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PREFACE

L}

Supervision of this project for the Washington State Highway Commis-
sion, Department of Highways, was the responsibility of the Assistant
Director, Planning, Research and State Aid. General direction was pro-
vided by Willa W. Mylroie, Research and Special Assignments Engineer.

Mr. Ray Dinsmore, Research Coordinator, and Mr. William R. Turner, Con-
sultant Liason Engineer, were administrative and technical coordinatoxs,
respectively.

L

At SRI the principal investigator and project manager was Jack E.
Van Zandt. Major contributors to the work were David A. Curry, Arnold J.
Katz, Dr. Gordon Thompson, Gordon F. Jensen, and Karen B. lLee.

Consultants to SRI were Redford Engineers, Civil Engineers, princi-
pally represented by B. Richal Smith; Eckbo, Dean, Austin & Williams,
Environmental Planners, principally represented by Timothy J. Downey;

and Wilson, Jones, Morton & Lynch, Attorneys at Law, represented by
Michael R. Nave.

The contents of this report reflect the views of the authors who
are responsible for the facts and the accuracy of the data presented
herein. The contents do not necessarily reflect the official views or _
policies of the State or the Federal Highway Administration. This report
does not constitute a standard, specification, or regulation.
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INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY

The purpose of this report is to presept the results of analyzing
seven case examples of Joint Development proposals. The analyses were
conducted during preparation of the ''Guidelines for Joint Development on
State Highway Transportation Ways." The examples are all located along
Interstate 5, the Seattle Freeway, within a zone bounded on the north and
south by N.E. 75th and Andover Streets, respectively, in the City of

Seattle.

Although much of the "Guideline" report's content was based on
literature search, technical and methodological research, and the ex-
pertise of the research team members, tne test case studies were instru-
mental in guiding certain Guideline features relative to (1) the develop-
ment of the evaluation procedure; (2) identification of critical criteria
towards determining JDP feasibility; (3) community goals establishment;
and (4) methods used for determining criteria compliance. In this
regard, the assistance provided and the time given by the Washington
State Department of Highway's staff, especially those in District 7, is

acknowledged and gratefully appreciated.

Method of Approach

The following procedure was utilized in conducting the test cases.

Preliminary Screening of WSDH Files

Early in the research study, cighty=-one Permit and Airspace Lease files

were thoroughly reviewed for the purpose of gaining an insight into the

potential for identifying appropriate case examples for further consideration.
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Approximately one-half of the file cases were readily discarded by
rcason of prior denial, postponement or withdrawal; inappropriateness;
or simply their "permit" oricentation. After further review and discussion
with highway staff, the forty remaining were then screcned down to about
eighteen candidates by reason that the others werc outside the test zone,
or that they represented only minor uses of small remnant parcels or

relatively narrow 'edge' strips within the highway right-of-way.

Field Examination of Potential Test Cases

In September of 1971, a field trip along I-5 was made by representa-
tives from Headquarters, District 7, and the SRI research team. Nine of

the eighteen potential sites were selected by the District for on-

site examination.

Final Test Casc Selection

After several additional field examinations by separate members of

the rcsearch team during the month of October, reexamination of file informa-

tion, and preliminary discussions with some of the cosponsors, the research
team finally selected the seven test cases described in this report. These
are as follows, together with the primary reason for their selection, and

in the order in which they are presented in this report:

e Ravenna Boulevard Tennis Courts--located in a residential area,
this case presented an example where a portion of an originally
planned JDP of larger size actually exists and accordingly

certain 'after-the-fact' information could be obtained.

e Northshore and Southshore View Point Parks--located under the
Lake Washington Ship Canal Bridge in combination industrial and
residential areas, this case raised the community-wide (if not
region-wide) question of natural resource preservation in an area

of diminishing resources (i.e., public water front access).
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e Park Plaza (including East Plaza Parking Facility)=-~located in the
CBD, this case offers an example of not only a significant JDP in
the Seattle area but also a milestone example nationwide of

'bridging' areas separated by an urban freeway.

e Cherry Street Ramp Parking Garage--located in a commercial/
governmental area of downtown Seattle, this case uniquely presents

the question of family relocation.

e Harborview Parking Garage and View Park--located in a combination
multi-residential and institutional (medical) use area, this case
clearly suggests the abandonment of the "highest and best' cconomic
use in preference to neighborhood and community values relative to

land use and visual amenity.

e Inter-Im Multipurpose Center--located on the commércial/high
density residential fringe south of the City's commercial district,
this case involves not only cosponsorship by a local group of the
éommunity, but also a chance to reestablish neighborhood relatidn-

ships severed by the construction of the freeway.

e Connecticut Street Interchange--~located in an industrial district
south of the CBD, this proposal for municipal employee parking and
Seattle Transit bus storage offers the only example where completion

of the highway element has yet to be constructed.

Observation, Interviews, and Investigation

Field work was then conducted on a more intensive basis of the selected
project proposals, consisting of further site observation (e.g., pedestrian
and vehicular traffic movements, existing physical advantages and constraints,
Scale limitations, etc.); interviews with potentially affected persons
(e.g., pedestrians, tenants, users, site neighbors, etc.), with cosponsors
and/or their professional consultants, and with staff and officials of pub-

lic groups serving in an approving capacity; and (when available) the
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review of design features and standards used or to be used in the

JD design through discussions with appropriate WSDH highway and non-
highway engineers and architects, While complete information was not
available on all seven JD proposals, cnough data were obtained either to
reach judgments concerning the desirability of each proposal or to identify

further study needs relative to the proposal.

This work was carried out by rcsearch team professionals skilled in
highway, structural, and traffic engineering, city and environmental plan-

ning,* urban economics, sociology, and psychology.

Report Structure

The first part of the next seven sections of this report is a general
discussion of the JD proposal, incorporating comments from SRI's socio~-
logical and cconomic field studies and conclusions regarding the proposal

and its alternatives. Following this in sequential order are:

~ Worksheet 1, JDP Proposal Identification Form

~ Worksheet 2, Basic Policy Analysis Summary

~ Worksheet 3, General Criteria Analysis Summary

- Worksheet 4, Comparative Display Chart (For the Ravenna
Boulevard Tennis Courts case where it was found appropriate
for use)

- Report of Eckbo, Dean, Austin & Williams/Jones & Jones (EDAW/JJ),
Seattle, Washington

-~ Report of Redford Engineers (RE), Bellevue, Washington

* Assisting Eckbo, Dcan, Austin & Williams in the field work was an

associated firm bascd in Seattle-~-Jones & Jones (then Grant Jones
Associates), Landscape Architects and Environmental Planners.
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Overall Summary of the Test Cases

Broadly speaking, the analysis supports the desirability of all JD
proposals reviewed with the exception that (1) the alternative to the
Ravenna Boulevard Tennis Courts of University of Washington student park-
ing deserves consideration; (2) conétruction of a parking garage at the
Cherry Street offramps (still in the talking stage) should be considered
in relation to alternative sites on vacant land and other possibilities
that may be of interest to the City of Seattle; (3) the alternative of
doing nothing about transit bus parking, or even extensive employee park-
ing, at the Connecticut Street Interchange should be considered as a means
of retaining some open space (i.e., an "air reservoir') in a growing in-

dustrial area.

Tables 1 and 2 provide a numerical summary of the results of rating
the seven JD proposals on Worksheets 2 and 3. Affirmative ratings were all
clustered in the 70 to 80 range on Worksheet 2 for all proposals except the
Cherry Street Ramp Parking Garage, which was only rated slightly over 50 per-
cent affirmative, due probably to its very tentative and undefined nature
at present. Interpretation of Worksheet 3 results is more complex because
the total number of applicable items varies more than in Worksheet 2.*

At least 62 percent (or approximately a 2/3-1/3 ratio) of the Worksheet 3
criteria were 'hdequately Met" for each JD proposal except the Cherry
Street Ramp Garage and the Connecticut Street Interchange; most of the
other criteria were rated ''Some Question Exists." Such questions are in-
dicative of the need for clarification or study of a particular issue, and
do not necessarily constitute ''Unfavorable Met' ratings. See introduction

to Guideline Section 5 for further explanation of this point.

* In particular, item 5.2.3, Site and Spillover Effects, was reduced to a
single general entry for most proposals but was shown in detail as 9
entries for the larger, more complex JD proposals,

5
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Table 1

WORKSHEET 2 SUMMARY
BASIC POLICY ANALYSIS

Percent
Yes No Affirmative
Ravenna Boulevard Tennis Courts 15 4 79
Northshore and Southshore View Point Parts 18 6 75
Park Plaza 17 5 77
Cherry Street Ramp Parking Garage 11 10 52-1/2
Harborview Garage and View Park 17 5 77
Inter-Im Multipurpose Center 17 4 81
Connecticut Street Interchange v 14 5 73-1/2
Table 2
WORKSHEET 3 SUMMARY
GENERAL CRITERIA ANALYSES
Percent
Some
Adequately Question Unfavorably
Met Exists Met
Ravenna Boulevard Tennis Courts 62 32 6
Northshore and Southshore View
Point Park 70 28 2
Park Plaza 65 31 4
Cherry Street Ramp Parking Garage 23 68 9
Harborview Garage and View Park 76 24 0
Inter-Im Multipurpose Center 62 38 0
Connecticut Street Interchange 52 41 7
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Conclusions for Joint Development Planning and Evaluation

The analysis also supports the following general conclusions

regarding JDP analysis procedures:

The need for combining the use of the worksheets provided in

the Guideline report as checklist summaries with narrative
statements (1) interpreting or expanding on the worksheets and
(2) reaching conclusions regarding the JD proposal and its
alternatives. Narrative statements and worksheets thus serve
complementary purposes in the analysis (as they also would if
the General Criteria Analysis is used in preparing environmental

impact statements).

The value of a centralized filing system for JDP proposals
containing maps, reports, correspondence, interdepartmental
memorandums and technical reviews, purchase/lease documents,

and all other information pertinent to each proposed project.

The value of receiving actual drawings (if only schematic) of
the proposed JDP from the cosponsor at the earliest feasible

time, especially prior to the completion of Worksheet 3, General

Criteria Analysis Summary.

The significant value of sight inspection and visual observation
of the land uses and activities that reflect the community needs
and views, human dyndmics, level of vitality, and other real-

life conditions that exist at and near the proposed JDP site.

That although most of the case examples yet to be approved and
implemented questioned the need for using the Comparative Dis-
play Chart (Worksheet 4) and the Extended Evaluation Form
(Worksheet 5), at least at this time, two conclusions appeared
clear--(1) Worksheet 4 serves, among other reasons cited in
the Guideline, as an excellent self-checking tool for the ana-
lyst prior to providing his recommendation concerning a JDP;
and (2) Worksheet 5 will have its greatest use when there is a

question of alternate JD proposals for, say, the same location.

7
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RAVENNA BOULEVARD TENNIS COURTS

Goeneral Discussion

The City of Scattle proposed construction of seven tennis courts
under the celevated frecway structurc atl this site, and a permit for the
purposc was issued in 1966, One tennis court has been built, but a city
bond proposal in which financing of the other courts was included was

defeated at the polls in 1970.

Observation of the installed tennis court reveals a relatively high
noise level from the freeway and constrasting areas of sunshine and
shade that can contribute fo the difficulty of seeing the ball. Inter-
views were also conducted with people in the surrounding neighborhood
regarding the court. Those interviewed were all white, mainly younger

people who lived in single family residences, reflecting the area surround-

ing the court.

According to those interviewed, the tennis court is frequently used
during the summer, so that players may be forced to take turns. The
users are young, mainly high school age. Some of the interviewees men-
tioned that they preferred to bicycle to other tennis courts nearby in-
stead because the JD court has a floor which is slippery in light rains,
is dirty at times, and consists of the ''old fashioned' floor. On the
other hand, others mentioned that this kind of a tennis court was espe-
cially advantageous since they played in the shadow without the sun in
their eyes. When questioned about the noise at the tennis court, everyone
stated that that was no problem or that none had complained to them about
it. Some were concerned about breathing fumes from motor vehicles, but

not to the extent that they would not use the tennis court. No one



secmed interested in having the tennis court enclosed, based on the
response that tennis is an outdoor sport; some, however, expressed inter-

cst in getting a new surface.

Alternatives and Conclusions

Some differing opinions have becn cxpressed on the feasibility of
this site for tennis courts (see EDAW/JJ remarks following Worksheet 1),
but on the whole and from the testimony of users and neighbors, this JD
proposal seems appropriate and the demand could probably usefully support
several more courts (with proper design treatment) if city financing were
available. Use of the area for enclosed storage is technically feasible
(see EDAW/JJ) but is probably not more attractive than tennis courts, and
there is no significant local parking demand in excess of supply. However,
the University of Washington (due to the loss of on—-campus parking) has
recently proposed a 336-stall student parking lot on the subject site, to
be served by a shuttle service to the University. This alternative has
been considered in Worksheet 4, in part for the purpose of illustrating
the use of the worksheet. Both alternatives are shown on a single worksheet,
because of the simplicity of this case and for convenience in comparing
ratings of the same character;stic for each alternative. Results of the
comparison are not conclusive in favor of one or the other alternative,
but the worksheet does display the relevant factors and illustrates the
desirability of the parking alternative if more tennis courts are not pro-
vided. The next step should be a mecting between City, University, and
Department of Highways representatives to explore questions such as what

other alternatives the City and University have and whether portions of each

proposal could be succcssfully accommodated at the site.



Worksheet 1

JDP PROPOSAL IDENTIFICATION FORM

Short Title RAVENNA BLVD., TENNIS COURTS JDP classification(s)P-1 |

Proposed Location RAVENNA BLVD. at N.E. 65th Street & 8th Ave., N.E.

Originated By City of Seattle Project No. 7-306
(Applicant or highway department's originator)

COSPONSORSHIP DEFINITE POSSIBLE AGENCY OR CONTACT
Federal ‘ () )
Other State ) )
Local (inc.special district) (\/ () Dept. of Parks & Recreation
Private ) )
Other ) | )
ACTIONS REQUIRED . (check as many as are believed to be applicable)
Planning (physical) coordination (J Airspace lease (\/f
Community interaction (V{' Franchised operator's agreement )
Design integration () Franchise agreement (utility) ()
Construction accommodation () Encroachment permit )
Maintenance or operating Surplus propérty sale ()
agrecment (W Development of other state
Land ‘acquisition coordination () properties (within highway
corridor) )

SPATIAL DESIGNATION (relation of joint clement to the highway facility)

Airspace () Groundspace (J Below=-ground ( ) Outside R/W ()

LAND TENURE CLASSIFICATION (joint element as related to highway right of way)

I  Within normal R/W (W II1 On expanded R/W ()
II On Excess property () IV On adjacent public property ()
V On adjacent private property )

TIMING DISTINCTION

Permanent joint use (Vf Pre~highway construction ( ) Post construction (\/

Temporary joint use ( ) Concurrent construction ()

Sce reverse side for information noted for file purposes.

10



OTHER INFORMATION:

Estimated cost to highway department

- Sources: (1) Federal 3
(2) State highway fund $
(3) , $

Estimated cost to cosponsor(2)

Sources: (1) 3
(2) $
(3) $

Size of joint development project
Amount of highway land or airspace involved in JDP

If airspace, state ahy vertical limits to be' specified
[1f unlimited as to height, check here ( )]

Appraised value of State's portion of land or airspace
proposéd to be utilized by the proposed project.

OTHER COMMENTS:

3:2 (acres)

32 (acres)
(fu)

$ /%) oeo0 @

1) Based on a $1 per sguare foot estimate for comparable land values,

not a formal appraisal,

] : . . .

t
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Workshcet 2

BASIC POLICY ANALYSIS SUMMARY

Question No. and Key Words (Refer to

OB WwN e

-3

10
11
12
13
14
15
16

17
18
19
20

21
22
23
24

no ions

(conceptual)

CONCEPT
DEFINITION
JDP TYPE
FEDERAL POLICY
AUTHORITY

(operational)

TRAFFIC AND FUNCTION
HEALTH AND SAFETY
LIABILITY

(community oriented)

GOALS AND OBJECTIVES
LOCAL NEED

NEIGHBORHOOD COMPATIBILITY
LOCATION

ALTERNATE JD USES

LOCAL APPROVAL

LOCAL APPROVAL (if #14 is negative)
PUBLIC OPINION

(cosponsorship)

COSPONSOR AUTHORITY
COSPONSOR FINANCIAL CAPACITY
DEPARTMENT SPONSORSHIP
FUTURE COSPONSOR

(right-of-way)

ORIGINAL PURPOSE
PUBLIC USE

PROPERTY RESTRICTION
EXCESS PROPERTY

Project No, 7-306

e ———

Not

Total Affirmative (}$)

Total Negative

11

Yes No Applicable

v ()

W (1

v ()

WV () )

W ()

W ()

W )

W ()

v ()

() (v

W ()

() w»

() (VA

w» () ()

() ) (W

(v) ()

vV () ()

()

() () (%

()Y () %]

W () ()

() () (

W ()

L) O (o
(4



Worksheet 3

GENERAL CRITERIA ANALYSIS SUMMARY

JD Project No. 7-306 Completed by SRI Team

Subsection and Criterion Title

Rat;gg*

Date November 1971

Comments

5.1 PHYSICAL CONSIDERATIONS

5.1,1 Future Expansion and Obsolescence
Expansion options
Obsolescence compatibility

5.,1.2 Traffic and Accessibility

Traffic interference and capacity
Access need
Access spacing and control
Ramp capacity when access is direct
Peak=-traffic conflicts
Local street circulation patterns
Pedestrian conflicts

5.1.3 Safety and Health
Safety impairment
Air quality control
Noise levels and sound control
Vibration
Public health aspects

5.1.4 Structural
Lateral loads (seismic)
Highway vehicle impact
Subsurface load increases
Excavations and structural integrity
Highway structure attachments

Falling objects, spillage,
side=casting and snow-melt

5.1.5 Aesthetics
Physical scale
Visual amenity

Building appearance and siting

¥ Kcy to Ratings on page 2 of Worksheect
12

A

~NA

~A

NA

odlel

Vada

A

Active recreation

4
P
,

Lo

A

Vod

Vol

v~

Jadal

P
A

Check for lighting & rain
shield attachments

A

L4

NA




wWorksheet 3 (Continued)

Subsection and Criterion Title Rati&g_* Comments

5.1.6 Screening and Fencing

Visual screening Q Check landscaping in
regard to high chain-
link fences

Object retention or deflection
(accidental or intentional) _NA

Restraint fencing LA

5,1,7 Illumination

Driver safety NA

Surveillance and crime () Check need for lighting
1t " 1 "

Aesthetics (]

5.1.8 Signing

Demonstration of need VR None planned

Design and location NA or needed

$.1.9 Utilities

Location and installation (JD projects) MA

Appurtenances ancillary to JD Viaad

Attachment to JD structures Mg

5.1.10 Clearance

Minimums by cognizant authority

A
Special JD considerations [+ Hwy. structure may be

too Low (i.e., noise and
illumination problems)

5.1.11 Maintenance

Impairment to highway element A
Impairment to joint element A
Hazardous conditions A
5.1.,12 Construction
Construction coordination Vi ad
Labor relations ~vA
5.1.13 Fire and Associated Protection(explosion)
Protection of joint element 9’
Protection of highway element A
ey to Ratings: A = Criterion is adequately met .
Q = Some question exists as to whether the criterion is met
U = JD performance is unfavorable in relation to criterion
NA = Criterion not applicable to this project.

