMOPUT 3DURUSIUIRIA|
sdiysiosuods/syybu buiwen

9NUDAII 93553 JO 94 pPue (9deds
1I92U0D pue JUIAS 'SIOpUIA
pooy ‘sjeyual seAes/axiq ‘a0
‘|le13.) SaNUBARI UOISSIIUOD

sanuaAal bupjied

(s4vumo
Auadoud uo juswissasse) y|g

JUOIHIDIBAN |BJIUDD) 03 90D
0% 3Jaym (ssoumo Apadoud)
PU3ISIg syied uejodoss

suoijesado pue sdueujulew
03 590D 94 U B BIaYM

(s4iaumo Apadoud) Ana syied

puny [esauab Ay

sa|dwex3

:Aau3 diysisupied
ay1 ‘OgIN buipinoad 104 suondo

$532dN6 JO suUsWd3

sa21nos buipung

*A11D 9y3 yum sadeds d1jqnd 1sow 1e papirod ueyy saybiy sie pue wouy JaIp 1yl Spasu 3dueudiulew pue buiessdo jussaud ||im Juoi1epn

[eJ3UD) 3Y3 ‘sadeds d1jgnd ay1 asn |im oym dijgnd [eiauab pue SIa3IoM 31440 ‘SIUBPISAI ‘SI0NUSIA JO Jdquunu Juedubls ay3 03 ang “pawwelboud

AjaAIsuadxa aq |1m sadeds s Jo Auely "sI9pea| JIAID pue [ejuswulanob buowe sadueljje aAI1RRID Se [|am se ‘sa1lud 1eAld pue dijgnd usamiaq

sdiysiaupied buoJis 104 paau ay3 91ePIP ||IM SJUSWRIINbAI dUBURIUIEW pue A34ndas ‘uoirowoud ‘Adedonpe ‘buluwesboud Juswabeuelp

'suoiIn|os anbiun auinbau |j1m sa13ij1oe4 [euoiinsul pue d1ignd ‘a3eand usyiro yum diysuoire|as pue Aywixoad aso|d ul sadeds dignd

1uedyubis buixiw ‘a1n1on.1s anbiun syy *A1o1siy JeaA 0ST 5,3)333S Ul s309[04d JIAID JURDIHIUBIS 1SOW BY] 4O BUO SIUDSDIADI JUOILIDIBAN [BIIUDD) BY L

suoijesadQ pue adueuajuiepy :233}WWO)-gns diyspiemals

1ZT-) aWyYdnY

July 2012

Central Waterfront Committee

Strategic Plan

Page 40



SEYNEREYEEEL D]
9591 4O ||e 30U 3Inq ‘SdurUSIUIRW
J13Y3 01 Pa1LDIPIP SJUSWMOPUD
aney dded wNIuud|iN

Ul SSIHUSWIE dY3 JO [BIINIG

‘abeseb buppied sdeds-oot't

e Aq 'Ajjedueuly pue Ajjedn1donais
‘papoddns si uoysog ui Bio”
Sed[eyIusAS[qUElIIOU MMM/[-d11Y
(11ed jeyauana

‘g ueuwnoN) aienbs 92140 1504
‘"ybnousjousiy

1ey3 3e3aAR)) "suoljeuop pue sjuelb
‘sdiysiosuods ‘sea) UOISSDIUOD
‘syual ybnouyy buluieisns

-}J|9s 3q 01 papuaiul A|913|dwod aue
suojyesado spjaed JaAIY uospnH
€5105 e DU

‘asenbg asnoyuno? Jsauold ‘Ayus
1uswabeuew syl Aq pajuswbne

sl 3ey3 ‘asenbg asnoyunod

Jasuold 4o ddueuIUIRW

loj bulpuny |enuue auljaseq
sopinoud puejuod jo A1) sy
BIoDOAUNTRd[EIIUSY MAM]]-0Y
"9NUIAII JUBWISIAUL Bulsiespuny
sy ybnouyy 196pnq |enuue uolfjiw
Sz$ spued [e41Ud) 4O 9458 sapinoad
Aoueasasuo) dued [eaua) 8yl
umolumoq

ul eale 320|q aJenbs Szz e s1aA0d
pue saipadoud uo syuawissasse xey
ybnouayy padueuly st giA Y3 ‘666t

"e2JB JUOILIDIB M
|e43uad Y3 ul (9be.ols/sdoys/sad144o)
S9I}[19B4 9dUBUIIUIRW BPINOId

suoneziuebip
,40 SpuUaLI{, /SI931UN|OA

sapuabe
Jayzo yum sdiysisuped

(11-411) Juswdojaasp
a2.Nnin} mQMu Y3 S=924Nn0S aaning

Buisiespuny a3eald

Adouayyueyd

sa|dwex3

:Au3 diysisuped
3yl ‘08N buipiroud 1oy suondo

$5933N§ JO sjuawad|]

s921nos buipuny

July 2012

Central Waterfront Committee

Strategic Plan

Page 41



APPENDICES

“Seattle lucked out on a lot of
things, the most important

of which was her geographic
location on the center of

the Sound.”