13



Worksheet 3 (Concluded)

Subsection and Criterion Title

Rating*

Comments

5.2 ECONOMIC CONSIDERATIONS
(e = e = e el . o

5.2.1

5.2.2

5.2.3

5.2.4
5.2.5

Evidence of Demand
Public uses
Private usecs
Alternative Sites, Uses, or Scales
Site
Use
Scale
Site and Spillover Effects

Local government costs and
tax revenues

Property value_changes
Employment

Employment versus unemployment
Personal and business income
Retail sales

Price quantity changes in low
income housing markets

Relocation of businesses
Disruption
Appraised Value Determination

Cosponsor's Financial Capability

5.3 LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS
P S e e e e e

5.3.1
5.3.2
5.3.3
5.3.4
5.3.5

5.4.1
5.4.2
5.4.3
5.4.4

Land Use and Neighborhood Compatibility
Qualification as "Public Use"
Anti~-diversion Amendment Prohibition
Tortious Liability

Sale or Lease Alternatives

5.4 SOCIAL CONSIDERATIONS
e SRR Al AL e e SRS

Community Needs
Neighborhood Social Conditions
Community Identity

Family Relocation
14

1S
seven likely to have'tg

Student parking shuttle

See 5.2.1

d(QOO|D

\

No significant effects

— - —

For 7 courts

Remote

Lease appropriate

O

May lack neighborhood

A

group response
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Worksheet 4
COMPARATIVE DISPLAY CHART

- An Array of Costs(-) and Benefits(+) Due to a Proposed JDP

JD Project No. /-306 Completed by SRI Team Date _February 1972
1. Tennis Courts (7)
2. University Parking Stalls (336) Incremental Effects
Quanti- Quali-
Type of Effect (By Interest Group) Costable fiable tative
A, HIGHWAY DEPARTMENT -':'l—: 2. L. 2.

(Initial costs and benefits)

Planning, surveys, engineering (-)

l

Land acquisition (-)

Construction (-) ’# 4 - 226,000
Costs to meet Worksheet 3 criteria(-):
Lighting ? .y -2
Shield between structures ? - (/)

Relocation payments (-)
Construction delays (=)
Sale of land (+)

Other:

Y
TOTAL INITIAL COSTABLE EFFECTS (NET) Yo - 226,000

(Annual costs and benefits)

Utility Service (~)

Maintenance (~ or +) ¥* -f)ooo #-;/i se0

Lease revenues (+) 4 o Yo 7

Community goodwill (~ or +) +2 +/
Other: — e —
TOTAL ANNUAL COSTABLE EFFECTS (NET) Alove o /eco

% Presumes maintenance would be responsibility of the City or the University of

Washington, respectively, 15
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Wbrksheet 4 (Continued)

Type of Effect (By Interest Group)

B. HIGHWAY USERS
(Annual costs and benefits)

Effects of any unfavorable
Worksheet 3 ratings (-)

Access to joint facility (+)

Other:

cC. JOINT ELEMENT USERS

(Annual costs and benefits relative to

other site locations outside the
highway corridor)

Effects of any unfavorable
Worksheet 3 ratings (-)

Probability of financing

Noise (- or +)

Air quality (- or +)
Convenience (+)
Economy (+)

Other: Shielded from sun

D. NEIGHBORHOOD
(Annual costs and benefits)

Effects of any unfavorable
Worksheet 3 ratings (-)

Buffer or connecting effects (+)

Other: Open Space and Aesthetics

16

Incremental Effects
Quanti- Quali-
Costable fiable tative
1, 2.

-2 +/

- o

0
+H_ +2

m—m e —— oo .t/
+1_-/
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Worksheet 4 (Concluded)

Incremental Effects

Type of Effect (By Interest Group) Costable

E, COMMUNITY
(Annual costs and benefits)

Effects of any unfavorable
Worksheet 3 ratings (-)

Local government costs (-)

Local tax revenues (+)

Increased property values (+)
Employment (+)

Net personal and business income(+)
Retail sales (+)

Relocation costs in excess of
relocation payments (=)

Other:

Quanti- Quali~-

fiable tative
1. 2.

e -1 _+7
o o

* o -~/

O ¥ o +/

4

Indicates most probable entry

Indicates less probable entry

(Blank) Indicates entry of low or zero probability

.JQ Estimated number of additional bus driver jobs.,
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‘ ’ RAVENNA BOULEVARD TENNIS COURTS

The spaces under the freeway along Ravenna Boulevard at NE 65th
-Strect and Oswego Place NE are not well suited to Tennis Courts.
The existing court lies beneath the northbound lanes of the frece-
way adjacent to NE 65th, with the parking extending under the
southbound lanes. The freeway is low at that point with closely
spaced columns, and a high noisc level. It would be extremely
difficult to play a game of tennis from the standpoint of noise
alone, as one could scarcely hear the ball hit the racket, or

be able to carry on any conversation. The existing court apparently

has some use by students from the nearby Roosevelt School. With
Woodland Park Courts quite close, it seems doubtful that persons
from the surrounding area (residential) would be likely to use
the Ravenna court to play tennis, when the Woodland Park courts
offer far more advantages. The parking space adjacent to the
tennis court is being used, possibly by the school or adjacent
church, although the school already has a parking lot under the
freeway next to the school playground.

The area under the freeway across NE 65th from the tennis court
caters to considerable pedestrian traffic generated from Roose-
velt School. It would seem advisable to develop the space under
the highway adjacent to the school as a pedestrian connector
between the residential area and school.

The area proposed for the tennis courts is better suited to
storage if enclosed and well landscaped on the exterior. With
the noise level being high at this point, it isn't well suited
to pedestrian reclated uses. Parking may be a possiblity, how-
ever, being adjacent to residential areas it is doubtful that
there is a need for extensive additional parking.

The best alternate use appears to be as enclosed storage, under
the freeway on the portion that fronts on NE 65th Street. By
leaving the columns exposed along the Ravenna Boulevard portion,
the driver on Ravenna will have somewhat the same feeling as was
originally produced by the trees that were removed to construct
the freeway. Additional trees still extend on down Ravenna Boule-
vard.

Eckbo, Dean, Austin & Williams
Jones & Jones
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- RAVENNA BOULEVARD TENNIS COURTS

TRAFFIC AND ACCESSIBILITY

Access for this joint development project site is entirely from the local
street system. Tennis courts do not attract a great deal of traffic,

so this joint development project would not cause congestion on the local
streets. At this point, only one court is developed, but the seven
ultimately planned would not cause congestion on the local streets. The

joint element is easily accessable to pedestrian traffic.

STRUCTURAL

The attachment of light and sound screening between the separate roadway
structures, as suggested in the following paragraphs, should be designed

in such a manner that the structural integrity of the overpass structures
is not affected. This screening should also be of strength suitable to
resist penetration of hub caps, etc., or rail elements which may be knocked

out due to a collision above.

SCREENING AND FENCING

Light and noise screening should be provided. The space between overpass
structures mentioned under illumination also allows a good deal of traffic
noise onto the tennis courts. Players have experienced difficulty hearing

the ball hit the court and the other player's racket. Some sort of screening
could help alleviate both of these problems. Such screening could be

placed between the highway overpass structures, and in so doing, could deflect

rain off of the court's surface, making it more of an all-weather tennis court.

ILLUMINAT ION

The joint element is not illuminated, which eliminates the possibility
of playing tennis at night. |f the area was illuminated, it would be
more desirable from a securlty standpoint, as a possible crime deterrent,

at least while it was lit.

REDFORD ENGINEERS 19
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The column spacing dictates an east-west orientation of the tennis court.

“This makes it difficult to play on in the evening when the sun is setting.

Daytime illumination of the tennis courts is rather poor. A light shaft
results because of the space between the separate overpass structures.
The player sees the ball only while it is in the light shaft, not on his
side of the light shaft or the opponents side of the light shaft.

SIGNING

There is no signing contemplated or required for this facility.

CLEARANCE

The existing tennis court is layed out in such a way that there is adequate
space between the highway overpass columns to effectively utilize the court.
The highway overpass structure is sufficiently high above ground to easily

accommodate tennis playing.

MAINTENANCE

The responsibility for maintenance of the joint element lies with the City.
Benefit does accrue, therefore, to the Department of Highways, as this area

would otherwise require maintenance by the State.

The facility is not very well maintained, possibly because is is not used

very much for the reasons mentioned previously. On the other hand, part of

the reason the court is not utilized may be because it is not well maintained.
Therefore, if playing conditions are improved from the standpoint of illumination

and noise control, better maintenance should be provided.

CONSTRUCTION

Since the joint element is to be built (expanded) beneath the existing highway

overpasses and the construction is minor in nature, no construction problems
exist. |f screening devices are installed between the overpass structures,

then coordination with the Department of Highways will be required.

20
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FIRE_AND ASSOCIATED PROTECTION (EXPLOSION)

The joint element and its use present no hazard to the highway. With the
exception of a catastrophic-event on the freeway above, no particular
hazard exists to the players below. The very low density of utilization to
be expected on a faclility such as this precludes the use of special safety

provisions.

SUMMARY

Apparently, this joint element is not being used because it was improperly
planned. Had there been provisions in the application process for adequate
planning for the joint element, one of two things might have happened. The
City might have been persuaded to properly plan the tennis court to make it
attractive to tennis players. If it was not possible to make the tennis court

attractive to tennis players, the City might have considered not proceeding
with the project.

Some sort of a light barrier placed between the overpass structures in the
open space above the existing court would not only solve the light shaft
problem but might eliminate some of the nolse and would keep the rain off
the players. |f the noise could be reduced and the court adequately

maintained, the court might then be attractive to tennis.players.
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NORTHSHORE AND SOUTHSHORE VIEW POINT PARKS

General Discussion

This JD proposal is by the City of Seattle, for construction at city
expense of two small parks under the Ship Canal Bridge (which is quite
high over the subject area) near the University of Washington and on the

ship canal shores.

The evaluation team visited the site and interviewed people in the
area. There seemed to be overwhelming agreement that the development of
parks in that area will do much to serve the community, increase recrea-
tional opportunities, and save access to the waterfront for the public.
The area is currently in use by students and workmen in the area and
development would go far to enhance the desirability of the sites, Resi-
dential and University of Washington student access to the Northshore Park
is reasonably good for an area with few sidewalks, but parking could be a
problem (see EDAW/JJ and RE statements for suggestions regarding parking,
illumination, and other matters). Provision of 32 parking spaces is now
being proposed across the street from the Northshore park by the Department

of Highways for both their use and potential park users.

Alternatives and Conclusions

Alternative private industrial or commercial uses similar to others
on the shores of Lake Union and the ship canal are conceivable, but would
further limit public access to the waterfront. Since such access is al-
ready severely limited, the proposed JDP seems highly desirable and should,
in our opinion, be approved. It could also be argued that even greater
access for the parks should be provided in the form of boat landings and/or
docks, but the traffic congestion and noise created by such uses would con-
flict with park use for the small sites involved. Either passive parks or
docks, but not both, are believed feasible, and it is our impression that

there is more demand at the present for park use as proposed.
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Workshect 1

JDP PROPOSAL IDENTIFICATION FORM

Northshore and Southshore

Short Title View Point Parks

P-2

———’

JDP classification(s)

———

Proposed Location

Lake Washington Ship Canal Bridge

Originated By City of Seattle

Project No, 7-1003

(Applicant or highway department's originator)

COSPONSORSHIP DEFINITE POSSIBLE AGENCY OR CONTACT
Federal ) )
Other State () )
Local (inc.special district) (v{ ) . Dept, of Pgrks and Recreagtion
Private ) )
Other () )

ACTIONS REQUIRED

Planning (physical) coordination (v}

Community interaction )
Design integration )
Construction accommodation ()

Maintenance or operating
agrecment (V)

Land ‘acquisition coordination ()

SPATIAL DESIGNATION

Airspace ) Groundspace (v}

LAND TENURE CLASSIFICATION (joint element

I  Within normal R/W W) 111
II  On Excess property (%] v
\'4

TIMING DISTINCTION

Permanent joint use (vJ Pre-highway construction ( )

Temporary joint use ( )

(check as many as are believed to be applicable)

Airspace lease (V‘

Franchised operator's agreement ()

Franchise agreement (utility) ()
Encroachment permit ()
Surplus property sale/lease (V)ﬁ“”’-""”

on,)r
Development of other state
properties (within highway

_corridor) )

(relation of joint element to the highway facility)

Below=ground ( ) Outside R/W (¥

as related to highway right of way)

On expanded R/W )
On adjacent public property VS
On adjacent private property ()

Post construction (v}

Concurrent construction ()

See reverse side for information noted for file purposes.
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OTHER INFORMATION:

Estimated cost to highway department

- Sources: (1) Federal $
(2) State highway fund $
(3) $

Estimated cost to cosponsor(2)

WO"“ 4‘:7.0
Cowts) 538,600

Sources: (1) $
(2) $
(3) ‘ $

Size of joint development project
Amount of highway land or airspace involved in JDP

If airspace, state any vertical limits to be specified
[1f unlimited as to height, check here ( )]

Appraised value of State's portion of land or airspace
proposed to be utilized by the proposed project.

OTHER COMMENTS :

/.é (acres)

/€6 (acres)
(ft)

)

¢
s 205,000

(1) Based on $550 per front foot of shoreline
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Worksheet 2

BASIC POLICY ANALYSIS SUMMARY

2

7-1003
Project No.
Question No. and Key Words (Refer to Not
i ti notations Yes No Applicable
(conceptual)
1 CONCEPT B )
2  DEFINITION W ()
3  JDP TYPE W ()
4  FEDERAL POLICY WM () ()
5  AUTHORITY W ()
(operational)
6  TRAFFIC AND FUNCTION Norbh 5 (A Seoth
7  HEALTH AND SAFETY () (v)
8  LIABILITY (v)
(community oriented)
9  GOALS AND OBJECTIVES : ™ ()
10  LOCAL NEED W ()
11  NEIGHBORHOOD COMPATIBILITY Suth (VW () Nerth
12 LOCATION . Sndh (V) (v Nowt\
13  ALTERNATE JD USES (v) ()
14  LOCAL APPROVAL vV () ()
15  LOCAL APPROVAL (if #14 is negative) () () (v
16  PUBLIC OPINION VM ()
(cosponsorship)
17  COSPONSOR AUTHORITY vV () ()
18  COSPONSOR FINANCIAL CAPACITY ()
19  DEPARTMENT SPONSORSHIP () ¢) ]
20 FUTURE COSPONSOR ) ) €
(right-of-way)
21 ORIGINAL PURPOSE w» () ()
22  PUBLIC USE )y () (v
23 PROPERTY RESTRICTION : South (V) (v) North *»
24  EXCESS PROPERTY v () ()
Total Affirmative(18)
Total Negative (6)

* Off right of way portion on easterly portion of Northshore View Point Park.
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Worksheet 3

GENERAL CRITERIA ANALYSIS SUMMARY

JD Project No, 7-1003 Completed by SRI Team Date Nov. 1971
Subsection and Criterion Title Rating* Comment s

5.1 PHYSICAL CONSIDERATIONS
L R
5.1.1 Future Expansion and Obsolescence

Expansion options

DD

Obsolescence compatibility

5.1.2 Traffic and Accessibility

Traffic interference and capacity O "Southshore''~-Local streets
Access need Aﬁq

Access spacing and control NA

Ramp capacity when access is dircct AR

Peak-traffic conflicts A

local street circulation patterms (¥} Southshore~Fuhrman & Fairvie

Ave ' s may be a problem

Pedestrian conflicts fq

5.1,3 Safety and Health

Safety impairmont

Air quality control

Noise levels and sound control

ORPPRA

Vibration
Public health aspects Vector control (rip-rap
AYED)
5.1,4 Structural
Lateral loads (seismic) NA
Highway vehicle impact NA
Subsurface load increases WA
Excavations and structural integrity NA
Highway structure attachments NA
Falling objects, spillage,
side-casting and snow=-melt 49 See 5.1.11, Maintenance

5.1.5 Aesthetics

Physical scale

D>

Visual amenity

Building appearance and siting dﬂﬂ

:?'Key to Ratings on page 2 of Worksheet
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Worksneet 3 (Continued)

Subsection and Criterion Title Ratigg_* Comments

5.1.6 Screening and Fencing

Visual screening Q Northshore Park
Object retention or deflection

(accidental or intentional) A
Restraint fencing @ Young children at water

dge
$5.1.7 Illumination edge

Driver safety NA

Surveillance and crime

© ©

Aesthetics Check plans

5.1.8 Signing

Demonstration of need ' A Not required

Design and location NA

5.1.9 Utilities

Location and installation (JD projects) WA

Appurtenances ancillary to JD NA

Attachment to JD structures NA

5.1.10 Clearance

Minimums by cognizant authority A

Special JD considerations A

5.1.11 Maintenance

Impairment to highway element Pairt spill; and storm

drain outfall Iine

Impairment to joint element

> DO

Hazardous conditions

5.1.12 Construction

Construction coordination NA
Labor relations NA
5.1.13 Fire and Associated Protection(explosion)
Protection of joint element A
Protection of highway element A
ey lo Ratings: A = Criterion 1S adequately met

Q = Some question exists as to whether the criterion is met
U = JD performance is unfavorable in relation to criterion
NA = Criterion not applicable to this project.
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Worksheet 3 (Concluded)

Subsection and Criterion Title

Rating™

Comments

5,2 ECONOMIC CONSIDERATIONS
Do e e e R R

5.2.1

5.2.2

5.2.3

5.2.4
5.2.5

Evidence of Demand
Public uses
Private uscs
Alternative Sites, Uses, or Scales
Site
Use
Scale
Site and Spillover Effects’

Local government costs and
tax revenues

Property valuc changes
Employment

Employment versus unemployment
Personal and business income
Retail sales

Price quantity changes in low
income housing markets

Relocation of businesses
Disruption
Appraised Value Determination

Cosponsor's Financial Capability

5.3 LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS

5.3.1
5.3.2
5.3.3
5.3.4
5.3.5

5.4.1
5.4.2
5.4.3
5.4.4

Land Use and Neighborhood Compatibility
Qualification as 'Public Use"
Anti~-diversion Amendment Prohibition
Tortious Liability

Sale or Lease Alternatives

5.4 SOCIAL CONSIDERATIONS
e R e e R =

Community Needs
Neighborhood Social Conditions
Community Identity

Family Relocation
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NORTHSHORE AND SOUTHSHORE VIEW POINT PARKS

The Northshore and Southshore parks would be pedestrian related
uses with no relationship to the freeway user. They lie beneath

the freeway at one of its highest points, consequently the spatial

proximity and noise factors are minimized. The proposed park
use (passive) is part of the overall park and view corridor sys-
tem outlined in the "Lake Union Preliminary Comprehensive Plan
and Action Program'". If this plan is implemented, the parks
would be connected to Myrtle Edwards Park, the South Park, and
strect-end corridors via a pedestrian and bicycle path. The
Northshore park would develop a presently unused space in an
arca of mixed waterfront usc. The Northshore Park's special
appeal is due to its particulary interesting view of the city.
This amenity is enhanced at night when the city's lights provide
a spectacular view. Investigation of a connector with the rail-
road line now used as a pedestrian path, and with the "mini-park"
being developed adjacent to Ivar's Salmon House might be made,
however, the Northshore park's main function will be as a view-
point.

The Southshore park is already used essentially as a park by
the adjacent residential area, and during the warmer months by
"luncheaters"., It offers an advantageous view of the boat
traffic and offers the amenities needed for a pleasant '"sitting
spot'. The adjacent yacht club and boat moorages have created
considerable parking congestion in the limited size lots off
the road. The proposed parking lot for Tyee Yacht Club would
relieve some of this congestion, and with proper landscaping
would not detract from the area. Much of Southshore Park's
value lies as part of the overall park and open space develop-
ment around Lake Union.

The connector with the minipark south of Eastlake and the South-
shore park is questionable in value. The referred to mini-park
is a small triangular section fronted by streets on three sides.
Its only use appears to be by pedestrians waiting for the bus
(there are busstops on both Eastlake Avenue East and Harvard
Avenue East), and occasionally as an overflow parking lot for
the taverns on Eastlake and Fuhrman. The only value in a con-
nector would be as an outgrowth of the pedestrian/bicycle path
around Lake Union - in which case a connector to Capitol Hill
via the mini-park may be advisable.

The Northshore and Southshore parks each optimize the amenities
of their respective sites. They are natural choices for the
sites (as is indicated by the existing "park function" of the
Southshore Park site) and it is doubtful that any alternate use
could utilize the site as well.

Eckbo, Dean, Austin & Williams
Jones & Jones
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NORTH SHORE AND SOUTH SHORE VIEWPOINT MINI-PARKS

TRAFFIC AND ACCESSIBILITY

Access from the highway element Is not a consideration for this joint
development project, since they are below the high level brldge.

According to plans prepared by the City, which are not too far along,

users may enter the south shore park from Eastlake via Alllson and Falrview.
or Fuhrman Avenue. The Alllson-Fairview route passes the proposed Tyee
Yacht Club's 6b-car lot and will provide access for that parking lot.

This arrangement might cause congestion at the Intersections with Eastlake
Avenue, except for the fact that there will be very few cars involved.
Presumably, some of the park users will arrive on foot and by bicycle from
the area around the University, although students from the University would

be more 1lkely to use the north shore park.

Access to the north shore park, also local in nature, has even less impact
on the surrounding traffic pattern than does the south shore park. This

Is for several reasons. First, the north shore park accommodates fewer
automobiles. Secondly, It has a greater attractlon for students and others
arriving by foot and bicycle because It is closer to the Unlversity area.
Last, NE Northlake Way, from which people enter this park, is not as heavily

traveled as Eastlake to the south.

STRUCTURAL

Due to the physical separation between the two elements of this probosal

and the nature of the joint element, there are no structural concerns that
affect the highway element.

REDFORD ENGINEERS
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SCREENING AND FENCING

Physical screening from the highway element is not anticipated for either

the north shore or south shore park.

Screening, as a part of the landscape design of the park, probably will be
and should be considered, particularly between the park site and the

industrial area to the east and west of the north shore park.

ILLUMINATION

There is no relationship between the highway illumination and illumination,
if any, for the parks. They do not detract from or complement each other.
The comments under ''Clearance'' regarding the extreme height of the bridge
structure over the parks are applicable here. The bridge structure detracts
very little from the natural daytime illumination of the park sites. The
bridge runs north and south so that the parks will be in the shade only

when the sun is directly overhead. This would probably be quite pleasant

on a hot summer day. On the other hand, the sites are not unpleasantly dark

as they would be under a similar structure 20 or 30 feet overhead.

The City's intention to illuminate the park is not clear at this time.

If they were to light the park, It would probably be for security purposes
only. Both parks are somewhat isolated -- the south shore parking being
considerably downhill from Eastlake and the north shore park on a low
volume street. Nighttime [llumination would certalnly be desirable

for securlity.

SIGNING

Signs on the highway directing motorists to these city parks are not

intended or required.
Signs on the local streets leading to either park site may or may not be

installed by the City. On one hand, they may be desirable to direct

motorists to the park sites. On the other hand, these are neighborhood
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type mini-parks and may only attract those users who already know where they
are. Park users arrlving by foot, and possibly by bicycle, can

probably be assumed to know where the park Is prlor to starting the trip.
For this reason, signs would be less warranted than for a similar park used
entirely by motorists and as such are not requlired.

CLEARANCE

Clearance considerations for both the north and south shore parks are somewhat
similar. The Lake Union Bridge, passing high overhead, gives one the feeling
of being out in the open as opposed to undercover. This provides excellent
separation visually from the highway element. Although protection from the
elements is not provided as it would be for a lower overpass structure, the

feeling of being out from under is most appropriate for a park.

MAINTENANCE

The City of Seattle will maintain both of these parks. This is a
positive effect to the State Highway Department because it relleves them

of the responsibility of malntaining these areas.

Maintenance by the State Highway Department of the bridge overhead may
present a problem to the park below. The bridge, being steel, requires
regular spray painting. During the process, paint falls on anything

below. The City will have to coordinate with the State malntenance crews

to keep people and vehicles out from under the bridge during painting
operations. As far as other Items are concerned, such as benches,

picnic tables, paving, and shrubbery, the City can either make them removable

or protect them during the painting operation.
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CONSTRUCTION

Since the freeway structure exists and the contemplated construction is
minor in nature, no particular construction problems exist with this

proposal.

FIRE AND ASSOCIATED PROTECTION (EXPLOS!ON)

Fire or explosion on the bridge would be contained on the bridge unless
of course, it destroyed the bridge. This makes the users of the park

extremely safe from other than catastrophic events on the bridge.

The type of fire normally associated with a park, that is, a burning
automobile or possibly a fire set by vandals, would have no effect on
the bridge structure. This is because the bridge is so very high above
the park grade. 1t is safe to say that neither element would be a fire

hazard to the other.

SUMMARY

The City of Seattle apparently has funds available from another governmental
agency to develop both of these parks. This should mean that development

will not be held up for lack of funds.

Regarding the north shore park, there is some question as to whether the
City can actually utilize that portion of Pasadena Place NE lying west

of its center line. Although this property is not within the highway
right-of-way, the Department of Highways should be assured that the joint
sponsor, in this case the City, will be able to develop all the land

within the project.

The two elements of this joint development project have little or no impact on
each other. The highway user traveling over the bridge structure high overhead
is not even aware of the park or any other activity below. The user of the park
is hardly aware of the structure high above his head except for the slight noise

from the traveled way above.
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The park designer will have practically as much freedom in his approach to
the design as he would were this site completely unrelated to the highway,

except for the presence of the two massive bridge columns at each park site.
A1l this emphasizes the ease with which space beneath overpass structures

can be developed, and the fact that the higher the structure the more the

area below resembles open space.
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PARK PLAZA

(Including East Plaza Parking Facility)

General Discussion

This JD proposal has three main elcments: the Park Place office build-

ing (including a 270-car garagc) on the west side of the freeway, con-
structed in part on excess freewauy right-of-way; é large pedestrian bridge
topped by a park over the freeway between University and Scneca Strects;
and a 585-gspace parking garage (East Plaza Parking Facility) on the east

side of the freeway, connected by the park to the west side.

The proposal has for some time been widely acclaimed in the press
for reconnecting Capitol Hill, an integral part of the City east of the
freeway at this point, to Seattle's CBD, in an aesthetic manner that pro-
vides an attractive park in the freeway airspace. To test public opinion
directly, we stationed an interviéwer on one of the streets now crossing
the freeway at this point with a picture of the model for the develobment.
People passing by werec asked what opinion they had of the model. Only one
out of six interviewees fclt thatliL was an undesirable plan, since he
wanted to have it all be a park rather than shared with a building. The
other five felt that it was a very good plan, generally confirming that
the area needed a park, especially since the residents in the apartments
on Capitol Hill were oldef people. Most interviewees believed that the

development would reduce freeway noise levels which would make the apart-

ments more desirable to live in,

Alternatives and Conclusions

We can conceive of no feasible alternative to the Park Plaza proposal
that would further improve its obvious appeal, although the EDAW/JJ and RE

statements do raisc some incidental design issues. The relatively modest
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capacity of the East Plaza Parking Facility in relation to its cost was
explored, but some difficult site and design problems have both limited
its capacity and increased its cost beyond original plans. This ié un-
fortunate, because the recent downtown parking study (by Victor O, Gray
and Company, for the Seattle Parking Commission) and prcliminary parking

planning for the city both support the need for morc parking of this typc

at the CBD fringes and near freeway on-and-off ramps.

In future joint developmentis of such a large scalc, il would probably
be helpful to hold public hearings, conduct more interviews, have a group
of profcssional people and community lcaders evaluate the proposals at an
early stagec, and observe similar developments to see how much they are
used. The planning for this development has been more informal, though
it is now monitored by the city's Design Commission and evidences extremely

imaginative design concepts and high standards of quality and safety.

A proposal had once been made for burying the entire section of I-5
through Central Scattlce., The enthusiasm which the present proposal en-
genders supports the desirability of considering such possibilities in

futurce freeway planning in urban core areas.
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Worksheet 1

JDP PROPOSAL IDENTIFICATION FORM

Short Title Park Plaza (i:i:?desEEas;.?I?za JDP classification(sftj;,f:f,_E:?
Proposed Location University Street, betwoen 6th and 9th Ave's.
Originated By R. C. Hedreen Project No. 7-633
(Applicant or highway department's originator) (& 7-1002)
COSPONSOHRSHIP DEFINITE POSSIBLE AGENCY OR CONTACT
Federal ) )
Other State ) )
Local (inc.special district) (vf ) Scattle Dept. of Parks & Rec,
Private (v‘ ) Hedreen (Seattlce First Nat.Bank
Other O ()
ACTIONS REQUIRED (check as many as are believed to be applicable)
Planning (physical) coordination (¥) Airspace lease (V)
Community interaction ‘ (Vv Franchised operator's agreement )
Design integration (v Franchise agreement (utility) )
Construction accommodation (V Encroachment permit ()
Maintenance or operating Surplus property -eede-/lease (V&
agreement v Development of other state
Land ‘acquisition coordination ) propertics (within highway
corridor) )

SPATIAL DESIGNATION (relation of joint element to the highway facility)

Airspace (v1 Groundspace (vf Below=-ground ( ) Outside R/W (€1
LAND TENURE CLASSIFICATION (joint element as related to highway right of way)

I  Within normal R/W (v/ II1 On expanded R/W ()
II On Excess property (Vv IV On adjacent public property (w
V On adjacent private property (w

TIMING DISTINCTION

Permanent joint use (vJ Pre~highway construction ( ) Post construction (e

Temporary joint use ( ) Concurrent construction )

See reverse side for information noted for file purposes.
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OTHER INFORMATION:

2.2"™
Estimated cost to highway department $ &
N Sources: (1) Federal $

(2) State highway fund $

(3) $
Estimated cos8t to cosponsor(2) $

Sources: (1) Private Financing $ (l)
(2) 25% local, 25% State,50% HUD $1,600,000 (Park portin)
(3) Councilmanic Bonds ' $3 §00,000
(East Plaza Parking Garage)
Size of joint development project ‘ (acres)
Amount of highway land or airspace involved in JDP (acres)
1f airspace, state any vertical limits to be specified ' (1re)
[If unlimited as to height, check here ( )]
Appraised value of State's portion of land or airspace (g)
proposed to be utilized by the proposed projoct. $ 983/M0-
7

OTHER COMMENTS:
(1) Includes $150,000 for 'Park’ portion

(2) For R/W land lease to Hedreen for part of Park Plaza Office building

site (appraised at $140,000; monthly rental based on 0.7% of this amount)
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Workshcet 2

BASIC POLICY ANALYSIS SUMMARY

Question No. and Key Words (Refer to

Project No., /-633

(& 7-1002)

Not
No Applicable

Section 4 for full guestion and notations) Yes
(conceptual)

1 CONCEPT (\/{

2 DEFINITION (v}

3  JDP'TYPE v

4 FEDERAL POLICY (v

5  AUTHORITY (€]

(operational)

6 TRAFFIC AND FUNCTION ()

7 HEALTH AND SAFETY (v

8 LIABILITY ()

(community oriented)

9  GOALS AND OBJECTIVES (v
10  LOCAL NEED Perle (Vv
11 NE IGHBORHOOD COMPATIBILITY (v)
12 LOCATION (v)
13 ALTERNATE JD USES (»)
14 LOCAL APPROVAL ) (v)
15  LOCAL APPROVAL (if #14 is negative) )
16 PUBLIC OPINION ()

(cosponsorship)
17 COSPONSOR AUTHORITY (v)
18  COSPONSOR FINANCIAL CAPACITY ofbives (v)
19 DEPARTMENT SPONSORSHIP ()
20 FUTURE COSPONSOR )
(right-of-way)
21  ORIGINAL PURPOSE (v
22 PUBLIC USE )
23 PROPERTY RESTRICTION (»w)

24

EXCESS PROPERTY

Total Affirmative(l?)

Total Negative
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Worksheet 3

GENERAL CRITERIA ANALYSIS SUMMARY

7-633

JD Project No. 7-1002 Completed by SRI Team

Date November 1971

Subsection and Criterion Title

Rating”

Comments

5.1
5.1.1

5.1.4

PHYSICAL CONSIDERATIONS

Future Expansion and Obsolescence

Expansion options

Obsolescence compatibility

5.1.2 Traific and Accessibility

Traffic interference and capacity
Access need

Access spacing and control

Ramp capacity when access is direct
Peak=traffic conflicts

Local street circulation patterns

Pedestrian conflicts

5.1,3 Safety and Health

Safety impairment

Air quality control

Noise levels and sound control
Vibration

Public health aspects

Structural

Lateral loads (seismic)

Highway vehicle impact

Subsurface load increases
Excavations and structural integrity
Highway structure attachments

Falling objects, spillage,
side-casting and snow-melt

5.1.5 Aesthetics

Physical scale

Visual amenity

Building appearance and siting

x

Key to Ratings on page 2 of Worksheet
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A
A

[

Local streets

NA

Need can be demonstrated
but physically impossible

Vadcd

A

i,e., 17 or 18 stories of

olllces

d©

Is waterfall in median an
"attractive nuisance'

Park element

DD DO S

DPRIDA
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Wworksheet 3 (Continued)

Subsceclion and Critcrion Title

Ratingf

Comments

5.1.6 Screening and Fencing
Visual screening

Object retention or deflection
(accidental or intentional)

Restraiht fencing
5.1.7 Illumination
Driver safety
Surveillance and crime
Aesthetics
5.1.8 Signing
Demonstration of need
Design and location
5.1.9 Utilities
Location and installation (JD projects)
Appurtenances ancillary to JD
Attachment to JD structures
5.1.10 Clearance
Minimums by cognizant authority
Special JD considerations
5.1.11 Maintenance
Impairment to highway element
Impairment to joint element
Hazardous conditions
5.1.12 Construction
Construction coordination
Labor relations
5.1.13 Fire and Associated Protection(explosion)
Protection of joint element

Protection of highway element

Over 9th Ave. only

NA
Considering its
A particular location
A
P Check final plans

Check signing for

©®

East Plaza‘garage

AMA

0 Check waterfall design

N

A

A ¥hen compared to existing
geometrics along I-5

A

Yaterfall vs, traffic
Yaterfall ip median

Work over traveled way
and in median

A

[

Fire fighting in "tunnel"

i

KRey to Ratings: A
Q
U
NA

1]

fl

H

Criterion is adequately met
Some question exists as to whether the criterion is met
JD performance is unfavorable in relation to criterion
Criterion not applicable to this project.
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Worksheet 3 (Concluded)

Subsection and Criterion Title

‘Rating”

Comments

5.2 ECONOMIC CONSIDERATIONS
- =0 e e e L e Ay

$5.2.1

5.2.4
5.2.5

Evidence of Demand
Public uses
Private uses
Alternative Sites, Uses, or Scales
Site
Use
Scale
Site and Spillover Effects

Local government costs and
tax revenues

Property value changes
Employment

‘Employment versus unemployment
Personal and business income
Retail sales

Price quantity changes in low
income housing markets

Relocation of businesses
Disruption
Appraised Value Determination

Cosponsor's Financial Capability

5.3 LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS

5.3.1

5.4.1

5.4.2

Land Use and Neighborhood Compatibility
Qualification as 'Public Use'
Anti-diversion Amendment Prohibition
Tortious Liability

Sale or Lease Alternatives

5.1 SOCIAL CONSIDERATIONS
S

Community Needs
Neighborhood Social Conditions
Community Identity

Family Relocation
40

SR

A
A
East Plaza garage 1is
[~ expensive in relation to
vehicle spaces
A
A
~
A
Vo
NA
»A
(4] But not considered serio
A
A
A
MA
/9 Pedestrian overcrossing
aspects
@
Q Relates to parking gara
portion of JDP
A
E? Minimal comgunity
NA




PARK PLAZA (INCLUDING EAST PLAZA PARKING FACILITY

The Park Plaza project has the greatest potential for changing
the freeway environment of any of the proposed joint uses. The
project will, however, create effects that, according to the SRI
criteria, are preferably avoided. The freeway crossing will
have a '"tunnel" effect of the frecway user, although the related
problems of lighting, fumes etc. should be workable if give
proper consideration. Also the proposed waterfall backed by a
glass wall visible to the northbound freeway user will undoubted-
ly have a distracting visual affect on the driver. Traveling

at 50 mph, the driver's cone of vision is about 50°, and his
foreground vision is at approximately 100 feet. Therefore,it

is possible that he would not see the waterfall until the last
moment - at which time he would divert his attention to catch

a pglimpse of it, creating a safety hazard. Tt is conceivable,
however, that the waterfall could serve in another capacity.
Since Seattle has a relatively small business district in propor-
tion to the size of the city with few landmarks visible from

the freeway, the city core is casily missed by the freeway user
who is unfamiliar with the area. As was previously mentioned, a
"sense of space'" or means of orientation is essential to the
frceway user, and it is possible that the waterfall could serve
in a 'landmark' capacity, compensating for the tunnel created

by the park, and for the limited view of the city.