- Bill Speidel




Appendix A: Glossary of Terms

Central Waterfront Committee: The Central Waterfront Committee (CWC) was created in 2011 by Seattle
City Council Resolution 31264 and is made up of a wide range of volunteer community representatives and
leaders. It is the successor to the Central Waterfront Partnerships Committee (CWPC), created in 2009 by
Seattle City Council Ordinance 123142. The CWC provides broad oversight of the project design, financing,
public engagement, and long-term operations and maintenance. The CWC has an Executive Committee
and four Subcommittees: Design Oversight; Finance & Partnerships; Long Term Stewardship; Outreach &
Public Engagement. http://waterfrontseattle.org/Waterfront_Committee

Central Waterfront Stakeholders Group: The Central Waterfront Stakeholders Group is comprised of
direct stakeholders including property and business owners, residents, employees, advocacy groups and
other user groups. The group provides direct feedback to the City and consultants as the Elliott Bay Seawall
Project and Waterfront Seattle designs are developed.
http://waterfrontseattle.org/Committee/Stakeholders_Group

Waterfront Improvement Program: The City of Seattle’s integrated program for all improvements related
to Seattle’s Central Waterfront, including the following projects:

Elliott Bay Seawall Project: The Elliott Bay Seawall Project (EBSP) -- led by the Seattle Department
of Transportation (SDOT) -- will replace the existing seawall along the Central Waterfront with a
structure that meets current safety and design standards.
http://www.seattle.gov/transportation/seawall.htm

Phase 1 includes the portion of seawall from S. Washington Street to Virginia Street.
Phase 2 includes the portion of seawall from Virginia Street to Broad Street.

Waterfront Seattle: Waterfront Seattle -- a civic partnership led by the Seattle Department of
Transportation (SDOT), Department of Planning and Development (DPD) and Department of
Parks and Recreation (Parks) -- is a large-scale design and public outreach process for a range
of improvements to the Central Waterfront, covering 26 city blocks from S. King Street to Broad
Street. http://waterfrontseattle.org

The Waterfront Seattle design includes three main elements:

Concept Design for Core Projects Area: The Concept Design presents preliminary planning
and design work for the Core Projects Area, which is the first step in improvements to the
Central Waterfront.

Framework Plan: The Framework Plan presents a broad, long-term vision for reconnecting
Seattle to Elliott Bay and the Central Waterfront. This vision is intended to be realized over
the coming decades.

Art Plan: The Art Plan develops an overall vision and program for presenting art on the
waterfront over time and engaging artists and the public in culturally reconnecting the
city to Elliott Bay.

Alaskan Way Viaduct Replacement Program -- SR 99 Tunnel Project: Led by the Washington State
Department of Transportation (WSDOT), the Central Waterfront section of the SR 99 Alaskan Way Viaduct

Central Waterfront Committee July 2012
Strategic Plan Page 43


http://waterfrontseattle.org/Waterfront_Committee
http://waterfrontseattle.org/Committee/Stakeholders_Group
http://www.seattle.gov/transportation/seawall.htm
http://waterfrontseattle.org

will be replaced with a bored tunnel beneath downtown Seattle. The tunnel will connect to the new SR 99
roadway south of downtown, and to Aurora Avenue in the north.
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/Projects/SR99/Tunnel/
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Appendix B: Guiding Principles

The Central Waterfront Committee developed the following Guiding Principles to capture the key civic
goals and objectives that should shape the creation of new public spaces on the Central Waterfront project.
They expand on established principles from existing city policies, and civic efforts. The City adopted the
Guiding Principles by Resolution 31264.

Create a waterfront for all.

The Central Waterfront should engage the entire city. It is a public asset and should remain focused on
public use and activities that attract people from all walks of life. It should be a place for locals and visitors
alike — a place where everything comes together and co-mingles effortlessly. The process for developing
a waterfront design should, in fact must, draw on the talents and dreams of the entire city. The resulting
public spaces and surrounding development will engage us through a range of activities throughout the
day and year.

Put the shoreline and innovative, sustainable design at the forefront.

To succeed, the waterfront must bring people to the water’s edge—allowing them to experience the water
itself and the unique geography and ecology of Elliott Bay. At the same time, we must take bold steps to
improve the natural shoreline ecology while also preserving and enhancing the maritime activities that
remain central to the Central Waterfront. The waterfront should, in its design, construction and operation,
reflect Seattle’s commitment to sustainability, innovation and responding to climate change

Reconnect the city to its waterfront.

The waterfront should provide a front door to the downtown neighborhoods and the City. It will build a
network of green connections and public spaces that connect visually and physically to the water, to vital
civic and commercial destinations, nearby neighborhoods and the larger fabric of downtown, city and
regional open spaces. This will require a phased approach that is implemented over a longer horizon, but
the full picture needs to be in view from the beginning.

Embrace and celebrate Seattle’s past, present and future.

The waterfront is a lens through which to understand Seattle’s past, present and future—from its rich
geologic and natural history and early Native American settlements, to the founding of the region’s
maritime and resource economy, to maritime, industrial, commercial and recreational activities today. .
The waterfront is and should continue to support these activities, to provide essential connections and
access to the waterfront and to surrounding neighborhoods. New waterfront public spaces should tell these
stories in ways that are authentic and bring them to life for people today and preserve these connections
into the future.

Improve Access and Mobility.

The waterfront is and will remain a crossroads. Waterfront users rely on safe and efficient access to the
piers both from water and land, thousands of commuters use Colman Dock each day, and Alaskan Way will
continue to provide an important connection for moving people and goods between the south and north of
downtown. At the same time, the waterfront will be an increasingly attractive place for walkers, bicyclists,
joggers, recreational boaters and others. The future waterfront should accommodate safe, comfortable
and efficient travel by pedestrians, bicyclists, vehicles and freight. The interactions among these many
parties must be designed carefully for safety, comfort, and efficiency for all.
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Create a bold vision that is adaptable over time.

The waterfront will come together over time, with many complex infrastructure and engineering projects
that must be completed before permanent public space improvements can be made. The vision developed
now should clearly define an overall framework for how the waterfront will take shape, what the key
elements will be, and define their essential character. At the same time, the vision must be flexible enough
to adapt as conditions inevitably change.

Develop consistent leadership—from concept to construction to operations.

To succeed, strong leadership is necessary from an independent body tasked with realizing the waterfront
vision. This leadership needs to be apolitical and start early—ensuring design excellence, rooting the process
in a broad and transparent public outreach, and based on the realities of maintaining and programming
the project once it is complete.
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Appendix C: List of Key Reference Documents

1. Waterfront Seattle Design Summary (July 2012)

Available at http://waterfrontseattle.org

2. Waterfront Seattle Framework Plan (July 2012)
Available from City by request.

3. Waterfront Seattle Concept Design (July 2012)
Available from City by request.

4. HR&A Preliminary Operating Strategy Summary (May 2012)
Available from City by request.

5. Central Waterfront Committee Public Engagement Strategy
Available from City by request.

6. Waterfront Seattle and Elliott Bay Seawall Project Integrated Public Engagement and Outreach
Approach and Appendix: Engaging a Diverse Audience, Including Traditionally Under-Represented
Communities

Available from City by request.
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Appendix D: Central Waterfront Committee Meetings

Below is a list of meetings held by the Central Waterfront Committee and its subcommittees between
2010 and 2012. Meeting minutes can be found at http://waterfrontseattle.org/Waterfront Committee/

Full Committee

e April 19, 2012

e December?5, 2011
e July 21,2011

e April12,2011

e January 27,2011

Executive Committee

e June 20,2012

e May 10, 2012

e April 12,2012

e February9, 2012

e January 12,2012

e December 8§, 2011
e November 10, 2011
e QOctober 20, 2011

e September 8, 2011
e July 27,2011

e July21,2011

e June9, 2011

e May12,2011

e April 12,2011

e March 10, 2011

e February 10, 2011
e January 10, 2011

e December 15, 2010
e December 22,2010

Design Oversight Subcommittee
e June 14, 2012

e May 24,2012

e April 19,2012

e April 12,2012

e March 22, 2012

e March1, 2012

February 9, 2012
January 26, 2012
January 12, 2012
December 15, 2011
December 1, 2011
November 17, 2011
November 3, 2011
September 22, 2011
July 27, 2011

June 16, 2011

April 28, 2011
March 23, 2011
March 17, 2011
March 1, 2011
January 10, 2011

Outreach & Public Engagement Subcommittee

June 22,2012
April 27, 2012
March 23, 2012
February 24, 2012
January 13, 2012
December 9, 2012
November 18, 2012
October 14, 2012
September 9, 2012
August 12, 2012
June 10, 2011

May 13, 2011

April 8, 2011

April 1, 2011
March 11, 2011
February 11, 2011
January 14, 2011
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Finance & Partnerships Subcommittee
e March 27, 2012

e March 13, 2012

e January 10, 2012

e December 21, 2011
e November 8, 2011
e September 13, 2011
e August 16,2011

e July12,2011

e March 22,2011

e February 22, 2011

e February 8, 2011

e March 18, 2010

e February 25, 2010

Finance & Partnerships, Design Oversight
Subcommittee—Joint Meeting

e January 24, 2012

Long Term Stewardship Subcommittee
e March 12, 2012

e January9, 2012

e November 14, 2011

e QOctober 10, 2011

e September 27, 2011

e July 11,2011

e April 11, 2011

e March7,2011

Finance & Partnerships, Long Term Stewardship
Subcommittee—Joint Meetings

e February 13, 2012
e February 7, 2012
e June 14, 2011

e May 10, 2011
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