In other words, the freeway park has the capability of creating
a totally new freeway environment for the city. TIts effects
would be felt in the downtown area, Capitol Hill, and the free-
way. As the waterfall could signify a landmark for the driver,
the park itself could create a new focal point or landmark for
the city.. By creating a place with its own visual amenities
and sounds, the park will provide a needed function as a pedes-
trian connector between Capitol Hill and the downtown business
arca. Pedestrian traffic will be generated from the parking
garage, Park Towers, and the surrounding apartments, hospitals,
clinics and related services. At present, the pedestrian has
the choice of only several overpasses, none of which arc oriented
to the pedestrian. The Capitol Hill area above the Park P’laza
project is comprised primarily of apartments, hospitals and
clinics which are plagued by the parking shortage in the area,
and would probably make use of the parking facility.

There are possibly alternate choices within the Park Plaza con-
cept itself, such as a different scheme of offices, parking or
apartments; but the basic concept of spanning the freeway with
a pedestrian connector is necessary to the proposal and a posi-
tive addition to the urban form and processes of the city.

Eckbo, Dean, Austin & Williams
Jones & Jones

41



PARK PLAZA (INCLUDING EAST PLAZA PARKING FACILITY)

TRAFFIC AND ACCESSIBILITY

The parking garage portion of this joint development has a qualitative
access need. A considerable number of the users of the parking garage
will probably be coming along |-5 from the north and south. Access to
the joint element would alleviate traffic congestion on adjacent streets
without seriously depreciating the level of service on the highway. This
assumes that the users of the parking garage would park somewhere else

1f the parking garage were not available. This '"'somewhere else' would

probably be in one of the many downtown parking garages already existing.

The parking garage should attract people who work in the downtown area.
This is because of the direct and rather pleasant walk from the parking
garage through the park and into the central business district. People
might be inclined to walk through a park when they would not be inclined
to walk the same distance over a bridge. Therefore, the conclusion might
be drawn that people would park in this parking garage east of the freeway
and walk Into town, whereas they might not park on the east side of the

freeway and walk over one of the overpass structures Into downtown.

The established design criteria for the particular functional classification
of the highway indicates that there is insufficient longitudinal space for
another access to the highway; therefore, no direct access will be provided.
Access to the parking garage will be from the city streets east of the highway.
This will still alleviate traffic congestion In the central business district
of Seattle west of the highway because vehicles destined for the garage will
get to the east side of the highway as quickly as possible after exiting from
the highway.
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The parking garage's impact on the surrounding city streets has been
Eonsidered in great depth. An Initial feasibility report by a private
consultant for the City of Seattle covered demand for.parking in the area,
ingress and egress to the site, and the garage's impact on the city street
network. There has been continuing review by all parties with reports
filed with the City; f.e., the Parking Commission and the Traffic Engineer.
The project has been reviewed twice by the Clty Council. This parking
garage is part of an overall study of downtown parking for the City of
Seattle. The conclusion is that the joint development project's impact

on the surrounding streets has been thoroughly investigated and Is

acceptable to the City of Seattle.

STRUCTURAL

The park structure is, as it should be, designed to lateral design loads

found in the Uniform Building Code.

The overpass structure and its supports are being designed so that the

supporting members wil] be immune to damage from vehicles.

The offlce building west of 1-5 was designed for greater earthquake
resistance than required by the Seattle Building Code. It approaches the
requirements of the Uniform Building Code which, being a more uniformly
accepted building code, might be considered more appropriate for jolint

element bulldings.

The park over the highway is designed to prevent people from dropping objects
onto the traveled way below. The view ports looking down on the frontage

road to the east, however, are not so protected, wlth only a bridge type
handrail. A brlidge type handrail is adequate to keep pedestrians from falling
down onto the roadway below; but in the case of view ports, they may not be
adequate because people may tend to loiter around them with the possibillity

of soft drink bottles, purses, glasses, and the like accidentally falling to
the traveled way below. The City should be encouraged to consider some

other type of protection.
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SCREENING AND FENCING

Screening along the edge of the overpass structure for the park has been
provided in the form of plantings. This is just an extension of the

park landscaping and is certainly in keeping with the character and use

of the park. It is presumed that a suitable positive restraint is to be
utilized in addition to the landscaping to prevent park users from falling

to the roadway below.

View ports in the park structure looking down on the 9th Avenue frontage
road are protected only by overpass type handrails. This frontage road,
while not a part of the highway system, should, nevertheless, be protected

against ltems such as falling bottles.

ILLUMINAT I ON

I1lumination for the joint elements; i.e., the parking structure and the
elevated park, has not been finalized. The parking garage is being designed
by a consulting architect, and the park is being designed by a landscape

architect. The Design Commission will review this portion of the project.

Although illumination of the joint elements can be assumed to be satisfactory
for those joint elements, the effect of the joint element's illumination

on the highway user should be considered. The landscape architect indicates
plans for planted screens along the edges of the overpass structure. These
plantings should tend to keep the park lighting from being distracting to

the motorists below. Even if the park lighting is visible to motorists,

it is questionable that it would be distracting. This is because the motorist
traveling through that section of highway has become accustomed to overpass
structures coming into view, high walls rising and falling on either side,

and city lights of all kinds.
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SIGNING

Current practice in the State of Washington dictates that this type of
development does not warrant a guide sign on a limited access facility.

The issue of whether a sign is warranted for this particular joint

development site is, of course, another question. It is this writer's

opinion that in some cases major generators do warrant guide signs on

the highway element. |If signing were warranted, the question of whether

a slgn can be located properly should be carefully considered. This particular
section of Interstate-5 is rather busy, and additional distractions should

be avoided if at all possible in this area. Therefore, from a practical
standpoint, it is considered undesirable to put a sign for a joint development

project at this location.

CLEARANCE

The joint elements of this facility are being designed to provide clearances
at least commensurate with those existing on this section of |-5. Due to the
abundance of walls, structures, ramps, etc., along this section of 1-5, the

proposed devalopment should not produce any particular uneasiness or startle
effect on the driver,

MAINTENANCE

With the exception of additional illumination maintenance, maintenance of

the highway is made no more difficult by the presence of the joint development.
On the other hand, the joint element cannot be considered a plus to the
highway, as far as maintenance is concerned, because the joint sponsor is

not maintaining any area that would otherwise have to be maintained by the

Department of Highways.
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Each of the joint elements will be maintained by its own sponsor. The

City of Seattle will maintain the parking garage and the park. The park

is part of the City park system and will be maintained as such. The owner

of the office building will maintain his building and pay for the maintenance
of the portion of the park on his property. This might be considered as a
plus for the City, because a portion of the office building owner's property

is an extension of the City park maintained by the City Park Department.

The only portion of the joint element which could conceivably create a
maintenance problem is the pump house for the waterfall between the north
and southbound lanes of the highway. This pump house is tentatively located
on grade in the median strip between lanes. Access for pump maintenance should

be from the park above to prevent the necessity of entrance at grade from
the roadway.

CONSTRUCTION

Construction of the park overpass structure, with |ts structural supports
and the waterfall's pump house in the hlghway median strip, will cause
inconvenience to the highway users. Construction scheduling and procedures
will have to be coordinated and contract specifications must be properly

set forth to minimize the interference with traffic during construction.

This test case, more than any other, presents an interesting study in the
allocation of additional costs of design and construction. These additional
costs are not always bbrne by the element incurring or benefiting by the
additional costs. Considering the entire complex, the office building is
private capital, the park and parking garage are City financed, and the

park support structure over the highway is financed with highway funds.

The park, with its supporting structure, is more expensive than the same
park without a supporting structure. The parking garage is more expensive
because of the park on its roof, due to additional structure, elevators,

ventilation, etc.
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Due to the park support structure, the immediate section of highway can be

considered to be unusually expensive. Yet, the complex as a whole will

provide a park vitually in the center of the city of a size that would

be unlikely to be achieved in any other way.

FIRE AND ASSOCIATED PROTECTION (EXPLOSION)

The park portion of this joint development project spanning over the highway
is the portion of the joint element which would be affected by or affect

the highway as far as potential fire and explosion are concerned. The
likelihood of fire or explosion of a magnitude that would be dangerous to
the highway or its users occurring on the park structure is remote. The
only combustible material within the park structure would be minor items,
such as benches and plantings. In addition to that, the overpass structure
forms a massive concrete shield between the park above and the highway below.
The only conceivable hazard to the highway would be the plantings along the
north and south edge of the park over the freeway. These plantings could
conceivably burn and drop small pleces of burning matter down onto the
highway below. This probiem could be alleviated by assuring that the
plantings recelve adequate water.

Fire or explosion on the highway of sufficient Intensity to endanger the
users of the park above would indeed be a catastrophic event. A fire on
the highway below, such as might be caused by a gasoline truck spilling

its contents and burning, would probably not endanger park users because
they would have sufficient time to leave the park. Such a fire is a

great hazard to the highway user, and a block long section of covered,
depressed highway would be a difficult place in which to fight a

fire, This same issue could be raised, and should be similarly considered,
for a tunnel. Access to the joint element for fire fighters would be from

surrounding city streets.
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SUMMARY

As of this point in time, sufficient information to obtain a lease agreement has
been received by the Department of Highways, although the park and parking

garage are still in the design phase. In this very common instance, one of the
co-sponsors is the local governing agency. The rather informal arrangement of the
Department of Highways giving an indication of probable acceptability based on

rather preliminary information from the joint sponsor has worked out quite well,

Funding for the various joint elements has been considered by their respective
sponsors. Federal funds will be used for the park support structure. Forward
Thrust bonds will provide money for the park. Councilmanic bonds will be issued to
provide funds for the garage. The office building is privately financed and is

near completion.

The park plaza joint development is an excellent example of what can be done to
create a more pleasant metropolitan environment by joint development through the

cooperation of the Department of Highways, the City, and a private sponsor.

The parking garage element, aside from its participation in the joint development
project, is an example of a necessary structure becoming a very desirable addition

to the community through its own joint development. Specifically, the joint develop-
ment of the parking garage element on the one hand and the view park on the other

hand is an excellent combination with or without the highway element.

The park portion of the joint development project over the highway appears

to be an excellent use of air rights. First of all, there just Isn't that
much land available in the central business district for parks. Secondly,

the air rights joint development In conjunction with the previously mentioned
combination of park and parking garage on the one hand and an offlce bullding
on the other hand creates an extremely large park area in the central business
district of Seattle. Otherwise undesirable effects of noise and fumes from
the highway element are somewhat overcome by the rather large area of the

park site. All things considered, this joint development project should be a
most worthwhile addition to the City of Seattle.
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CHERRY STREET RAMP
PARKING GARAGE

General Discussion

This proposal, still in a very prcliminary stage, is for a five-story
parking garage with a city park on the roof occupying an entire block and
extending in part over the Cherry Street freeway ramp. This ramp is now
used only by "Bluestreak" express buses under a demonstration program.

The block is presently occupied by two aging apartment buildings on private

land and a mini-park on land owned by the Department of Highways.

Because the apartment buildings would be replaced by the JD proposal,
research tcam members visited several apartments to explore why residents
were living there, for how long they had lived there, and how they liked
living there. There appear to be two major groupings of residents, about
equal in size. One group are long term residents~-white, elderly, and
not very mobile. The second are minorities--American Indians, Blacks, and

Filipinos~-who have generally moved to the area more recently and could

not find other housing.

The only residents interviewed were white; when the researcher rang
the doorbell or knocked on the door, the occupant would not open the door
about half the time, and therefore a more representative sample of the

residents could not be obtained.

Most of those interviewed stated that the primary reason for living
in these apartments was low rent ($65-$80 per month). They usually stated
that these apartments were the only places where they could afford to iive
and that it would be impossible for them to find another apartment at equal

monthly costs. Furthermore, several of those interviewed said they
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had originally picked these apartments because they had no personal trans-
portation nor money to pay for public transportation. Complaints were
made that some residents in the two buildings indulged in excessive drink-
ing and that fights often occurred. The interviewces stated that they
were not particularly happy to live in these apartments, but many gave the
impression of feeling attached to the apartments sincce they had always
lived there, including the raising of their families. According to . the
residents, very little social interaction occurs among the apartments'

residents mainly due to inability through old age or because of tenant

turnover.

Interviewing the apartment manager revealed an average annual turnover
rate of one hundred percent. Some apartment tenants however have not
changed in forty years while others have changed six times in one year,

The manager confirmed that many newcomers appeared to be alcoholics and
that fights occurred frequently., It was his opinion that there was no
interaction between members of different races and also supported the find-

ing that very little interaction occurred among members of the same race.

It is apparent that before action in regard to the proposed JDP is
taken a greater number of the residents in the apartments should be inter-
vicewed regarding their present status and what would likely happen to them
if they had to relocate. It would be desirable to use white, American
Indian, Black, and Filipino interviewers. If adequate substitute housing
and/or means for subsidizing the moves of at least the more permanent

residents cannot be found, the disbenefits of this joint development should

be given considerable weight,

Alternatives and Conclusions

This JD poses maﬁy interesting alternatives. In the direction of
larger scale, the cosponsor has suggested a possible pedestrian bridge and

park over the freeway, similar to the Park Plaza concept, However, this
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would require a higher structure than five stories, a considerably longer
freeway span, and reliable means for getting people from the top of the
structure to street level at all hours. Such problems are technically
surmountable, but only at considerable cost and with less obvious aes-

thetic appeal than Park Plaza.

In the direction of alternative sites, a question can be raised about
similar parking garage structurcs on vacant lols that are being used for
strecet level parking at present, of which several exist in the arca. None
would by themselves provide the scalc of parking contemplated, but necither
would they disrupt the apartment houses or create such a concentrated
traffic problem at peak hours. (Sce RE statement following the worksheets,)
Due to separate private ownership of such lots, there is no way the Depart-
ment of Highways can bring such an alternative about, but if sufficient
demand for parking exists, one would expect such premium city center sites
to be developed for that purpose. Of coufse, in the absence of a compre-~
hensive city parking plan and city policies to create or encourage creation
of parking in desired locations, other uses may well preempt the best park-
ing sites. (The recent downtown parking study does indicate a sizable long-
term parking deficit in the area that would be served by the JD proposal,
although it 1is probably too far from the CBD c¢ore to be much used for short-—

term parking relative to downtown retail shopping.)

Another alternative is the creation of a combined apartment and garage
structure, that could in theory lodge the type of rcsidents displaced from
the old abartment houses. (It is doubtful, however, that the same residents
could be accommodated duc to the time period between destruction of the
existing apartment houses and the construction of a new structure.) Such
a result would be impossible without federal housing subsidies, even though
possibly technically feasible. And the question should then be raised:

is this the best site in the area for such a structure?
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A final view that could sensibly be held is that in spite of the
hardships that will be created by removing the present apartment structurcs
it scems unlikely that these old buildings can survive for many morc years.
Hence, the best possible arrangement should be made for their replacement,

at such time as is mutually agreeable with their owner, the City, and the

Department of Highways.

There is not cnough information about the details of this proposal
or the impacts of various acceptable alternatives at the present time to
draw a firm conclusion. Rather, it seems best to involve the city staff
and public representatives, possibly including the Parking Commission and
Design Commission, to get a wider range of opinion on the neighborhood and

community merits of different alternatives,
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Worksheet 1

JDP PROPOSAL IDENTIFICATION FORM

» .

Short Titlc _Cherry St. Ramp Parking Garage JDP classification(s)B~6 P-2

-

Proposcd Location Btw. Cherry, Columbia, 5th and 6th Avenues

Originated By Mr. G. Mullins (originally Overlake Realty)rojoct No. 7-675

(Applicant or highway departmont's originator)

COSPONSORSHIP DEFINITE POSSIBLE AGENCY OR CONTACT
Federal ) )
Other State _ ) ()
Local (inc.special district) ( ) (yﬂ’ Dept. of Parks & Rec.
Private .1 () G. Mullins
Other ) ()
ACTIONS REQUIRED (check as many as are believed to be applicable)
Planning (physical) coordination (¢ Airspace lease (W
Community interaction v Franchised operator's agreement ()
Design integration v Franchise agreement (utility) ()
Construction accommodation (v Encroachment permit )
Maintenance or operating Surplus property sale /lease ]
agreement .('o Development of other state
Land ‘acquisition coordination «) properties (within highway
corridor) )

SPATIAL DESIGNATION (relation of joint element to the highway facility)

Airspace (V4 Groundspace (V] Below-ground ( ) Outside R/W (V)

LAND TENURE CLASSIFICATION (joint element as related to highway right of way)

1 Within normal R/W (V) III On expanded R/W ()
II On Excess property (v} IV On adjacent public property )
V On adjacent private property A

TIMING DISTINCTION

Permanent joint use (vf' Pre-=highway construction ( ) Post construction (vd/

Temporary joint use ( ) Concurrent construction ()

See recverse side for information noted for file purposes.
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OTHER INFORMATION:

Estimated cost to highway department $ O
- Sources: (1) Federal $
(2) State highway fund $
(3) $
Estimated cost to cosponsor(2) $
Sources: (1) $
(2) $
(3) $
Size of joint development project /o” (acres)
Amount of highway land or airspace involved in JDP //Z (acres)
I1f airspace, state any vertical limits to be specified (ft)

[If unlimited as to height, check here ( )]
Appraised value of State's portion of land or airspace ﬂ‘,"‘ ’6 )

proposed to be utilized by the proposed project. $ ZQQ. 000

OTHER COMMENTS:
(1) Land value estimated at $10 to $20 per square foot in this area

(more if a complete block is involved, and less if structural

problems or costs due to the freeway ramp are entailed); no formal

appraisal has been made as yet,
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Worksheet 2

BASIC POLICY ANALYSIS SUMMARY

Question No, and Koy Words (Relor to

Scclaen i Loe (ull guestion and _notptions)
(conceptual)
1 CONCEPT
2 DEFINITION
3 JDP TYPE
4 FEDERAL POLICY
5 AUTHORITY
(operational)
6 TRAFFIC AND FUNCTION
7 HEALTH AND SAFETY
8 LIABILITY
(communi ty oriented)
9 GOALS AND OBJECTIVES
10 LOCAL NEED
11 NE IGHBORHOOD COMPATIBILITY
12 LOCATION
13 ALTERNATE JD USES
14 LOCAL APPROVAL
15 LOCAL APPROVAL (if #14 18 negative)
16 PUBLIC OPINION
(cosponsorship)
17 COSPONSOR AUTHORITY
18 COSPONSOR FINANCIAL CAPACITY
19 DEPARTMENT SPONSORSHIP
20 FUTURE COSPONSOR
(right-of-way)
21 ORIGINAL PURPOSE
22 PUBLIC USE
23 PROPERTY RESTRICTION
24 EXCESS PROPERTY

Total Affirmative( )

Total Negative
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Project No, (~675
Not

Yo s No Applicable
(v )
v ()
(») ()
(] ) ()
(v ()
() (V)
(V) )
) (V)
) )
(S )
(w») )
) (»
) (»
) (V) )
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Worksheet 3

GENERAL CRITERIA ANALYSIS SUMMARY

_ JD Project No. 7-675

Completed by SRI Team

Date November 1971

Subsection and Criterion Title

Rat{gg' Comments

5.1 PHYSICAL CONSIDERATIONS

5.1,1 Future Expansion and Obsolescence
Expansion options
Obsolescence compatibility

5.1.2 Traffic and Accessibility

Traffic interference and capacity
Access need
Access spacing and control
Ramp capacity when access is direct
Peak-traffic conflicts
local street circulation patterns
Pedestrian conflicts

5.1.3 Safety and Health
Safety impairment
Air quality control
Noise levels and sound control'
Vibration
Public health aspects

5.1.,4 Structural
Lateral loads (seismic)
Highway vehicle impact
Subsurface load increases
Excavations and structural integrity
Highway structure attachments

Falling objects, spillage,
side=-casting and snow-melt

5.1.5 Aesthetics
Physical scale
Visual amenity

Building appcarance and siting

* Key to Ratings on page 2 of Worksheet
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A
A

(¥ lLocal street congestion

SE Check pgssigle use of
Cherry St. ramp
~A

GD Need peak-hour traffic

A/ﬁ analyses

@

@
A
A

NA
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Worksheet 3 (Continued)

Subsection and Critcrion Title Ratigg*

Comments

5.1.6 Screening and Fencing

Visual screening

Object retention or deflection
(accidental or intentional) ¢

Restraint fencing NA

5.1.7 Illumination

Driver safety

At ramp areas

Surveillance and crime

5.1.8 Signing

Demonstration of need

Parking structure, ramp
street conflicts

_@

’ @

Aesthetics A __Q
@

()

Design and location

5.1.9 Utilities

Location and installation (JD projects) NA

Appurtenances ancillary to JD g?

Attachment to JD structures AR

$5.1.10 Clearance

Minimums by cognizant authority

Special JD considerations

Ramp sight distances

5.1.11 Maintenance

Impairment to highway element

Hazardous conditions

5.1.12 Construction

@

Q@

[

Impairment to joint element 43
D

- @

Construction coordination

Over ramp areas

Labor relations NA

5.1.13 Fire and Associated Protection(explosion)

Protection of joint element &P

Protection of highway element QD

Key to Ratings: A
Q

Criterion is adequately met

I

U
NA

H

]

Some question exists as to whether the criterion is met
JD performance is unfavorable in relation to criterion
Criterion not applicable to this project,
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Worksheet 3 (Concluded)

Subsection and Criterion Title Ratiggf Comments
5.2 ECONOMIC CONSIDERATIONS
5.2.1 Evidence of Demand

Public uses A

Private uscs /V77

5.2.2 Alternative Sites, Uses, or Scales
Site
Use
Scale

5.2.3 Site and Spillover Effects

local government costs and
tax revenues

Property value changes
Employment

Employment versus unemployment
Personal and business income
Retail sales

Price quantity changes in low
income housing markets

Relocation of businesses
Disruption
5.2.4 Appraised Value Determination
5.2.5 Cosponsor's Financial Capability

5.3 LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS
mesne— —

5.3.1 Land Use and Neighborhood Compatibility
5.3.2 Qualification as 'Public Use'

5.3.3 Anti-diversion Amendment Prohibition
5.3.4 Tortious Liability

5.3.5 Sale or Leasec Alternatives

5.4 SOCIAL CONSIDERATIONS
S ———

5.4.1 Community Needs
5.4.2 Neighborhood Social Conditions
5.4.3 Community Identity

5.4.4 Family Relocation
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CHERRY STREET RAMP PARKING GARAGE

As yet, little has been accomplished on this proposal outside

“of conjecture. According to Gay Mullins, plans for the struc-

turc have not as yet been formalized. They have been awaiting
word as to the likelihood of such a structure being allowed.

The '"possible extension over T1-5" mentioned in the proposal ap-
pears unlikely. The structurc would have to reach a greater
height than five stories in order to cross the freeway with ade-
quate vertical clearance. A vicw park on the top level could be
a visually beneficial addition. Considerable parking facilities
are already available in the immediate area, however, a future
need for additional parking may exist. The municipal building
offers only limited visitor parking and could possibly utilize
additional space.

Ingress and egress to the proposed parking facility has not
been discussed in the proposal - congestion can be anticipated.
The three adjacent streets, Cherry, Colombia, and Fifth Avenue
all carry large traffic loads, plus the freeway tunnel ends on
Fifth Avenue which generates additional Blue Streak traffic.

Since the freeway tunnel is used for ingress and egress by the
Bluestreak buses, the site would serve better as a '"portal' to
the city by developing the transit function. The site should

optimize the uniqueness of the tunnel and Bluestreak use. Develop-

ment of a Bluestreak terminal by providing easy pedestrian access
and some sort of shelter would be a more advantageous use than
parking. Portions of the site might still be developed as a view
park.

Eckbo, Dcan, Austin & Williams
Jones & Jones

58



l sact of the

consideration
'_CESSIBILITY ats of

impact

GHERRY STREET RAMP PARKING GARAGE » afternoon.

d joint element parking garage is assumed to have five levels

!Based on the size of the garage, a qualitative highway access

hown. The geometric conditions that are extant on this doubtedly

'terstate-s preclude the inclusion of more ramps. More specifically, for
ed joint development project location a considerable grade d.
‘:xusts between the freeway lanes and the joint element. Therefore,

ss from the freeway, within reasonable economic bounds, is

this location. e parking

ore feasible
garage is well positioned to utilize existing ramps to and from

fth a minimum of trave! on city streets. Vehicles using the
ge traveling to and from either north or south need not go any

han Sixth Avenue. All the north-south travel of vehicles between
lnd the parking garage will be on Sixth and Seventh Avenues,
Iway frontage roads.

¢ with the
two reasons.

:s collapse

:+ portion

}lue Streak

3gussion assumes that ingress and egress for the parking garage will :ing the
'Avenue. This, however, creates a problem at five o'clock in the
the intersection of Sixth and Cherry Streets. Vehicles traveling
'Avenue encounter a stop sign'and must yield the right-of-way to s off ramp
‘herry Street. Cherry Street is presently overloaded during the loads on
|| Alternate methods of egress from the parking garage should be a1lowed
Egress onto Cherry Street eastbound for those vehicles desiring sment.
reeway southbound would require weaving across both lanes of
'n less than one block. Egress to Columbia Street westbound,
nd, would be a rather simple matter. Southbound freeway traffic
ie block south on Fifth Avenue, then a block east on Cherry Street, s should be
h on Sixth Avenue to the freeway. rk structure
a
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spectacular view, especially to the north and south, normal to the long
ins of the park. Therefore, solld landscaping, which would deter

people from dropping objects onto the roadway and provide a shield against
noise and air pollution from the roadway would also block the park users
view. The park designers should provide adequate shielding while preserving
the view. One method of allowing people a view to the north and south while
keeping them from dropping things onto the highway below would be a ledge

at the level of the soffit of the park bridge to catch falling objects.

Care must be taken to prevent pedestrian access to such a ledge; however,
such a system would not stop people from purposely throwing objects past

the screen down onto the highway below.

ILLUMINAT I ON

I1lumination plans for the joint element are unknown at this time. The
levels of Illumination necessary for a parking structure and a passive park
should not create any problem for the highway user. However, some care must
be taken with luminaire location near the edge of the park structure to

prevent excessive light-spill onto the roadways below.

The highway user approaching the Cherry Street area, particularly from the
south traveling on the elevated roadway, Is used to a broad, unobstructed
view ahead and to the sides. The appearance of this park bridge structure,
with its supporting columns qulte close to the traveled way, might be
disconcerting. {llumination of the supporting elements of the park bridge
should afford security to the driver. The structure would certainly draw
the motorist's attention, being a one block wide bridge structure above an

already elevated roadway.

SIGNING

Signs on the highway directing motorists to this jolint development project are
not warranted. This particular joint development is not a major generator of

traffic, and as such, a need for signing is questionable. Secondly, the entire
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_section of the freeway through the downtown area can be classified as an

interchange, and in the particular area of this site, many physical A
features abound which create distractions for a motorist. The location of
guide signs on the freeway to thls particular jolnt development would

create undue proliferation of signs In the area and as such is not desirable.
It is not anticipated that signing on the city streets would be required.

Normal garage entrance identificatlion should be adequate.

CLEARANCE

The location of the view park structure on top of the parking garage and
extending over the highway has not yet been determined. At such time as

it is, however, particular attention should be given to vertical clearance
over the extreme east lanes of the elevated highway. The soffit of the park
bridge structure will probably need to be as close to the elevated traveled
way as possible at that point because the park bridge structure will need

to get back down to ground level within a reasonable horizontal distance.

Particular attention should be paid to columns supporting the park bridge
structure placed between sections of elevated roadway. The sections of
elevated roadway are quite close together at this point. There is room
between them, however, to accommodate columns supporting the park bridge
above. When their size and configuration have been determined, visual

effect upon the highway user should be evaluated.

Another alternative is to span the park bridge structure from the parking
garage west of Sixth Avenue to a line of supports east of Seventh Avenue.
This would require a rather large bridge structure, more expensive than on
with intermediate supports, but would probably be less disconcerting to the
motorist below.
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MAINTENANCE

The type of construction likely for this proposed joint element should not
require maintenance to be performed from the roadways. The Highway Department
will have some increase in maintenance of illumination. 1t is assumed that
the City will maintain the park element and that the private owner will
maintain the parking structure and its grounds. The State could be relieved
of maintenance of some of the existing landscaping adjacent to the ramp

terminals.

CONSTRUCT ION

The construction of the joint element will require extensive coordination
with the Department of Highways to minimize traffic conflicts during the
construction period. Safety provislons will create additlonal cost to

the joint element, and interference with normal traffic operation will
create user costs to the motorist. These factors must be taken into account

in flnalizing the joint development agreements.

FIRE AND ASSOCIATED PROTECTION (EXPLOSION)

Both the parking garage joint element and the park joint element could

affect or be affected by the highway element as a result of fire or explosion
on either element. The parking garage structure ls somewhat further away
from the highway than the park structure. Were the parking garage to have

a solid east wall it would provide an excellent shield between the highway

and the joint element. A solid wall is quite likely anyway because it

represents the line of support for the park overpass structure above. The parking

garage design will probably dictate that the line of supports be as narrow as
pessible In the east~west direction so as to encroach as little as possible

into the useable parking space.

The park bridge structure forms an effective shield between the two elements.
This shield would protect park users from all but the most catastrophic events
on the highway. Assuming the park structure is a block wide, its users would

be able to evacuate the park were there a fire on the highway below.
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_- SUMMARY

This joint development project presents a unique example of three-tiered

use of air space. On grade is Cherry Street and the existing parking lot.
The next level up consists of an elevated portlon of Interstate-5. The next
level above that consists of the City park structure spanning over the
highway. "All else being equal, the triple use of the same space within an
urban area maximizes urban space. The joint development project, however,
could have been far more economical and functional if the various elements

had been designed at the same time.

There will be several difficulties that will be encountered in building the
park bridge structure, |f there are intermediate supports between the
portions of elevated highway, the foundations will have to be placed and the

columns begun in the City parking iot. The columns above the elevated roadway,
as well as the park bridge structure itself, will be built above the inter-

state highway while It is in use.

From the elevated roadway down, there will be two separate sets of supports,
one for the highway structure and one for the park bridge structure. These
two sets of supports could have been combined had the two elements been
designed at the same time. The columns supporting the park bridge structure
will have to be considerably larger, extending from the ground to the bridge
structure, than they would have been had they been laterally supported at
the elevated highway.
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HARBORVIEW PARKING GARAGE AND VIEW PARK

General Discussion

This joint development envolves a two-story garage topped by a park
and heliopad to the West of Harborvicw Hospital, largely on excess freeway
right-of-way, primarily to serve cxpanded hospital parking needs. The
land is currently unpaved, except for a heliopad, and is partly used al-
ready for hospital-related parking. The area is multistory residential
in nature, traffic in the area is moderate, street parking is usually in
short supply, and there are no parks and few public parking lots in the

>
area. 28

13

Interviews with residents in the area revealed a neutral to somewhat
positive stance regarding the joint development. Most stated that the
park, with its exceptional view of the downtown and harbor area, would be

a positive addition to all residents of the area. It is seen as particu-

larly positive by residents of a high rise apartment house for the elderly H
which is just north of the site. Currently this group has no place to *o
sit outside except in the entranceway to their residence. Because of age i
and infirmities and lack of mobility they are not able to use facilities °
in other areas, hence the park would serve them well, "
Alternatives and Conclusions

The site in question is ideally suited either for a park or a hospital
garage and a heliopad, and the design challenge will be to incorporate
these uses without undue conflict--both in a physical and aesthetic sense. al,
The concept of a limited~capacity garage topped by a park appears reason- 14
able, and also takes into account the need to avoid creating instability e

of the land slope fronting the site above the freeway. It is not clear
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Worksheet 2

BAS1C POLICY ANALYSIS SUMMARY

Question No, and Koy Words (Refor to

Seclidon 1 for Lull guestion and notations)

PN A R LIS

3

10
11
12
13
14
15
16

17
18
19
20

21
22
23
24

(conceptual)

CONCEPT
DEFINITION

JDP TYPE
FEDERAL POLICY
AUTHORITY

(operational)

TRAFFIC AND FUNCTION
HEALTH AND SAFETY
LIABILITY

(communi ty oriented).

GOALS AND OBJECTIVES
LOCAL NEED

NE IGHBORHOOD COMPATIBILITY
LOCATION

ALTERNATE JD USES

LOCAL APPROVAL

LOCAL APPROVAL (if #14 is negative)
PUBLIC OPINION

(cosponsorship)

COSPONSOR AUTHORITY
COSPONSOR FINANCIAL CAPACITY
DEPARTMENT SPONSORSHIP
FUTURE COSPONSOR

(right-of-way)

ORIGINAL PURPOSE
PUBLIC USE ‘
PROPERTY RESTRICTION
EXCESS PROPERTY

Total Affirmative (i)

Total Negative
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Worksheet 3

GENERAL CRITERIA ANALYSIS SUMMARY

JD Project No. 7-675 Completed by SRI Team Date November 1971
Subsection and Criterion Title Ratggg* Comments

5.1 PHYSICAL CONSIDERATIONS
D A ———

5.1.1 Future Expansion and Obsolesccnce

Expansion options /7
A

Obsolescence compatibility

5.1.2 Traffic and Accessibility

Traffic interference and capacity %) Local street congestion
Access need 92 Check ggssiple ugse of
Cherry St. ramp

Access spacing and control A/ﬂ

Ramp capacity when access is direct GD

Peak-traffic conflicts GD Need peak-hour traffic

analyses
Local street circulation patterns NA
Pedestrian conflicts Q?

5.1.3 Safety and Health

Safety impairment QD
Air quality control A
Noise levels and sound control' A
Vibration NA
Public health aspects A

5.1.4 Structural

Lateral loads (seismic) )
Highway vehicle impact MNA
Subsurface load increases {D
Excavations and structural integrity ()
Highway structure attachments NA

Falling objects, spillage,
side-casting and snow-melt ‘p

5.1.5 Aesthetics

Physical scale

Visual amenity

0 0 >

Building appearance and siting

¥ Kcy to Ratings on page 2 of Workshect
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Worksheet 3 (Continued)

Subsection and Critcrion Title Ratiggf

Comments

5.1.6 Screening and Fencing

Visual screening

Object retention or deflection
(accidental or intentional)

A%

Restraint fencing NR

5.1.7 Illumination

Driver safety @®

At ramp areas

Surveillance and crime <D

5.1.8 Signing

Demonstration of need

Parking structure, ramp
street conflicts

Aesthetics ' _Q
(49
P

Design and location

5.1,9 Utilities

Location and installation (JD projects) WA

Appurtenances ancillary to JD 42

Attachment to JD structures AR

$5.1.10 Clearance

Minimums by cognizant authority

Special JD considerations 42

Ramp sight distances

5.1.11 Maintenance

Impairment to highway element

Impairment to joint element

5.1.12 Construction

(4]
{

Hazardous conditions gg _
@

Construction coordination

Over ramp areas

Labor relations NA

5.1.13 Fire and Associated Protection(explosion)

Protection of joint element 49

Protection of highway element @

Rey to Ratings: A

1}

Criterion is adequately met

Some question exists as to whether the criterion is met
JD performance is unfavorable in relation to criterion

Q =
U =
NA = Criterion not applicable to this project,
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Worksheet 3 (Concluded)

Subsection and Criterion Title Ratingf Comments

5,2 ECONOMIC CONSIDERATIONS

5.2.1 Evidence of Demand
Public uses /9 -
Private uscs /V77

5.2.2 Alternative Sites, Uses, or Scales
Site
Use
Scale

5.2.3 Site and Spillover Effects

Local government costs and
tax revenues

Property value changes
Employment

Employment versus unemployment
Personal and business income
Retail sales

Price quantity changes in low
income housing markets

Relocation of businesses
Disruption
5.2.4 Appraised Value Determination
5.2.5 Cosponsor's Financial Capability
5.3 LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS
5.3.1 Land Use and Neighborhood Compatibility
5.3.2 Qualification as 'Public Use"
5.3.3 Anti-diversion Amendment Prohibition
5.3.4 Tortious Liability

5.3.5 Sale or Lease Alternatives

5.4 SOCIAL CONSIDERATIONS
L]

5.4.1 Community Needs
5.4.2 Neighborhood Social Conditions
5.,4.3 Community Identity

5.4.4 Family Relocation
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A

A

A

A

[~ Not retail area
Y

~A

[ For peak hour traffic o

U .
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The question here is mor
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Check w/City re, housing
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None to date

Relocation Strategy
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CHERRY STREET RAMP PARKING GARAGE

As yet, little has been accomplished on this proposal outside

of conjecture. According to Gay Mullins, plans for the struc-
turc have not as yet been formalized. They have been awaiting
word as to the likelihood of such a structurec being allowed.

The 'possible extension over T1-5" mentioned in the proposal ap-
pears unlikely. The structurec would have to reach a greater
height than five stories in order to cross the freeway with ade-
quate vertical clearance. A vicew park on the top level could bhe
a visually beneficial addition. Considerable parking facilities
are already available in the immediate area, however, a future
need for additional parking may exist. The municipal building
offers only limited visitor parking and could possibly utilize
additional space.

Ingress and egress to the proposed parking facility has not
been discussed in the proposal - congestion can be anticipated.
The three adjacent streets, Cherry, Colombia, and Fifth Avenue
all carry large traffic loads, plus the freeway tunnel ends on
Fifth Avenue which generates additional Blue Streak traffic.

Since the freeway tunnel is used for ingress and egress by the
Bluestreak buses, the site would serve better as a "portal'" to
the city by developing the transit function. The site should

optimize the uniqueness of the tunnel and Bluestreak use. Develop-

ment of a Bluestreak terminal by providing easy pedestrian access
and some sort of shelter would be a more advantageous use than
parking. Portions of the site might still be developed as a view
park.

Eckbo, Dcan, Austin & Williams
Jones & Jones
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' CESSIBILITY

d joint element parking garage is assumed to have five levels

.Based on the size of the garage, a qualitative highway access
hown. The geometric conditions that are extant on this

GHERRY STREET RAMP PARKING GARAGE

!zerstate-S preclude the inclusion of more ramps. More specifically,

d joint development project location a considerable grade

laeXists between the freeway lanes and the joint element. Therefore,
Iss from the freeway, within reasonable economic bounds, s
this location.

garage is well positioned to utilize existing ramps to and from

ith a minimum of travel on city streets. Vehicles using the
'ge traveling to and from either north or south need not go any
'han Sixth Avenue. All the north-south travel of vehicles between

nd the parking garége will be on Sixth and Seventh Avenues,

Iway frontage roads.

sgussion assumes that ingress and egress for the parking garage will
"Avenue. This, however, creates a problem at five o'clock in the

the intersection of Sixth and Cherry Streets. Vehlicles traveling
lAvenue encounter a stop sign and must yield the right-of-way to
-herry Street, Cherry Street is presently overloaded during the
) Alternate methods of egress from the parking garage should be
Egress onto Cherry Street eastbound for those vehijcles desiring
reeway southbound would require weaving across both lanes of
I less than one block. Egress to Columbia Street wes tbound,
nd, would be a rather simple matter. Southbound freeway traffic

e block south on Fifth Avenue, then a block east on Cherry Street,
on Sixth Avenue to the freeway.
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spectacular view, especially to the north and south, normal to the long

;xis of the park. Therefore, solld landscaping, which would deter

people from dropping objects onto the roadway and provide a shield against
nolse and alr pollution from the roadway would also block the park users
view. The park designers should provide adequate shielding while preserving
the view. One method of allowing people a view to the north and south while
keeping them from dropping things onto the highway below would be a ledge

at the level of the soffit of the park bridge to catch falling objects.

Care must be taken to prevent pedestrian access to such a ledge! however,
such a system would not stop people from purposely throwing objects past

the screen down onto the highway below.

ILLUMINATION

I1lumination plans for the joint element are unknown at this time. The
levels of Illumination necessary for a parking structure and a passive park
should not create any problem for the highway user. However, some care must
be taken with luminaire location near the edge of the park structure to

prevent excessive light-spill onto the roadways below.

The highway user approaching the Cherry Street area, particularly from the
south traveling on the elevated roadway, Is used to a broad, unobstructed
view ahead and to the sides. The appearance of this park bridge structure,
with its supporting columns quite close to the traveled way, might be
disconcerting. Illumination of the supporting elements of the park bridge
should afford security to the driver. The structure would certalnly draw
the motorist's attention, being a one block wide bridge structure above an

already elevated roadway.

SIGNING

Signs on the highway directing motorists to this joint development project are
not warranted. This particular joint development is not a major generator of

traffic, and as such, a need for signing is questionable. Secondly, the entire
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section of the freeway through the downtown area can be classifled as an
interchange, and in the particular area of this site, many physical

features abound which create distractions for a motorist. The location of
guide signs on the freeway to thls particular joint development would

create undue proliferation of signs In the area and as such is not desirable.
It is not anticipated that signing on the city streets would be required.

Normal garage entrance ldentification should be adequate.

CLEARANCE

The location of the view park structure on top of the parking garage and
extending over the highway has not yet been determined. At such time as

it is, however, particular attention should be given to vertical clearance
over the extreme east lanes of the elevated highway. The soffit of the park
bridge structure will probably need to be as close to the elevated traveled
way as possible at that point because the park bridge structure will need

to get back down to ground level within a reasonable horizontal distance.

Particular attention should be paid to columns supporting the park bridge
structure placed between sections of elevated roadway. The sections of
elevated roadway are quite close together at this point. There is room
between them, however, to accommodate columns supporting the park bridge
above. When their size and configuration have been determined, visual

effect upon the highway user should be evaluated.

Another alternative is to span the park bridge structure from the parking
garage west of Sixth Avenue to a line of supports east of Seventh Avenue.
This would require a rather large bridge structure, more expensive than on
with intermediate supports, but would probably be less disconcerting to the

motorist below.
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MAINTENANCE

The type of construction likely for this proposed joint element should not
require maintenance to be performed from the roadways. The Highway Department
will have some increase in maintenance of illumination. 1t is assumed that
the City will maintaln the park element and that the private owner will
maintain the parking structure and its grounds. The State could be relieved
of maintenance of some of the exlsting landscaping adjacent to the ramp

terminals.

CONSTRUCTION

The construction of the Joint element will require extensive coordination
with the Department of Highways to minimlze traffic conflicts during the
construction period. Safety provisions will create additlonal cost to

the joint element, and interference with normal traffic operation will
create user costs to the motorist. These factors must be taken into account

in finalizing the joint development agreements.

FIRE AND ASSOCIATED PROTECTION (EXPLOSION)

Both the parking garage joint element and the park joint element could

affect or be affected by the highway element as a result of fire or explosion

on either element. The parking garage structure is .somewhat further away

from the highway than the park structure. Were the parking garage to have

a solid east wall it would provide an excellent shield between the highway

and the joint element. A solid wall is quite likely anyway because it

represents the line of support for the park overpass structure above., The parking
garage design will probably dictate that the line of supports be as narrow as
possible in the east-west direction so as to encroach as little as possible

fnto the useable parking space.

The park bridge structure forms an effective shield between the two elements.
This shield would protect park users from all but the most catastrophic events
on the highway. Assuming the park structure is a block wide, Its users would

be able to evacuate the park were there a fire on the highway below.
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_ SUMMARY

This joint development project presents a unique example of three-tiered

use of air space. On grade is Cherry Street and the existing parking lot.
The next level up consists of an elevated portion of Interstate~-5. The next
level above that consists of the City park structure spanning over the
highway. All else being equal, the triple use of the same space within an
urban area maximizes urban space. The joint development project, however,
could have been far more economical and functional if the various elements

had been designed at the same time.

There will be several difficulties that will be encountered in building the
park bridge structure., If there are intermediate supports between the

portions of elevated highway, the foundations will have to be placed and the
columns begun In the City parking lot. The columns above the elevated roadway,
as well as the park bridge structure itself, will be built above the inter-

state highway while It is In use.

From the elevated roadway down, there will be two separate sets of supports,
one for the highway structure and one for the park bridge structure. These
two sets of supports could have been combined had the two elements been
designed at the same time. The columns supporting the park bridge structure
will have to be considerably larger, extending from the ground to the bridge
structure, than they would have been had they been laterally supported at
the elevated highway. |
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HARBORVIEW PARKING GARAGE AND VIEW PARK

General Discussion

This joint development envolves a two-story garage topped by a park

right-of-way, primarily to serve cxpanded hospital parking needs. The
land is currently unpaved, except for a heliopad, and is partly used al-
ready for hospital-related parking. The area is multistory residential
in nature, traffic in the area is moderate, street parking is usually in

short supply, and there are no parks and few public parking lots in the

area.

Interviews with residents in the area revealed a neutral to somewhat
positive stance regarding the Jjoint development. Most stated that the
park, with its exceptional view of the downtown and harbor area, would be
a positive addition to all residents of the area. It is seen as particu-
larly positive by residents of a high rise apartment house for the elderly
which is just north of the site. Currently this group has no place to
sit outside except in the entranceway to their residence. Because of age
and infirmities and lack of mobility they are not able to use facilities

in other areas, hence the park would serve them well.

Alternatives and Conclusions

The site in question is ideally suited either for a park or a hospital
garage and a heliopad, and the design challenge will be to incorporate
these uses without undue conflict--both in a physical and aesthetic sense.
The concept of a limited~capacity garage topped by a park appears reason-
able, and also takes into account the need to avoid creating instability

of the land slope fronting the site above the freeway. It is not clear
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Workshect 1

JDP PROPOSAL IDENTIFICATION FORM
HARBORVIEW PARKING GARAGE and

Short Titlce VIEW PARK JDP classification(s) B8 P-2 T-1
Proposed Location West of and adjacent to 8th Ave. at Harborview Hospital
Originated By King County Project No. 7-328
(Applicant or highway department's originator)
COSPONSORSHIP DEFINITE POSSIBLE ] AGENCY OR CONTACT
Federal . () )
Other State ) ()
) Harborview Medical Center and
Local (inc.special district) (yf’ () _ Seattle Dept. of Parks & Rec.
Privatc () ()
Other () )
ACTIONS REQUIRED (check as many as are believed to be applicable)
Planning (physical) coordination (y) Airspace lease (vf
Community interaction (/) Franchised operator's agreement ()
Design integration ) Franchise agreement (utility) ()
Construction accommodation () Encroachment permit ()
Maintenance or operating Surplus property sale ()
cment
agro me o Development of other state
Land ‘acquisition coordination ) properties (within highway
corridor) ()

SPATIAL DESIGNATION (relation of joint element to the highway facility)

Airspace () Groundspace (VA Below=-ground ( ) Outside R/W (A
LAND TENURE CLASSIFICATION (joint element as related to highway right of way)

1 Within normal R/W () II1I On expanded R/W )
11  On Excess property €% IV On adjacent public property (»
V On adjacent private property )

TIMING DISTINCTION

Permanent joint use (vﬂl Pre~highway construction ( ) Post construction (¥

Temporary joint use ( ) Concurrent construction )

See roverse side for information noted for file purposes.
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OTHER INFORMATION:

Estimated cost to highway department

)

$ /A%, 000

- Sources: (1) Federal $
(2) State highway fund $
(3) $

Estimated cost to cosponsor(2)

s 3"

Sources: (1) $
(2) 3
(3) ' . $

Size of joint development project
Amount of highway land or airspace involved in JDP

If airspace, state any vertical limits to be specified
[1f unlimited as to height, check here ( )]

Appraised value of State's portion of land or airspace
proposed to be utilized by the proposed project.

OTHER COMMENTS:

(1) Allocated for highway landscaping

2.7 (acres)

2.2 (acres)

@«
(3)

$ 960,000

(2) Limited to 2-story height; roof surface approx. equal to 8th Ave's elevation

(3) Based on highest and best use (high-rise multi~family).

However, the

value would be considerably less with contemplated site restrictions

(see note 2 above); and no economic value can be determined for

park use.

. B . . . .
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Worksheet 2

BASIC POLICY ANALYSIS SUMMARY

Question No., and Key Words (Refer to

g

[V AN ST

N

10
11
12
13
14
15
16

17
18
19
20

21
22
23
21

28ti no ons

(conceptual)

CONCEPT
DEFINITION

JDP TYPE
FEDERAL POLICY
AUTHORITY

(operational)

TRAFFIC AND FUNCTION
HEALTH AND SAFETY
LIABILITY

(community oriented)

GOALS AND OBJECTIVES
LOCAL NEED

NEIGHBORHOOD COMPATIBILITY
LOCATION

ALTERNATE JD USES

LOCAL APPROVAL

LOCAL APPROVAL (if #14 is negative)
PUBLIC OPINION

(cosponsorship)

COSPONSOR AUTHORITY
COSPONSOR FINANCIAL CAPACITY
DEPARTMENT SPONSORSHIP
FUTURE COSPONSOR

(right-of-way)

ORIGINAL PURPOSE
PUBLIC USE

PROPERTY RESTRICTION
EXCESS PROPERTY

Project No, 7-328

S —————

Total Affirmative(l7)

Total Negative
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Not
Yes No Appl icable
v )
o ()
CANS
W () ()
v )
() S
o ()
(v ()
(¥ ()
W ()
(& ()
WV ()
() (o¥
() (A ()
WV () ()
)
v () ()
) W) ;n,plwf
() () (&
() () 4
() (& ()
() () I
o ()
N D] )
(%)



Worksheet 3

GENERAL CRITERIA ANALYSIS SUMMARY

JD Project No. 7-328 Completed by SRI Team

Subsection and Criterion Title

Rating*

Date November 1971

Comments

5.1 PHYSICAL CONSIDERATIONS

5.1.1 PFuture Expansion and Obsolescence
Expansion options |
Obsolescence compatibility

5.1.2 Traffic and Accessibility

Traffic interference and capacity
Access need
Access spacing and control
Ramp capacity when access is direct
Peak=traffic conflicts
Local street circulation patterns
Pedestrian conflicts

5.,1.3 Safety and Health
Safety impairment
Air quality control
Noise levels and sound control
Vibration
Public health aspects

5.1.4 Structural
Lateral loads (seismic)
Highway vehicle impact
Subsurface load increases
Excavations and structural integrity
Highway structure attachments

Falling objects, spillage,
side-casting and snow-melt

5.1.5 Aesthetics
Physical scale
Visual amenity

Building appearance and siting

¥ Kcy to Ralings on page 2 of Worksheet
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Worksneet 3 (Continued)

Subsection and Criterion Title Ratingf - Comments

5.1.6 Screening and Fencing

Visual screening /?
Object retcention or deflection
(accidental or intentional) ca Final location of R/W
fence
Restraint fencing /Q Alreadv exists i

5.1.7 1Illumination

Driver safety

Surveillance and crime Check design

A
(%
Aesthetics Q ! "

5.1.8 Signing

Demonstration of need /q Based on hospital signi

Design and location IV"

5.1.9 Utilities

Location and installation (JD projects) A

Appurtenances ancillary to JD NA

Attachment to JD structures Aﬁq

5.1.10 Clearance

Minimums by cognizant authority Aﬂ4

Special JD considerations ' 1‘

5.1.11 Maintenance

Impairment to highway element

Impairment to joint element 19
A

Hazardous conditions

.1.1 t ti
5.1.12 Construction Effect on existing

Construction coordination (2 retaining walls?
Labor relations AAG
5.1.13 Fire and Associated Protection(explosion)
Protection of joint element /4
Protection of highway element A
Key to Ratings: A = Criterion is adequately met
Q = Some question exists as to whether the criterion is met
U = JD performance is unfavorable in relation to criterion
NA = Criterion not applicable to this project.
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Worksheet 3 (Concluded)

Subsection and Criterion Title

Rating*

Comments

5.2 ECONOMIC CONSIDERATIONS
P = e e A

5.2.1

5.2.3

5.2.4
5.2.5

Evidence of Demand
Public uses
Private uses
Alternative Sites, Uses, or Scales
Site
Use
Scale
Site and Spillover Effects

Local government costs and
tax revenues

Property value changes
Employment

Employment versus unemployment
Personal and business income
Retail sales

Price quantity changes in low
income housing markets

Relocation of businesses
Disruption
Appraised Value Determination

Cosponsor's Financial Capability

5.3 LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS

5.3.1
5.3.2
5.3.3
5.3.4

5.3.5

Land Use and Neighborhood Compatibility
Qualification as ''Public Use"
Anti~diversion Amendment Prohibition
Tortious Liability

Sale or Lease Alternatives

5.4 SOCIAL CONSIDERATIONS
[ =R e e e e e e

Community Needs
Neighborhood Social Conditions
Community Identity

Family Relocation
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at this time
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HARBORVIEW PARKING GARAGE AND VIEW PARK

Use of the area between Harborview Hospital and the freeway for
parking would have little impact on the freeway itself. The
parking would not be likely to generate significant additional
traffic, since it would be used by hospital employees and patrons
only.

The view park and landscaping of the hill would improve the view
from the freeway, and from the city. The freeway has left a

very noticeable scar on Seattle at this point that needs recti-
fication. It is the view framed when coming up Yesler or Terrace
streets, and at present, one is met by a particulary disappointing
reminder of the freeway. With proper treatment of the hillside,
the freeway impact upon the viewer could be minimized while maxi-
mizing the amenities of the open space. The view park would also
be advantageous from the standpoint of the hospital - it would
enhance the view from the windows, as well as being usable by
ambulatory patients, hospital staff, and visitors.

Incorporation of a heliopad is a logical addition for use in
emergency cases, such as automobile accident victims etc. Joyce,
Copeland and Vaughan are presently working on plans for a

three level garage, top level view park and heliopad for Harbor-
view Hospital. It appears that Harborview has made a committ-
ment to this project in its hiring of the architects to work out
a plan for the proposed facilities.

Apartments could be incorporated into the site as an alternate
use. With well planned placement of the structures and careful
treatment of the hillside, the same visual impact of an open
space could be provided for the freeway user, and viewers from
the city. '

Eckbo, Dean, Austin & Williams
Jones & Jones
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HARBORVIEW PARKING GARAGE AND VIEW PARK

TRAFFIC AND ACCESSIBILITY

This proposal does not contemplate direct access from I-5. The physical
separation of the joint element from the highway precludes any indirect
effect upon the capacity or operation of 1-5. No substantive deviation

from the existing access control is required.

The project involves the establishment of one-way traffic circulation

around the hospital and serving the proposed garage, together with

attendant improvement of Eighth Avenue. These improvements will substantially
improve the access to the hospital complex and are an important community
benefit resulting from this proposed joint development. The clientele

for this garage will presumably be hospital oriented - staff, visitors, etc.,
so the peaking characteristic of this traffic should not seriously conflict

with that on servicing arterlals.

It is presumed that the view park occupying the top of this facility will
attract considerable pedestrian traffic. Most will be from the nearby
apartments and public housing, as well as from the hosplital itself. The
"dead end'' character of the streets in the immediate vicinity should preclude
any particular problem with pedestrian-automobile conflicts, and no unusual

measures would seem to be warranted.

STRUCTURAL FEATURES

The relatively large dlstance between this facllity and the existing hlghway
precludes any particular problem with structural conflicts between the two
elements. The major structural problem at this site is related to the foundation
condition prevalent in this area. Great care must be exercised during design

and construction to ensure that the concrete cylinder pile retainlng wall located
adjacent to the highway Is not overloaded. The interrelationship between the
hospital, the existing slopes, and the retaining wall must be judicliously

maintained or disaster could result.
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The lateral clearance between the joint element and the traveled way makes
it unlikely that objects could fall or be spllled from the garage area

to the roadway of 1-5. There could be a trash problem, however, and
provisions should be incorporated in the design of the joint element
(particularly the park) to discourage the dropping or throwing of refuse

over its ralling feature.

SCREENING AND FENCING

Screening of this facllity can be restricted to that required for safety

and that which would discourage the accidental dropping of objects beyond

the limits of the park. Screening to restraln active recreation or screening

to obscure the Jjoint element from view from the highway is not appropriate.

The screening method utilized should not interfere with one of the

prime features of the park, namely, the magnificent view of downtown Seattle

and Puget Sound.

ILLUMINATION

The joint development project is sufficiently set back and sufficiently
above the highway to ensure that illumination of the joint element will

not be distracting to the highway user.

Tht parking garage portion of the joint element should be adequately

illuminated at night because it serves the hospital 24 hours a day.

The park portion on top of the parking garage should also be adequately
illuminated at night for security reasons. Care must be taken that nearby
housing unlts are not disturbed by light-spll1l from the illumination of
the Joint element. This view park, with one of the finest clty views

avallable, will undoubtedly be well used at night to view the lights of the
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SIGNING

The joint development project should not have directional signs on the
freeway. Harborview Hospital, however, which Is served by the parking
garage, is signed from the freeway. Therefore, signing of the joint develop-
ment from the freeway has In a sense been taken care of because of the

presence of the hospital which the Jjoint element serves.

As far as signing on local streets Is concerned, consideration is and should be
glven to the hospital. Directional signing to the garage should be provided in
the immediate vicinity of the hospital. The view park might be signed, however,
no signing should be installed that would interfere with hospital access signing.

CLEARANCE

The rather unusual lateral clearance inherent to this joint development

provides more than adequate spaciousness for both elements.

MAINTENANCE

The garage will be maintained by the hospital and the park will be maintained
by the City. This is another example of a benefit to the Department of
Highways because of joint development., Here we have a considerable area of
land which, because of joint development, will be maintained by other agencies;
thus relieving the Department of Highways of that responsibility.

No access from the highway proper will be necessary to maintain the joint
element, and no special malntenance problems will accrue to the Department
of Highways. '
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CONSTRUCT ION

Coordination between the designers of the joint element and the Department
of Highways is essential to ensure that new construction does not overload
the cylinder pile retaining wall located between the joint element and the

highway.

During construction and operation of the joint element, coordination will

be essential between the various sponsors of the joint element. These sponsors
are King County, responsible for construction of the garage and view park;

the City, responsible for maintenance of the park; and Harborview Hospital,

an extension of the University of Washington Hospital, responsible for

operation of the parking garage.

FIRE AND ASSOCIATED PROTECTION (EXPLOSION)

The joint element is separated from the traveled way by both horizontal
distance and elevation above the roadway. Therefore, a catastrophic event
involving fire or explosion on the highway would probably not endanger

the joint element. Likewise, fire within the joint element, although serious
because of its relation to the hospital and adjacent housing, would not be

of particular concern to the highway. Access to the joint element for fire

fighting equipment would be by city streets.

SUMMARY

The application process for this joint development project has been in four
stages. Each stage resulted in commitment to the idea, if not agreement,
between the King County Design Commission and the Department of Highways.
The four stages consisted of the idea, the development of a program, the

schematic design phase, and the final design phase.
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This joint development project accomplisicn (wo resulls. First, the
provision of adequate parking for Harborview Hospital. Current parking

is on the site, but the area is inadequate and the land unimproved. The
multi-level parking structure will solve that problem. The second result
is the provision of a view park that will provide the public and ambulatory

hospital patient: access to one of the finest views of downtown Seattle available.
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INTER-IM MULTIPURPOSE CENTER

General Discussion

This joint development plan was developed by Inter=Im (The Intorna-
tional Districl Improvement Association), a well-regarded, non-profit
citizens' orranization, on behall of the local Chincse, Japancse, and
Filipino comnunity, The plan consists of providing a paved arca under
the reeway sbructure in Chinatown, belween King and Jackson strects, to
which Inter=m would add kiosks, plantings, phonces, a sitting park, and
other amenities, bDuring the Chinesce, Japancse, and Filipino holidays, the
arca would serve as a meoting place where pecople could celebrate their
festivals and have large gatherings; during other periods, it would scrve
as a parking area (or pcople visiting or working in Chinatown. Thus the
area would serve the entire Chinesc, Japanese, and Filipino community,

and help to introduce the different ethnic groups to Lhe customs of the

other groups,

The Chinesce leader of Inter-Im said that this project had for the
First time brought the different ethnic groups together to work as n
community, and that the three groups were successfully cooperating with
cach other, During the time the Study tecam was in tLhc organization office,

several Japanesce, IMilipino, and Chinese peoplc came into the office and

talked about the proposal. They were all strongly in favor of it.

The cost to the Department of Highways for nominal improvement of
the arca is estimaiod at $51,000, Inter-Im expecls to be able to maintain
and keep up the parking lot but doubts that the community can afford to
pay any rent. The community lcaders feel that since the community "lost"

scveral restaurants and gas stations when the frecway was constructed
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several years ago, the community should now be able Lo gain' a [rec park-
ing and concremation arca.  Also, the bepartment of Highways will be 1 recd

of its present maintenance responsibilitios tor Lhe aren.,

Alternatives and Conclusions

An alternative to this proposal would be to lease (he arcea, as some
similar areas are already Teased, Lo a private packing entreprencur for
commercial parking., This would probably be Cinancially attraclive il the
domed Scattle stadium is localed nearby as presently planned, although the
arca is probably larger than nceded at present for added parking in the

vicinity. llowever, therc would be much lower community benefits in this

casce.,

The rescarch team therefore recommends that Lhe Inter~Im proposal be
approved and that the lease cost to Inter=Im be minimal so that they can
aflord to procecd with their contemplated plans. This joinil development
vepresents o perfecl example of the kind of project that can help to de=~
velop and integrale a communityv and one that should reccive as much support
as possible, especially since the proposal originated in the community.

It is ecsscential to the success of the plan that State actions on paving the
area be closely coordinated with Inter-Im's plans for further development

of the space.
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Workshect 1

JDP PROPOSAL IDENTIFICATION FORM

Short Title INTER-IM MULTIPURPOSE CENTER JDP classification(s) |+ F~2 PG-1
ﬁ;oposed Location I-5 Between King and Jackson Streets
Originated By International District Improvement Assoc. Project No., 7-554

(Applicant or highway decpartment's originator)

COSPONSORSHIP DEFINITE POSSIBLE AGENCY OR CONTACT
Federal ) )
Other State ) )
Local (inc.special district) () )
Private ) )
Other (Neighborhood Assoc) () (vf’ Inter-Im
ACTIONS REQUIRED (check as many as arc believed to be applicable)

Planning (physical) coordination (yJ

Community interaction V)
Design integration )
Construction accommodation ()

Maintcnance or operating
aprcement %)

Land ‘acquisition coordination ()

Airspace lease

Franchised operator's agreemcnt
Franchise agreement (utility)
Encroachment permit

Surplus pfoperty sale

Development of other state
properties (within highway
corridor)

SPATIAL DESIGNATION (relation of joint element to the highway facility)

Airspace () Groundspace v Below-ground ( ) Outside R/W

(v

~~

e T N N
N N N

)

LAND TENURE CLASSIFICATION (joint element as related to highway right of way)

I Within normal R/W (v III On expanded R/W

11 On Excess property () IV On adjacent public property

V On adjacent private property

TIMING DISTINCTION

Permanent joint use (V‘, Pre~highway construction ( ) Post construction (¥

or

Temporary joint use (y¥ Concurrent construction ()

See reverse side for information noted for file purposes.
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OTHER INFORMATION:

Estimated cost to highway department

= Sources: (1) Federal $
(2) State highway fund $
(3) $

Estimated cost to cosponsor(2)

s 54 0o0

Sources: (1) $
(2) $
(3) $

Size of joint development project
Amount of highway land or airspace involved in JDP

I1f airspace, state any vortical limits to be specified
[If unlimited as to height, check here ( )]

Appraised value of State's portion of land or airspace
proposed to be utilized by the proposed project.

OTHER COMMENTS:

/.93 (acres)
/.93 (acres)

s 55,300

(ft)
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Worksheet 2

BASIC POLICY ANALYSIS SUMMARY

Question No, and Key Words (Refer to

U W N e

N

10
11
12
13
14
15
16

17
18
19
20

21
22
23
24

* Recent information indicate
is only for 2 years and the 1ssue of sole s

Sti 1_no ons
(conceptual)

CONCEPT
DEFINITION

JDP TYPE
FEDERAL POLICY
AUTHORITY

(operational)

TRAFFIC AND FUNCTION
HEALTH AND SAFETY
LIABILITY

(communi ty oriented)

GOALS AND OBJECTIVES
LOCAL NEED

NEIGHBORHOOD COMPATIBILITY
LOCATION

ALTERNATE JD USES

LOCAL APPROVAL

LOCAL APPROVAL (if #14 is negative)
PUBLIC OPINION

(cosponsorship)

COSPONSOR AUTHORITY
COSPONSOR FINANCIAL CAPACITY
DEPARTMENT SPONSORSHIP
FUTURE COSPONSOR

(right-of-way)

ORIGINAL PURPOSE
PUBLIC USE

PROPERTY RESTRICTION
EXCESS PROPERTY

Total Affirmative(l7)

Total Negative

Project No. 7551
Not

Yes No Applicable
™~ ()
) )
1) ()
(V4 ) )
(v ()
) (A
(V) )
) (VS *
(V) ()
(") )
(v )
(V) )
) )
V) ) )
) ) (]
) )
() ) )
) G
) ¥ ()
V% () )
(» () ()
) ) C 4
C )

) ) Co g

(4)

ponsorshi

be at question-~either near term or at some time in
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Worksheet 3

GENERAL CRITERIA ANALYSIS SUMMARY

JD Project No. 7-554  Completed by SRI Team Date November 1971
Subsection and Criterion Title Ratigg* Comments

5.1 PHYSICAL CONSIDERATIONS
[ - SRR R S

5.1.1 Future Expansion and Obsolescence

Expansion options /4
Obsolescence compatibility A

.1.2 Traffic and Accessibilit

S a ¢ lity Check King St., access
Traffic interference and capacity O and turning movements .
Access need ﬁ)/’ None required
Access spacing and control LA
Ramp capacity when access is direct A4
Peak~-traffic conflicts /4

) King to Jackson St,

Llocal street circulation patterns AA i

Pedestrian conflicts @ Pedestrian traffic control
during festivals, etc.

5.1.3 Safety and Health

Safety impairment A
Air quality control )
Noise levels and sound control ) For some activities
Vibration A
Public health aspects 4

5.1.4 Structural

Lateral loads (seismic) AA
Highway vehicle impact ljﬁ
Subsurface load increases AA
Excavations and structural integrity AMA
Highway structure attachments [A) Check final plans

Falling objects, spillage,
side-casting and snow-melt Shielding between
overhead structures?

5.1.5 Aesthetics

Physical scale A
Visual amenity A
Building appearance and siting T HNA

* Key to Ratings on page 2 of Worksheet 82
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Worksheet 3 (Continued)

Subsection and Cfiterion Title Ratingf Comments
5.1.6 Screening and Fencing

Visual screening <$p Check final plans

Object retention or deflection

(accidental or intentional) A

Restraint fencing A Already exists
$5.1.7 Illumination

Driver safety AA

Surveillance and crime L

Aesthetics

5.1.8 Signing

Demonstration of need )4 Needed for 'Multi-

Design and location Qo Purpose Center''

5.1,9 Utilities

Location and installation (JD projects) /YA
Appurtenances ancillary to JD A

Attachment to JD structures AJA

5.1.10 Clearance

Minimums by cognizant authority

Special JD considerations

5.1.11 Maintenance

Impairment to highway element
Impairment to joint element

Hazardous conditions

5.1.12 Construction

Construction coordination /1’4

Labor relations /l’

LIRS

Reverberation effects

for some activities

s N A

5.1.13 Fire and Associated Protection(explosion)

Protection of joint element A
Protection of highway element Q
ey to Ratings: A = Criterion is adequately met
Q = Some question exists as to whether the criterion is met
U = JD performance is unfavorable in relation to criterion
NA = Criterion not applicable to this project,
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Worksheet 3 (Concluded)

Subsection and Criterion Title

Ratingf Comments

=

5.2 ECONOMIC CONSIDERATIONS
e e M S A el LA

5.2.1 Evidence of Demand
Public uses

Private uscs

(4]

.2.2 Alternative Sites, Uses, or Scales
Site
Use
Scale

5.2.3 Site and Spillover Effects

Local government costs and
tax revenues

Property value changes
Employment

Employment versus unemployment
Personal and business income
Retail sales

Price quantity changes in low
income housing markets

Relocation of businesses
Disruption
5,2.4 Appraised Value Determination
5.2.5 Cosponsor's Financial Capability

5.3 LEGAL Cg?SIDERATIONS

5.3.1 Land Use and Neighborhood Compatibility

5.3. Qualification as "Public Use'

o

Anti-diversion Amendment Prohibition

[}

5.3
5.3.14 Tortious Liability
5.3

Sale or Lease Alternatives

.
(471

.

5.4 SOCIAL CONSIDERATIONS
SRS

5.4,1 Community Needs
5.4.2 Neighborhood Social Conditions
5.4.3 Community Identity

5.4.1 Family Relocation
84

NA

No gignificant effects

~—— e T )

A
P
A

NA
42 Saves maintenance expenst

_ 9 WSHD temporary sponsor
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INTER-IM MULTIPURPOSE CENTER

“The area under the freeway between South Jackson and South King

and 8th and 10th Avenucs is presently bheing used unofficially
for parking. It has also been used for storing vehicles hy a
private company in the arca. Although therc is adequate park-
ing in the immediate area (the adjacent apartments and restau-
rants have their own lots), this arcaoffers frec parking f(or

the entire Chinatown arca. The existing plan by the highwav
department would pave the area for parking but would provide
little clsc that the Tnterim group has suggested. With the pro-
posed plan, the space would be usablce for band practices as re-
quested by "Interim'", however, it would have {cw amenities to
encourage community activity as suggested in the original pro-
posal of a "multipurpose arca for public events, small park,
facilities for holiday and festivals, kiosks (phone, newspapers),
band practice, and possible busstop'.

As a joint usc, this is not a typical case, since rarely will
onc find a community with such specialized neceds. The freeway

took much of Chinatown's land, and divided the remaining community.

Because of its location within the city, therc is no opportunity
for expansion. Conscquently, the community has become so deprived
for space, that it is willing to use anything available, which
also cxemplifies the oriental frugal use of materials and space.
Becausce ol these very specialized needs, the community should

be allowed optimal voice in the development of the space under
the freeway. The development of a parking lot by the highway
department is not adequate to satisfy the nceds of the community.

Eckbo, Dean, Austin & Williams
Jones & Jones
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- INTER-IM MULTIPURPOSE CENTER

TRAFFIC AND ACCESSIBILITY

No direct access from the highway is contempliated and none is warranted.

The joint development project is community oriented rather than highway oriented.

Vehicular access to the joint development project is from King Street only.
There are two reasons for this arrangement. First, Jackson Street to the
north is a much busier street than King Street, making King Street the
logical choice from the standpoint of the least amount of disruption to
surrounding traffic. The second reason for not providing access from
Jackson Street as well is to keep motorists from using the joint element as

a method of going from Jackson Street to King Street.

The joint development project, as a parking lot, should not create undue
disturbance to the traffic pattern of surrounding streets. As a matter of
fact, it is expected that the provision of additional parking in this area
would benefit the capacity of the surrounding streets, as considerable
illegal parking has been observed due to a general parking shortage in the area.
The main traveled way, Jackson Street, Is unaffected by the joint development
project while King Street, from which ingress and egress is made,

has relatively light travel. Access to the joint development project could
be simplified by eliminating parking from the north side of King Street.

This should certainiy be considered if the joint development project parking
lot is free or city metered parking. Removal of street parking might be

questioned, however, for a commercial parking lot.

The joint development project as a combined public parking and community
activity center would probably be used for public parking, at least during
business hours. Should its use as an activity center attract a large number

of people during normal business hours, traffic congestion would probably occur.
The congestion could be somewhat relieved if the people could arrive and depart

on busses that would unload and load off the streets.

The joint element is readily available to pedestrians as all streets in the

expected service area have sidewalks.
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STRUCTURAL

Duc to the nature of the proposed community activities and the llkelihood
of large gatherings of people in the joint element, consideration should

be given to shielding the joint element from objects falling from the

highway above. No other structural concerns seem to exist with this proposal.

SCREENING AND FENCING

The only screening contemplated at this point is a chain link fence on

the east and west right-of-way lines that will keep vehicles within the
joint development site. Consideration to alternate forms of vehicle control
might be contemplated so that the space could be more flexibly utilized

as an activity center,

The highway overpass structure acts as a visual screen between the joint
development project and the traveled way. Highway noise is muffled somewhat
so that the noise level is within acceptable 1Imits, at least for a

parking lot.

ILLUMINATION

The joint development project is to be illuminated by luminaires mounted

on columns throughout the parking area. They are mounted on the columns
with small expansion bélts which shouldn't affect the ¢olumn's load carrying
capacity. This is absolutely essential, especially if the JDP is to be

used at night. This rather large, well lit area should provide a sense of

security for the users of not only the JDP but the surrounding area.

SIGNING

Signing for the JDP will depend upon Its ultimate use. As a commercial
parking facility, It will probably have only on-site signing. As a
community activity center, directional signs from the surrounding area
might be appropriate. |In either case, signs directing the motorist from

the highway element overhead would not be appropriate.
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CLEARANCE

Clearance nbove grade to the underside ol the overpass siructure is
sufficient for a parking lot operation. The overpass structurc gives the
appearance of being low because of the large area covered. It may, in fact,
be somewhat close to grade for community oriented activities, such as
marching bands practicing and public ralties, as the structure might contain
and deflect back the noise lrom such activities unless acoustical material

was applied to the underside of the elevated structure.

MAINTENANCE

This joint development project is advantageous to the Department of Highways
because it relieves them of the responsibility of maintaining approximately
one square block of land. As far as maintenance of the highway element is
concerned, the Department of Highways has easy access to the highway over-

pass structure because of the open nature of the joint element below.

CONSTRUCTION

As the joint element is being constructed beneath existing overpass structures,

no construction difficulties are foreseen that affect the highway element.

FIRE AND ASSOCIATED PROTECTION (EXPLOSION)

(il SNE AN N = E E IS N b B I EE B I s

The highway overpass structure protects the joint development project from

all but the most catastrophic events on the highway element.

As a parking lot or a community activity center, the joint element is likely
to be exposed to potentially flammable situations. These Include the most
obvious of automobiles burning. Any fire on the joint element could be easily

controlled by fire fighting equipment approaching from either adjacent street.
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SUMMARY

This joint development project is quite intereslLing in that the joint
sponsor is the Department of Highways in the initial stage of construction.
The Department of Highways is making basic improvements to the site; i.c.,
paving, drainage, and illumination. The Department will then lease the
facility to a leaseec in an improved condition, thereby attracting a higher

lease income. The leasee will then become the joint sponsor.

T
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CONNECTICUT i isEt INTERCHANGE
General Discussion
This proposal is for usc oi the arca south of the Charles Street
Service Center for emplovee parking and for the possible use of a tri-

angular scction of land off Airport Way for parking Scnttle Transit's

buses. ‘The site is in a heavily industrialized area and will eventually

be passcd over by westerly extensions of the {frecway ramps,

Alternatives and Conclusions

The principal alternative here is the "do—nothing" case, of leaving
the area in landscaped open space maintained by the Department of Highways.
Analysis of the site suggests that this do-nothing alternative is pref-
erable (see EDAW/JJ statement), at least for the triangular area that had
been considered for bus storage. This judgment is less clear for the
employec parking area, which is more remote from Airpor! Way and could be
successfully screened by plantings il the City is willing Lo maintain them,

as well as to keep the area devoted tu parking to a minimum,

The foregoing conclusions are based on a relatively hypothetical
situation for purposes of "Guideline" study and JDP analyses of differing
types. (It is realized, as a practical matter, that the City currently
has a valid lease on the space for parking purposes, that maintenance is
presumably already their responsibility, and the likelihood of bus parking

actually occurring is remote.)
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Worksheet 1

JDP PROPOSAL IDENTIFICATION FORM

Shqrt Title Connecticut Street Interchange JDP classification(s)PG-]

Proposcd Location South of Charlesg St. Center, East of Airport Way

Originated By City of Seattle

s,

Project No.

(Applicant or highway department's originator)

7-518

COSPONSORSHIP DEFINITE POSSIBLE AGENCY OR CONTACT
Federal ) )
Other State ) )
I, Department ol Engineering
Local (inc.special district) (v‘l. (y{g. 2. Seattle Transit System
Privatc ) )
Other ) )
ACTIONS REQUIRED (check as.many as are believed to be applicable)
Planning (physical) coordination (vf Airspace leasc oy
Community interaction (vf/ Franchised operator's agreement ()
Design integration s Franchise agreement (utility) ()
Construction accommodation (Vv Encroachment permit ()
Maintenance or operating Surplus property sale )
agrocment ('4/ Development of other state
Land ‘acquisition coordination ) properties (within highway
corridor) )
SPATIAL DESIGNATION (relation of joint element to the highway facility)
Below-ground ( ) Outside R/W ()

Airspace ) Groundspace (v}

LAND TENURE CLASSIFICATION (joint element

1 Within normal R/W (vJ 111

On expanded R/W

11 - On Excess property ) IV On adjacent public property

V On adjacent private property

TIMING DISTINCTION

Permanent joint use (vJ Pre~highway construction (v6 Post construction (Vflﬁﬂﬂd'

ovr
Temporary joint use ( ) Concurrent construction (V)

as related to highway right of way)

)
)
()

See reverse side for information noted for

file purposes,
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OTHER INFORMATION:

Estimated cost to highway department y ~-O-~
- Sources: (1) Federal $
(2) State highway fund $
(3) $
Estimated cost to cosponsor(2) $
Sources: (1) | 3
(2) $
(3) $
Size of joint development project (acres)
Amount of highway land or airspace involved in JDP (acres)
If airspace, State any vertical limits to be specified (ft)

[1f unlimited as to height, check here ( )]

Appraised value of State's portion of land or airspace
proposcd to be utilized by the proposed project. $

OTHER COMMENTS:

City of Seattle had at one time proposed using part of the subject site

for building expansion of the Charles Street Center; as this would require

a new lease and a possible rental charge, the idea was dropped.

it
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Worksheet 2

. 7-518
Project No.
BASIC POLICY ANALYSIS SUMMARY
Question No. and Key Words (Refer to Not
Soct i - sti nd no ons Yes No Applicable
(conceptual)
1  CONCEPT ()
2 DEFINITION o ()
3 JDP TYPE (f ()
4  FEDERAL POLICY W ) ()
5  AUTHORITY W )
(operational)
6  TRAFFIC AND FUNCTION Vv ()
7  HEALTH AND SAFETY W ()
8  LIABILITY o«

(community oriented)

(N (P N - .

[ |

9  GOALS AND OBJECTIVES ()

10  LOCAL NEED ) 4

11 NEIGHBORHOOD COMPATIBILITY W ()

12  LOCATION W ()

13  ALTERNATE JD USES () (7

14  LOCAL APPROVAL : (¥ () ()

15  LOCAL APPROVAL (if #14 is negative) () () (v

16  PUBLIC OPINION () (W
(cosponsorship)

17  COSPONSOR AUTHORITY o> ()

18  COSPONSOR FINANCIAL CAPACITY ()

19  DEPARTMENT SPONSORSHIP () (W

20 FUTURE COSPONSOR () (W
(right-of-way)

21  ORIGINAL PURPOSE (el ()

22  PUBLIC USE ) (

23  PROPERTY RESTRICTION 2

24  EXCESS PROPERTY ) (w7

Total Affirmative(|4)

Total Negative
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Worksheet 3

GENERAL CRITERIA ANALYSIS SUMMARY

~JD Project No., 7-518 Completed by

SR]I Team

Subscction and Criterion Title

Rat;gg*

Date November 1971

Comments

5.1 PHYSICAL CONSIDERATIONS
L ™

5.1.1 Future Expansion and Obsolescence

Expansion options

Effect on westerly froeceway
extensions

Only when fully utilized
and/or bus storage

None required

Obsolescenco compatibility A
5.1.2 Traffic and Accessibility

Traffic interference and capacity qD

Access need NA

Access spacing and control NA

Ramp capacity when access is direct AA

Peak~-traffic conflicts

local street circulation patternsg AMA

Pedestrian conflicts
5.1.3 Safety and Health
Safety impairment
Air quality control
Noise levels and sound control
Vibration
Public health aspects

5.1.4 Structural

b N

ANIA N N AN

Future column locations

Lateral loads (seismic) AR
Highway vehicle impact §2
Subsurface load increases VA
Excavations and structural integrity A4
Highway structure attachments A

Falling objects, spillage,
side-casting and snow-melt

5.1.5 Aesthetics
Physical scale
Visual amenity

Building appearance and siting

* Key to Ratings on page 2 of Worksheet

us _storgge
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Worksheet 3 (Continued)

Subscction and Critcerion Title Comments

5.1.6 Screening and Fencing

Visual screening Exposed existing storapge

Object retention or deflection
(accidental or intentional)

5.1.7 Illumination

Driver safety

Surveillance and crime Check final plans

" 1" "

Aesthetics

Rating"
o
A .
Restraint fencing /é? Already exists
A
@

5.1.8 Signing

Demonstration of need KA None required
Design and location 104

5.1.9 Utilities

Location and installation (JD projects) A4

Appurtenances ancillary to JD /U4
Attachment to JD structures _AJA
5.1.10 Clearance
Minimums by cognizant authority A Far exceeded
Special JD considerations ./9

5.1.11 Maintenance

Impairment to highway element

Impairment to joint element

N NN AN

Hazardous conditions

5.1.12 Construction

Construction coordination CD
Labor relations __QD

5.1.13 Fire and Associated Protection(explosion)

Timing of construction?

Protection of joint element A
Protection of highway element A
Rey to Ratings: A = Criterion is adequately met
Q = Some question exists as to whether the criterion is met
U = JD performance is unfavorable in relation to criterion
NA = Criterion not applicable to this project.
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Worksheet 3 (concluded)

Subsection and Criterion Title

Rating”

Comments

5,2 ECONOMIC CONSIDERATIONS
e = e e e el

5.2.1

5.2.2

5.2.4

5.2.5 Cosponsor's Financial Capability

Evidence of Demand
Public uses

Private uscs

Alternative Sites, Uses, or Scales

Site
Use
Scale
Site and Spillover Effects

Local government costs and
tax revenues

Property value changes

Employment

Employment versus unemployment

Personal and business income
Retail sales

Price quantity changes in low
income housing markets

Relocation of businesses
Disruption

Appraised Value Determination

5.3 LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS
se— —

5.3.1
5.3.2
5.3.3
5.3.4
5.3.5

Land Use and Neighborhood Compatibility

Qualification as '"Public Use'

Anti-diversion Amendment Prohibition

Tortious Liability

Sale or Lease Alternatives

5.4 SOCIAL CONSIDERATIONS
T —

5.4.1
5.4.2
5.4.3

5.4.4

Community Needs
Neighborhood Social Conditions
Community Identity

Family Relocation
95

Expericnce to date
does not indicate noeed

Expansion of bus storagce

on existing Seattle Trans
lat.?

%
NA
(%)
o
P

SA L.

N for future n_spac

May be more area than

neooded—foromployes—parki
-No_significant effects

{
\

'b)-&-—-v‘

Based on action to date

Future neighborhood needs

V. %s

XA

10 ®

Open_space policy?

Opinion of community
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CONNECTICUT STREET INTERCHANGE

The existing parking south of the service center (that presently
“1n use) is not particulary objectionable, howcver, the storage
usage off Norman Street is unsightly. If this were fenced and
landscaped for parking as indicated in the submitted plans, it
would block from view the less desirable storage uses adjacent
to it. The remaining portions of land in the interchange avea

offer the only open green space in the cntirc vicinity. The inter-

change at this point, with its unlinished ramps and overpasses is
so complicated that the open, flowing preen space beneath it is a
necessity. Without this even planc, the result would be visuallyv
unplcasing, while as is, it achieves almost a sculptural becauty.

Usc of the triangular section off Airport Way South for parking
buses is out of the question, since even fencing could not ade-
quately camouflage the use, and the area would lose its prescnt
visual amenities. Also, access to the proposed bus parking from
the station would have to be across Airport Way South, which
would create traffic problems.

The best alternate usec is to lcave the space open, so that it
functions visually as a park for the frceway user, driver's on

the offramps from the freecway, and drivers on thec adjacent ar-
terials.

Eckbo, Dean, Austin & Williams
Jones & Jones
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CONNECTICUT STRELT INTERCHANGE

TRAFFIC AND ACCESSIBILITY

A direct connection to the highway is not and should no! be considered.
Ingress to the proposed employee parking lot is from Airport Hay,

8th Avenue South, or 9th Avenue South. Egress would be to those three points
as well as 7th Avenue South. Because several sources o! ingress and

egress are available, the proposed employee parking lo! should not

adversely affect the local traffic patterns. The parking lot will serve
employees of the adjacent maintenance shops which are already in

operation. Presumably, these employees are already parking in the arca,

many on the site of the proposed parking lot.

Pedestrian movements from the parking area to the worker's destinations
in the Charles Street Maintenance Center should pose no problems, as

sidewalks exist and no major arterials need be crossed.

STRUCTURAL

This potential joint development project site, consisting of a relatively
large open area with separate highway overpass structures placed some distance
apart and high above the ground, would be well suited for one or two story
buildings, if a need for such could be demonstrated. On the other hand,

the need for parking space is already being demonstrated by the fact that

people are parking on a small portion of the site.
Regardless of the joint element use, the columns supporting the elevated

interchange must be protected from damage from vehicular traffic on

the ground.
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SCREENING AND FENCING

One plan for the employee parking lot shows a screen fenc and landscaping
scparating the parking lot from Airport Way and the conncciion between
Connecticul Street and 9th Avenue South. This sort ol screening has little
to do with joint development; rather, it is a function of the design of the
parking lot. Such screening is highly desirable from an aesthelic stand-

point, regarding the passing traffic on adjacent streets.

FLLUMINAT I ON
This joint element can be illuminated without much effect on the vertically
separated highway element. |llumination, if any, should probably be for

security purposes.

SIGNING

Since this facllity is employee parking for City personnel, the only signing

which scems appropriate would be restrictive in nature.

CLEARANCE

The joint element grade will be located in accordance with the existing grade
on adjacent city streets. The joint element has a greater relationship with
the city streets; that is, Connecticut Street and Airport Way, than it does
with the Connecticut Street Interchange. There is a considerable vertical
distance between the ground and the ramp overpass structures. Also, the

overpass structures are relatively far apart, with large areas of air space

between. All of this makes the ground seem more like open space than space

under an elevated highway. Clearance as such is not an issue with this proposal.

MAINTENANCE

The maintenance of the ground surface of the highway right-of-way beneath
this elevated interchange has relieved the Department of Highways of the
responsibility of maintaining the area. This illustrates one of the possible
positive benefits of joint development to the Highway Department. Because
the joint element is a parking lot, maintenance of the highway element above

should not be any more difficult than If the ground was undeveloped.
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_CONSTKUCT ION

The proposal at hand presents no construction probiems. At the time that
the ramps to the west are extended and the Conneclicut Streel conneclion

to Alaskan Way is constructed, considerable conflict with the opcration

of these lots will occur. It is conceivable that the areas utilized by this
joint element would have normally been made available to the contractor

for staging areas, etc., so that the Connecticut Street future contract may

in fact be somewhat higher than if these areas were not utilized.

IT the City occupies these lots during the future overhead construction,
then the necessary falsework, safety devices, etc., to protect them will

certainly add to the cost of the Connecticut Street project.

FIRE AND ASSOC!ATED PROTECTION (EXPLOSION)

The surrounding city streets provide numerous means of access for fire

fighting equipment to the joint element. This fact along with the interchange's
relatively high elevation above ground would render the interchange somewhat
immune to damage by fire originating at the joint element. As with most

joint elements located beneath highway overpass structures, this joint

element would be endangered only by catastrophic events on the highway element.

SUMMARY

As of this date (Febrary 1972), the City does not have sufficient funds to
implement the joint development project, therefore, progress is at a
standstill. Joint use is not at a standstill, however, because employees
of the maintenance shops are parking on the site. The site is being used,
but not to its potential. The employee parking lot is probably 50 to 100
percent overdesigned at this point in anticipation of new maintenance shops

for the service center in the future.
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=This potential joint use site is interesting for two reasons. Fiini of ali,
it is the only site studied where the joinl element may be conatructed
prior to the highway element. Secondly, the site is rather larqe, open,

and well served by adjacent streets.

Consideration might be given to the northeast corner of Airport Way and
Connecticut Street as a building site. This piece of ground is apparently
not being considered as employee parking. It had previously been considered
by the Seattle Transit System. Seattle Transit planned employee parking

but dropped the idea because of the excessive cost of landscaping and other
improvements. Later, in 1968, when Seattle Transit thought it would lose
its bus parking near Seattle Center to the domed stadium, they considered
parking buses temporarily on the Connecticut Street intersection site. That

idea was abandoned when the domed stadium site was changed to King Street.

The highway overpass structures have not been built over it, so common supports
could be used for the highway element and the joint element. Provided a need
could be established for a building, it would take advantage of the two unique

features of this site referred to previously.

100



	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


